Online Appendix

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS ON MATCH CRITERIA

	Results in this paper depend upon the quality of the underlying matched data. To assess the robustness of our results to potentially mismatched individuals, we examined the results’ sensitivity to tightening the match criteria. As described above, men in the linked sample are matched on place of birth, year of birth, first and last names. Place of birth is already restricted to exact matches, and year of birth is restricted to falling within a two-year window of the year implied by recorded age in 1910. Mill (2013) shows that within this range, year of birth “errors” are not predictive of match success, and we make no further restrictions based on implied year of birth.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Mill, Roy. “Inequality and Discrimination in Historical and Modern Labor Markets.” Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 2013. ] 

Following Roy Mill (2013) and James Feigenbaum (2015), we calculated the Jaro-Winkler string distances for first and last names in our sample as recorded in 1910 and for the proposed matches in 1930.[footnoteRef:2] Jaro-Winkler string distances are explained in detail in W.E. Winkler (1990).[footnoteRef:3] We then restricted the sample those with distances of 0 (or, exact matches) for last names and 0.3 for first names.[footnoteRef:4] The restricted sample contains 65 percent of the original sample. We then re-estimated results in each of the tables of the main paper using the restricted sample. None of our substantive conclusions were affected, and these results are available upon request. [2:  Feigenbaum, James. “Automated Census Record Linking.” Unpublished Working Paper, 2015.]  [3:  Winkler, W. E. “String Comparator Metrics and Enhanced Decision Rules in the Fellegi-Sunter Model of Record Linkage.” In Proceedings of the Survey Research Methods Section, American Statistical Association, 1990.]  [4:  Mill (2013) shows that the ratio of correct to incorrect matches, given a particular string distance, is greater than 1 for only exact last name matches but is greater than 1 for all distance values up to 0.3 for first names. See the likelihood ratios calculated in column 6 of Table 4.4.] 


VARIABLE DEFINITIONS FOR CONDITIONAL LOGIT FRAMEWORK

Distance: Distance from each individual to each potential destination state is calculated in miles using the center-of-county latitude and longitude coordinates for the county of origin and the mean latitude and longitude of actual migrants for each potential destination state. All distances are expressed in miles using STATA’s “vincenty” function, whose documentation assures users that the distance is calculated to an “insane precision.”
Of course, geographic distance and passenger transport distance or costs may differ, but to our knowledge there are no comprehensive measures of place-to-place passenger travel routes or costs for this period. To evaluate the empirical importance of this concern, we took two alternative measures for comparison. First, we used Google Maps to calculate the contemporary travel distance between one county in each state of the South and the largest city in each state. In that sample, the correlation between place-to-place travel distance and geographic distance is, on average (across states of origin), 0.997.  Obviously, migrants in the 1910s and 1920s could not travel on the modern interstate system, but the U.S. transportation network was already dense by 1910 (Atack 2013), and maps suggest that modern highways tend to parallel historical railways (which, after all, connected the same places and encountered the same geography).[footnoteRef:5]  Second, we calculated the correlation between geographic distance and an independent measure of transport costs for freight in 1890.  We are indebted to Richard Hornbeck for sharing county-to-county transport cost estimates from his work with Dave Donaldson (Donaldson and Hornbeck 2015).[footnoteRef:6] The place-to-place correlation for a similar sample (as described above) is 0.952. Given such high correlations, we conclude that geographic distance is an adequate proxy for our purposes, though we also acknowledge that new geographic information system (GIS) databases and computational methods could lead to a better understanding of the economic history of passenger travel. [5:  Atack, Jeremy. “On the Use of Geographic Information Systems in Economic History: The American Transportation Revolution Revisited.” Journal of Economic History 73, no. 2 (2013): 313–38.]  [6:  Donaldson, Dave and Richard Hornbeck. “Railroads and American Economic Growth: A ‘Market Access’ Approach.” Unpublished Working Paper, 2015.] 

Bartik Measure of Labor Demand: The variable is calculated as:

 

here  is employment in state j in sector l and  is the growth of employment in sector l nationwide. Employment shares are calculated in 1910 and growth rates over 1910–1930. Sectors denoted by  include agriculture, forestry/fishing, mining, manufacturing, transportation/communications, trade, government/public service, professional services, domestic/personal service, and clerical.
Average Income: To measure average income for workers in each potential destination state in 1910, we first average the Mitchener and McLean (1999) productivity levels per worker from 1900 and 1920 for each state.[footnoteRef:7] Then, we use the 1940 microdata (Ruggles et al. 2010) to calculate ratios of black (or white) wages to all wages in each state.[footnoteRef:8] We use the ratios to scale the Mitchener and McLean-based productivity measure up or down for blacks and whites separately. For race-state pairs with small counts in the 1940 IPUMS, we use an adjustment factor based on region. Effectively, then, each state has a race-specific expected income level.  [7:  Mitchener, Kris James, and Ian W. McLean. “U.S. Regional Growth and Convergence, 1880–1980.” Journal of Economic History 59, no. 4 (1999): 1016–42.]  [8:  Ruggles, Steven, J. Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, et al. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2010.
] 

Migrant Stock (state-to-state, race-specific): The pre-Great-Migration migrant stock in state  for an individual originating in state  is simply the number of individuals in state  who report  as their state of birth as a percentage of all individuals in the 1910 IPUMS sample who report state  as their state of birth.
Other variables in the conditional logit model are straightforward and described in the main text and the Notes to Table 4.

ADDITIONAL FIGURES AND TABLES

Appendix Tables 1A (for white men) and 1B (for black men) report tabulations of state-to-state migration flows for the linked sample. The state-to-state cells add up to 100 percent in each table. In both tables, we highlight the 10 largest state-to-state entries and also the five largest destination and origin state probabilities. 
Appendix Figure 1 illustrates the 1910 to 1930 change in longitude and latitude for black and white southerners in the linked dataset. Non-migrants are located at coordinates (0,0). The strong tendency of black migrants to follow the north-south axis is in contrast to the more diffuse pattern for whites, many of whom moved westward. Summary statistics for latitude and longitude changes are discussed in Table 3 of the main text, including measures that control for place of origin. 
Appendix Figure 2 shows that destination choices for black and white inter-state migrants were quite different. We study these differences in the main text (see Figure 2 in the main text for maps). Here, we simply note that the favored locations for black migration (Pennsylvania, New York, Ohio, and Illinois) often differed from the same for white migrants (Texas, Ohio, Oklahoma, and California). 

FURTHER DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND DIFFERENCES IN BLACK-WHITE MIGRATION PATTERNS

Blacks and whites circa 1910 differed in a number of observable characteristics that may have influenced migration patterns. To fix ideas, if black and white workers with similar characteristics and from similar environments responded in the same way to post-1910 opportunities in other states, then we would be able to explain a large share of the black-white differences in migration patterns with black-white differences in the dataset’s detailed background characteristics.[footnoteRef:9] As discussed in the main text, we took two approaches to assessing the hypothesis that racial differences in migration patterns were due to racial differences in observable characteristics.  Here, we provide a more detailed description of our efforts along these lines. [9:  Implicit in this statement is the idea that observationally similar blacks and whites would have had access to the same variety of labor market opportunities at home and in other states, which of course might not be true. This is why our main analysis incorporates more information about potential destinations.] 


