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The relevant derivative Is : 

(17) 

For firms an equal distance from the mean, the decrease in 

~elghted variance, VlRW, is proportional to firm size, so the 

JF~CP should pursue larger firms first among those equidistant 

f ro11 the mean. 

Holding VAR~ fixed and totally differentiating we find: 

dE; --di'; 
(18) 

This is the tradeoff bet~een targeting ~ize and deviation 

that leaves l~VARW unchanged. Intuitively, equal reouctions in 

VARW can be achieved by pushing to the population mean small 

firms that deviate greatly or large firms that deviate little• 

So far we have assumed that each individuol tirm's employ-

~ent practices have a .negligible effect on ~11 other firms, or 

that as a firm increases its black employment It araws from the 

unemployed or from firms with an abundance of blacks. Suppose, 

instead, that blacks may be ~ost easily bid away from small 

discriminatory firms that believe there is little chance of their 

being reviewed for compliance. in· this case it Is possible that 

VARW will not improve as blacks' employment share at large firms 

increases. To derive ~his ~utility condition totally ditferen-

tiate VARW: 

(19) 
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Holding firm size fixed, and assuming for simplicity that dPi s O 

except at the lar~e firm j which Is targeted and the small fir~ k 

fro~ which it bids away blacks, we find enforcement will leave 

VA~M unchanged If 

(20) 

the wei~hted variance •ill be unaffected by Increasing blacks' 

representation at firm j if firm j in turn bids black labor away 

from small firm k at which blacks are already underrepresenteo• 

If blacks perceive only the unweighted variance, they will now in 

fact be displeased by the results of affirmative action pressure. 

There is another situation In which the market undoes what 

the regulator achieves in a single firm. Even intesrating an all 

~hite firm need not reduce the level of segregation. lo illus

trate this, consider an extreme case of tipping in a market with 

a technologically fixed number of firms and homogeneous workers. 

If •11 workers refuse to work in inte~rated firms, then absent 

;overnment Interference all firms will be segregated. It the 

government forces the employment of a black at an all white firm, 

it will induce complete turnover resulting in a segregated black 

fir~. This may Increase black earnings, but such extre~~ 

discriminatory taste will prevent Integration. If the displaced 

~hltes then regroup in another firm, VARW need not chdnge. 

Some would argue that as long as this reshuffling raises 

relative black earnings, affirmative action should be considered 

a success. Their underlying premise ls that affir~ative action 
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is a program to redistribute income, not to fight discrimination. 

Finally, It is important to realize that Executiv= Order 

112~6 only applies to federal contractors. Some have argueo, 

though less vigorously in the past two decades, that the best 

curre for discrimination is integration. Because of its res-

tricted coverage, the ·OFCCP Might successfully increase black's 

eMployment share and reduce VARW in the contractor sector, but 

cause an increase in overall VARW at the same time• 

A common variance decomposition is: 

tT
2 

- LL (P, - P,>2 + L E,CP, - ,,-) 2 

I i I 
(21) 

The first term is the sum of the within group variances, and the 

second term is the between group variance. ln this case there 

are only two groups of firms: contractors (c) and non-contractors 

Cnc), so this reduces ~o: 

(22) 

Now It is clear that reducing VARC or increasing Pc ~re nei-

ther necessary nor sufficient conditions for reducing c2. VAkNC 

mi~ht increase, or the between group variance might increase if 

the contractor sector ~as already bl~ck intensive. ln the 

extreme, affirmativ~ action r~places discrimination with nepotism 

or reverse discrimination in the contractor secto5 , resulting in 

perfect segregation: . a black contractor sector and a white non-

contractor sector. 

In reality the uFCCP cannot kno~ for sure it a tirm 
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discriminates. In setting enforcement thresholds, it should 

tradeoff the cost of falsely accusing the innocent against that 

of letting the guilty go free. Statistical evidence is more 

powerful In large firms, so they should be held to higher stan-

dards~ For a given threshold, however, large firms have a 

gr~ater 11abillty of falling the statistical standard of the 

courts. Perhaps the OFCCP should concentrate on smaller firms in 

-hlch the evldenc~ is not up to court ~tandards. Given the 

Indeterminacy of statistically deter~ining compliance •ith goals, 

there is some justification for the OFCCP's emphasis on compl i-

ance with procedures. 

When discrimination Is known ~ith certainty, I have aerived 

the tradeoff between firm size and extent of discrimination that 

sh~uld be used in targetting, ana shown how reshuffling across 

firms can undo the regulator's attempts at intervention. In 
-

f ightin~ discrimination in one firm or sector, the OFCCP must 

take care that it does not ~orsen it elsewhere. 
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To think of ~ffirmetive action solely as policy against 

discrimination is to mistake the essence of affirmativ~ action. 

Affirmative action does not in practice promote blindness toward 

race or sex. As its common name Indicates, Executive Order 1124b 

In practice requires contractors to take affirmative action to 

increase employment opportunities for people chosen on the basis 

of race and sex, irrespective ot whether or not the firm has been 

discriminating. 

· In the words of then Under Secretary of Labor, Laurence 

Silberman: ''One of the interesting things about the atf irmative 

action concept, it is not antidiscrimatfon. It goes beyond that 

••• We and the compliance agencies put pressure on contractors 

to c~me up with committments even though these contracts are not 

guilty of any discrimination, but because ~e think they are 

required under th~ Executive order to go beyond, to provide 

affirmative action.''lll 

Speculate a moment on the sources of political support for 

affirmative action. Why should a politician support affirmative 

action? Who will support him If he does? Obviously blacks and 

-o~en are the largest direct beneficiaries of aff ir~ative ac~ion, 

absent civil disorder, and among these the politician will 

respond to the wishes of those most likely to support him •ith 

~otes and money. This suggests a very ditferent conception ot 

ho# OFCCP regulatory pressure may be targetted. 
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How does an individual gain from affirmative action? if 

affirmate action is viewed as a policy of anti-discrimination, he 

gains from a broader choice set, a feeling of justice and equal 

pr~tection under the la~, and Indirectly fro~ increased earnings. 

A broader choice of employment only makes the individual better 
r 

oft in · effect if he ends up In a better job. Increasing the 

ch~ice set does not by itself necessarily Increase utility. 

While feelings of justice may promote the authority of the state, 

they do not put bread on the table. The premise of this sect[on 

is that political support for affirmative a~tion depends on inoi-

vidual gain in the form of increased earnings. 

Relating this In more formal economic terms, political sup

port is proportional to workers' surplus: the area above the sup-

ply curve and beneath the wage in figure 6.4. Executive Order 

11246 imposes employment goals, not wage 9oals. For a given 

induced shift in employment, workers surplus will be greater the 

sore inelastic is the supply and will depend not at all on the 

elasticity of demand. Graphically, for the linear supply in Fis-

ure &.~. the increase in worker surplus is .5£~H~N + Nol~"' 

~here ~W is the increa~e in wages, ~N is the fixed increase in 

empl~yment, and No is initial employment. This surplus increases · 

with ~W which increases with the lnelasticity of supply. 

If political support is proportional to rents, then the 

OFCCP will elicit more support from minorities and temales by 

tar9ettin9 enfor,ement pressure where supply is inelastic. So 

affirmative action pressure should be stronger in occupations 
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requiring high skills ~nd high education, in which people are 

also more likely to be politically active, and which are after 

all, In my opinion, the true battlefield of affirmative action. 

It is a battlefleld because it is these same cases of inelastic 

supply that provoke the most political backlash. Firms are more 
• 

sensitive to quality differentials, have more difficulty meeting 

e~ployment goals, and are under pressure to raise wages to do so. 

As their relative wage declines, white males are seized by con-

cern with inequity. 

The premise of the above discussion was that no political 

support would be forthcoming from markets with elastic supply 

because no workers surplus could be generated. If supply is per

fectly elastic at wage Wo, then workers are Indifferent between a 

given occupation and other pursuits, so they . derive no net bene

fit from employment in the given occupation. This · interpretation 

depends critically on the assumption of perfect labor markets. 

In reality this assumption is violated by the functioning of 

labor unions, by government regulations such as minimum wage and 

occupational licensing laws, and by the presence of unemployment. 

In any of these cases an excess notional labor supply may exist, 

either because ~ages are artificially maintained above the market 

clearin~ level. or employment is cons~rained below that level by 

institutional restrictions or by firms' output constraints. If 

observed wages co not clear markets, an unchanging wage in 

response to a shifting demand (elastic effective supply) cannot 

~e taken as evioence of elastic notional supply. For exa~ple, in 

Figure 6.5, a mini~u~ wage is imposed at w, so effective supply 
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Se differs from notional supply Sn, and demand can shift from 0 

up to D' without increasln~ wages. The argument that poltical 

support . fs · strongest where supply is inelastic refers to 

notional, not effective supply, and goes through even in the 

presence of wage floors imposed by unions or the government. 

Hiahly skilled minorities and females have a strong incen-

tive to use the ~overnment to increase the deMand for their ser

vices. This makes an interesting contrast with unions, which 

restrict supply. depend for their effectiveness ·on the elasticity 

~f demand, are more prevalent and at least as important a~ong ~he 

low-skilled as among the high-skilled, and which must face a 

tradeotf between higher wages or More jobs. In terms of redis

tributing income, the OFCCP acts as an iae•l union: it increases 
-------

~es without dec~~aslns employ~ent for its members; a history ot 

discimination pays the dues for the group. 
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In trying ~o Qake sense . of how the JFCCP has actually tar

getted enforcement, it is useful to recognize that the OFCCP, 

like ~ny other ~anmade bureaucracy, is imperfect. Even if the 

head knew exactly what ft wanted to do, the feet often have their 
r 

own interests and sometimes are stuck in the mud. 

In practice, targetting at the OFCCP has for the most part 

done on an ao hoc decentralized basis, with f ielc otticers 

exercising considerable discretion. Ftet~ officers tend to be 

evaluated on fulfilling goals for compliance reviews, rather than 
. ........ --~---------..,...__ ,.._ ........ ' - _,,_ 

~n successfully brin~ins discriminators to heel. Indeed to <lo --- - · otherwise might well Invite undesirable headhunting. 
.. .., '• ..... ......,:..- . ,. -- ~ ~.. .. - . . .. ...... ·~ ~ 

The tastest 

~ay to fill a production goal for compliance reviews is to review 

f lrms with good records and good behavior. In practice these 

~i11 · usually be large firms with well-established systematic 

record keeping for internal personnel bureaucracies. They will 

also tend to be the good corporate citizens who have been 

reviewed before - and·· found in compliance. If this were in fact 

the internal incentive syste~ tor field officers, it would not be 

surprising to find that compliance reviews are concentrateo on 

the larJest firms ··t ·hat have already been reviewed In the p~s't, 

and that already employ the most females and minorities. 
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1. Laurence H. Silberman, Testimony at Hearings of the Senate 

Subcommittee on Labor ot the Committee on Labor and Public 

r Welfare, 92nd Congress, lst Session, p.aa (1971). 

I 
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t.eo\~ such ~s t.he ti:ev:i sed McKPrsie S!:!~t.ern or t.he l~t.er t:ISFN S\::!S-

t.em. ·1 hese syst.e11\S gener~l l~! t.qrgi=it in ~ sl?nsibl e f~shion 

11\t:!nt.s 1,.1:i t.t1 ~ low propart.ion of o\j. nor i t.ies or t·ep1~l es relative t.o 

Bll.t. inter-· 

v:iews w:it.h UfCC~ of~iCiCllS in W~shingt.on qnd in the ~ield su~~est 

t.h~t. thPse forrnql tClr9~tt.in9 systems ,,.,ere never re~Jly used. 

~~_;~:;..p_n~:i-· c:,.., -~r_..;;e_ .... c;;..;o;;:_r.:....;.r.1..:;.,_ .... c_. o;;..l'-.:\.:..P..:.J.....:i::..;q:...\...:.1c..:.. .. ..:e _ __ o_. t_··t.:.. .. .:..i..::c...::e:...r_s:__c_:l~Cl::..l::..· "~'-........ t..,.h_e,,_'-!_:-·' __ s.-1:."_1:.._p~l ~! 

