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Abstract

This paper develops a theory of how disruptive events could reduce racial and gen-

der inequality in organizations. Despite pressure from regulators and advocates, racial

and gender inequality in the workplace remains high. I theorize that because such

inequality is often reinforced by organizational inertia, disruptive changes that shake

up old hierarchies, break down routines, and shift culture could offer an opportunity

for racial minority and women workers to advance. I test this theory by examining

37,343 mergers and acquisitions in the United States from 1971 to 2015. Using a

difference-in-differences design, I find that although acquisitions lead to occupational

reconfigurations that favor higher-skilled workers, they also improve the managerial

representation of racial minorities and women and reduce racial and gender segregation

in the acquired workplace. These findings suggest that certain radical organizational

changes could significantly reduce racial and gender inequality.
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INTRODUCTION

Racial and gender inequality in the workplace remains high. Racial minorities and women

tend to occupy the less-desirable positions and receive fewer opportunities to move into man-

agement (Elliott and Smith 2004; Stainback, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs 2010). Although

the 1970s saw some reduction in such inequalities, progress has largely stalled since the 1980s

(Leicht 2008; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). Racial minorities and women today

are still 54 percent and 36 percent less likely than Whites and men, respectively, to be

managers.1

This persistent disparity is somewhat surprising because regulators and advocates

have long pushed for racial and gender equality in the workplace. Since the passage of the

Civil Rights Act in 1964, federal regulators have asked firms to improve the standings of

racial minorities and women, establishing the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

(EEOC) to monitor employment discrimination (Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Edelman 1992;

Kalev and Dobbin 2006; Hirsh 2009). At the same time, diversity advocates, labor lawyers,

and human resources consultants have pressured firms to reduce racial and gender gaps

(Kelly and Dobbin 1998). Organizations with high inequality could face public backlash,

reputational losses, and drops in stock price and those involved in discrimination lawsuits

risk serious fines and loss of government contracts (James and Wooten 2004; Zhang 2020).

Firms are nevertheless often reluctant to make substantive improvements, opting

instead for ceremonial actions with limited impact (Dobbin, Kim, and Kalev 2011; Dob-

bin and Sutton 1998). This avoidance of meaningful transformation reflects both senior

managers’ preference for stability and the force of organizational inertia—the tendency of a

system to be self-sustaining and self-reinforcing (Stainback, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs

2010; Stinchcombe 1965). Examples of organizational inertia include well-established social

networks and status hierarchies (Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch Jr 1972; Ridgeway and Cor-

1These statistics are calculated based on 2015 EEO-1 data used in this study. Racial minorities include
Black, Hispanic, and Asian employees.
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rell 2006), long-standing practices and routines (Burton and Beckman 2007; Mun and Jung

2018), and taken-for-granted organizational cultures (Phillips 2005; Turco 2010). All of these

could reinforce and reproduce inequality, but changing them could disrupt operations and

hurt performance (Dobbin, Kim, and Kalev 2011; Hannan, Pólos, and Carroll 2003). Thus,

despite external pressure, senior managers often avoid implementing substantive changes

(Edelman, Fuller, and Mara-Drita 2001) and, even when they do, these changes are often

ignored in day-to-day routines.

But certain disruptive events, such as a post-acquisition restructuring, can force

substantive changes, such as large-scale personnel reshufflings, major alterations in routines

and practices, and even overhauls of the workplace culture (Romanelli and Tushman 1994).

I argue that such radical structural changes have the potential to significantly improve racial

and gender equality. By breaking down organizational inertia, they allow firms susceptible

to equity pressure to change long-standing routines and practices that disadvantage racial

minorities and women and to reshuffle employee structures to open up new opportunities for

racial minorities and women. Moreover, these changes often take place under high scrutiny,

which could further push firms to be mindful of equality issues.

To explore this theory, I examine a critical event seldom analyzed in the inequality

literature: mergers and acquisitions (M&A). Since the 1970s, there have been more than

300,000 acquisitions in the United States, affecting more than five million workers every year

(Andrade, Mitchell, and Stafford 2001; Haveman and Cohen 1994). Acquisitions are highly

disruptive events and have important implications for employment dynamics, as subsequent

restructuring often leads to job loss, occupational reconfiguration, and major role changes.

However, we have a limited understanding of how they shape racial and gender dynamics.

The voluminous M&A literature in corporate finance generally focuses on firm performance

as the outcome (e.g., Andrade, Mitchell, and Stafford 2001). The few studies that do look at

employment outcomes find that acquisitions lead to downsizing and overall wage reduction,

but it remains unclear how this affects different groups of workers (Fligstein and Shin 2006;
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He and Maire 2018; Lagaras 2017; Ma, Ouimet, and Simintzi 2016; Siegel and Simons 2010).