Linear Probability 

For the first approach, the fully specified models are described in Equation A1:

	 .                                    (A1)

In Equation A1,  is a migration outcome variable, such as “inter-regional migrant,” “miles moved,” or “change in latitude.” The indicator variable  indicates race (1=black), while   and  are age and county-of-residence (in 1910) fixed effects and  is the error term.
 is a vector of individual and household characteristics recorded in the 1910 census manuscripts. A different set of  variables is available depending on whether the person has left his parents’ home, and so we estimate separate regressions for those under 18 and residing with father and those 18 and over. For the younger men in our sample,  includes indicators for the father’s industry, whether the family resides in owner-occupied housing, the individual’s literacy status (only available for those aged 10 and older), whether the person is a first-born male, and school attendance in 1910. For the older men in our sample,  includes indicators for one’s own industry, owner-occupied housing status, marital status, and literacy status. For both young and old men, we include indicators for residence in small (<25,000 residents) and large cities, as well as age and county-of-origin fixed effects.
When the regression is run without covariates or fixed effects other than race,  simply measures the difference in choice probabilities for blacks relative to whites.  We will refer to this as the “unadjusted” racial difference. When run with the full specification,  will measure the “adjusted” difference in choice probabilities, conditional on all the observable characteristics. The hypothesis is that accounting for observable personal characteristics and county-level fixed effects explains black-white differences in migration behavior. If so, then our estimates of  in the fully specified regressions will be near zero.  
Appendix Table 2 reports the estimates of  for a variety of outcomes. For the full sample (panel A),  includes the probability of inter-regional migration, probability of migration within the South, distance, and the change in both latitude and longitude. For the sample of inter-regional migrants (panel B),  includes the distance travelled and the change in latitude and longitude. 
Black men who were young in 1910 were substantially more likely to leave the South by 1930 than were white men (by about 8 percentage points).[footnoteRef:10]  Adjusting for observables in 1910 tends to widen the racial difference for young men to about 12 percentage points, and opens a black-white gap among older men (to about 5 percentage points).  These are relatively large racial differences, and it is clear that accounting for background characteristics does not explain them.  The propensity for interstate movement within the South, however, is fairly similar for blacks and whites, and controlling for background characteristics fully accounts for that difference among older men.  For the most part, background characteristics account for little of the black and white differences in distance travelled and changes in latitude and longitude. There are some exceptions, for instance distance travelled for older men and change in longitude for younger men.   [10:  The sample reported in the unadjusted column 1 of Appendix Table 2 contains only those individuals for which all control variables employed in column 2 are available.] 

Among inter-regional migrants (panel B of Appendix Table 2), observable characteristics of black and white men fail to explain differences in the distance travelled. Indeed, the estimated impact of race grows substantially after controlling for these characteristics. Finally, although observable characteristics are largely responsible for racial differences in latitude changes, they are less successful at explaining differences in east-west migration patterns observed in the data.

Multinomial Logit Analysis

We also estimated multinomial logit models that are similar in spirit to the specification described in Equation A1. But instead of binary outcomes (e.g., inter-regional migration) or continuous outcomes (e.g., miles moved), each state is treated as a discrete choice.[footnoteRef:11] Again, because variable availability depends on age, we estimate a separate model for 18-and-over and under-18. For consistency with the conditional logit approach, the sample consists of inter-state migrants. [11:  With a large number of choices and a large number of control variables, computation is cumbersome—a separate coefficient is estimated for each variable for each potential destination.  Therefore, we consolidate some states that receive few migrants in our dataset and reduce the set of control variables. Control variables include state of origin fixed effects, whether the person lived in owner-occupied housing, whether the person (or their father, if under 18) was literate, industry of employment fixed effects (if 18 and older), whether attending school (if under 18), whether the individual was the oldest in the household (if under 18), and indicators for small (<25,000 residents) and large cities of residence in 1910 (urban residence is the omitted category). Industry of employment is categorized as agriculture, forestry/fishing, mining, construction, manufacturing, transportation, communication/utilities, wholesale/retail trade, FIRE, business/repair services, household service, other personal service, entertainment/recreation, medical and hospital, legal services, education, religious/non-profit, government, and other.] 

Multinomial logit estimation generates a set of coefficients for each variable for each possible destination choice and, therefore, results are too unwieldy for presentation in a table. Instead, we compare (1) a simple index of dissimilarity for the geographic distributions of black and white inter-state migrants without any control variables and (2) a similar index that is calculated after equalizing the values of all control variables across these groups (as described in the main text). In both cases, the dissimilarity index indicates the percentage of men (black or white) in the linked sample who would have to relocate to equalize the black and white migrant distributions over states. 
Appendix Table 3 reports that in the unadjusted case, 28 percent of black or white migrants would have had to choose another destination to match the distribution of the other group. But conditioning on average starting characteristics does not reduce the dissimilarity all that much. The conditional dissimilarity index falls to 27 percent.
We also present the racial differences, by state, that contribute to the index of dissimilarity. For each state, the “Unconditional” bar in Appendix Figure 3 represents the difference in black and white migration probabilities in each state as observed in the raw data. The “Conditional” bar corresponds to the conditional index above and represents the racial difference conditional on observables. For some states, the conditional difference is markedly smaller (e.g., California and Oklahoma), but for other states, observable characteristics amplify racial differences in migration patterns (e.g., Illinois and Missouri) so that the overall index value is relatively unchanged.

ALTERNATIVE SPECIFICATIONS

To evaluate the sensitivity of our basic conditional logit results in Table 4, we repeat the analysis using the levels of control variables rather than logs, where appropriate, in Appendix Table 4. The scale of coefficients changes, but they remain directionally consistent with those in the baseline. In terms of statistical significance, average income stipulated in levels rather than logs became a less significant driver of migration choice for blacks relative to whites in columns 7 and 8. In addition, the pull of the North for blacks appears to be stronger than for whites under the levels specification (though still not a positive coefficient in columns 4 or 5). Overall, however, results are largely consistent with the baseline interpretations.
[bookmark: _ftnref1]To evaluate the importance of the boll weevil infestation on migration choices, we defined three categories of southern states: (1) cotton-intensive states that were affected by the boll weevil prior to 1910; (2) cotton intensive states first affected between 1910 and 1930; and (3) states where cotton agriculture was less than 20 percent of total crop value in 1910 (Haines 2010). See additional discussion and rationale in the main text. We find a negative association of both indicators of boll weevil infestation on migration probabilities, but little evidence of racial differences in the deterrent effect of this agriculture productivity shock. Results are reported in Appendix Table 5. 

ADDITIONAL RESULTS

In Appendix Tables 6 and 7, we report the marginal effects of the variables listed in Table 4, separately for each state and race, per standard deviation increase in the variable of interest. For example, a one standard deviation increase in the distance to Alabama would reduce the migration rate of white men to Alabama from states other than Alabama by 1.69 percentage points. Distance, network, wage, North, and urban population coefficients are from specification A coefficients. 
In Appendix Table 8, we split the black sample by recorded literacy status in 1910 (which is only available for those age 10 and older). We then estimate the baseline conditional logit regression on these groups separately and in an interacted specification where each regressor is interacted with a literacy indicator (1=literate). Unfortunately, a fully interacted version of Specification C does not converge in estimation, likely because each state fixed effect must be estimated with and without a literacy interaction, indicating a large number of coefficients to be estimated with a relatively small underlying sample. Because the coefficients from this specification presented in columns 3 and 6 are quantitatively similar to those in columns 1–2 and 4–5, respectively, we are comfortable projecting no significance in the differences by literacy status in all three specifications. The results indicate no major differences in the behavior of black migrants conditional on literacy status.  