~r-=e~v:_::i_e:.w.:.:...:..P...::.-::!~-t.:...h~e,.,_,...:t....:· · 1::.:... r::...";..:\:.;.;s _ _:,,.,~:i;;...t..;..·.:..h ___ t;..; .. h .... e,._.....;.0.:..:10:.:s:..t..::...._:e~"_::\P:.....:l .::.o..:'=~!e:..:e~s:.::..' _.:a::..n.:..:d:_t .he 9r ow in~ 
~ --;;>-- """~ 

t ·:i ro1~. ·fhis ch~pt.er ,,.,:i. 11 show wn1ch t.ypes of est~blJ.shrl\ents wt?re 

~ctu~llw rev:iewPd bet.ween 1974 and 1980 prim~r,l. w by the DPpart-

111ent ot· Deferr~e. As such, the PClt.t.erns shown here should not be 

C"on·:;J der· e~ l nd:i cat.:i ve 01.. current. pol:i.cies or pr~ct.ice·:. ot· t.i1e 

l.11- CCF' • 

O\~r 1 J y. t.hose condur.-t.ed bl:! DOD, t.he'::! fl\~'-! .not he ijlQil"."-t · .. .., .. '? _,..._o _t _· ..._f:_•:::;s t ....... -
Al J of t.i·· P __ _, , 

tests herp h~ve not ~tllly cnrrPctP~ yet for tne ~act ~hat most or 
-~·---~ 
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st.at.eci. BPt·ore (.II- CCF' consol id~1:.ion, agencies wPre Sien··-

Prally ~dv:ised to sel@ct t'or review those contr~c1:.or establish-

such f~ct.ors ~s s'.17.P, l.ocqt.ion w:i th reg~rd t.o centpr-:;:. ot· 111'.i not· it.'=' 

pC'pulqt.:ion, t.urnover rat.e and 1:-.EO pro·r:i. le. Also, regulations 

~w~rding of contracts of 51 million or more re.g~rdless ot' the 

rel cit.' VP ~ l ze ot· t.he es 1:.ab 1 i sh111ent .• 

prot':i _JPS or 1,.1i?re t.hp sub~iects of nHf\1erous co111p:t ai ntc:. t ·ron\ -t:.ne 

coo1111Lm'.1 t.1es 'n r,.1hJ ch the'::! 1,.1pre s:i t.u~t..Pd. At"t.er consolod~t1on, 

llFl.CI-' di rect.ed specl al eft·ort.s t.n a.ccon1pU shi ng revJ ews :in v;o<r:; -

t"le"i'or~, or which 1,.1ere bel:i.eved l l .k.e.) !::! t.a cont.~i n nul'lerou.=. 

~t't'Pcted classes nf pPrsons of the protectPd groups. 

b.~sed on Ut- CCF' ~·j111 in :1. st.rat. :i ve r E?cor ds . lhP records I had a~cess 

t.o were not ~ compl.Pt.P recor~ of ~ll revjews. 
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revJews. 

8,hout.. 4~00, ot· which ~oout. hql f c~nnot. be l\l~t.ched w; t.h t.EO-l 

rec-or as tiec~use t.hey .l acv.. :i t:"lenti f'=:!i n~ nuo1oers. Conversc:;tions 

Tjles 'n JY74 ~nd ' J980, l selected all of the 41281 e~t~Mlish-

ments tn~t. were co~tr~ctors jn 1974. 

were rontr~ctors in 1914 h~d completed at least one compljance 

revJew ln the rjve ye~rs rroM 197~ to 1979. 

lhere ~re saote surprfs; nS' results :i.n t.he c:-rass-t.~nul~t:i ons 

Shr:inkin~ est~blishments ~re 

S:t 1',;;1ht.J ~! l'tore J J 1<.eJ '=:! t .o be r~viewed t.han ',;;1row:i nSl ones, ~na J~r· ge 

soi~ l ) ones . 

thJ.rtw percent or the 4J281 contractor 

only ~. l~ wPre revJ ewed :in t.he suhsequent \:!e~rs 19 /5 tr'l 1979. :in 

'.....·. 



- ~>99 -

'i ~Mle /. l reve~ls no consistent p~t,-

Jn t.ne 

proh~h1l:it'::! or review Tluctuates from a low of 7.2 percent t.o ~ 

i' d 9h or· 8. :~ percent .• lhe Pst~hl j sho1ents 111ost. l J.kel!::! t.n be 
r 

re0 ewer.i 1 n ·1 <=lb :I e J. l. ~re t.nose with betwePn t..f"n and t..1,.1ent.H pf"r-

~ent hl<=lck m~le, well <=lhove the mPan bl~ck m~le represent~t.ion of 

s:i ~'~ per·r-ent. 

~tr~t.es ~ s1mllar :inconsistPncw. Uf establisnrnents wjthout any 

) :i ~hfl\ents t.hat. wf"re ·10Y. or 111ore t·eo\ctl e were rf"v:iewe•:i . The 

i·1:igf1est :inc:i.dence ot· revie1,.1, H.3%, occurred ~mong est~bl:isliNents 

: . .z;~ p@rcent. 

lhf" st.rongest. s:i.nglP pre•::hct.or ot· reviews 1.s e·;:.t.~bli:.hl'1ent 

~,7.e, I he o\or e PO\P J O'::!ees ~n es t~M J i shmerrt. has t.he ro1or e l 1 Ke l '::! J. t. 

t.er ("11.. Pst.abJ:i sh11\ents w:i t.h r ·Pwer t-h~n 50 eo\plo'::lees :in 1974 Wi?re 

rPVl ~we•:1 in subsequerrf:. ~ears. New regul~t.ions propose•::1 e~r l~! :i. n 

(-; t.he ~e~g~n ~dod.n:i str~t.l.on but w:i thdrawn tmder pnl i t.ical pressure 

ror Pst.ablishment.s w:ith less th~n 250 emplo'::!ees. M~ results sug-

gPs~ t.hP pn ) :itic~l turmoil over the i s sue turned, ror the most 
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sJnce )ess. t.1"1B.n s:i;,~ pt?rC'.'ent o1" such C"ont.ract.or e~t.~hlishl\lent.s h.~d 

nt?en rE=>v1.E=>wed. Jn t.his regard, t.he new pr·oposal-::. wc•uld h?;ve 

J~rgp)y ~11,ount.ed t.ci rewr:it.in~ t.he re·~ulat.ions t.o confor111 t.c'.'I h0w 

~~rirm~tivP ~ct1on has ~ctually been Pnrorred. L.~rge est.abl1sh

"'t?nt.s. have been heavi J y rev:i ewed. Al\long t.hose "'d th '750 or Piere 

E=>l\IP ~ O'::!t:i.t:i.s, "'ore t.ha11 :.'3X h~ve b@en rev i eweo . ·r his seeo1s si?ns i b 1 e 

'n J i9i"'tt. ot· t.r·1e Pconont:i.es ot· scale :i.n ent·orcel'l11?nt .. 

.In conversart.ions Of CCF' ot'fici~:t.s have s~:i d t.he•=' ~1-::.o t.ry t.o 

t.~rget grow,ng Pstanlishments th~t will ·have greater opportl1ni

t1es to hlrt? minorities ~nd females Wlthout. ~Srectl~ d:ispl~~1n~ 

wh1t.e males. lhis does not appe~r t.o he the c~se in r~nle /.4. 

r$·l.qhb.E'hl'l1ent.s t.hat. e;v:perienced ~ : ... o percent or greater re("iuct:i.on 

; n t.hel r wnrt-:. force bet.ween 1974 qnd 1980 were sl ignt. l~! oti:::>re 

lJkely t.o he rPviewPd than those that. grew by 30 percent or more. 

Howt?vPr, t'J uct.u~t-ions B.t· small e~.t..abl i shments "'~'=! be ansc-ur :in~ 

t.r-1e uw."ler .. 1 ~:i ng p~t:t,ern~ within size classes. 

I he :i nt.en-;;:i t.~ ot· rev:i.ew does r.i:i.ffer gre~tl':! ~cross sect.ors~ 

<~s I ~h) P I . 5 deo,ons t. r <;\t.es . t- ewer t.h.;:in one per cPnt ot· ~) l C'("•n

t. r~·:--t.ors Wf're rev:i Pwet:1 1 n ~str icul tu re, public ut.:1 l i t.1e·:. <"=lnd 

in ~Sjr icul t.ure ~nd ret..~:i 1 t..rC'(de, where J.ar~e 

~J;:-:e. 

I he·se p.:.:;t-

~erns ~re :iargely ~n ~rtiTact. of the s~mple wn1cn ronsist.s prJ-

01.~r J 1'::.t nt· revJ ews C"Ont:"luct.eo b':! DUD. DOD' s. t.er·r J t.or':! 1.J~s e ·;:.~,en-
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tialJy t.he dur~hle rn~nuf~cturjn9 industries, which js rerlec~ed 

I h:i s sect.ion e~'~p~nds upon t.he prev:t.ous resuJ ts by control-

:ting t'nr v~rj. qt.ion along ~ nu11\ber of d:i11\ensions. fhe 41281 

C"\hSPrV~t-ions on 'nt:iiViOUql COntra.ctor est~h) ishl\1ents ~re ~·~9re-

r ~te , r P9 l. on, p~r cent. M J m~. 111~ :i e, ~nt:1 per cent f e111a 1 e . fable '7.6 

1node), we1gnt.j ng by t.he sa.u.:=tre root. at· rrpa.. In ~eneral, t.he 

results jn table · J.6 with multivariate controls confirm the fjnd-

'nsJs ot· t.he ··prevj nus sec.t.:i.cm. 

tst.abl j shment.s near t.he 11\ea.n wj.'t.h t.hree t.o t.en p?rcent bl ~c+:. 

male employees are rnore likely to be reviewet:1 t.n~n those at the 

the relativelw low pron~M1lity of review of ~ll white est~bl. ish-

not. directly controlled for here. However, t.h:is type nf ~rgument 

:is unJ :i Kel y t.n ~ccotmt. t·or t.he j nconsj st.ent p~tteT'n ~l\1m19 

there ) ~. no · cons:istent pat.tern b~· -· percent. 

t·e111ale, a)t.hougn t.r1ose w1t.h 25 t.o 50 percent. t·e111.:)le ~re 111ore 
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revJ.ewed t-h<=!n t.t1ose t.hat.. grew. ~ev:i ews ~re l\lllr.:'h nlore CC'11\lnlon ' n 

lll~nut~~ct.ur:i. n9, pa.rt.ic-uJarl~ :1.n t.he dura.MJe goods sector, t.han in 

p-;. t.aM :i :i shn11?1Tt. s :t n t.he. Sou th a,nr:i t.he. Nor t .he?.s t . ~re l\lor e l j Y..e l ~! t.i::-i 

nl? rPv:tPweo. 

) 1' ont:o t.hought. ot· t.c1e CIFCCP' s pr in1ar~ concern 

rev:iew~ to be concentra,t.Pd a,t. e~t~blis~l\lents ~ith ~ rPlativPly 

small proportion oT Tem~les and black M~les, controlling for 

·1 .. nis :ls t.he p~st. , Sllh._iect to t.he provjso~. at. the be·::,hnrun ·~ ;:-it: 

th1s cn~pter. Nor 's the.re s:ignific~nt evidence here that ~row-

lhe doMinant targettjn~ pr ~~-

Mow ~Cln t.he ) ~cl<. of a consistent. t .argetting pc;:;t.tern bi:,! r~ce 

ln :\nt.er v :1ew :::. ~ 

t -·.~-.1·::.:C I 

,: . . . 



~eviewin~ lar~e e~t~Mlishments wjth 11t~l~ 

~an~~rned wjth redJ~tributin~ Jabs towards minorities ~nM wnmen. 



,. 

Table 1: Proportion of Contractor Establishments That Were Reviewed 
from 1975 to 1979, by 1974 Black Male Employment Share. 
N - 41281 Establishments. 
Mean Black Male Share - .061 

Line Black Male Employment Share, 1974 N Proportion Reviewed 

1. .00 12269 .021 

2. .01-.02 7237 .087 

3. .02-.04 6856 .074 

4. .04-.06 3704 .080 

5. .06-.08 2575 .072 

6. .08-.10 1775 .082 

7. .10-.20 3852 .093 

8. .20-.50 2593 .083 

9. .50-.70 345 .041 

10. .70-1.00 75 .053 



................. , .. ........ .. ·~ ~ ......... ,_ .. .... ~·. ·····-=--·· · · ··- -····~ ---·- -··. 

Table 2: Proportion of Contractor Establishments That Were Rev 
from 1975 to 1979, by 1974 Female Employment Share. 
N - 41281 Establishments. 
Mean Female Share - .317 

Line Female Employment Share N Proportion Reviewed 

;-
.00 919 .003 1. 

2. .00-.05 5152 .051 

3. .05-.15 8464 .081 

4. .15-.25 5921 .070 

5. .25-.30 2235 .066 

6. .30-.35 1972 .078 

7. .35-.40 1871 .083 

8. .40-.50 3499 .073 

9. .50-.10 6768 .044 

10. .70-.1.00 4480 .053 



Table 3: Proportion of Contractor Establishments That Were Reviewed 
from 1975 to 1979, by 1974 Total Number of Employees. 
N - 41281 Establishments. 

Line Size N Proportion Reviewed 

1. 1-50 10126 .004 

r 2. 50-100 10034 .017 
-

3. 100-250 11196 .058 

4. 250-500 5264 .136 

5. 500-750 1900 .192 

6. 750-1000 960 .230 

7. 1000-2000 1109 .230 

8. 2000-5000 527 .260 

9. 5000-8000 106 .260 

10. 8000+ 59 .280 



Table 4: Proportion of Contractor Establishments That Were Reviewed 
from 1975 to 1979, by Growth Rate of Total Employment from 
1974 to 1980. 
N - 41281 Establishments. 

Line Growth Rate N Proportion Reviewed 
;-

1. less than or equal to -0.3 5414 .069 

2. -0.3 to 0.3 26173 .061 

3. greater than or equal to 0.3 9694 .068 



Table 5: Proportion of Contractor Establishments That Were Reviewed from 
1975 to 1979 by Industry. 
N - 41281 Establishments. 