I examine this question using EEO-1 data, gathered by the Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission (EEOC), which covers all US private-sector establishments with

more than 100 employees.2 Using difference-in-differences models on 37,343 acquisitions from

1971 to 2015, I find evidence consistent with my hypothesis. After being acquired, an estab-

lishment experiences immediate downsizing, mostly affecting middle managers, back-office

workers, and blue-collar workers. However, while acquisitions eliminate many low-skilled

jobs, they also significantly improve the positions of women and racial minority employees.

Acquired establishments saw a notable drop in the proportion of White men in middle man-

agement, a considerable rise in the proportion of racial minority and women middle managers,

and significantly less racial and gender segregation across occupational categories. Further

analyses show that these post-acquisition improvements in racial and gender equality are

more pronounced when (a) the acquiring firm has greater race and gender equality and (b)

the acquired establishment had lower racial and gender equality pre-acquisition. In these

cases, acquisitions lead to a roughly 14.9-percent increase in minority managers in the ac-

quired establishment and a 4.2-percent increase in women managers. To reinforce these

findings, I conducted a number of robustness checks, including using withdrawn acquisition

deals as a placebo test, and entertained various alternative explanations. I also conducted

qualitative interviews with senior executives and experts in the M&A industry to better

understand the mechanisms. In the end, the results strongly suggest that racial and gender

gaps decline after an establishment is acquired.

This paper makes three contributions. First, my argument stands in stark contrast

to the conventional sociological view that restructuring hurts racial minorities and women

(Haveman, Broschak, and Cohen 2009; Kalev 2014; Kim 2011). For instance, Kalev’s (2014)

study covers a sample of 327 downsized workplaces and also finds greater racial and gender

inequalities after downsizing. Kim (2011) draws from a nationally representative sample of

2A business establishment is a part of a firm defined by having a particular location. For example, a
firm with an office in Chicago and an office in Boston would have two business establishments.
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315 firms and finds higher racial and gender inequality after acquisition. Dencker’s (2008)

study of a large manufacturing firm finds higher promotion rates for women after an internal

restructuring, but this improvement appears to be short-lived. All of these studies theorize

that restructuring creates opportunities for discrimination. My paper extends this line of

work by theorizing an entirely different mechanism that generates the opposite prediction.

Methodologically, I used a much larger sample and relied on matching, placebo test, and

pre-trends to better rule out unobserved heterogeneity.

Second, this paper offers an alternative angle to the economic theory that M&A

events lead to skill-biased change and increase wage inequality. For example, He and Maire

(2018) use Danish data to show that acquisition replaces generous managers and reduces

workers’ wages. Lagaras (2017) uses employer-employee data from Brazil to show that

mergers are associated with large and persistent earnings declines for employees, especially

the low-skilled, in target firms. Ma, Ouimet, and Simintzi (2016) use data from the United

States to find that post-M&A establishments become less routine, more task-intensive, more

skilled, and pay more unequal wages. My paper differs from these works by focusing on a

different type of inequality and addressing a different mechanism; results suggest that M&As

could have dissimilar consequences on different types of inequality.

Third, the idea that punctuated events can create opportunities for positive change

is established in the strategy and technology literature (Romanelli and Tushman 1994). For

example, Hershbein and Kahn (2018) show that the Great Recession led firms to invest more

in technology. By introducing this idea to the inequality literature, this paper offers a new

understanding of how disruptive events shape inequality.

DISRUPTIVE EVENTS AND INEQUALITY

In the United States, racial and gender gaps declined in the 1960s and 1970s, but progress has

stalled in recent decades (Leicht 2008; also see Figures 3, 4, and 5). Today, racial minorities

and women still face a lower chance of being hired and promoted and a higher chance of being
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laid off (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Couch and Fairlie 2010; Elliott and Smith 2004;

Elvira and Zatzick 2002; Pager and Shepherd 2008; Wilson and McBrier 2005). Research has

explored both individual- and organizational-level processes to understand this inequality.

At the individual level, stereotyping and in-group preference can favor White men in hiring

and promotion (Bielby 2000; Reskin 2005; Ridgeway and Correll 2006; Zhang 2017, 2019).

Moreover, social networks and friendship ties tend to form along racial and gender lines

(Elliott and Smith 2004; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001). Since most managers,

especially at the senior levels, are White men, this network homophily works against racial

minorities and women; they tend to be on the periphery of the relevant social networks, with

less access to mentors, referrals, and career information (Ibarra 1992; Turco 2010).