APPENDIX TABLE 1A
STATE-TO-STATE MIGRATION IN LINKED SAMPLE, WHITE MEN
	
	AL
	AR
	FL
	GA
	KY
	LA
	MS
	NC
	OK
	SC
	TN
	TX
	VA
	WV
	Sum

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AL
	0.000
	0.173
	0.293
	1.014
	0.093
	0.120
	0.373
	0.040
	0.093
	0.067
	0.680
	0.533
	0.027
	0.013
	3.52

	AZ
	0.027
	0.107
	0.013
	0.067
	0.080
	0.013
	0.027
	0.013
	0.173
	0.013
	0.027
	0.427
	0.013
	0.000
	1.00

	AR
	0.147
	0.000
	0.013
	0.040
	0.187
	0.200
	0.320
	0.040
	1.027
	0.027
	0.320
	0.680
	0.027
	0.040
	3.07

	CA
	0.160
	0.867
	0.027
	0.253
	0.667
	0.320
	0.080
	0.267
	1.440
	0.067
	0.493
	1.814
	0.187
	0.293
	6.94

	CO
	0.013
	0.187
	0.000
	0.027
	0.133
	0.027
	0.013
	0.013
	0.507
	0.000
	0.040
	0.173
	0.013
	0.067
	1.21

	CT
	0.027
	0.027
	0.013
	0.027
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.040
	0.013
	0.19

	DE
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.027
	0.000
	0.08

	DC
	0.027
	0.027
	0.040
	0.093
	0.067
	0.027
	0.000
	0.040
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013
	0.013
	0.440
	0.093
	0.91

	FL
	0.587
	0.013
	0.000
	1.680
	0.253
	0.093
	0.173
	0.227
	0.107
	0.173
	0.227
	0.160
	0.093
	0.053
	3.84

	GA
	1.094
	0.053
	0.427
	0.000
	0.107
	0.053
	0.133
	0.320
	0.027
	0.560
	0.373
	0.320
	0.093
	0.027
	3.59

	ID
	0.000
	0.093
	0.000
	0.013
	0.027
	0.013
	0.000
	0.027
	0.120
	0.000
	0.067
	0.093
	0.013
	0.027
	0.49

	IL
	0.187
	0.387
	0.080
	0.093
	1.320
	0.147
	0.107
	0.133
	0.507
	0.027
	0.373
	0.507
	0.120
	0.173
	4.16

	IN
	0.107
	0.160
	0.013
	0.067
	1.600
	0.027
	0.053
	0.053
	0.133
	0.000
	0.240
	0.120
	0.147
	0.107
	2.83

	IA
	0.013
	0.067
	0.000
	0.000
	0.067
	0.027
	0.027
	0.013
	0.160
	0.013
	0.053
	0.053
	0.053
	0.000
	0.55

	KS
	0.013
	0.240
	0.013
	0.053
	0.107
	0.040
	0.040
	0.027
	1.134
	0.000
	0.120
	0.280
	0.093
	0.093
	2.25

	KY
	0.080
	0.107
	0.040
	0.053
	0.000
	0.013
	0.027
	0.067
	0.200
	0.013
	0.814
	0.187
	0.187
	0.240
	2.03

	LA
	0.160
	0.293
	0.040
	0.107
	0.027
	0.000
	0.627
	0.013
	0.107
	0.027
	0.053
	0.573
	0.013
	0.000
	2.04

	ME
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.027
	0.11

	MD
	0.040
	0.027
	0.027
	0.027
	0.053
	0.000
	0.013
	0.120
	0.040
	0.013
	0.013
	0.107
	0.627
	0.453
	1.56

	MA
	0.027
	0.013
	0.013
	0.053
	0.027
	0.027
	0.000
	0.040
	0.000
	0.040
	0.000
	0.053
	0.053
	0.013
	0.36

	MI
	0.067
	0.307
	0.093
	0.120
	0.840
	0.027
	0.067
	0.067
	0.147
	0.040
	0.507
	0.160
	0.133
	0.227
	2.80

	MN
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.027
	0.027
	0.027
	0.013
	0.000
	0.107
	0.000
	0.000
	0.053
	0.013
	0.027
	0.31

	MS
	0.533
	0.147
	0.000
	0.080
	0.080
	0.200
	0.000
	0.027
	0.187
	0.000
	0.400
	0.253
	0.013
	0.013
	1.93

	MO
	0.067
	0.854
	0.013
	0.080
	0.560
	0.080
	0.080
	0.027
	0.947
	0.013
	0.413
	0.440
	0.080
	0.080
	3.73

	MT
	0.000
	0.040
	0.000
	0.000
	0.067
	0.000
	0.013
	0.040
	0.067
	0.000
	0.013
	0.040
	0.013
	0.013
	0.31

	NE
	0.013
	0.093
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.053
	0.147
	0.000
	0.053
	0.067
	0.040
	0.053
	0.56

	NV
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.067
	0.000
	0.013
	0.040
	0.000
	0.000
	0.15

	NJ
	0.053
	0.013
	0.040
	0.067
	0.013
	0.027
	0.013
	0.147
	0.013
	0.027
	0.053
	0.093
	0.160
	0.147
	0.87

	NM
	0.027
	0.080
	0.013
	0.027
	0.053
	0.040
	0.013
	0.000
	0.267
	0.000
	0.040
	0.667
	0.013
	0.000
	1.24

	NY
	0.187
	0.040
	0.120
	0.200
	0.120
	0.293
	0.040
	0.213
	0.187
	0.107
	0.120
	0.253
	0.320
	0.227
	2.43

	NC
	0.120
	0.080
	0.147
	0.360
	0.080
	0.027
	0.013
	0.000
	0.027
	1.014
	0.387
	0.053
	0.747
	0.120
	3.17

	ND
	0.027
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.027
	0.013
	0.000
	0.09

	OH
	0.413
	0.147
	0.093
	0.227
	2.587
	0.040
	0.147
	0.147
	0.200
	0.067
	0.720
	0.267
	0.814
	2.281
	8.15

	OK
	0.427
	2.174
	0.013
	0.173
	0.213
	0.147
	0.147
	0.013
	0.000
	0.040
	0.373
	3.027
	0.027
	0.147
	6.92

	OR
	0.013
	0.040
	0.040
	0.000
	0.067
	0.013
	0.013
	0.027
	0.267
	0.000
	0.080
	0.107
	0.040
	0.027
	0.73

	PA
	0.160
	0.053
	0.027
	0.053
	0.147
	0.093
	0.040
	0.173
	0.080
	0.027
	0.160
	0.160
	0.573
	0.974
	2.72

	RI
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.04

	SC
	0.053
	0.013
	0.040
	0.560
	0.013
	0.013
	0.027
	0.547
	0.000
	0.000
	0.080
	0.053
	0.040
	0.000
	1.44

	SD
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.027
	0.000
	0.013
	0.040
	0.013
	0.000
	0.12

	TN
	0.587
	0.347
	0.080
	0.520
	0.640
	0.080
	0.493
	0.293
	0.200
	0.013
	0.000
	0.507
	0.160
	0.053
	3.97

	TX
	0.707
	1.120
	0.120
	0.373
	0.387
	1.307
	0.667
	0.107
	2.947
	0.133
	0.840
	0.000
	0.120
	0.120
	8.95

	UT
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.013
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.07

	VT
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.027
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.07