Proportion 
Line Sector SIC N Reviewed 

1 AJriculture 1-9 121 .008 
2 Mining 10-14 778 .012 
3 Construction 15-17 808 .021 
4 Food cl kindred 20 1964 .040 
s Tobacco 21 76 .092 
6 Textiles 22 597 .424 
7 Apparel 23 364 .393 
8 Lumber 24 541 .013 
9 Furniture 25 190 .047 

10 Paper 26 958 .025 
11 Printing ·21 478 .115 
12 Chemicals 28 1309 .027 
13 Petroleum 29 232 .047 
14 Rubber 30 578 .040 
15 Leather 31 137 .117 
16 Stone, Clay, Glass 32 759 .026 
17 Primary Metal 33 805 .190 
18 Fabricated Metal 34 1327 .171 
19 Machinery 35 1491 .231 
20 Electrical Equip. 36 1279 .322 
21 Transport. Equip. 37 855 .257 
22 Instruments 38 479 .106 
23 Miscellaneous 39 211 .190 
24 Transportation 40-47 2403 .011 
25 Utilities 48-49 2327 .002 
26 Wholesale Trade 50-51 . 3759 .055 
27 Retail Trade 52-59 8503 .005 
28 Finance, Ins. 60-69 3979 .007 
29 Services 70-89 .3973 .047 

.. 
. ·-~·- · -- · - -



r 

Table 6: Review Incidence Among Contractors 
Log-Odds Model 
41281 Establishments Aggregated into 3587 Cells. 

MEAN COEffiCIENT 

Percent Black Male 
o+ to 3 .251 .32 (.052) 
3 to 6 .217 .53 (.056) 
6 to 10 .181 .64 (.060) 
10+ .178 .36 (.057) 

Percent Female 
o+ to 25 .290 -1.48 (.095) 
2S to 39 .223 -.90 (.099) 
39 to 50 .192 -.1S (.102) 

so+ .227 . -1.18 (.099) 
Establishment Size 

100 to 500 .317 .86 (.042) 
SOO to 1000 .182 1.72 (.054) 
1000 to 3000 .127 1.93 (.065) 

3000+ .047 2.09 (.103) 
Growth Rate 

-.3 to +.3 .411 -.45 (.042) 
.3+ .294 -.OS (.048) 

Industry 
Non-durable Mfg. .206 .58 (.061) 
Durable Manufacturing .236 1.01 (.057) 
Trade .180 - .OS (.066) 
Services .190 .20 (.066) 

Region 
North-Central .260 -.78 (.047) 
South .215 .01 (.042) 
West .215 -.03 (.048) 

Weight .759 -1.79 (.11) 
MSE .662 

Nore: The means pertain to the distribution of cells, not 
underlying establishments. 
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- ~".00 -· 

t.r~ctor m~'nt~jn ~n ~TTjrmat.,ve ~ction plan <AAP> rons1sting 'n 

P<!rt. C"\t· ;: ut.1l'zQt.1on (;!na)t:!sjs ·nv:iic~tin~ ~r>?~~ 01· l\llnnr1t':~ -~na 

n=•ll\.:::;J e Pl\1p.1 O':!lllent 'n which t.ne eo\plo':!er· 's oe1 .. icient. , <=:long w11:.i1 

~o .::-: 1~ ~nt:i t., lllet.~h] es t"<w ~oor.1·-n;p t.h effort.s t.o C"orrel'."'t.. Mefit:"1en

C"'fles. the ~o~l ot· t.h:is chapt.er 's t.o llleas1.tr·e siood-n=~J.t.h, t.o 

r.1eterll\1ne ~Mat arfjrMative c:ctinn promise~ are worth. fs nego

t,~t1on nver ~rr,rmat:ive ~C"tinn sioals ~n empt.w C"'har~oe pla~ed 

w,t.l"\ J:•r("lperi.':! penc1 :1e1:i 1·orms, or r.ioe~ 1t. in t ·act. )p~a t.o 01ore 

Jobs rnr mJnor't.'es ~nM Telllale~ '" the contr~ct.or sector~ Ir t.ne 

.l~tt.er 's the t:"a~e, ~re these sioals so str:i . ~tlw ~dhereb t.n as t.o 

r"("lnst.J t .ut.e q1.1nt.as'!' 

t. :inn~.I The sef'on·~ 

·t.r 11 s ~ t.•. ldt:! • 

fhe role p l ~yed b y 

'F'<"!rt.:i cul;::r ent"c'.'lrt:"ement. t .n("lls :t n e) ic:i t.in'::I proonses ~n·:i :in prnriH::it

J n9 t.he' r <'!C'i··1ievelllent. 's t.est.ed j n tiect., on 4, whici1 J ·::. ·rnl lowE.,j 

r •I;:! nl tr C"'onc l u ~- :i ons . 

Whj :i e no one t1~s ~v@r !=-t..ur.iiea t.l"le usenu ness 01" .:;:t·t ·, r111,:it' ve 

~c t. ion promJs~s ~~ ~ regulatorw tnol, the Jmp~ct or tne contr ~ct 

(''f'IO\p) l<"'!nce prc-•9r-ROI <=! -;'!"· ~ whole h~s bPen ~n<=il'::!Zea 1·1ve t .io1es 'n t.he 



- ~'-01 -

Pl•\P.I r.iy.1•lent. 'rn~r>?~sl?s n~st.Pr ~t. f>st.ablishl\1ent.s t.h~t ~r.;:. ·re•:l>?r~ :t 

C"'ont.r~ct.ors. · ~(1r r@male~, ~ pnsit.jve lmp~rt. h~s not. been cJe~rl~ 

t .h\:' prn9r~f'lt n-.et'f PctJ ve, wn' :t f> Ch~pt.>?r 4 t" H\~S l\\J . ;~p<J ev' di?nc:·e. 

t:onsJdenng t.~·1e nt~rginal HtPact. ot· coorpl:i~nce reviews, Burn1enh 

-~n~( t- ·lecl(l\\~n ~nd wolpj n not.n t·l.nd t.hel\) l net·t·ect.] .ve 'n t.he l.;:te 

b O's ~no P~rl~! /O's, while ChcrF•t.er 4 t"l.nds ~ posit.:ive H1pact on 

t"lot.n l\ll nor' t.y. ~ni:i t "t:=>flH'!le ernp) oyo1ent het.wPen 1974 <=!nr:i 1980, ~nd 

s1.1g9e ·~.t.·s t .hat. t.ne p;,~p~nr:ieo s1.q:1J:.O:Ly of s11..1 l led l\\:i nor if.' es <=:n 0 

·1·f>l\lq)es, ~s we.I :i (:1-::::. f\\ClT't:=> ~ggressivt:=> Pnforceri1ent. helt=-'ed ~ccou.nt 

Since t .he 

rev1Pws p;-..·:qo\l nel'.'i r·lere navE=> r'! ) re~d\::! been sr1own t.o bo? 1.1-:=.et·r.11, the 

q•.tt=>st.ion r1Pr1? '~. not. ''Art:=> reviews Pt't"ect.ive ·!' ; ,. , but. r~t.her '' Do 

PT'('lf'ID st:=>s p;,~t.r ~ct.ed t:iur '· \"lg t.he rPview process ront.r H::iut.e t.o t.t'H? 

Nei-

t.her· 'f:.r·1e penal t . i es t·nr ' nt' l ~t. i ng pr Of\\]. s>?s 1:.o has ten 1:.he Mep.:;:r t .1.1 r ~ 

"~ fP~er~.1 ln~pPctors nor ~he prnspect.s or ~Ping ~pprehendP~ sPPM 

lhe rJrst debarment o~ a 

non--·ron-::.t.r1.1ct.1cw1 cnnt.r~ct.or r.hd not. t.~v..e pl(;lce unti 1 l 974, -=;no :i.n 

l ~ the UFfCP fin~s 

t.ne p ·;:. ·i .. ~h.l 1~ho\ent' s ~n··iroi~t' VP ~ct.. :i on pl~n tm~ccept.aole~ J t. o"t 2:~· 

' s sup ~ ~~how c ~u SP not.' ce ~s ~ pr Pl ion. n~r ~! s t .ep t.n 1·u '.;Iner s anc·-

t ., on·;=.. 

r?V,PWS, u1S1.:ci-.:, Pr'74, p. 29/) . (It' t.hese, one·-·t .h1 rd t.o one-i1.:=: .1 1 .. 



• 

'nvo.tvf? l•~':"lC' ~no blat.qnt. P<:!P?rwork. r.iet·,ciencies ~uc-h i=;·= t.he 

n=~l .turP t.o prpp~re l:"r upi:iat-e ~n AA~'. (ltSGAO, lY75, p.26). 

l l IS(~AO , J '17'::• , 

fn 1973 ~nd 1974, 

s~t:t.:1 e11\ent.s, avere)gi ng ~, t.3 pt?r 

p.46). In 1980, 'n ~n even more 

<USCC"'' :t98~, p.47), 

r ~ner'r'ar,es rPpresented less th~n two tenths cir one perrent or 

<'! J .t pr nt.ect.e1j gr c:u.1 p Pll\P l oyee·:; ~t. ~•us t t.he r PV i ewed es t.~M 11 sh--

11\ent.s . lln t.11e C'lt.her t1<:lnd, t· 1 r 11\S 11\-a~! per c.e l VP t .ne ~1.1bs t •. ~nt. 1 e: .I. 

pPna.tt.1es nr ·1,tle VYI lltJ~at1on he)ng1n~ over their nea~s wn1 l e 

undPr ~n· · , rmat.:t ve ctt'."'t.inn review. 

.t J k.e 

Just when the~ ~rP 

I hat. Moes not. see111 t .o be t.hl? C"'qSe here. fhe 1..1 '.;:: 

l'.JVJ l l'\1gnt.s t :ol\\l\\J.ss1on, t.hi;:i Bener~l Accounting llt't'Jce, cn0Hi11t.

t.ees C'\t· i· •c• t .h r1ouse:. nt· C.:l:"ngress, ~nd t.he C("lurt.s, h~ve ~.1 l i:--0n

c .. urre(1 'n t.he ~•ui:igement. t.t·1at t .he ront.r~\-:-t. rnri1J:.• l1~nce ~genc:i. e ·:=. 

r t·==1VI? nnt. 11\ctde t"lll. l ~nr.i e't"t 'ect.1 ve w;e 01" t .he s~nct.' ans ~t, t.he i r 

I he .tow pt?naJ.t.ie·::. 't· r~u~:H ·1t ~re cnri1p0Lmr.ie":i b1=:! t.he J ow proo .::::-

1 •, .t :t t~ or ~pprenens,an. ~irst, revjews arP not rommon, ~Jthou~h 

·1.-.r-.e fli::.-p~r tfllent. n ·1· [l~ ·rpnse l DflD) , •.lP<"'n whosl? rev' f'WS t .h1 s ri1 .~ p1: . e"T' 

Jn 1976~ 
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An 

.I :i nS\ t.r·1osf> pr Ofll J. seo;. t:io not. seefl1 over wile 1111 :i ng . 

un t .he 
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t1Ft:c1-· l\l-Rlnt.."t'.1 ns ~ T'PC"'C\T'r.:I f't· t.he p?;st., currerrt., ;::nd pr('.'l~ .1ect.ed 

t 
Pf'll~.I O':::!mPnt. h~! C'h'.""cup~t.ionl' r~ci?, qnr.l se~--: B.t. eqch est.~olishriient. 

Jr.:IPntJfj~~)e. ~or the pPr1od ~efore cansolid~t.ian of en~orcement 

~ort.un~t.elw DUD ~~count.Pd 

Jn J97f> J0,64/ rPvl.l?W-:=. were C"'otv.:iuct.ed, nt· which ~·050 were per-

to t.he 

not. r .~rP. 

(~ t.hesP, 10768 were con-



! he worv..-nirr-e c:in.::;.l \:!SJ.s Jn t.hese rF."port.c;; J ncl1.1des p.;:.;st. ~ 

(""l.lrrent., ~nd prl'.'l~rect.e~ ef'tlpln\:!lllerrt. i:'l\::! ocC'.'up~t; on, r~(""e, <=;nd se; ... : . 

I he ~f'lrpJ n~!fllent. t.nt .. ~J s ttser:I herF." ~rF." t.he SUl"l\f'l\~tions ~cr·ciss nccu.p~··-

t.:tans. 

so i:'l\:! U!:J n9 Mat.a t'r("lfll revJ ews 'n r.onsecut., ve years we• r<;\n r.0F11p~re 

wear <;\he~~ proJectjons WJth consF."quent re~lizat1ons. 

J<;\rge Merense ront.r~ctors who have been reviewed ~ number l'.'lf 

t.11"11e·:; f'lla\:.I. e~-::pF."rt. t.o be rev:\ewed n:equent,J\::!, <;\n1::i so r.ont·nrf'l1 f'l1or·e 

r.arerl&J)y t.o regulations ~nd ~dhere rnnre (""losely to prl'.'lm1ses. J~ 

so, t.i1:i s ~-t.•. ld\::! f'l1aw nverst.~t.e t.he ~· .. 1er~ge l .f'l\pqct. 01 .. at·t ·J rr•1at.ivP 

nc1:.1 l'.'ln pr l'.'l0\1 ses . lh~s quest.ion cnu.ld i:'te C1nswered empir:ic~ll1;::! Jn 

ntt.ure 1.Jorv.. t•~! f'l\~t.rhJ n9 t.he rof'l\'F·<' j ~nee revJ ew re>r·nra·:=. wi t.r1 o .::;t .. ~ 

nn c\lns.>?quent. re;:;l 1z<:<1:.inns t·rof'I\ r..EO-J rep1:it•t.s. While 1:.he l.lse 01 .. 