These individual-level processes can be either amplified or suppressed by organiza-

tional structure, routine, and culture (Baron and Bielby 1980; Baron, Mittman, and Newman

1991; Stainback, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs 2010). For instance, cross-functional teams

could benefit racial minorities’ and women’s chances of promotion since repeated interaction

reduces bias (Zhang 2017), and certain workplace initiatives can mitigate work-family con-

flict, furthering women workers’ advancement (Kelly, Moen, and Tranby 2011). However,

other practices, such as flexibility in HR systems, give middle managers room to exercise

personal preferences, potentially widening racial and gender gaps (McDowell 1991). Policies

such as formalized evaluation systems can sometimes suppress managerial bias but are not

effective across the board (Bielby 2000; Castilla 2008; Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015;

Kalev 2014).

Organizations are not static and often change in response to the external environ-

ment, sometimes leading to entirely new practices and routines (Romanelli and Tushman

1994). This study theorizes how disruptive events can influence racial and gender inequal-

ity. I define disruptive events as those that lead to punctuated changes in an organization’s

day-to-day operations over a relatively short time. These events could be either anticipated,

such as a merger, or unexpected, such as a natural disaster. They can create and destroy
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jobs on a large scale and significantly alter workplace routines, so they can dramatically alter

the opportunities available to different groups of workers.

Types of Disruptive Events

Conventional wisdom often assumes that disruptive events may widen racial and

gender gaps in organizations (Couch and Fairlie 2010; Cunningham, Lord, and Delaney

1999; Kalev 2014; Kim 2011; Wilson and McBrier 2005; see Dencker 2008 for an exception).

Disruptions often produce a sense of urgency and require quick response; the organization

may then reduce managerial accountability and subordinate diversity goals (Dencker 2008).

For example, ethnographers found that managers tend to experience less monitoring and

accountability during a crisis (Osterman 2000), which could increase opportunities to dis-

criminate. Relatedly, diversity management often requires additional time and resources

that, during a disruption, organizations may not be able to provide. Additionally, disruptive

events often lead to personnel reshuffles and layoffs. To minimize the disruptive impact, se-

nior managers sometimes act quickly and target individuals in non-essential positions, which

racial minorities and women tend to hold (Couch and Fairlie 2010; Cunningham, Lord, and

Delaney 1999; Wilson and McBrier 2005). For all these reasons, it is commonly believed

that disruptive events exacerbate racial and gender inequality (Dencker 2008; Haveman,

Broschak, and Cohen 2009; Kalev 2014; Kim 2011).

However, organizations respond to disruptive events in different ways. In some

cases, senior management may perceive them as threats to organizational performance and

survival. For instance, organizations may carry out downsizing and internal restructuring

after an unexpected poor performance, a natural disaster, or a major regulatory change

(Gilbert 2006). Threats tend to provoke rigid responses: when senior management perceives

a disruptive event as a threat, they are more likely to focus on maintaining existing resources

and routines. The main objective is usually to quickly address the perceived threat and get

the operation back on track, while minimizing the disruption (Staw, Sandelands, and Dutton

1981). Middle managers may have to make decisions under time pressure and possibly with
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limited resources and may therefore favor core employees to maintain stability. When a

disruptive event is perceived as a threat—consistent with the conventional view—it may

widen racial and gender gaps.

In other cases, senior management may perceive a disruptive event as an opportunity.

For example, a merger or acquisition is often seen as an opportunity to grow and to improve

performance.3 Senior management may therefore be more willing to embrace new routines,

norms, and structures (Dutton 1992). Personnel shifts may then be perceived as a way to

shake up existing arrangements and hierarchies and may not necessarily favor core employees

over peripheral ones (He and Maire 2018). In addition, middle managers tend to be given

more slack resources (e.g., time and bandwidth) and greater accountability during this type

of disruptive change, possibly resulting in fewer opportunities to discriminate (Siegel and

Simons 2010). Thus, the explanations for exacerbating inequality during a disruptive event

are much less applicable when senior management perceives it as an opportunity. In fact,

as I theorize below, such a disruptive event could be a chance to improve racial and gender

equality.