	VA
	0.053
	0.053
	0.013
	0.173
	0.227
	0.027
	0.053
	1.240
	0.013
	0.147
	0.320
	0.067
	0.000
	0.453
	2.84

	WA
	0.040
	0.160
	0.027
	0.013
	0.080
	0.000
	0.027
	0.093
	0.213
	0.027
	0.133
	0.160
	0.027
	0.053
	1.05

	WV
	0.053
	0.013
	0.027
	0.093
	0.493
	0.000
	0.000
	0.133
	0.067
	0.040
	0.147
	0.040
	2.841
	0.000
	3.95

	WI
	0.000
	0.013
	0.027
	0.013
	0.120
	0.000
	0.000
	0.067
	0.067
	0.000
	0.067
	0.013
	0.013
	0.027
	0.43

	WY
	0.000
	0.027
	0.000
	0.000
	0.013
	0.000
	0.027
	0.040
	0.053
	0.000
	0.000
	0.040
	0.013
	0.027
	0.24

	Sum
	6.34
	8.72
	2.00
	6.90
	11.71
	3.64
	3.92
	4.95
	12.11
	2.76
	8.88
	12.72
	8.52
	6.83
	100.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes: State of origin is across columns.  State of destination is down rows.  Each cell reports the share of all inter-state migrants who made a given state-to-state transition.  By construction, all home-home pairs (e.g., Alabama to Alabama) are zero, as these men are not counted as migrants.  The ten most common transitions are in boxes outlined with a solid line.  The five most common destinations (summed over origins) and the five most common origins (summed over destinations) are outlined with dashed lines.  
Sources: Data are from the sample of linked census records, described in the main text.



APPENDIX TABLE 1B
STATE-TO-STATE MIGRATION IN LINKED SAMPLE, BLACK MEN
	
	AL
	AR
	FL
	GA
	KY
	LA
	MS
	NC
	OK
	SC
	TN
	TX
	VA
	WV
	Sum

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AL
	0.000
	0.000
	0.473
	0.851
	0.189
	0.047
	0.615
	0.000
	0.047
	0.095
	0.047
	0.189
	0.000
	0.000
	2.554

	AZ
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.047
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.284

	AR
	0.284
	0.000
	0.095
	0.237
	0.047
	1.041
	1.514
	0.047
	0.237
	0.047
	0.378
	0.284
	0.000
	0.047
	4.257

	CA
	0.142
	0.000
	0.047
	0.189
	0.000
	0.237
	0.095
	0.000
	0.189
	0.095
	0.047
	0.710
	0.000
	0.000
	1.750

	CO
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	CT
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.378

	DE
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095

	DC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.284
	0.000
	0.331
	0.000
	0.000
	0.804
	0.047
	1.703

	FL
	0.568
	0.000
	0.000
	3.264
	0.000
	0.095
	0.095
	0.237
	0.000
	1.230
	0.047
	0.095
	0.237
	0.047
	5.913

	GA
	0.946
	0.142
	0.851
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.284
	0.189
	0.000
	1.088
	0.331
	0.047
	0.095
	0.000
	3.974

	ID
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047

	IL
	0.757
	0.615
	0.095
	0.946
	0.615
	0.615
	2.129
	0.142
	0.000
	0.142
	0.851
	0.189
	0.189
	0.095
	7.379

	IN
	0.142
	0.142
	0.000
	0.142
	1.041
	0.095
	0.142
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142
	0.331
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	2.271

	IA
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.284

	KS
	0.142
	0.095
	0.047
	0.047
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142
	0.047
	0.095
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.804

	KY
	0.284
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.473
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.993

	LA
	0.237
	0.237
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	1.466
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.568
	0.000
	0.000
	2.649

	ME
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	MD
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.662
	0.000
	0.284
	0.000
	0.000
	1.088
	0.095
	2.176

	MA
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.189
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.520

	MI
	0.804
	0.284
	0.426
	1.041
	0.284
	0.142
	0.426
	0.189
	0.047
	0.568
	0.568
	0.142
	0.095
	0.000
	5.014

	MN
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095

	MS
	0.804
	0.757
	0.047
	0.095
	0.047
	0.710
	0.000
	0.142
	0.189
	0.047
	0.615
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	3.500

	MO
	0.095
	0.615
	0.047
	0.237
	0.000
	0.284
	1.183
	0.047
	0.284
	0.047
	0.710
	0.615
	0.000
	0.000
	4.163

	MT
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	NE
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142
	0.000
	0.000
	0.189

	NV
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	NJ
	0.142
	0.000
	0.237
	0.851
	0.000
	0.047
	0.047
	0.426
	0.000
	0.662
	0.047
	0.000
	0.757
	0.000
	3.217

	NM
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142

	NY
	0.331
	0.142
	0.662
	0.568
	0.000
	0.095
	0.095
	0.946
	0.000
	1.845
	0.142
	0.095
	1.135
	0.047
	6.102

	NC
	0.095
	0.189
	0.237
	0.757
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142
	0.000
	0.000
	3.217
	0.000
	0.047
	0.473
	0.142
	5.298

	ND
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	OH
	1.277
	0.331
	0.237
	2.081
	0.568
	0.047
	0.804
	0.284
	0.047
	0.568
	0.473
	0.047
	0.331
	0.095
	7.190

	OK
	0.047
	0.237
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.237
	0.189
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.189
	1.514
	0.000
	0.000
	2.460

	OR
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	PA
	0.710
	0.095
	0.189
	1.703
	0.189
	0.047
	0.142
	0.946
	0.000
	1.608
	0.095
	0.095
	1.892
	0.095
	7.805

	RI
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	SC
	0.142
	0.095
	0.662
	0.568
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.520
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	2.129

	SD
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	TN
	0.378
	0.710
	0.000
	0.899
	0.189
	0.189
	1.845
	0.047
	0.095
	0.095
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047
	4.541

	TX
	0.189
	0.237
	0.000
	0.142
	0.000
	2.081
	0.237
	0.095
	0.473
	0.047
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	3.548

	UT
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047

	VT
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	VA
	0.095
	0.047
	0.095
	0.189
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	1.892
	0.000
	0.378
	0.142
	0.000
	0.000
	0.568
	3.453

	WA
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.047
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.142

	WV
	0.520
	0.000
	0.000
	0.189
	0.095
	0.000
	0.047
	0.331
	0.047
	0.142
	0.095
	0.000
	1.088
	0.000
	2.554

	WI
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.095
	0.047
	0.000
	0.047
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.095
	0.000
	0.000
	0.378

	WY
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Sum
	9.22
	5.30
	4.64
	15.61
	3.50
	6.10
	11.87
	7.81
	1.94
	12.91
	5.91
	5.39
	8.47
	1.32
	100.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes and Sources: See Appendix Table 1A.