<:: s.~t•l'P.l e n1· f'l\U.l t.J p :t y rev:\ ewed oet·ense-• ront.r~ct.ors 01?;\::! nve·r ·::.t.~t.e 

the Jmp~ct nr ~rfjrmat.1ve ~ct.ion, ) believe this JS unl1~.el~ t.o 

Sl g1u n c,=!nt.] y hJ ~-;::. t.~·ie rP·::-.uJ t.s re-port.ea herE=>. 

I he st.2:1t.1st.:1 r ·a) 0·10.-:·iel useo here v-. t.est. t.ile 'nt·orf'l1<:1t.1on c-on·

·;_.'!"nt. cif '!"!lrp.1 Cl'=!er' s ~tT:i rf't\.?,t.j VP ~ct.inn prn ... iect.J ans :is ~nc;;lo~ou-:=. to 

'· :. 
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:r,t , -1. 
t. '-:=. t.ne !::!~qr t.--J pr("t __ tec't. i("tn ot· !::!e~T' 1:. Pri1plov.01ent. sh~re. 

7PT'O, 
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I he t:=illlPJ O'::!l'lent. ~oaJ s ·i:.r·1c;t. t·, rill:. ~gl'Pe t .o under ~t·f:1 rnl~t' ve 

(1("'.·t.1c:in (1re not. v~cuous; ne:t t.her ~re t-.he':' a,rihere.o t.o ~s st.r ictll::! 

!'he s~o·1ple ra\e~ns C"'lt· (=!nsoJ ute eNplO'::!lllent. l:'I!::! oerilogr~pn1c grnup 

h~! ye~r ~re shown l n ·1 ~ble l. I he !llode !::!e~r 1 .. nr which pr·o,..1ec-

·i .• 1on::-. ~re rit~rie 's J97~ .. lhe t·;rst t':indin~ :i.n t~r·le l Js t.r1.=;1:. 

e~tabl:tshment.s C"'ln ~ver~ge overe.~tiMate t.he growth ar ~("rtQl 

:+ ·ron1 

n rilacrne~nnofl1jc perspei:'.'t.:ive t .h:ts fs st.r1.V..in<.:1 t ·or t.wo ree;·::.on: . . 

~'rst., 197~, the ye~r ~or which most proJections ~rP MaMe~ was~ 

we~r 'n whJch re~J GNP grew b'::! ~.4 percent cornjng out. or ~ reces·

~'' ' rn1 !' ~nd t.nt.a l emp) oylllent grew b!::! 3 . 4 per cent • t-'ecu. l;, a.r 11::1 , 

t.h~-;::.p rev' eweo r-nnt.r ~l'."t.or e-::.t.~r·l i shment..s ""ere not r1nl \::! ) et'·t 

fhis Js con-

s:t st.ent. ""' t.n prev' nus evJ oenC'.'e t .ha,t rev:tewed r.ant.r~ctnrs s11r 2;\11':. 

r •et.,,.,een J '/7 4 ~nt:i J 980 !' ~no 11\q':' ' n p~r t. Me bl.le t.o t.he conce•rrt r .::.;

t . 1 nn nt· t.hese s~rirp:t e•:l revJ ews 'n t.he dLtr~i"lle gnorJs ri1<:n'lun:~c"t .. ur· 1 nsi 

::.ect.or <. sP~ l :;,~pt.er ":') . 

~eC"ond, t.hJs oh~erved aver~st.jfll~t.lon of emplo~rnent. ~rowth 

r-arrt')Jct.$ '"1Jt.h ~ prevjou:. t'inM1n9 t..hqt. l'.iurinSI t.he p(;(::t.. t.wo 

l'.1ec.r-·:i·:1es t'J ro\s t.Pnder:i t.n •.mderi;:-·:=.t:i ll\~t.e w~':le 'ncre~·;.e<:= 'n ??:rt 

(1pc~HS1? t.he':! •. moere:.tilll~ted growt.h l n :i .~bnr t:'.iPm~na ( Le0narci 

J'?F:::-' :1 • 1 .. ·~rt. nt· ·n1e t:i1screp.?,nc':::! P\C<~! i;:o~:::ilH ~rise t•ecQu:.e 'n 1:.hE· 

ci:1rrt.e;v:t. CTi"' <': C"C11ll'F.0:1 j e;nce revl ew t':1 rn1s l nt·la,t.~ !Ill nor l t.':! ~n1-l t· erl\~] e 



However, t.h1s 

J <:rt:.ed t.o rf'Sl.ll t.. H'I t .he Sire~t.est pro .... 1ect.Pd i ncre~ ·=-e in 011 nor·' t,'::' 
t 

<-!l1".1 t"E?lrt~lP Sii."AT'P, t..hen we wnuld not. e~'":per.t t..o see, ~s we 1.iG, 

·r,r·ois tmoi?r.;:os.t.)01.=rt:.e t.ne t:1Pcl]ne 1n w~ute 01c::le el'l\ploy.rnent. 

I he sec:ond t"j ndi n9 ot· :i nt.1?rest. Jn lctble 1 's t.nQt· ne1 t .ner· 

l?ll\;:• l ny.fl1ent. ciec 11 ne . 

('!C"'t.1on. 

this , -. ::"I 
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:rs t..her e t.nen 

<:n'::! 'nn·•rl'l\~t.1on ~t. ~J l j _n t.heir pro ... iect1ons, or 1.s t..he ent.. j .re. 

proceci•.trP ~n exPr("."ise -1.n t"lttil,_ t~:!°~' 

l~n:ie :.c. 'ndic~t-e-:=. t-h~t. while Pst.~nl1shlllents prC"1ri11s:.e f\1ore 

than thew ~~liver, the ones t..h~t promise lllore ~o deliver more, 

PVPn ran~Jt..1onJ.ng on the p~st level ~nd growth r~te of PMploy-

11tent.. 

-!1C--t.u=il;7&t.,ons:. nn t.he J:>~st.. t.wo ':!e~r$' al'."'t..uali::atJons ~ni:i on ,1 .~ ·::. t .. 

ye<:H'' ~ pro._1ect..1on, t.he pro._1ect.j.an is s1gn11·1r.-a.nt. 'n ever'=' c·qse , 

lhe ("entr~l r'nning or t..h's chapter 1s that.. there is si~nif1cant 

:trrrorri\~t.,, on 'n t.r·11? prC"1._1ect1on over a.nd c::!bOVf" what. could r1ave been 

percent.<'!ste pni nt 'ncrf"~se Hl bl ~ck. 11t~.I e ef\1plo'::!lltent snare re·: .1..1.1 t.s. 

'n ~r1 ~C"'t.u .. ~) 'ncrf"~se ot· C"lne percent.~~e point., corv.11 t.1onql nn 

P<=: ~- 1.'- Pfl\P)O':'ll1ent. sharPs. t-nr o :lqck. t'efllales, t.he anc:.:Jogc>t.ts r.:=:t.1i::• 

'~- n--.ur t.o one. 

lhe c0errJ("'1ents on p~st. ~ct..ualiz~t.ions 1n f~nle 3 are s,9-

rnnC"'~nt. l':! pn-:=.:it.1ve!' t--.ut., sur11 t.o :1ess t.h~n nne in evert::• c.::;se . 

1i-1J::, JS t . ~~~ .en ":=.:t1wp.I'::! -RS Pv1oence 0t· re•3r·e·:;:,s:ion t.o t. i1e tlle~;n. 

M1norJt.W ~n~ reMale employment sn~res grow t ·ast.er ~t est~bJ:ish-



pnr t.1 on~t.e r ~t.e . 

t.i"1e prn .... 1ect.:i ons 's weqKer ~nd J e-:::.~ ~. i91u f:i cant 1"or b) qCV.. f'lle\lE>o;: . • 
t 

tthe 11\l ght. f"~--:pect. prom; Sl?"S t't:'\r t·ef'll~) e~ t.o bf" Jess ci:::>s t :1 \::! t.t:"l 1"1.l l ·-· 

lhlS 

f o j nsulc:;t.e t'T'•:-trn 

c·ent. bur' ng t.he pro .... 1ect.; on ~e~r. 



lhere ~re t.1.10 n:~ct.ors ~t wnrY.. h~re. 1-;rst. , 1.t . :i~. t ".; ;r · 

.I J. shl\\ents, -:i <. 

~ondJtlona! nn p~st actual sh~re. t-nr other grnups, the r~t10 nf 

While establishments ~" overpred1ct 

fhe rirst 15 wnether 

. . . •.. - -· · ~ , -· .. ... .. w-.:-: . ..... _.., __ .. .... .. ... _., _ _;,,,. ._ .... _, --. ~ ... .. ~ ... ·- .. .; .. ; .. -· 



,_ 
. ::> ~., ncf> the c~rrot 1s dan~ling so close t." the nose . 

P11=-nt.s' AAl··'s 'n l'\OT'f> t.h~n hal. f t.ne c~se-:;:, , f n ~3 percf>nt of t.he 

Cl. .I; ~t. 1on -prC"ICf>SS!t ~nt:i J • l percf>nt "'" t.ne·:::.se".i t .ne OFCCF' j ssu.1 ni:;::i -. <; 

~ . acM or t.h~se rnllepost.s in t he 

httr@c;:r.lcr;:.;t.J c pr·fl·ssure 't.seJt· . 

ri=>9tl.1 q ·i .. cir1::! prrH.ir.tct.1on ·nmct.icw1. fh1s 's the method a~opteb he rP 
' 

WP l'l~~~ .e t.he re -:=. t. l ' i er, j · .. 11F· 

.~~. suorpt.ion t .h?:t· cnr par~t.e rE=>s:i st.atice ' · s ront.rol l eo 1"or bt;:! t.ne 



·- ~.i.l 3 ·-

levPls oT rPgul~tory pressur~. ~or ~o~h classes the 

go~l~ ~nd tjmetabl~s, or that havP not resolved deT~ciencies in 
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ment tools on growth 'n protected group employment share. 1.:~u.-

t1on must hP exereJsed jn interpretJng th1s result, since Jt maw 

rPrlect the we~kness or the 1dPnt1twing ~ssumpt1on ratner tnan 

t.~ wP~l'-.ness nt· ent·orcen1ent. t.oo) s. 

Jn r'?gress:ions of pro,_1ected eniployrl\ent. sh .~res 

t':i cnnt. '!\\pact. cin ot.her groups. fn the ease of bl~ck rern~les, 

t.hese ent·orC"'ement. t.00 :1 ~. Pl~~ :i r\d:i rectl!::! iPiprove erwplo1::m1ent. <:\t. 

ment. WP estJmate sPp~r~te jntercepts ror P~cn wear, with J974 

cost s ~t le~st $~l rnJ]ljon ~nd perhaps more th~n one 



! l ;f 
) 

,fl. 
f , 

~1 

we~r ;n ~bmjn,st.r~tiv~ costs alone. ln l980, the O~CCP's •uthor--
t-'ast. st.ud1es, saf11e po) l t.1c-a1 l1::1 

t.f"ie orr.1er ot· i·~10 t.o $80 p~r PfllFd oyee. (see Chapt.er ~» . (:un1ul~·i.,-· -
t:oncern-

42.. ~Oft\f.•~\11 e:, \Jl t.h ~l1 ~'.Jer~~e worl'.:rorc:~ o·f ~·O, <>O<'J t ·nttl"ld t .hat. ~ ~:H)~·~ ~~- - - ·-- -- _.,.;.__....;,.;;;.... _________________________ _ 
nt· t.he. r~vjewei:i were request.eci t..o submit. d~t-~ in qdd:ition t.ci t.i1e 

AAt-', ~t. ~n ~v~rage cost. of' ~3000, Ll:J A sin11 lqr surve~ ti~ ~:enator --- -- - -

Pst.abJi5hment~. At the samP tin 

n)lpt; WJ.t.h t.he r,9idlli!_m.1e 't9' .. l)~-e;\~p~t', o_!~.ci.uotqs, 

pro~1~ct.1ons nt· t"l.lt.ure Pflrp:t O'::!lllent of' menlbers 01 .. prot.ect.ed gro1.\f-'~-

(1rP ' · nt· J_3~•#,.. t.he ~st~bh. shn1ent.s t.hat prori\i se t.o emplol::! P1ore 01'."' . .-.. . ~-·.. .~ ... -...... ., .. . .... ~ .. 

1.:~n w~ t.hen 1 nt·er t.hat. P;\".tract.in~ greater proriuses w:i 11 

·· ·· - . · - ··- -- · ···--· .. _:_,. __ . \ 



non-·r@vJ eweiJ. <see Chqpt.er 4) • 

process. wer~ s.hown to bP w1thout substance ~nd or theatric~ ! 

v~lue nnl~. 

t ·rnoi wn1ch t.h:t s resul t.s . 

ises. 