Shaking Things Up

Despite increasing regulatory and normative pressures in favor of equality, many

organizations still have practices and cultures that favor Whites and men. Much of this

persistence may be attributed to organizational inertia (Stainback, Tomaskovic-Devey, and

Skaggs 2010; Stinchcombe 1965): an organization’s design, once established, is difficult

to change (Burton and Beckman 2007; Phillips 2005). Both middle managers and non-

managerial workers are often reluctant to change routines (Mun and Jung 2018; Samuelson

and Zeckhauser 1988). Furthermore, substantial changes could be seen by managers as a

risk to performance. For instance, changing one part of an organization’s design could have

unintended spillover effects on other parts (Hannan, Pólos, and Carroll 2003). In fact, due

3It is important to note that the boundary between the threat perception and the opportunity percep-
tion is not always clear. An organization could perceive a disruptive event as both (e.g., Gilbert 2006).
Nonetheless, I introduced this distinction for theoretical purposes.
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to the difficulty of organizational change, an organization’s blueprint often remains shaped

by the environmental conditions of its birth, such that firms founded earlier tend to have less

supportive structures and cultures for racial minorities and women (Stainback, Tomaskovic-

Devey, and Skaggs 2010). For example, firms founded prior to the Civil Rights Act tend

to have more gender segregation than those founded after it (Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs

1999). Similarly, pay systems designed in the 1950s and 1960s with a clear gender bias still

reflect these biases over half a century later (Kim 1989).

Social hierarchies, too, are difficult to change. Status dynamics can be self-perpetuating:

those occupying higher-status positions—often Whites and men—tend to receive better re-

sources and opportunities that, in turn, lead to more positive evaluations (Berger, Cohen,

and Zelditch Jr 1972; Ridgeway and Correll 2006). Those high-status individuals and groups

could also reinforce existing hierarchies by shaping norms and culture in their own favor (Pa-

davic, Ely, and Reid 2019). For example, when most middle managers are men, it is difficult

for women to assimilate and thrive (Turco 2010). Hierarchies are often strengthened by

networks and relationships, often along racial and gender lines (McPherson, Smith-Lovin,

and Cook 2001). Given that, historically, Whites and men tend to occupy higher positions,

the entrenchment of social hierarchy is another impediment to minorities’ and women’s ad-

vancement (Elliott and Smith 2004).

In light of such impediments to change, I theorize that disruptive events—while not

necessarily designed to address inequality—could still be an important vehicle for reducing

it through two related processes. First, by breaking down organizational inertia, disruptive

events allow organizations already under social pressure to reduce racial and gender gaps

to alter long-standing and deeply rooted practices, cultures, and norms. Second, disruptive

events often lead to a major reshuffling of employees. This can break down hierarchies that

favor Whites and men and, given the high visibility of these events, open up opportunities

for racial minorities and women. In the following, I discuss these processes in greater detail

by focusing on one of the most common disruptive events: mergers and acquisitions.
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Disruptive Event: Post-acquisition Restructuring

Prior to the 1980s, US anti-trust laws and active enforcement made within-industry

acquisitions extremely difficult. Firms primarily undertook them to diversify their portfolios

and expand their range of control. However, as anti-trust laws contracted in the 1980s, M&A

became a common instrument for enforcing market discipline, forcing companies to become

more profitable and efficient. Within-industry acquisitions have become more prevalent and

CEOs often use them to benefit from economies of scale and to please shareholders (Andrade,

Mitchell, and Stafford 2001; Fligstein and Shin 2006; Goldstein 2012).

In a typical post-acquisition restructuring, the acquiring firm sets up a steering

committee, usually composed of its C-level executives and head of human resources, which

sets the broad direction for the restructuring and oversees higher-level integration (Andrade,

Mitchell, and Stafford 2001; Saint-Onge and Chatzkel 2008). Under the steering committee

is the integration management office, composed of senior managers and support staff. They

are the central governance structure in the post-acquisition integration, managing the core

functions of the integration effort and converting the steering committee’s high-level strategy

into detailed roadmaps. The committee, in turn, works with operational teams and task

forces to carry out integration and restructuring in each department.

The extensive restructuring characteristic of the post-acquisition period often in-

volves major employment and institutional changes and is an important part of the overall

integration process (He and Maire 2018; Ma, Ouimet, and Simintzi 2016; Siegel and Simons

2010). While each restructuring is unique, many involve both (a) changing routines, prac-

tices, and culture and (b) downsizing and changing employee composition. Since most of the

restructuring takes place in the acquired workplace, I focus on the dynamics there.

Restructuring: Changes in Practices and Routines

Post-acquisition restructuring provides an opportunity to make punctuated changes

to the practices, routines, and culture of the acquired workplace (Haveman and Cohen 1994).

Some of these changes are necessary to ensure compatibility with the acquiring firm, while
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others reflect senior managers’ desired directions for the firm. In general, it is less costly to

make changes during this period than in normal times, since restructuring already disrupts

day-to-day operations. Additionally, the improved economies of scale after acquisition make

room to adopt new technologies and efficient operating procedures, further shifting practices,

policies, and routines in the acquired workplace.