APPENDIX TABLE 2
BLACK-WHITE DIFFERENCES IN BASIC MIGRATION VARIABLES 
	
	
	Unadjusted
Black-White Difference
	Adjusted
Black-White Difference

	
	
	Panel A: Full Sample

	Inter-regional migration
	Under 18
	0.08
(0.02)
	0.12
(0.02)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	0.01
(0.01)
	0.05
(0.01)

	
	
	
	

	Within-south migration
	Under 18
	0.01
(0.01)
	–0.02
(0.02)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	0.03
(0.01)
	–0.01
(0.01)

	
	
	
	

	Distance
	Under 18
	26.8
(11.6)
	31.8
(17.0)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	–11.5
(7.1)
	–6.0
(9.3)

	
	
	
	

	Change in latitude
	Under 18
	1.22
(0.13)
	0.95
(0.16)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	0.52
(0.07)
	0.35
(0.09)

	
	
	
	

	Change in longitude
	Under 18
	1.52
(0.18)
	1.02
(0.30)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	0.97
(0.12)
	0.79
(0.16)

	
	

	
	
	Panel B: Inter-Regional Migrants

	Distance 
	Under 18
	–80.3
(29.8)
	–204.7
(102.2)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	–150.8
(24.4)
	–261.5
(48.7)

	
	
	
	

	Change in latitude
	Under 18
	2.80
(0.25)
	0.19
(0.64)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	2.05
(0.20)
	0.46
(0.33)

	
	
	
	

	Change in longitude
	Under 18
	7.13
(0.73)
	3.73
(2.77)

	
	
	
	

	
	18 and over
	5.98
(0.61)

	5.87
(1.34)

	
	
	
	


Notes: For columns 1 and 2, each entry corresponds to the coefficient on tau (coefficient on race where black=1) from a separate OLS regression. In column 1, there are no controls other than race. Column 2 contains controls as specified in the text. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered by 1910 household.  Sample sizes for under 18/18 and over are 5206/10727.  Regional Migrants are 966/1735.
Sources: See text.


APPENDIX TABLE 3
CONDITIONAL AND UNCONDITIONAL RACIAL DISSIMILARITY 
INDEX IN LOCATION CHOICE FOR INTERSTATE MIGRANTS
	
	Racial Dissimilarity Index

	
	

	Unconditional as observed in 1930
	0.283

	
	

	Prediction given equivalent 1910 characteristics
	0.266


Notes: See text and appendix section A4.2 for discussion of the multinomial logit methodology.  
Sources: Data are from the sample of linked census records, as described in the text and Appendix.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4
MIGRANT SORTING, CONDITIONAL LOGIT COEFFICIENTS WITH LEVEL SPECIFICATIONS
	
	(1) 

White
(A)
	(2)

White
(B)
	(3)

White
(C)
	(4)

Black
(A)
	(5)

Black
(B)
	(6)

Black
(C)
	(7)
Pooled, Coefficient on Race Interaction 
(A)
	(8)
Pooled, Coefficient on Race Interaction 
(B)
	(9)
Pooled, Coefficient on Race Interaction 
(C)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Distance (in 1K miles)
	–1.72***
(0.0685)
	–1.72***
(0.0680)
	–2.55***
(0.0928)
	–4.06***
(0.189)
	–4.07***
(0.202)
	–4.88***
(0.224)
	–2.34***
(0.196)
	–2.35***
(0.210)
	–2.33***
(0.238)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Migrant stock
	0.275***
(0.00952)
	0.278***
(0.00990)
	0.308***
(0.0145)
	0.251***
(0.0217)
	0.242***
(0.022)
	0.207***
(0.0276)
	–0.0247
(0.0234)
	–0.0361
(0.0244)
	–0.103***
(0.0306)

	Labor market variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average wage

	0.0810***
(0.00685)
	0.0527***
(0.00728)
	—
—
	0.0684***
(0.0241)
	0.00658
(0.0266)
	—
—
	–0.0126
(0.0248)
	–0.0462*
(0.0276)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Labor demand
	0.0333***
(0.00229)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0621***
(0.00490)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0289***
(0.00529)
	—
—
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent manufacturing
	—
—
	–0.0197***
(0.00227)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0177***
(0.00514)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0373***
(0.00555)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent agriculture
	—
—
	–0.0239***
(0.00270)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.0141***
(0.00514)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.00975*
(0.00547)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region and other control variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-South
	–0.461***
(0.0524)
	–0.521***
(0.0529)
	—
—
	–0.0972
(0.124)
	–0.194*
(0.117)
	—
—
	0.364***
(0.135)
	0.327**
(0.128)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	–0.00183**
(0.000801)
	–0.00882***
(0.00167)
	—
—
	0.00743***
(0.00153)
	–0.00286
(0.00311)
	—
—
	0.00927***
(0.00170)
	0.00597*
(0.00344)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population
	—
—
	0.0123***
(0.000672)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0210***
(0.00142)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.00867***
(0.00160)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	0.17
	0.17
	0.24
	0.24
	0.25
	0.29
	0.19
	0.19
	0.25

	N
	7,498
	7,498
	7,498
	2,114
	2,114
	2,114
	9,612
	9,612
	9,612


* = Significant at the 90 percent level.
** = Significant at the 95 percent level.
*** = Significant at the 99 percent level.
Notes: The sample consists of inter-state migrants. Specifications A and B differ in the inclusion/exclusion of labor demand, log population, percent manufacturing and percent agriculture variables only. Specification C includes state fixed effects. Columns 1–3 are restricted to white migrants only. Columns 4–6 are restricted to black migrants only. Columns 7–9 report interaction terms from a pooled regression with each regressor interacted with a race dummy (1=black). Standard errors, clustered by county of origin, are in parentheses. Data are from the sample of linked census records, described in the text and Appendix.
Sources: Data are from the sample of linked census records, described in the text and Appendix.  


APPENDIX TABLE 5
MIGRANT SORTING, CONDITIONAL LOGIT COEFFICIENTS WITH BOLL WEEVIL VARIABLES
	
	(1) 



White
(A)
	(2)



White
(B)
	(3)



Black
(A)
	(4)



Black
(B)
	(5)
Pooled, Coefficient on Race Interaction  
(A)
	(6)
Pooled, Coefficient on Race Interaction
(B)

	Cost variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log distance
	–1.24
(0.0286)
	–1.22
(0.0292)
	–1.78
(0.0747)
	–1.74
(0.0746)
	–0.536
(0.0783)
	–0.511
(0.0782)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Migrant stock
	0.214
(0.00909)
	0.207
(0.00925)
	0.195
(0.0260)
	0.195
(0.0262)
	–0.0185
(0.0273)
	–0.0120
(0.0278)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Labor market variables
	
	
	
	
	

	Log average income

	1.28
(0.0926)
	1.14
(0.0986)
	0.301
(0.174)
	–0.0284
(0.190)
	–0.978
(0.192)
	–1.17
(0.212)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log labor demand
	0.447
(0.0180)
	—
—
	0.826
(0.0400)
	—
—
	0.379
(0.0443)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Manufacturing
	—
—
	–0.0242
(0.00280)
	—
—
	0.0109
(0.00501)
	—
—
	0.0352
(0.00571)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent agriculture
	—
—
	–0.0218
(0.00322)
	—
—
	–0.0266
(0.00666)
	—
—
	–0.00476
(0.00732)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region and other control variables
	
	
	
	

	Cotton state, early BW
	–0.274
(0.0536)
	–0.133
(0.0633)
	–0.229
(0.107)
	0.0125
(0.120)
	0.0452
(0.116)
	0.146
(0.134)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cotton state, late BW
	–0.282
(0.0575)
	–0.145
(0.0636)
	–0.332
(0.114)
	–0.156
(0.120)
	–0.0493
(0.126)
	–0.0115
(0.132)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-South
	–0.577
(0.0518)
	–0.455
(0.0516)
	–0.400
(0.129)
	–0.262
(0.129)
	0.177
(0.139)
	0.193
(0.141)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	–0.00805
(0.00109)
	–0.0124
(0.00205)
	0.00568
(0.00184)
	–0.0106
(0.00390)
	0.0137
(0.00217)
	0.00171
(0.00441)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population
	—
—
	0.496
(0.0206)
	—
—
	0.895
(0.0421)
	—
—
	0.399
(0.0476)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	0.21
	0.21
	0.26
	0.26
	0.22
	0.22

	N
	7,498
	7,498
	2,114
	2,114
	9,612
	9,612


Notes: Based on the map from Hunter and Coad (1923), we coded Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi as “early boll weevil” states, and we coded Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Oklahoma as “late boll weevil” states.  All these states had at least 20 percent of total crop value from cotton production in 1910 (Haines 2010).  Tennessee, Kentucky, Virginia, West Virginia, and Florida are coded as southern “little/no-cotton” states (this is the base category).  The sample includes inter-state migrants only. We do not estimate specifications with destination fixed effects here since the boll weevil variables would drop out.  Columns 1-2 include whites; columns 3-4 include blacks; columns 5-6 report interaction terms from a pooled regression where each regressor is interacted with a race dummy (1=black). Standard errors, clustered by county of origin, are in parentheses. 
Sources: See text. 