WI? :t 9ht :i n t.he pr oce·a s ot· ch~ng 1 ng t.ne 1· <=!Ce ot· t .ne wor K p :i ~C'i? • 
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u ) l .. et..t..er t·ro£11 .t::rt?ni:i~ McChr i st.j ~n-E:rool~.s, N~t.ion~l Assoc1 .~t1on 

or M~nur~~turPrs, Uecember j, lV81 . 
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, .. , ~ 
Tabl~ 1: Heans of Projected and Actual Employment Lev-

el5 by Demograp~fc Group. 
N=5240. 

t'ode Y~ar 1974 1975 1976 1976 

lagqed 2 Years Lagged One Year Projection Actua 1 lz at I on 

-------------- --------------- --------- ------------
Alack f"ale 54 55 !> 1 5q 

Hlnority Mon-Black M<JlP. 31) 40 \2 ~o 

White ~· ale 628 623 615 602 

Total ~ale 720 71R 718 696 

81ack Fen:ale 34 35 39 35 

Minority Non-Bldck Female 20 21 23 zz 
Wh i tc Femc:l f~ 218 216 222 210 

Total f€rrale 272 212 29~ 267 

Total 9qz . 990 lOJl 963 



Table 2: Heans of Projected and Actual Employ.nent 
Shares. 
N=5240. 

Mo1e Year 1974 1975 1976 l 97l! 

Lagqed 2 Years Lagged One Year Pro Jee ti on Actualization 

-------------- --------------- --------- ----------
Black t'ale 6 .13 6.34 7.l't 6.38 

Minority tJon-Black Male 4.17 4 .39 4.58 ". 54 

White ~ale 57.49 56.73 54.83 56.29 

Total f-'ale 67.79 ·6 7 .47 66.55 67.21 

Alack Female 4 .11 4.45 5.06 4.64 

Minority flor.-Black Female 2.69 2.87 2.95 2.98 

~hi te Ferr ale 7.5.36 25.22 zs. "" 25.l.8 

Total Ferralf! 32.22 32.54 33.45 32.eo 

~21e: These are the rreans of ratios, not the ratio of me~ns from the prevfous 
tilLle. 

.-- I 



Table 3: The Impact of Projections and Requlatory Pressure on Consequent Employment 
N • 5240 

Dependent nit~lol'.P,ent Share of: Total 
Variable: Black &!es Other &!es Rh te la!es BlaCk Females Rh!te Females Employment 

Equation: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Projection .098 .178 .256 .257 .197 .so 
(. 021) (. 022) (.024) (.025) (. 025) (.047) 

Intercept .0076 .0016 .024 .0018 .0080 233 

~ 
(.0011) (.0007) (.0034) (.0010) (.0024) (38) 

Laqqect One Year .630 .601 .443 .636 .489 .29 
(.029) (.026) (.027) (.030) (.028) (.OS) 

Laqqed Tvo Years .217 .215 .261 .oss .253 .03 
(.022) (. 016) (.020) (.020) (.020) (.03) 

Preaward Review -0.0008 .000037 -.0015 .00017 -.00082 
(.0007) (.00042) (.0016) (.00059) (. 0014) 

Non-Compliance -.015 -.0046 .020 .0019 -.0047 
(.0050) (.0031) (.012) (.0045) (.011) 

Conciliation .0017 .0030 .0069 -.0012 -.on 
, Initiated (.0015) (.0009) (.0037) (.0013) (.003) 

Show-Cause Notice .0044 -.0014 -.0094 .00094 .003 
Issued (.0033) .0021 (.0082) (.0030) (.007) 

Proqress Reports -.0032 -.000009 .0032 -.00092 .0014 
Required (.0006) (.00041) (.0016) (.00059) (.0014) 

EEO Policies- .0020 -.0012 .0060 -.0016 -.0035 
Deficient (.0008) (.0005) (.0019) (.0007) (.0017) 

EEO Policies- .018 .0029 .045 -.0079 -.056 
Not Resolved (. 006) (.0039) (. 015) (.0055) (.013) 

Workforce Compo- -.0014 .00074 -.00035 .00034 .0014 
sition Deficient (.0007) (.00044) (.0017) (.00063) (.0015) 

Workforce Composi- -.012 -.000089 .047 -.0038 -.027 
tion Not Resolved (.005) (.0030) (.012) (.0043) (.010) 

Goals & Timetables -.0013 .00073 -.0023 -.00071 .0037 
Deficient (.0007) (.00045) (.0018) (.00065) (.0015) 

Goals & Timetables .012 -.00073 -.077 .0069 .053 
Not Resolved (.005) (.0032) ( .012) (.0045) (.010) 

Hours Expended .0000032 -.0000032 -.000024 .0000060 .000014 
(.0000032) (.0000020) (.0000079) (. 0000029) (.0000067) 

Year 1975 -.0065 -.000097 .0064 -.0013 .0026 
(.0011) (.00067) (.0026) (.00095) (.0022) 

- Year 1976 -.0038 -.00067 -.00015 .0015 .0037 
- (.0011) (.00071) (.0028) (.0010) (.0024) 

Year 1977 -.0015 -.00048 -.0040 .0023 .0045 
(.0012) (.00073) (.0029) (.0010) (.0025) 

Year 1978 -.00018 -.0012 -.018 .0013 .015 
(.0014) (.00091) (.0036) (.0013) (.003) 

Year 1979 .0015 .00090 -.012 .00087 .0067 
(.0021) (.0013) (.0052) (.0019) (.0044) 

Year. 1980 -.015 -.013 .036 -.0023 -.010 
(. 004) (.0026) (.010) (.0037) (.0086) 

M.S.E. .423 .189 2.875 .382 2.117 804116 

- - ··· --1 
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1.11:--("'ril'i:i. n~t.·1nn ~nd ~rt·:irl\\at.ive ~ct.ion p(""lliC':! nn erarplO'=:!t'\errt. !' t .•.trn

f 
nv~r!' ;~n·j pri:io•. tr.-t.:ivH.~ H\ ~ r.-oo\prehens1vf", unit·1ed ~nd Met~1l'?o 

--""""'J:--~ , ...... = -

7.~t.1 (""In nt· t .r1e OFr.Ct-' 'n t .he ) c-:t -e ~!?vent. ' es!' ~nd t .he t · J rs t. t .fl =·t-•.tr.i \::! ---- ~ ---·--

t., ons. 

v:o nt· t.~1e Civ:i :t h:]~r1t.s Act. nt· J964 ~lon~sidf" t.ne et .. fec-t.s of 

f he ~ew past ~t.u-

While these p~st 



( •1,. lllOt:°ie) ~· • 

~.,J.J1~~~~rt. l'."lf t.r1i s ""nr~ . ...,~-;;. presented 'n Cha.pt.er 4. fhe 

111e; • ...1or t·' n•:i' nstc. l'."lt" t.~ t:i s t:"'hapt.er were: 

-~ > ~ :t nck. "'~ :i e Pll\'P .I l'."ll;:!lllent. ~har P ' ncr ~e>,si::od rel ~t. i Vf?< l !::! 111ot' e ' n 

C"'nntrmf't.or Pst.mblishf\\ent~ under t.he ~1 .. fj r111~t1ve i:!C't.ion obl i-.. 

g~t.iran t.~1~n 'n ncin-t:"'("tnt.r<:'!t'.".'t.or est.~bll.shment..s bet.ween J 974 

nnr.i J 'IHO. 

v<) 



<':C -;;. ion , 

ru rf=ls t.han C"\t.her t,.1C"'lrY-.ers. 

t.ent.~t.1 vt=- t.han t.~1ose 1·rC'lm ot.heir cnapt.ers t'lec&use t.he!::I .;;T'e o.p·;;e.j 
- .. __ ----= - · ..... ~-.......~-.. . :,, .. 

1·; n(il. ng-:=. 'n Ch~pt.er ~ .• werf> t.h9t.: 
'7 

~ t:J~s~ ~~t.ir1n J 1t.Jgqt.H'ln undt:=ir f :i.t .:i.e i,,1:r1 ot· t .he 1. :1vlJ h'.1~i·1t. s 
Act. ("lt· J 964 hqs p) a':!ed ~ s:i gni t ·:i.cant r0le 'n :i ncreqs.i n~ 



.' 

~ t:J a.cK p1npJ OYl'l.,nt. "harE" <trew q,.t,.,r in H~ 1,m' "" "ect"r t .nan 

'n t.he non·-·um on ~r::- .;:t.or, s•.lgge-:::.t.i ng t.liat. ~t. le~st. 'n t.he 

f'qr:'.·I? ("It· C~):it"c'.'lrnl<=! l\\~nL•.t«=~rt.unn~, Jnrlust.rJal uni("lns hat' .. 11? not ___ ,,..~,,_..,.. 1,,,._.... ---hi::<l?n ~ su~st.~rrt. J ~l t'i<:1rr' er t.('"I equ~ :1 Pl'\'Fd.("l'::!l'tent. opport.urn t':!, 

M' nor 1 t.:i es h~VI? bel?n ~un ... 1ect. t.('"I r.'li sC"r' I'll nat.ion 'n hou-:=.i ng ·?:~ 

fneir 

~~ 

~ :• 1.Jh' :i e growt.h :in !".'I) qf'V. .. :··,1wploy11tent. sh~rl? Mecrt?c;;se:. w1 t.h t:'\1 : .-

t.~nce n·cil'\ t .he 91·1et..t.<1, ~t·fj r111~1:.iv1? (;!Ct].on :i.s s1:.1 l l 1?'t·t ·ect.1ve 

- -==----~~-...·--~~--..------------· 
t.~v..en ~ccount. o1" . 

\ ~r.-t. :i ("1\1 

1 .. ri::oquenC':! t.ne 
'l"IO 

......... . ··- . ··-..... •. ·- .- .. 



g:iven 

higher ga~ls s.u!:"lsequentl':! 8-Chieve. l'ttore. 

•.mr.iergone r.h.nn9e .mt. t'requent. 'nt.ervals ~inci? :1t.s Jncept.1on. 

? 
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To protest employment discrimination at the beginning of World War Il, A. Philip Randolph, 

President of the Sleeping Car Porters Union, threatened to disrupt the defense effort by a mass 

demonstration of blacks in Washington D.C. on July 1, 1941. Less than one week before the planned 

rally, President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 8802 barring discrimination by federal contractors and 

the,_demonstration was called off. The partial accomodation reached in. the atmosphere of discord and 

crisfs of that Executive Order established the roots of a p~Iicy that I shall argue is toda~ 
that policy is affirmative action. · 

One of the major affirmative action battlefields lies in the white-collar and craft occupations. It is 

in these skilled positions that employers are most sensitive to productivity differences and have com-

plained the most about the burden of goals for minority and female employment. It is also in this 

region of relatively inelastic supply that the potential wage gains to members of protected groups are the 

greatest.~ D:mdful of past studies in this area have unanimously conduded that affirmative action 

has been ineffective in occupatiunal upgrading and that the employment gains it has engendered for 

minorities have been concentrated in low skill J>OSitions. For the late nineteen-seventies this paper 

shall argue the opposite, using a new detailed set of data on changes in establishment level demograph

ics covering more than 16 million employees between 1974 and 199 

Four previous studies of ative actio~ between. 1966 and 1973 are reviewed in~ 
-

which then develops a model of affirmative action as a tax on white male employment. Section 2 

presents evidence of the impact of the contract compliance program on total employment by race and 

sex. The third section discusses the main findings on occupational advance under affirmstive action . . 
To show the impact of affirmative action on occupational upgrading, three tests are presented in section 

3. First, a summary measure of occupational status, an occupational index, is constructed for each 

demographic group and its growth compared across contractor and non-contractor establishments. If 

affirmative action is effective, the relative occupational index for minorities and fem ales should increase 

faster at the contractor establishments that bear the affirmative action obligation. Second, to support 

the summary evidence on occupational status, employment changes within detailed occupations are 

analyzed. Third, to show the impact of occupational upgrading on earnings, wage equations are 



estimated as a function of affirmative action pressure. The conclusions of this study a.re presented in 

the final section, and the data underlying this research are discussed in the appendix. 

Section 1: The Framework for Analysis 

~ Past S~dles ] 
f 

(J) 

(1) 

~ All past studies of the impact of affirmative action on occupational advance- and there have only 

been four- have found that while affirmative action increases total black male employment among 

_!ederal con~::'.:'~~t-does _not ~~ employm_:~t__ ~hare ui<;h; s~led;;?;~~iciilS~ first -

work on this subject a study of 1186 establishments in 1967 and 1970 by Burman,_!ound the employ

ment impact of affirmative action to be largest in clerical and operative ·Occupations, and negative, 

though insignificant, for managers. He also found that affirmative action had an insignificant impact on 

an index of occupational status. A careful and extensive analysis of 40455 establishments in 1966 and 

197Q. by Ashenfelter and Heckman confirmed Burman's results. Affirmative action led to increases in 

----~ 
black males' employment share, but this was largest and most significant among operatives. At the tops 

of occ-..ipational ladders, black males share was estimated to fall relative to that of white males in the 
\ 

contractor sectoL Among officials and managers, and professionals, as well a.s among service workers, 

this decline was significant. Overall, Ashenfelter and Heckman found no significant impact of contrac-
• 

tor status on the relative occupational position of black workers. Similarly, for a sample of 74563 estab-

lishments between 1970 and 1972, Gold.stein and Smith found no strong evidence of changes in occu-

pational status under affirmative action. The most recent of the past studies, and in many ways the 

most sophisticated econometrically, by Heckman and Wolpin of 3677 Chicago area establishments 

between 1972 and 1973, found that black male employment gains were concentrated in blue-collar 

occupations. They also found that contractors utilized a greater proportion of white males. and fewer 

blacks and females than di.d non-contractors in some white-collar occupat~:] 
These four studies, nll based on a comparison of EE0-1 forms nt contractor and non-contractor 
~_,,,,.....----- . . · . 

establishments in the early years of affirmative action, all agree that aJfirmative action v1as ineffective in 

increasing the employment of black males in skilled occupations. I _shall present evideni;e tbat this had -----·---

. ' 
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changed by the late seventies. This difference may reflect the increasing supply of highly educated 

blacks, as well as a more aggressive enforcement program. ---
Tax Models 

Affirmative action may be thought of as as a tax on the employment of white males in the con-

tra!tor sector. If they are immobile, white male workers bear the tax burden and their relative wages 
~ 

fall. 