There are two reasons to believe that these changes could increase racial and gender

equality. First, an acquiring firm that is susceptible to diversity pressure may use this

opportunity to implement practices and routines that may improve the standing of racial

minorities and women. Since the 1970s, regulators and advocates have placed increasing

pressure on firms to be attentive to diversity issues and to reduce racial and gender inequality

(Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Edelman 1992; Hirsh 2009; Kelly and Dobbin 1998). But that

often requires substantive changes in managerial behavior, which could be difficult and costly.

For instance, having more affirmative action guidelines for hiring and promotion is effective,

but implementing them in normal times could invite resistance from middle managers and

lead to complications for the business as a whole (Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015). A post-

acquisition restructuring offers a window of opportunity for senior managers under diversity

pressure to implement changes toward equality goals.

Second, restructuring may help firms implement other changes in routines and prac-

tices that, while not specifically intended to address inequality, may nonetheless do so (Stain-

back, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs 2010). For example, an increasing number of firms

have adopted more transparent promotion processes, which could reduce managerial dis-

cretion and curb discrimination (Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015). Relatedly, more firms

have also relied on open job posting and job ladders; these, too, limit managerial discretion

and open up the applicant pool to marginalized groups (Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015).

As another example, cross-functional teams have become popular. By encouraging repeated

interaction, such a team structure allows racial minorities and women to have more exposure

to managers and reduces middle managers’ stereotyping and other types of bias (Kalev 2009;
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Zhang 2017). Performance evaluation, now widely adopted, would seem to reduce bias by

using objective evaluation metrics, but in fact can paradoxically lead to more managerial

bias in some cases (Castilla 2008; Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015). Nonetheless, it may

still be better for racial minorities and women than some of the older promotion practices

based on seniority (Bielby 2000).

Restructuring: Changes in Employee Composition

Post-acquisition restructuring can lead not only to organizational changes, but also to

major changes in employment composition through layoffs, hiring, and reassignment (Des-

saint, Golubov, and Volpin 2017; He and Maire 2018). Layoffs are particularly common.

After an establishment is acquired, some positions overlap with those in the acquiring firm

and become redundant and unnecessary—especially in back-office roles, such as accounting,

human resources, and finance—and workers in these roles face high layoff risks (Gugler and

Yurtoglu 2004; Siegel and Simons 2010). If the acquired workplace had excessive layers of

management or was overstaffed, the acquiring firm may use the restructuring opportunity to

streamline the workforce: middle managers are often the targets (Goldstein 2012). Finally,

an acquisition can act as a catalyst for technological change (Fligstein and Shin 2006; Ma,

Ouimet, and Simintzi 2016). Adoption of automation and other technological innovations

creates greater demand for college-educated professionals and less for back-office and blue-

collar workers, who become possible layoff targets. For these reasons, acquisitions should

typically lead to fewer jobs for middle managers and medium- and low-skilled workers.

At the same time, personnel reshuffling in post-acquisition restructuring may benefit

racial minorities and women in two major ways. First, an acquiring firm could use the

restructuring period to rearrange the organizational hierarchy, which could coincidentally

benefit racial minorities and women. The acquiring firm may lay off older managers and

employees who hold senior positions and are well connected in the organization but no

longer meet organizational needs or do not fit within the new political agenda. This could

inadvertently open up more promotion opportunities for populations that often have a high
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proportion of racial minorities and women, such as younger employees and those who were

previously excluded from the relevant networks (Ibarra 1992).

Second, a firm susceptible to diversity pressure—legal and social—may use employee

reconfiguration to reduce large racial and gender gaps. The large number of layoffs, hirings,

and promotions provides an easy opportunity to improve the under-representation of racial

minorities and women in management and other roles. Moreover, the restructuring process,

due to its high visibility, often invites scrutiny from employees, regulators, the media, and

other stakeholders (Saint-Onge and Chatzkel 2008), which should further push senior man-

agement to conduct their layoffs, hiring, and reassignment with an eye to increasing diversity.

Additionally, restructuring often involves external consultants, whose presence may further

limit managerial bias against racial minorities and women.

In sum, I hypothesize that acquisition improves racial and gender equality in the

acquired workplace by changing practices and routines and through employee reshuffling.

Changing employee composition should have a more immediate impact on racial and gender

gaps while changing practices and routines should have a longer-term effect.

Moderating Conditions

Before turning to empirics, I theorize two moderating conditions. First, the positive

effect of acquisition on racial and gender equality should be stronger when the acquiring firm

has greater racial and gender equality relative to its peers. Acquisition disrupts inertia and

creates opportunity, but the acquiring firm’s approach toward racial and gender equality is

still important in determining whether and to what extent this opportunity is realized. The

acquiring firm’s racial and gender equality, while not a perfect proxy, could reflect its senior

managers’ attitude toward diversity. Moreover, having more racial minorities and women in

important positions could itself could make the firm more attentive to race and gender issues.