APPENDIX TABLE 6
CONDITIONAL LOGIT MARGINAL EFFECTS (PER STANDARD DEVIATION), 
BY STATE, WHITE MIGRANTS 
	
	Log Dist.
	Migrant Stock
	Log Income
	Log Demand
	Percent Ag
	Percent
Mfg.
	North
	Percent Urban
	Log Pop.

	Mean
(St. Dev.)
	6.60
(0.64)
	0.45
(1.10)
	7.12
(0.29)
	12.5
(1.05)
	36.4
(19.4)
	24.6
(11.8)
	0.72
—
	39.0
(22.5)
	14.0
(1.03)

	Alabama
	–1.69
	0.67
	1.41
	1.62
	–1.21
	–0.77
	–1.09
	–0.51
	1.84

	Arizona
	–0.21
	0.09
	0.19
	0.22
	–0.19
	–0.12
	–0.21
	–0.06
	0.32

	Arkansas
	–1.52
	0.62
	1.32
	1.52
	–1.04
	–0.66
	–0.99
	–0.46
	1.64

	California
	–0.46
	0.19
	0.41
	0.47
	–0.34
	–0.22
	–0.46
	–0.14
	0.56

	Colorado
	–0.52
	0.22
	0.47
	0.54
	–0.43
	–0.27
	–0.53
	–0.16
	0.69

	Connecticut
	–0.44
	0.18
	0.39
	0.45
	–0.22
	–0.14
	–0.44
	–0.13
	0.36

	Delaware
	–0.43
	0.18
	0.39
	0.44
	–0.22
	–0.14
	–0.44
	–0.13
	0.36

	DC
	–0.63
	0.26
	0.55
	0.63
	–0.94
	–0.60
	–0.62
	–0.19
	1.45

	Florida
	–0.87
	0.35
	0.75
	0.87
	–0.60
	–0.39
	–0.56
	–0.26
	0.96

	Georgia
	–1.75
	0.70
	1.46
	1.68
	–1.24
	–0.79
	–1.13
	–0.53
	1.89

	Idaho
	–0.12
	0.05
	0.11
	0.13
	–0.10
	–0.06
	–0.13
	–0.04
	0.16

	Illinois
	–2.38
	0.96
	2.04
	2.34
	–1.71
	–1.09
	–2.30
	–0.72
	2.67

	Indiana
	–1.78
	0.72
	1.52
	1.75
	–1.24
	–0.79
	–1.71
	–0.54
	1.92

	Iowa
	–0.77
	0.32
	0.69
	0.79
	–0.63
	–0.41
	–0.78
	–0.24
	1.03

	Kansas
	–1.74
	0.68
	1.42
	1.63
	–1.32
	–0.84
	–1.60
	–0.52
	1.97

	Kentucky
	–2.03
	0.82
	1.72
	1.98
	–1.52
	–0.97
	–1.31
	–0.61
	2.34

	Louisiana
	–1.95
	0.78
	1.63
	1.88
	–1.29
	–0.82
	–1.26
	–0.59
	1.98

	Maine
	–0.17
	0.07
	0.15
	0.17
	–0.12
	–0.07
	–0.17
	–0.05
	0.19

	Maryland
	–1.38
	0.55
	1.16
	1.33
	–0.94
	–0.60
	–1.31
	–0.41
	1.46

	Massachusetts
	–0.59
	0.25
	0.53
	0.61
	–0.31
	–0.20
	–0.60
	–0.18
	0.51

	Michigan
	–0.95
	0.40
	0.85
	0.98
	–0.64
	–0.41
	–0.96
	–0.29
	1.04

	Minnesota
	–0.40
	0.17
	0.36
	0.41
	–0.34
	–0.22
	–0.41
	–0.12
	0.55

	Mississippi
	–1.12
	0.46
	0.97
	1.12
	–0.73
	–0.47
	–0.73
	–0.34
	1.17

	Missouri
	–2.15
	0.87
	1.84
	2.12
	–1.65
	–1.05
	–2.08
	–0.65
	2.56

	Montana
	–0.14
	0.06
	0.13
	0.15
	–0.13
	–0.08
	–0.14
	–0.04
	0.21

	Nebraska
	–0.60
	0.25
	0.54
	0.62
	–0.47
	–0.30
	–0.61
	–0.18
	0.76

	Nevada
	–0.16
	0.07
	0.14
	0.16
	–0.16
	–0.11
	–0.16
	–0.05
	0.27

	New Jersey
	–0.98
	0.41
	0.86
	1.00
	–0.56
	–0.36
	–0.98
	–0.30
	0.91

	New Mexico
	–0.32
	0.13
	0.29
	0.33
	–0.25
	–0.16
	–0.32
	–0.10
	0.40

	New York
	–1.94
	0.79
	1.68
	1.94
	–1.26
	–0.80
	–1.90
	–0.59
	1.99

	North Carolina
	–1.42
	0.57
	1.21
	1.39
	–0.92
	–0.59
	–0.92
	–0.43
	1.44

	North Dakota
	–0.36
	0.15
	0.32
	0.37
	–0.25
	–0.16
	–0.37
	–0.11
	0.41

	Ohio
	–2.92
	1.13
	2.34
	2.69
	–1.95
	–1.23
	–2.64
	–0.86
	2.88

	Oklahoma
	–4.74
	1.56
	3.11
	3.53
	–3.33
	–2.03
	–2.88
	–1.28
	4.04

	Oregon
	–0.14
	0.06
	0.12
	0.14
	–0.10
	–0.06
	–0.14
	–0.04
	0.16

	Pennsylvania
	–2.18
	0.87
	1.83
	2.10
	–1.70
	–1.08
	–2.06
	–0.65
	2.60

	Rhode Island
	–0.23
	0.10
	0.21
	0.24
	–0.09
	–0.06
	–0.23
	–0.07
	0.15

	South Carolina
	–1.16
	0.47
	1.00
	1.15
	–0.71
	–0.45
	–0.75
	–0.35
	1.12

	South Dakota
	–0.17
	0.07
	0.15
	0.17
	–0.14
	–0.09
	–0.17
	–0.05
	0.24

	Tennessee
	–2.31
	0.92
	1.93
	2.22
	–1.82
	–1.15
	–1.49
	–0.69
	2.76

	Texas
	–5.12
	1.85
	3.78
	4.31
	–3.59
	–2.24
	–3.21
	–1.46
	4.87

	Utah
	–0.15
	0.06
	0.13
	0.16
	–0.12
	–0.08
	–0.15
	–0.05
	0.20

	Vermont
	–0.10
	0.04
	0.09
	0.10
	–0.08
	–0.05
	–0.10
	–0.03
	0.13

	Virginia
	–1.59
	0.64
	1.34
	1.55
	–1.27
	–0.81
	–1.02
	–0.48
	1.95

	Washington
	–0.24
	0.10
	0.21
	0.25
	–0.17
	–0.11
	–0.24
	–0.07
	0.27

	West Virginia
	–1.66
	0.66
	1.40
	1.61
	–1.59
	–1.01
	–1.07
	–0.50
	2.40

	Wisconsin
	–0.52
	0.22
	0.47
	0.54
	–0.37
	–0.24
	–0.53
	–0.16
	0.60

	Wyoming
	–0.15
	0.06
	0.13
	0.15
	–0.12
	–0.08
	–0.15
	–0.05
	0.21

	AVERAGE
	–1.15
	0.45
	0.95
	1.10
	–0.84
	–0.53
	–0.92
	–0.34
	1.26


Notes: The table reports marginal effects for variables in Table 4, per standard deviation increase. See text for additional details.  
Source: Data are from the sample of linked census records.
APPENDIX TABLE 7