Assume the owner of the firm maximizes utility: 

MAX u - T(F(m))-T(WM)m-T(WF)(l-m)-t(m-m)-d(l-m) 

where 

T - total employment 

m - proportion of white males in T 

;n - average proportion of white males employed in 

given industry and geographic area 

WM wage of white males 

WF - wage of other workers 

t - tax on proportion male employment 

d - taste for discrimination against fem ales and non-whites 

F(.) - a production function with F'>O,F" <0. 

Abstracting from the scale effect by fixing T-1, the first order condition is: 

F'- WM-WF+t-d 

from which we find: 

. (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Intuitively, an increase in the affirmative action 'tax' shifts the demand curve for white male labor 

down. 

I assume fixed tastes for discrimination and fixed technology. or Jess restrictively, technological 
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change that is neither male nor female saving so that the change in demand is a function only of wages 

and the tax. All firms are assumed to be wage takers in the same labor market, with the wage elasticity 

of labor demand the same in the contractor and non-contractor sectors. Empirically, contractor and 

non-contractor establishments show similar growth rates, so scale effects are likely to be similar. The 

dif'f erence between the change in the employment of white males at contractor firms, ~me, and at 
t 

non-contractor firms, AmNc. is then simply a function of affirmative action pressure. 

Ame -AmNc - g(t} (4) 

This is the central equation to be tested, comparing shifts in the proportional employment of 

members of protected groups across contractor and non-contractor establishments across time. If 

affirmative action has been effective, these employment shifts will be greater among eontractors. This 

measures the differential impact of ,affirmative action over and above the effects of general policies, or 

changes in tastes. Also, since any general supply shift will a.ff ect contractors and non-contractors alike, 

this isolates the impact of affirmative action on labor demand by comparing changes in employment 

across contractors and non-contractors. 

~ection 2: The Employment Effect of Affirmative Action 

Before examining the impact of affirmative action on occupational advance, it is helpful to analyze 

changes in total employment by demographic group. This section presents the results of linear proba-

bility equations of total employment by demographic group as a function of contractor status, review 

status, establishment size, growth rate, corporate structure, percent non-clerical white-collar, industry, 

region, and initial period demographics. These equations are estimated on a longitudinal sample of 

68690 establishments in 1974 and 1980 which is discussed in the appendix. The sample means of these 

control variables, and the abbreviations by which they shall be referred in the following tables, are indi-

cated in Table 4.1. 

The results from linear probability models in Table 4.2 show that blacks' share of employment at 

contractor establishments grew significantly more than at non-contractor establishments. In 1980, black 

males' employment share was significantly .2 percentage points higher in establishments that were con-._..., 

tractors in 1974. This is an increase of 2.7 percent of black males' initial 1974 employment share of 7.3 
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percent after six years under affirmative action. For black f ernales, contractor status was associated 
~-~-'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~_...,. 

with a significant .15 percentage poin~ inc£ease iri eE1ployment share, or 3.9 percent of their initial 3.8 ----
percent share of employment. Contractor establishments did not increase their employment of other 
------~---.'~ --- - ~ --------......::. 
minorities or females significantly faster than non-contractors. White females .mid non-blac\c_.,,@inority - ----6--- ---- - _,_ . 
males actually did significantly worse at contractor establishments, while white males were not ......-

t 
significantly affected. On this evidence, affirmative action for blacks a ears to be wor~~g bj:tterJhan 

affirmative action for females. This does not mean that · female employment is not improving in the 

contractor sector, but rather that it is improving faster among non-contractors.I In any case., a weaker 

result for females than for minorities is to consistent with an affirmative action program that asks for 

more than last year, rather than more than average, during a period of rapidly increasing female labor 

supply. 

Table 4.2 also indicates that the impact of affirmative action grows over time. The coefficient on 

P74, the lagged dependent variable is always between .82 and .92, suggesting long run effec;ts five to 

twelve times greater than the estimated short run effects. There is some reason to believe these long 

run effects may be overstated, and the short-run effects understated. While my 2 years of data do not 

allow a test of serial correlation, Heck.man and Wolpin report significant evidence of positive serial 

correlation of errors on the order of .9 in a similar data set. Such positive serial correlation will bias the 

coefficient on the lagged dependent upwards, overstating the lags in adjustment. In the case of black 

males, this will in tum bias downwards the short run impact of contractor status, since the respective 

coefficients are negatively correlated. 

The linear probability equations in Table 4.2 also measure the impact of compliance reviews, con-.....:.._ __ .:_ _ __:._.:...--.-..___ ____ _____ ----"=---,---- - - - ~ 

ditional on contractor statu~. Compliance reviews contributed to a signific:ant _.]~c_nita e 9int 

increase in black female employment share, ~nd significant! retarded_ tpe_Row_!h_in. whlJLroale and .~ 

~w~te fe;na~ r~p~esen~tion, 2_ut had ~~itive i~~~Q_~ipor:ity..m!lJe~ •• )udging by the 

significant relative decline in white males' employment share at reviewed establishments, compliance 

reviews have been effective in promoting blacks and minority males, though at the same time they 

appear to have reduced white females' share of e..roploy~ 
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Controlling for whether or not the establishment was part of a multi-establishment corporation -

corporate status- reduces the difference between contractor and non-contractor establishments. Estab-

lisbments that were part of larger corporations had significantly larger increases in female and black 

male employment. Establishment size itself works in the opposite direction, black males experienced 

significantly slower growth in representation at larger establishments. Establishments that are growing 
t 

an& so have many job openings showed significant increases in minority and female representation. 

White females, but not other groups, experienced significantly and substantially greater employment 

growth at establishments that were white-collar intensive. 

To determine the within industry, within region impact of affirmative &ction all of the equations in 

Table 4.5 include 27 industry dummy variables and 4 region dummy variables. The omitted groups 

were the retail trade sector and New England. Some of these variables bad significant and large effects. 

Controlling for white male employment share in 1974 and other variables, establishments in the South 

employed 2.5 percentage points fewer white males in 1980, while those in the West employed 4.7 per-

centage points fewer. For white females the respective numbers are both 2.3. The South employed 

about 1.5 percentage points more blacks. Note again, that since these regressions control for the 

establishment's initial demographic position, these estimates imply that black employment is growing 

faster in the South, and that racial discrimination is not obviously worse there. 

There is also significant variation in the growth of minority and female representation across 

industries. White males' employment share, a summary measure, is significantly three or more percen-

tage points higher in mining, construction, lumber, paper, stone, clay and glass, primary and fabricated 

metals, non-electrical machinery, transportation equipment, transportation, and public utilities. Many 

of these industries with significantly higher levels of white male representation also have low incidences 

of compliance reviews, although the evidence of spillover here is not conclusive. Black males' sr.are is 

significantly 2.6 percentage points higher in the tobacco industry, which is concentrated in heavily black 

Southern states. It is significantly lower by .5 percentage points or more in apparel, non-electrical 

machinery, and miscellaneous manufacturing. White females employment share is significantly 2.6 per-

centage points higher in leather, and significantly lower by 2 or more percentage points in ag.riculturo, 
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construction, paper, primary metals, and transportation. Since initial demographic position, region, 

growth rate, and percent non-clerical white collar are eontrotlcd for, these appear to reflect real 

differences across sectors in the growth of minority and female representation. 

Other specifications not shown here tested for interactions of contractor and review status with 

si~, growth and initial minority or female representation. There are few recurrent patterns. The data 

give no clear answer to the question of how the impact of contractor status varies by the 

establishment's initial employment of minorities and females. For black males, the contractor and 

review variables have significantly greater effects the larger the initial employment share, suggesting a 

tipping effect. For black females, and non-black minority males the same holds true for reviews, but 

the opposite for contractor status. For minority men and black women then, compliance reviews have a 

greater impact at establishments with relatively good initial positions. The interactions with size are not 

generally significant.2 Contractor establishments that arc growing showed significantly slower growth in 

female and black male representation, but faster growth in non-black male representation. 

The lineu probability estimates presented here show an affirmative action program that works for 

blacks, more so than for other protected groups. Both male and female black employment shares have 

·increased faster at contractor establishments than at non-contractors, and faster at contractors that have 

completed a compliance review than at non-reviewed contractors. 
----=---~--__..::'----~--~--~~--~~----~-------

Section 3: Occupational Detail 

Under Executive Order 11246, federal contractors have an obligation "to take affirmative action 

to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during employment without 

regard to their race, color, religion, sex or national origin. Such actions shall include, but not be lim-

ited to the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer; recruitment or recruitment 

advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for train-

ing, including apprenticeship." (41 C.F.R. 169 202(1) (1974)}. The goal or affirmative action is n~t 

merely to increase the employment of members of protected groups, but to promote their advancement 

up the job ladder. A full evaluation of affirmative action requires an examination not only of its e • ."ect 

on tout employment, but also of its impact across occupations. 
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Previous studies suggest that contractors have bCen able, in practice, to fulfill their affirmative 

action obligations by hiring more blacks and females in relatively unskilled positions. On this evidence, 

affirmative action before 1974 appeared to have been more effective in increasing employment than in 

promoting occupational advancement. Some might argue that such a result is only to be expected given 

the short supply of skilled minorities and females. The presumption behind affirmative action however, t,. 
t• 

is that trainable members of protected groups will be considered for skilled employment. Even in the 

case of a small fixed supply, in its initial years affirmative action should induce a reshuflling of skilled 

blacks and women from noncontractor to contractor firms, v1ithout any upgrading of individuals neces-

sary. 

In Table 4.3 the distribution of minorities and females across occupations is summarized with an 

index of occupational status. This index weights the proportion of members of a given demographic 

group in an occupation by the 1969 mean earnings by occupation of full-year employed metes from the 

1970 Census of Population. If the within occupation variance of wages is small then cM.nges in the 

occupational index should explain a good deal of overall wage changes. If affirmative action has led to 

blacks or females being employed in higher paying jobs, then this inde:. sbould increas.~ faster at con-

tractor firms, under conditions derived below. 

The advance of black males under affirmative action does show up in net.occupatiozW..m~g. 
~, 

In Ta.ble 4.3, black males' occupational index increases 2 percent more in contractoI-..es~blish.me.Q.~$.J~nd 
....... _ - ' :-.J - - · . .. "'1. ..... .... - .. - · , .J -· ~ • . 

an additional 1 percent in reviewed cstablishments.3 Relative to white males, black males' occupational _____________ _...._.,,.,..... -----·- . 

index has increased l percent during six years of affirmative action. Remember that this does not 

include within occupation promotions, which arc substantial within such broadly defined occupations. It 

also refers to the changing net position of black males at the average establishment, not to the average 

career transition of the average black male. In particular, since our unit of observ11tion is tlle establish-

ment, no individual black male need move to a higher occupation for the index at the a·1erage contrac-

tor establishment to increase, if many highly skille9_ bla£ks migrate into the contractor sector. Of -._.____ Fl_... • w 

course, it is very unlikely that all of the increase in the occupational index is due to such cross-sector 
~ -. '•:s =-

migration. In the equations for occupational index, employment growth by demographic group is eon-

1~/76-'~ 
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trolled for, along with establishment size, corporate structure, industry, region, and lagged employment 

share. As expected, the higher the employment growth, the lower the rate of occupational advance 

since many new entrants are at the bottom of occupational ladders. 

~tween 1974 and 1980, the ratio of black male to white male mean employment income for full

tirpe, full-year workers increased by 2.3 percent, from .684 to .700.4 Since 69 percent of all employment 
t 
r 

in the study sample is in contractor establishments, our results imply that about thirty percent of the 

increase in the relative economic position of black males may be due to occupational advance induced 

by affirmative action. While this does not include the effect of promotion within the broad occupational 

categories used here, it is still likely to be an overestimate both because the study sample probably 

overstates the proportion of total employment that is in the contractor sector, and because part of the 

increase in the relative occupational index is probably due to the movement of skilled blacks into the 

contractor sector, rather than to the advance of blacks within the sector. 

Occupational Detail and Occupational Indexes 

While an occupational index provides a dramatic and succinct summary measure, it can be 

misleading in isolation. For example, the occupational index would increase if firms laid off unskilled 

blacks or women. This is related to the occupational twist Welch argues affirmative action or anti-

discrimination law might induce. To guard against such misinterpretations, the occupational index 

should be used in conjunction with employment data. 