I therefore hypothesize that the greater the racial and gender equality in the acquiring firm,

the more racial and gender equality improves in the acquired workplace.
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Second, the positive acquisition effect should also be stronger when the acquired

workplace had larger racial and gender gaps pre-acquisition. The greater its level of inequal-

ity, the more it could benefit from a major shakeup in employee hierarchy. Moreover, the

acquiring firm may have a heightened awareness of greater inequality and feel more pressure

to reduce it. Thus, I hypothesize that the higher the racial and gender gaps in the acquired

workplace, the more acquisition reduces such gaps.

DATA AND ANALYSIS

To examine the hypotheses, I used establishment-level panel data from EEO-1 surveys. In

1966, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) began to collect demo-

graphic workforce data on private-sector firms to help monitor compliance with the Civil

Rights Act of 1964.4 Before 1982, all private-sector firms with at least 50 employees and

firms under federal contract with at least 25 employees were required to submit EEO-1 forms

annually.5 In 1982, the cutoff was raised to 100 employees for non-federal contractors and 50

for federal contractors. Firms meeting these conditions are required to file a separate form

for each establishment that has at least 50 employees. Each EEO-1 survey form contains a

matrix of occupational classifications and race/sex combinations into which employers enter

counts of employees. The form also collects identifying information for each establishment,

such as its location, industry, and parent firm. Past studies that compared the EEO-1 re-

ports to other datasets find their quality to be comparable to that of US Census or Current

Population Survey-based sources (Robinson et al. 2005; Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006).

Data from 1971 to 2015 were obtained for research purposes through an Intergovernmental

Personnel Act agreement. EEO-1 reports were not available for 1974, 1976, and 1977. The

EEO-1 data from 1971 to 2015 include 202,101 firms and 11,966,225 establishments. On

average, a firm lasts 10 years in the sample and an establishment lasts 6.2 years.

Although the EEO-1 data have become the gold standard in studying organizational

4Private-sector firms include both publicly traded and private firms.
5Government contractors are private-sector firms with over $50,000 worth of government contracts.
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diversity, they have several limitations (Ferguson and Koning 2017; Tomaskovic-Devey et al.

2006). First, the EEO-1 reports are only required of firms with at least 100 employees,

which account for approximately 60 percent of all employment (Hollister and Wyper 2013).

Thus, the sample is only representative of medium-sized to large firms and excludes small

businesses. Second, the EEO-1 report does not provide information about individual workers,

only annual employment totals for each category in each establishment. This prevents us

from capturing all personnel changes within an establishment, since the data will not identify

situations in which one employee leaves and a similar employee is hired as a replacement.

Third, the report does not include wage data, so we are limited to measuring racial and gender

inequality based on each group’s occupational attainment. Finally, in 2007, the EEOC began

collecting data from establishments whose size is below the mandatory reporting threshold.

Consequently, there is a larger-than-usual cohort of establishments that entered the data

in 2007 (Ferguson and Koning 2017). I conducted robustness checks to ensure that those

establishments do not substantively influence my results.

Identifying Acquisitions

Mergers and acquisitions can be identified based on changes in an establishment’s

reported parent firm. Each establishment has a unique identifier in the EEO-1 data that is

consistent over time, even after changes in ownership. Similarly, there is a unique identifier

for each parent firm. I can therefore identify instances of ownership change by observing

when the identifier of an establishment’s parent firm changes. This identification method

includes both full and partial acquisitions: one establishment of a firm can be acquired while

another establishment remains under the old firm. Using this method, I identified 37,343

unique acquisitions covering 168,293 establishments from 1972 to 2014.6 I compared this

sample with the commonly used Securities Data Company (SDC) Platinum database on

mergers and acquisitions and found that about half of the acquisitions in my sample also

6For example, let us assume that firm B has two establishments and firm C has 10 establishments and
that firm A acquires firm B and firm C at the same time. We count this situation as involving two unique
acquisitions involving a total of 12 establishments. In my models, each of the 12 establishments would be
used as the unit of analysis.
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appear in the SDC database. A colleague and I manually merged the SDC and EEO-1

databases. As a robustness check, I ran analyses on the subsample of acquisitions that also

appear in the SDC database; the findings are substantively similar.