[bookmark: _GoBack]CONDITIONAL LOGIT MARGINAL EFFECTS (PER STANDARD DEVIATION), 
BY STATE, BLACK MIGRANTS 
	
	Log Dist.
	Migrant Stock
	Log Income
	Log Demand
	
Percent Ag
	
Percent Mfg.
	North
	Percent Urban
	Log Pop.

	Mean
(St. Dev.)
	6.62
(0.65)
	0.33
(0.84)
	6.57
(0.42)
	12.5
(1.05)
	36.4
(19.4)
	24.6
(11.8)
	0.72
---
	39.0
(22.5)
	14.0
(1.03)

	Alabama
	–3.23
	0.75
	1.12
	5.03
	–1.80
	0.52
	–1.54
	0.61
	5.38

	Arizona
	–0.04
	0.01
	0.02
	0.07
	–0.03
	0.01
	–0.03
	0.01
	0.10

	Arkansas
	–2.37
	0.55
	0.83
	3.71
	–1.30
	0.37
	–1.13
	0.45
	3.87

	California
	–0.30
	0.08
	0.11
	0.56
	–0.13
	0.04
	–0.22
	0.06
	0.45

	Colorado
	–0.26
	0.07
	0.10
	0.48
	–0.12
	0.04
	–0.19
	0.05
	0.43

	Connecticut
	–0.50
	0.13
	0.19
	0.93
	–0.36
	0.11
	–0.37
	0.10
	1.23

	Delaware
	–0.16
	0.04
	0.06
	0.30
	–0.09
	0.03
	–0.12
	0.03
	0.30

	DC
	–0.99
	0.24
	0.36
	1.70
	–0.84
	0.24
	–0.70
	0.19
	2.66

	Florida
	–2.05
	0.46
	0.69
	3.06
	–1.29
	0.36
	–0.96
	0.37
	3.67

	Georgia
	–4.02
	0.90
	1.33
	5.79
	–2.36
	0.66
	–1.88
	0.73
	6.51

	Idaho
	–0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	–0.02
	0.01
	–0.02
	0.01
	0.06

	Illinois
	–4.00
	0.95
	1.42
	6.49
	–2.17
	0.63
	–2.73
	0.77
	6.68

	Indiana
	–2.08
	0.49
	0.73
	3.37
	–1.29
	0.37
	–1.41
	0.40
	3.96

	Iowa
	–0.74
	0.19
	0.28
	1.37
	–0.40
	0.12
	–0.55
	0.15
	1.37

	Kansas
	–0.96
	0.23
	0.34
	1.57
	–0.55
	0.16
	–0.65
	0.18
	1.68

	Kentucky
	–2.14
	0.52
	0.78
	3.65
	–1.27
	0.37
	–1.04
	0.42
	4.07

	Louisiana
	–2.92
	0.64
	0.95
	4.17
	–1.58
	0.44
	–1.35
	0.52
	4.42

	Maine
	–0.14
	0.04
	0.05
	0.26
	–0.11
	0.03
	–0.10
	0.03
	0.39

	Maryland
	–1.38
	0.34
	0.50
	2.36
	–0.80
	0.23
	–0.97
	0.27
	2.59

	Massachusetts
	–1.31
	0.33
	0.49
	2.36
	–0.68
	0.20
	–0.96
	0.26
	2.30

	Michigan
	–1.07
	0.27
	0.40
	1.96
	–0.68
	0.20
	–0.79
	0.22
	2.30

	Minnesota
	–0.49
	0.13
	0.19
	0.91
	–0.25
	0.07
	–0.37
	0.10
	0.86

	Mississippi
	–2.62
	0.61
	0.90
	4.01
	–1.44
	0.41
	–1.24
	0.49
	4.22

	Missouri
	–2.51
	0.60
	0.90
	4.16
	–1.48
	0.43
	–1.74
	0.49
	4.61

	Montana
	–0.06
	0.01
	0.02
	0.11
	–0.03
	0.01
	–0.04
	0.01
	0.10

	Nebraska
	–0.36
	0.09
	0.14
	0.67
	–0.18
	0.06
	–0.27
	0.07
	0.64

	Nevada
	–0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	–0.01
	0.00
	–0.01
	0.00
	0.04

	New Jersey
	–1.59
	0.39
	0.59
	2.82
	–0.95
	0.28
	–1.15
	0.32
	3.15

	New Mexico
	–0.06
	0.02
	0.02
	0.12
	–0.04
	0.01
	–0.05
	0.01
	0.13

	New York
	–4.87
	1.15
	1.71
	7.70
	–2.34
	0.68
	–3.27
	0.92
	7.23

	North Carolina
	–2.73
	0.61
	0.91
	4.03
	–1.61
	0.45
	–1.28
	0.50
	4.57

	North Dakota
	–0.06
	0.02
	0.02
	0.12
	–0.03
	0.01
	–0.05
	0.01
	0.11

	Ohio
	–3.63
	0.85
	1.26
	5.74
	–2.26
	0.64
	–2.42
	0.68
	6.77

	Oklahoma
	–1.50
	0.34
	0.51
	2.26
	–0.87
	0.24
	–0.71
	0.28
	2.50

	Oregon
	–0.07
	0.02
	0.03
	0.12
	–0.03
	0.01
	–0.05
	0.01
	0.11

	Pennsylvania
	–5.45
	1.19
	1.77
	7.63
	–3.82
	1.04
	–3.33
	0.96
	10.06

	Rhode Island
	–0.31
	0.08
	0.12
	0.58
	–0.15
	0.04
	–0.23
	0.06
	0.51

	South Carolina
	–1.68
	0.40
	0.60
	2.76
	–0.96
	0.28
	–0.81
	0.32
	3.00

	South Dakota
	–0.09
	0.02
	0.04
	0.18
	–0.05
	0.01
	–0.07
	0.02
	0.17

	Tennessee
	–3.11
	0.74
	1.10
	5.02
	–2.00
	0.57
	–1.49
	0.59
	6.03

	Texas
	–2.01
	0.47
	0.70
	3.18
	–1.06
	0.30
	–0.96
	0.38
	3.20

	Utah
	–0.06
	0.01
	0.02
	0.11
	–0.03
	0.01
	–0.04
	0.01
	0.12

	Vermont
	–0.08
	0.02
	0.03
	0.15
	–0.06
	0.02
	–0.06
	0.02
	0.21

	Virginia
	–2.03
	0.47
	0.70
	3.18
	–1.47
	0.42
	–0.97
	0.38
	4.30

	Washington
	–0.11
	0.03
	0.04
	0.20
	–0.05
	0.02
	–0.08
	0.02
	0.18

	West Virginia
	–1.43
	0.36
	0.53
	2.53
	–1.00
	0.30
	–0.70
	0.29
	3.29

	Wisconsin
	–0.77
	0.20
	0.29
	1.42
	–0.45
	0.13
	–0.57
	0.16
	1.53

	Wyoming
	–0.05
	0.01
	0.02
	0.09
	–0.02
	0.01
	–0.03
	0.01
	0.06

	AVERAGE
	–1.43
	0.33
	0.50
	2.27
	–0.84
	0.24
	–0.83
	0.27
	2.54


Notes and Sources: See Appendix Table 6.
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                                                                                                           APPENDIX TABLE 8
          MIGRANT SORTING, CONDITIONAL LOGIT COEFFICIENTS FOR BLACK MIGRANTS, BY LITERACY STATUS
	