This potential false positive is balanced by a false negative. Any practical occupational index has 

only a finite level of detail. Much promotion could take place within even detailed occupations. The 

broader the job classifications, the more upgrading will take place within occupations and so be unob-

servable. At the extreme, affirmative action could cause massive promotions, but only within job 

classifications, causing no change at all in an index of occupational status. Even within detailed job 

classifications, the initial effect of affirmative action could be to lower the occupational index. New 

hires are typically hired into jobs at the bottoms of the job ladders which exist even within detailed 

occupations. For this reason, even if affirmative action induced new hires in proportion to current 

employment across occupations, the occupational index would drop. 
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Even if affirmative action induces a proportionately greater increase in the employment of minori-

ties and females at the top of the job ladder, the occupational index may still decline due to a composi-

tion effect. Since 64% of minority males are employed as operatives and laborers, and 83% of females 

are employed as operatives, laborers and office workers, even small proportional employment increases 

in thes~ occupations will account for a large share of total employment. 

To clarify these issues consider the following formalization of the relationship between an oc.cupa-
t . 
~ 

tional index and growth rates within occupations. An occupational index is: 

(14) 

where 

Z, is the occupational index in year t ,. 

W; is earnings in occupation i in a given fixed year 

a iJr is the proportion of all workers of a given demographic group j who are employed in occupation i in 

year t, La;, - 1. 
I 

Taking the derivative with respect to time: 

dZ, ~ da;, --L.w,--
dr 1 dt 

But the side condition on the shares is that: 

L daft _ 0 
I dt 

(15) 

(16) 

So the occupational index can only increase over time if alt increases in high wage occupations. How-

ever, the occupational index of blacks can decline even though black representation is growing in every 

occupation, and even if the growth rate is highest in the high wage occupations. An example helps pro-

vide the intuition for the formal proof. In Table 4.4 the occupational indexes in periods 1 and 2 are 

identical because a, the distribution of blacks across occupations, is unchanged. At the same time, 

however, the percent of white collar workers who are black, P, has increased from .2 to .3, a 100 per-

cent increase, twice as great as their growth rate in blue-collar jobs. Formally: 

(17) 
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and 

where 

f 
r 

Nu . p .--
1 N; . 
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N;1 ' - number of demographic group j employed in occupation i 

N1 - number of employees in demographic group j 

N; number of employees in occupation i 

Expressing Z in terms of P,: 

1 
Z, - N L N; w, pit 

j I 

To see how Z, changes with changes in P1, first totally differentiate: 

dZ - ""t"W. da. · I ~ I · I 

Now 

In a.; - In N;1 - In N1 

So 

dln a.; - din N iJ - din N1 

or 

da; - a.; [din Nu - din N1 ] 

So 

dZ, - LW; a.; [din Nu - din N1 ] 

To put this in terms of P; , note that: 

In N iJ - In N; + In P; 

so 

din NiJ - din N; + din P; 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 
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This gives us: 

dZ, - l: W1 a 1 [din N 1 +din P1 - din NJ] 
I 

The condition for no change in the occupational index 'is then that: 

l: W; a; [din N; +din P;] - Z, din NJ 
I 

If 4JnP1>0 acr-0ss all occupations, then this condition is more likely to hold if: 
r 
r 

(1) dln N; is negative. 

(2) The covariances of W; and a; with dln P1 are negative. 

(3) dln N1 is large and positive. 

(27) 

(28) 

In words, the occupational index is more likely to remain unchanged even though minority 

representation i5 inc-n:i:sin& in all oc.cupatioru ii (1) total employment is declining; (2) eunings and 

·. 

share of minority employment are low where the greatest proportional increases in minority share of . 

employment are high (composition effect); and (3) total employment of minorities is increasing. 

What to make of all this? The lesson is not that the occupational index is not useful; but that like 

any simplifying tool, its use without knowledge of its limitation:; is potentially misleading. The occupa- . 

tional index is a dramatic and easily understood summary measure, but the full story of the impact of 

affirmative action requires an analysis of employment data within disaggregated occupatio.:is. 

Employment Shifts Within Occupations 

To test the impact of affirmative action within detailed occupations I control ·for establishment 

size, corporate structure, industry, region, growth of total employment for the given demographic 

group, and lagged dependent in samples of establishments reporting employment in niue occupations 

and two trainee positions. The key results from this mass of information are conderr 'di in a set of 

summary tables by demographic group, Tables 4.5 to 4.8. In these tables the coefficients on contractor 

and review status are expressed as a percent of initial 1974 employment share. The evi<.le!lce is most 

striking in the case of black males in Table 4.5. In every occupation except laborers, black males' share 

of employment has increased significantly faster in contractor than in non-contractor estRblishrnents. 

This is true whether we consider the proportionate change in black males' share of total employment, 
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or the proportionate change in the ratio of black male to white male share. The proportionate change 

fa black male employment share due to contractor status is greatest among professionals, technicians, 

and blue-collar trainees: .38, .22, and .24 respectively. 

The marginal impact of a compliance review, conditional on contractor status is also shown. The 

rel!tive importance of being a contractor and of being a reviewed contractor is mixed across occupa-
~ . 

lions, but in every case, except blue-collar trainees, reviewed establishments have increased black 

males' employment share more than non-reviewed contractors. This effect is largest and most 

significant in the technical and clerical occupations: .31 and .44 respectively. 

The total impact of the contract compliance program, the weigh: / sum of contractor and review 

effects, shows some evidence of a twist in demand toward more highly ~ ~illed black males. Since 17.4 

percent of all contractor employment is in reviewed establishments, the total impact is calculated as the 

sum of the contractor effect and .174 times the review effect The contract compliance program has not 

reduced the demand for black males in low skilled occupations. It has raised the demand for black 

males more in the highly skilled professional and technical occupations and in white-collar clerical jobs 

than in the blue-collar operative and laborer occupations. While this may help explain why highly 

skilled black males have been better off than their less skilled brethren, it does not help explain why 

low skilled black males should be having greater difficulty over the years in finding and holding jobs. 

Affirmative action has also helped non-black minority males, although to a lesser extent. Table 

4.6 shows evidence of a twist in demand toward Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian males in white-

collar occupations, particularly in sales and clerical positions, and significantly away from this group in 

operative and laborer positions. Compliance reviews have had a strong and significant additional impact 

in the professional and clerical occupations. The total impact of the contract compliance program on 

non-black minority males is positive in the white-collar occupations and in training programs. This 

impact is strongest in the sales and clerical occupations. It is negative in blue-collar occupations, with 

the exception of service workers. Relative to white males, affirmative action has increased the oc~upa-

tional status of non-black minority males by 2 percent. 

The evidence in Table 4. 7 suggests that the contract compliance program has had a mixed, but 



- 14 -

generally negative impact on white females. With the exceptions of officials and managers, operatives, 

laborers, and white-collar trainees, contractor status is associated with a significant decline in white 

females employment share. Where compliance reviews have a significant impac4 this too is negative. 

While both contracts and reviews produce a significant one percent increase in white females' occupa-

tional ~tatus, this positive impact disappears when changes in white females' occupational status are 

t 
compared to the relatively greater gains of white males. 

Black females in contractor establishments have increased their employment share in all occupa-

tions except the crafts, as seen in Table 4.8. This increase has been strongest among officials and 

managers, sales workers, clericals, laborers, and white-collar trainees. Where compliance reviews have 

bad a significant impact, they have increased black female employment share. The positive impact of 

the contract compliance program is even more marked when the position of black females is compared 

with that of white females. Overall, black females' index of oceupational status has increased 1 percent 

relative to that of white females under affirmative action. With the same qualifications as in the male 

case, tl-Js net movement across broad occupations may account for twenty percent of the 3.2 percent 

increase from .917 in 1974 to .946 in 1980 in the ratio of blac!c femal~ to white female earnings 

observed in Bureau of the Census data. 

The conclusion drawn from this detailed analysis of employment by occupation is that with the 

- - - --·---· -----.--~ _..,_.... ::c -~_........ .. 

exception of white females, affirmative action appears to have contrib~~si to the occupational adv.an~e--- ..... ._._ -......-----
--

of members of protected groups. In particular, for non-white males a.ffinrultive action ha.; increased 

dcrr.and relatively more in the more highly skilled occupations. The finding here that affirmative ac:.t.19.n 

b3.S helped move minorities up as well as in stands in contrast to past studies of the early years of 

affirmative action which found no significant evidence of occupational upgrading. 

The Impact on Racial Inequality in Earnings 

As affirmative action has increased the demand for minorities it has increased their earnings as 

well as their employment and occupational status. To directly measure wage effects I estimate log-

linear wage equations using the May 1978 Current Population Survey sample matched with data on the 

proportion of employment by industry by SMSA that was in contractor establishments in 1980. The 
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CPS ~mple is limit~d to males in non-agricultural employment in the 43 largest SMSA's who reported 

weekly earnings, hours, and industry of employment. The log-wage equations are estimated separately 

for white and non-white males, and control for the following personal characteristics: age and its square, 

years of.schooling completed and its square, marital and veteran status, and class of worker. Dummy 

var~bles for SMSA, SMSA size, and residence in the central city are also included. Occupation is not 
~ 

controlled for because we are interested not in within occupation wage variation, but in changes across 

occupations. 

As the contractor sector's employment share increases by one standard deviation, non-white male 

wages increase by eight percent compared to six percent for white males. Both effects are significant, 

and the impact on non-white males is significantly greater than that on white males according to an F-

test across equations. If the occupational upgrading estimated in this paper was due simply to occupa-

tional reclassific3tion in name only -title inflation-, then no such wag~ dfcct ·n•cuid :;e :::c;ected. Th.is 

cross-section evidence indicates that occupational advance under affirmative action has contributed to 

the decline in racial earnings inequality. Black male wages increase relatively more than those of white 

males in contractor intensive industries. After 1974, affirmative action appears to have increased the 

·employment of non-white males in the more skilled and remunerative occupations. 

Section 4: Conclusion 

This paper bas shown that affirmative action under Executive Order l 12~hi:s promoted the occu

pational advance of minorities of both sexes, ~as well as increasing their employment among government - _ ... 
contractors. For white females, the impact of the program appears mixed, and more difficult to 

separate from concurrent supply shifts. The finding of occupational advance for black males is rein-

forced by evidence that affirmative ac '.on has narrowed the difference in earnings between the races. 

If minorities and females do not share the skills and interests of white males, then perhaps the 

best one can expect from an affirmative action program is to increase their employment. But to the 

extent that minorities and females share the qualifications and interests of white males, an effective 

affirmative· action program should improve their chances of sharing the same occupations too. 
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In the end, this is really a story about a reform that works despite generating considerable resis-

tance. But just as no policy works in isolation, so no policy can be evaluated in isolation. Our major 

finding here is that affirmative action has increased the demand for minorities in skilled jobs in the con-

tractor sector. The relative demand shift has been greater for skilled than unskilled workers. The sue-

cess of this program in skilled occupations after 1974, where none had been observed before, is prob-
·t . 
t 

ably due in part to the increasing supply of skilled minorities in many fields, as well 83 to the more 

aggressive use of sanctions after the early 1970's. The weaker results for white females must be con-

sidered in light of the massive increase in female labor supply that has led to increased female employ-

ment throughout the economy, and which may have obscured the contractor effect. We ha~1e also seen 

minorities and females enjoying the greatest gains at growing establishments, both contra~tor and non-

contractor. The lesson drawn is that affirmative action programs work best when they arc vigorously 

enforced, when they work with other policies that augment the skills of members of protected groups, 

and when they work with growing employers. 
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NOTES 

1. In other specifications that account for non-linearities stronger and more significant results are 

estimated for females. 

2. There is evidence of a stronger affirmative action effect in smaller establishments in non-linear 

specifications. It also appears that affirmative action for black males has been more effective at 
f 
~ male intensive establishments. 

3. The coefficients of interest here, on contractor and review status, do not change signifa:antly when 

the equations for b:'.ick and white males are reestimated on a larger sample of 41660 establish-

ments with just the restrictions that black male and white male employment be positive. 

4. Earnings of full-time workers employed 50·52 weeks from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current 

Population Reports, Series P-60, "Money Income in 197 4 of Families and Persons in the U.S.", 

no. 101, January,1976, Table 61, p.127. and from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Cuuent Population 

Reports, Series P-60, "Money Income in 1974 of Households, Families, and Persons in the 

U.S.", no. 132, July, 1982, Table 59, p.213,214. 

I 
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of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires annual reports on workforce demographics from 

all private employers with 100 or more employees, or, 50 or more employers and a federal contract or 

first-tier subcontract worth SS0,000 or more. In the case of multi-plant employers, alt° establishments 

with more than 24 employees that belong to firms fulfilling the above condi tions must report individu

anyt In 1978, 39,000 employers with more than 165,000 establishments filed reports co'lering 36 mil

lion employees, more than half of all private non-farm employees. The sample is extensive, covering 

three-quarters of all manufacturing employment as reported by the B.L.S. Employers l':Hh small work

force establishments such as construction, trade and agriculture are underrepresented. Construction 

and agriculture are also underrepresented because temporary or casual employees are not counted as 

employees for the purposes of reporting requirements. 