Some establishments have been acquired multiple times, which can confound the

post-acquisition effect: it would be unclear if an observed pattern is due to the lingering

impact of an older acquisition or the immediate impact of a more recent acquisition. I

therefore focus only on the first acquisition for any given establishment and exclude its

observations during and after the second acquisition. In the sample, 16.7 percent of the

acquired establishments experience multiple acquisitions. After excluding them, the resulting

sample includes 140,125 acquired establishments.

Figure 1 plots the number of unique acquisitions and the proportion of workers

affected over time. The volume of acquisitions has been relatively consistent, with a few

spikes representing waves of acquisitions. On average, about 1.5 percent of employees in the

EEO-1 sample, or 5.6 million workers, experience such an event in a given year. The plotted

pattern shows major spikes in acquisitions in the mid-1980s and mid-1990s and is generally

consistent with M&A data from the Center for Research in Security Prices (CRSP), SDC,

and other sources.

[insert Figure 1 about here]

Occupational Categories

The EEO-1 data provide information on the occupational composition of each demo-

graphic group. Below, I use this information to measure racial and gender inequality in each

establishment. There are nine broad occupational categories on the EEO-1 form: managers,

professionals, technicians, sales workers, office and clerical workers, craft workers, operatives,

laborers, and service workers.7 Although this categorization is rather broad (Tomaskovic-

Devey et al. 2006), it has remained constant over the years, in contrast to those of many

7“Managers” refers to both senior managers and middle managers. For most years, the EEO does not
distinguish between the two. Since there are significantly more middle managers than senior managers, I
presume that most of the observed patterns are driven by changes in middle management.

15



other national surveys. The EEO-1’s consistency in occupational definition ensures that any

changes observed are not driven by shifts in coding systems (Kalev 2014).

Figure 2 shows patterns in occupational composition over time. Some categories are

clustered for ease of interpretation. In particular, I clustered technicians, sales workers, and

office and clerical workers as back-office employees and clustered craft workers, operatives,

and laborers as blue-collar employees. This creates a classification scheme with five function-

based levels: managers, professional workers, back-office workers, blue-collar workers, and

service workers. Since the 1970s, the number of blue-collar jobs has decreased significantly

while the number of professional and service positions has increased, which corresponds to

the decline in manufacturing and the rise of the service industry during this period.

[insert Figure 2 about here]

Dependent Variables: Racial and Gender Inequality

The key outcomes are an establishment’s racial and gender inequality. I measured

these using two types of variable: (a) the proportion of racial minorities and women in

management and (b) racial and gender segregation across non-managerial occupations. I

focus on these two types of outcome, rather than on the total proportion of minorities and

women, because they help capture the extent to which minorities and women have become

integrated at all levels of an organization.

The EEO-1 report includes five racial groups: White, Black, Asian, Hispanic, and

Native American. Because each employee can only be counted once, this classification scheme

effectively makes Hispanic a separate racial category. Such classification differs from that of

the US Census, in which respondents can declare a race and also identify as being of Hispanic

origin. Because most establishments do not have any Native American employees, I focus

on the other four groups in the analyses.

I used the index of dissimilarity (D) to measure segregation at the establishment

level. D is the proportion of employees who would need to change occupations for the

establishment to have equal representation of two groups. It tells us how far the establishment
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is from an equal occupational distribution of gender or race. An establishment’s index of

dissimilarity is computed as follows:

Index of Dissimilarity (D) = (1/2
n∑

occ=1

|Pocc x − Pocc y|)× 100, (1)

where Pocc x and Pocc y are the proportions of groups x and y, respectively, within an occu-

pation in an establishment (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006). In calculating D, I included only

the eight non-managerial occupations. Therefore, the value of D is not directly influenced

by the proportion of racial minorities and women in management.

Figure 4 plots these variables over time. Consistent with past findings (Leicht 2008),

overall racial and gender inequality have been declining, more for women than for minorities.

Figure 4a shows that both minorities and women made important advances in managerial

representation in the 1970s. Since then, while women employees have continued to make

steady progress into managerial positions, progress has stalled for Black and Hispanic em-

ployees. Figure 4b shows that gender segregation has declined rapidly since the 1970s,

although this decline is much smaller after adjusting for labor market supply (Stainback and

Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). In the same figure, racial segregation has decreased much more

slowly (see Ferguson and Koning 2017 for evidence that between-firm racial segregation has

in fact increased).

[insert Figure 3 about here]

[insert Figure 4 about here]

Matched Sample

To analyze the impact of acquisitions, I implemented a dynamic difference-in-differences

design in which I compare the target (acquired) establishments to similar establishments that

were never acquired.