	(1) 
Literate 
Blacks
(A)
	(2)
Literate Blacks
(B)
	(3)
Literate 
Blacks
 (C)
	(4)
Illiterate
Blacks
(A)
	(5)
Illiterate
Blacks
(B)
	(6)
Illiterate
Blacks 
(C)
	(7)
Pooled, Interacted 
(A)
	(8)
Pooled, Interacted 
(B)

	Cost variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log distance
	–1.69***
(0.0936)
	–1.63***
(0.0950)
	–1.80***
(0.115)
	–1.77***
(0.125)
	–1.72***
(0.128)
	–1.63***
(0.142)
	0.0770
(0.151)
	0.0872
(0.167)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Migrant stock
	0.175***
(0.0307)
	0.180***
(0.0308)
	0.138***
(0.0361)
	0.188***
(0.0451)
	0.197***
(0.0451)
	0.207***
(0.0565)
	–0.0125
(0.0508)
	–0.0172
(0.0508)

	Labor market variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log average wage

	0.399**
(0.188)
	–0.204
(0.240)
	—
—
	0.312
(0.256)
	–0.098
(0.330)
	—
—
	0.0869
(0.303)
	–0.105
(0.395)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log labor demand
	0.783***
(0.0560)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.892***
(0.0797)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.109
(0.0976)
	—
—

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent manufacturing
	—
—
	–1.48x10–5
(7.55x10–3)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.0149
(0.0103)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.0149
(0.0128)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent agriculture
	—
—
	–0.0352***
(0.00885)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.0225*
(0.0115)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.0128
(0.0145)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region and other control variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-South
	–0.327*
(0.167)
	–0.140
(0.164)
	—
—
	–0.504***
(0.252)
	–0.504**
(0.252)
	—
—
	0.177
(0.297)
	0.273
(0.302)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.00184
(0.00271)
	–0.0171***
(0.00510)
	—
—
	0.00745*
(0.00397)
	–0.0660
(0.00697)
	—
—
	–0.00561
(0.00476)
	–0.0105
(0.00853)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log population
	—
—
	0.893***
(0.0549)
	—
—
	—
—
	0.984***
(0.0833)
	—
—
	—
—
	–0.0907
(0.0999)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	0.24
	0.24
	0.28
	0.26
	0.26
	0.30
	0.25
	0.25

	N
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	496
	496
	496
	1,496
	1,496


* = Significant at the 90 percent level.
** = Significant at the 95 percent level.
*** = Significant at the 99 percent level.
Notes: See notes to Table 4. The sample consists of black inter-state migrants from the sample of linked census records. Columns 7–8 report interaction terms from a pooled regression with each regressor interacted with a literacy dummy (1=literate). An interacted version of specification C did not converge in maximum likelihood estimation. Standard errors are in parentheses. Standard errors, clustered by county of origin, are in parentheses.
Sources: See text.

[image: ]
APPENDIX FIGURE 1
CHANGE IN LATITUDE AND LONGITUDE, 1910 TO 1930

Notes:  Changes are defined as the difference in latitude or longitude between an individual’s 1930 and 1910 county of residence in the linked dataset described in text.  Those who do not move are plotted at coordinates (0,0).
Sources: See text.




APPENDIX FIGURE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF INTER-STATE MIGRANTS, BY RACE AND STATE OF DESTINATION, 1910–30

Notes: Some states with small black populations are grouped to save space for exposition.  Totals sum to 1.0 for each race category.   
Sources: Data are from the linked dataset described in detail in the main text and appendix.  

















APPENDIX FIGURE 3
CONDITIONAL AND UNCONDITIONAL RACIAL DIFFERENCES IN MIGRATION PROBABILITIES, BY DESTINATION STATE

Notes: See the text for a description of the multinomial logit model. Some states with small black populations are grouped to save space for exposition and facilitate estimation. Black bars reflect the unconditional black-white difference in migration probability. White bars reflect conditional differences.
Sources: Data are for inter-state migrants from the linked dataset of census records, which is described in detail in the main text and Appendix

Black migrants	Alabama	Arkansas	California	Florida	Georgia	Illinois	Indiana	Kansas	Kentucky	Louisiana	Massachusetts	Michigan	Missouri	Mississippi	New Jersey	New York	North Carolina	Ohio	Oklahoma	Pennsylvania	South Carolina	Tennessee	Texas	Virginia	West Virginia	OR/WA	ID/MT/WY/ND/SD	AZ/CO/NM/NV/UT	IA/NE	WI/MN	CT/RI	NH/VT/ME	DE/DC/MD	0.0255439924314096	0.0425733207190161	0.0175023651844844	0.0591296121097445	0.0397350993377483	0.0737937559129612	0.0227057710501419	0.00804162724692526	0.00993377483443708	0.0264900662251656	0.00520340586565752	0.0501419110690634	0.0416272469252602	0.0350047303689688	0.032166508987701	0.0610217596972564	0.0529801324503311	0.0719016083254494	0.0245979186376537	0.0780510879848628	0.021286660359508	0.0454115421002838	0.0354777672658467	0.0345316934720908	0.0255439924314096	0.00141911069063387	0.000473036896877956	0.00473036896877956	0.00473036896877956	0.00473036896877956	0.00378429517502365	0.0	0.0397350993377483	White migrants	Alabama	Arkansas	California	Florida	Georgia	Illinois	Indiana	Kansas	Kentucky	Louisiana	Massachusetts	Michigan	Missouri	Mississippi	New Jersey	New York	North Carolina	Ohio	Oklahoma	Pennsylvania	South Carolina	Tennessee	Texas	Virginia	West Virginia	OR/WA	ID/MT/WY/ND/SD	AZ/CO/NM/NV/UT	IA/NE	WI/MN	CT/RI	NH/VT/ME	DE/DC/MD	0.0352093891704454	0.0306748466257669	0.0693518271539077	0.038410242731395	0.0358762336623099	0.0416110962923446	0.0282742064550547	0.02253934382502	0.0202720725526807	0.0204054414510536	0.00360096025606828	0.0280074686583089	0.0373432915444118	0.0193384902640704	0.00866897839423846	0.0242731395038677	0.0317417978127501	0.0814883969058415	0.0692184582555348	0.0272072552680715	0.0144038410242731	0.039743931715124	0.0894905308082155	0.0284075753534276	0.0394771939183782	0.0178714323819685	0.0125366764470525	0.0366764470525473	0.0110696185649507	0.00733528941050947	0.00226727127233929	0.00173379567884769	0.0254734595892238	
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