From samples of roughly 160,000 establishments in 1980 and 100,000 establishments in 1974 I 

found 68,690 establishments that filed identifiable reports in both years. The empirical te~l$ comparing 

contractors with non-contractors are based on these 68,690 establishments with more thllll sixteen mil

lion employees from the matched sample. The detailed occupational. tests· are bas~d on subsamples 

reporting positive employment within the occupation. 

An establishment is considered a contractor if the company or any of its establishments are prime 

government contractors or first-tier subcontractors with a contract, subcontract or purchase order of 

SS0,000 or more. Any such establishment is identified as a contractor, whether or not the establish

ment so identified itself. 

To the extent that contractors may have selectively reclassified upwards black and female inten

sive detailed occupations at a faster rate than did non-contractors, this study and its predecessors will 

overstate the actual occupational advance due to affirmative action. Of course pure reclassification 

would cause black losses in the lower occupations, which is not observed. 

Contractors appear to have become better labeled over time. Twenty-seven percent of all 1974 

non-contractors were identified as contractors in 1980, constituting seventeen percent of all 1980 con

tractors. Whether these status changes are true, or just an artifact of more accurate reporting, my 
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results will be biased against · finding any affirmative action effect when I test accordin3 to 1974 status 

only. In other words, I underestimate the effect of being a contractor because I include among the 

non-contractors some establishments that became or really were contractors, and I include among the 

contractors some establishments that became or really were non-contractors. 

~ To compare demographic changes across reviewed and non-reviewed establishments I merged the 
;-

matched 1974 and 1980 EE0-1 establishment demographic data with ... data on OFCCP compliance 

reviews. OFCCP administrative records contain data on 27 ,000 compliance reviews ac1oss 13,000 

identifiable establishments, between 1973 and 1981. These are alma.::.: exclusively Department of 

Defense compliance reviews, which account for nearly half of all reviews. Reviews completed prior to 

1973 or after 1979 are underrepresented, and due to general under-reporting some establishments that 

were reviewed will be included among the non-reviewed, biasing my tests against finding an impact of · 

compliance reviews. I labeled as reviewed any establishments that had a record of at least one compli-

ance review between 1975 and 1979 inclusive. Multiple reviews are not rare, but are not controlled for 

in my tests. Since I expect decreasing returns to multiple reviews, this will bias against finding any 

review effect in the case of establishments reviewed prior to 1974. In other cases I ·will simply be 

·measuring the cumulative effect of reviews. Since the mode year of review completion in the sample is 

1975, while demographic changes are measured between 1974 and 1980, there is little potential for 

underestimating review effects due to lags in response. 
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Table 4.1: Variable Deflnltlons, Means, and Standard Deviations 
N - 6C690 

Variable Standard 
Name Mean Deviation Definition 

C74 • 601 .49 . • 1 lf establishment was part of n 

f 
et;ntractor company In 1974 

r 
R ' .041 .20 - 1 If establl shment completed a 

compliance revlevr between 1974 cntl 
1980 exclusive. 

SIZE 237 594 Tot21 number of employees in 197~. 

GROWTH .197 1.67 ·Rate of growth of totel employment 
from 197~ to 1980. 

SINGLE .183 .39 2: 1 lf esh~bllsbment was not pnrt Gf 
a multi-estebllshmenZ company • 

PWC .3Cl • 31 Proportion of all employees who aie 
officials, m1magers, professionals, 
technlcilrns and sales ~ple. 



. 
- 23 -

Table 4.2: Linear Probablllty Equations of the Effect of Contractor amd Review 
Status on Percent Employed by Demographic Group. · · 
N - 68690 

Demographic White Black Other White Black 
Group: Males Males Males Females Females 

f Eq,.ation: 1 2 3 4 5 

C74 -.02~ .198 -.101 -.464 .154 
(.081) C.040) (.042) (.079) (.040) 

R -.432 .071 .047 -.388 .261 
.194 (.095) (.100) (.188) (.095) 

p74• .868 .840 .901 .870 .921 
(.0016) (.0019) (.0023) C.0017) (.0023) 

SIZE .0012 -.000068 -.00025 -.00011 -.000046 
(.000062) (.000031) (.000033) (.000061) (.000031) 

GROWTH -.382 .097 .083 .104 .065 
C.021) (.010) (.011) (.021) (.010) 

SINGLE .073 -.342 .150 -.505 -.450 
(.109) (.053) .(.056) (.105) (.053) 

PWC -1.637 -.381 -.299 3.49 -5.02 
(.146) (.072) (.075) (.141) .072) 

R2 .876 .784 .743 .868 .751 

MSE 86.14 20.87 34.20 81.45 20.87 

Note: All equations include 27 Industry and 4 Region Dummies. 
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Table 4.3: Index of Occupational Status. 

Demographic 
Group: · 
Equation: 

C74 

R 

SIZE 

SINGLE 

MSE 

mean of the 
dependent 
variable 

Linear Probability Equations of the Effect of Contractor and Review 
Status on Occupational Index by Demographic Group. 
N - 13936 

White 
Males 

1 

50.9 
(12.8) 

60.4 
(19.0) 

.82 
(.005) 

.0011 
(.005) 

-8.50 
(l.40) 

30.88 
(14.40) 

.71 

338,731 

9258 

Black 
Males 

2 

120.6 
(18.6) 

98.9 
(27.6) 

.62 
(.006) 

-.010 
(.007) 

-16.9 
(2.0) 

-150.7 
(21.0) 

.50 

713,418 

8152 

Other 
Males 

3 

204.4 
(24.1) 

102.1 
(35.9) 

.60 
(.0 6) 

.022 
(.009) 

-21.3 
(2.5) 

-42.9 
(27.2) 

.47 

1,203,759 

8663 

White 
Females 

4 

41.3 
(11.5) 

54.6 
(17.1) 

.83 
(.006) 

.006 
(.004) 

-26.5 
(2.5) 

12.8 
(13.0) 

.69 

273,348 

8510 

Black 
Females 

s 

84.3 
(15.7) 

26.5 
(23.3) 

.63 
(.007} 

.005 
(.OO~) 

-6.90 
(1.3) 

-53.4 
(17.7) 

.49 

509,357 

7977 

Note: All equations include 27 Industry and 4 Regional Dummies. Sample limited to 
establishments with at least one employee in each Demographic Group. Standard Errors in 
Parentheses. 

• 074 is the lagged dependent variable: the index of occupational status for the given 
demographic group in 1974. 

•• G is the rate of growth of total employment of the given Demographic Group 
between 1974 and 1980. 

.. 
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Table 4.4: Occupational Index Example 

Occupation Period #Blacks ..!!. #Whites L %AP 

White-collar 1 20 .20 80 .20 100 

2 30 .20 70 .30 

. ,. 
t 

Blue-collar 1 80 .80 120 .40 so 
2 120 .80 80 .60 
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Table 4.S: Summary of the Impact of Contractor and Review Status on Black Male 
Employment by Occupation. 

% of all Elasticity of Black 
Black Males' Share With 

Males in Respect to: 
Occupation Contractor Review 

Occupation in 1974 Status Status 

f 
~. Officials and 

Managers . 030 .09 .. .11• 

2. Professionals . OlS .38 .. .10 

3. Technicians .020 .22 .. .31 •• 

4. Sales . 032 .16 .. .03 

S. Clerical .032 .17 .. .44 .. 

6. Craft .119 .18 .. .04 

7. Operatives .418 .10 .. .OS 

8. Laborers .198 .02 .01• 

9. Service .137 .OS .. .05 

10. Trainees-
White Collar .003 .17 .28 

11. Trainees-
Blue Collar .106 .24• -.03 

12. Occupational 
Index .oi-· .01 •• 

• - significant at the .05 level. 
•• - significant at the .01 level. 

Elasticity of Ratio of 
Black Male to White 

Male Share with 
Respect to: 

Contractor Review 
Total Status Status 

~12 .10 .16 

.40 .35 .12 

.27 .18 .34 

.17 .13 : .. .03 

.25 .20 .33 

.19 .17 .03 

.11 .11 .08 

.03 .09 .05 

.06 .OS .06 

.22 .31 .30 

.23 .28 -.03 

.02 .01 .006 

Significance levels indicated only for elasticity of black male's share. 

Total 

.13 

.37 

.2·1 

.14 

.26 

.13 

.12 

.10 

.06 

.36 

.21 

.01 

,• 
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Table 4.6: Summary of the Impact of Contractor and Review Status on Non-Black 
Minority Male Employment by Occupation. 

% of all Elasticity of Other 
Other Males' Share With 

Males in Respect to: 
Occupation Contractor Review 

Oc~pation in 1974 Status Status 
... 

1. Officials and 
Managers .048 .01· .06 

2. Professionals .057 .06 .25 .. 

3. Technicians .035 .03 .16 

4. Sales .052 .21 .. .01 

5. Clerical .044 .09 .47 .. 

·6. Craft .159 -.05 .08 

7. Operatives . 300 -.06 .. -.00 

8. Laborers . 193 -.10 .. .02 

9. Service .110 ,09•• .14 

to. Trainees-
White Collar .002 .25 .59 

11. Trainees-
Bl':.l; Collar .005 .22 -.00 

12. Occupational 
Index .02•• .01 •• 

• - significant at the .05 level. 
•• - significant at the .01 level. 

Total 

.08 

.10 

.06 

.21 

.17 

-.04 

-.06 

-.10 

.11 

.35 

.22 

.02 

Elasticity of Ratio of 
Other Male to White 

Male Share with 
Respect to: 

Contractor Review 
Status Status 

.08 .06 

.04 .28 

.00 .18 

.18 .00 

.11 .44 

-.06 .08 

-.05 .03 

-.09 .05 

.09 .16 

.39 -.59 

.26 -.00 

.02 .01 

Significance levels indicated only for elasticity of other male's share. 

Total 

.09 

.09 

.03 

.18 

.19 

-.05 

-.04 

-.08 

.12 

.29 

.26 

.02 
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Table 4.7: Summary of the Impact of Contractor and Review Status on White 
Female Employment by Occupation. 

% of all Elasticity of White 
White Females' Share With 

Females in Respect to: 
Occupation Contractor Review 

Occupation in 1974 Status Status 

t. 

1 .' Officials and 
Managers .037 .01 -.03 

2. Professionals .083 -.00 .. .03 

3. Technicians .049 -.10 .. .01 

4. Sales .133 -.09". .00 

5. Clerical .299 -.01·· -.03$~ 

6. Craft .024 -.20 .. -.ts•• 

7. Operatives .195 .00 -.03 

8. Laborers .069 .04 -.05 

9. Service .111 -.04 .. -.03 

10. Trainees-
White Collar .002 .20·· .10 

11. Trainees-
Blue Collar .002 -.16 -.01 

12. Occupational 
Index .01·· .01 •• 

• - significant at the .05 level. 
•• - significant at the .01 level. 

Elasticity of Ratio of 
White Female to 

White Male Share 
with Respect to: 

Contractor Review 
Total Status Status 

.00 .01 -.03 

-.09 -.10 .05 

-.10 -.13 .03 

-.09 -.11 l .00 

. -.02 .Gl .. , . -.05 

-.23 -.20 ' -.18 

-.01 .01 .00 

.03 .05 -.02 

-.05 -.04 -.02 

.22 .3'1 .12 

-.16 -.13 -.01 

.01 -.00 .00 

Significance levels indicated only for elasticity of white female's share. 

Tot~ 

.00 

-.09 

-.12 

-.1.1. 

.00 

-~ .. ?.3 

.01 

.05 

-.0!~ 

.36 

-.13 

-.00 

-- . . . -
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Table 4.8: Summary of the Impact of Contractor and 
Female Employment by Occupation. 

% of all Elasticity of Black 
Black Females' Share With 

Females in Respect to: 
Occupation Contractor Review 

O*pation in 1974 Status Status 

1. Officials and 
Managers .015 .14•• -.10 

2. Professionals .026 .01 .12 

3. Technicians .051 .06 .04 

4. Sales .061 .13 .. -.14 

5. Clerical .190 .19•• .19 .. 

6. Craft .024 -.34 .. .05 

7. Operatives .276 .01 .31 .. 

8. Laborers .112 .24•• .24 .. 

9. Service .245 .07 .. .01 

10. Trainees-
White Collar . 003 .72 .. -.08 

11. Trainees-
Blue Collar .004 .08 -.13 

12. Occupational 
Index .01 •• .00 

• - significant at the .05 level. 
•• - significant at the .01 level. 

Total 

.12 

.03 

.07 

.11 

.22 

-.33 

.06 

.28 

.07 

.71 

.06 

.01 

Review Status on Black 

Elasticity of Ratio of 
Black Female to 

White Female Share 
with Respect to: 

Contractor Review 
Status Status Total 

.14 -.08 .13 

.10 .09 .12 

.18 .03 .19 

.24 -.14 .22 

.20 .26 .25 

-.18 .21 -.13 

.01 .47 .09 

.19 .30 .24 

.11 .05 .12 

.43 -.17 .40 

.29 -.12 .27 

.01 -.00 .01 

Significance levels indicated only for elasticity of black female's share. 
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