I implemented a matched sampling procedure: for every target establishment in the

year before its acquisition, I selected a control establishment from the same year. Specifically,
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for each target establishment acquired in year t, I selected a control establishment that

satisfied the following criteria in year t-1: (a) it belongs to the same two-digit SIC industry

as the target; (b) it is in the same quartile of establishment size (measured by number of

employees) as the target; (c) it is in the same quartile of firm size (measured by number of

employees) as the target; and (d) it has never been acquired. I calculated the propensity

score of control establishments satisfying these requirements by using a linear logistic model

and selected the establishment with the propensity score closest to that of the target.8 Each

target establishment is matched with one control establishment and vice versa. Table 1

shows a comparison between the target group and the control group in the year before the

target establishment was acquired.

[insert Table 1 about here]

As a robustness check, I ran the analyses using alternative samples. First, I tested

alternative ways of assigning the propensity scores, including using a different set of pre-

dictors in calculating the score and picking the nearest three neighbors as controls. I also

tried jettisoning the propensity matching altogether and simply drew a random set of estab-

lishments that shared the target establishment’s industry, year, location, and size quartile.

Second, some M&A deals are announced but subsequently withdrawn; I used the target

establishments of these withdrawn acquisition deals as a control group. Data on withdrawn

M&A deals come from the SDC Platinum database. Finally, I used the entire sample without

matching (see Appendix Table A.1). Each of these alternative samples produced substan-

tively similar results.

Once matched, the establishment in the control group was considered as if it had

gone through an acquisition in the same year that the target firm did. I set the window of

observation at 10 years: five years before the acquisition to five years after. The five years of

pre-acquisition observation allow us to observe any parallel trends between the target and the

8The independent variables include an establishment’s size, its racial and gender composition, occupa-
tional composition, and levels of racial and gender segregation and the number of establishments in the
firm.
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control group and the five years of post-acquisition observation should be enough to observe

any post-acquisition change, even if it is not immediate. The other years of observation were

excluded from the sample.

After matching, the sample initially includes 1,701,884 observations of 264,410 es-

tablishments. Some of these establishments were closed shortly after acquisition and their

workers were either transferred or let go. Although such closings are an important topic,

they do not inform us on how acquisition affects different groups. I therefore excluded

establishments that were shut down within two years of acquisition, resulting in a final

sample of 1,432,196 observations and 191,957 establishments. As a robustness check, I ran

the same analyses using the initial sample (including closed establishments) and found that

this increased the overall post-acquisition downsizing but did not substantively alter the

post-acquisition changes in racial and gender inequality (see Appendix Table A.6).

Model Specification and Controls

I examined change in employment dynamics at the establishment level by estimating

the following difference-in-differences model:

Yjt =
5∑

p=−4

cpTip +
5∑

p=−4

βpTip × Targeti + γ ·Xit + Ei + CYt + εit, (2)

where Yjt is the outcome variable at establishment j in year t. p is the number of years relative

to the acquisition; specifically, I set year 1 to be the first year in which an establishment

changed its parent firm in the EEO-1 form. Tip is a dummy variable indicating p years

after the acquisition. For example, Ti3 = 1 for the third year after establishment i was

acquired. The coefficient of interest is βp, which captures the average difference in the

outcome variable between treated and control firms when T = p. In other words, βp denotes

the post-acquisition change on the outcome variable.

I included establishment-level fixed effects, Ei, to control for time-invariant estab-

lishment traits, such as industry and location. Fixed effects allow us to observe changes
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within each establishment, rather than differences between establishments. I also included

calendar-year fixed effects, CYt, to control for the macro environment, as well as leads and

lags around the event time, Tip. Fixed effects help rule out omitted variables, but they also

reduce the power of an estimation. As a robustness check, I included industry-year and

state-year fixed effects; the results are substantively similar (see Appendix Table A.4).

X is a set of control variables that capture time-variant establishment-level char-

acteristics, including the number of workers, as occupational composition and demographic

inequality may be a function of workplace size (Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs 1999). I

included the proportion of total workers in each occupational group, as occupational compo-

sition could influence minorities’ and women’s segregation levels and promotion rates. For

example, a workplace with a higher proportion of blue-collar workers may have a lower pro-

motion rate for women, as women could be seen as token members in such a male-dominated

setting. Excluding controls for occupational composition does not, however, substantively

change the results. I included each demographic group’s proportion among non-managerial

workers and in the local labor market. Demographic data on local labor markets comes from

the Decennial Census’s county-level data, which was interpolated to obtain annual estimates.

These controls ensure that the outcome variables capture racial and gender inequality within

a workplace, as opposed to overall workforce diversity. Finally, in estimating segregation,

I included a measure of occupational heterogeneity, typically correlated with the index of

dissimilarity9 (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006).

Standard errors are clustered at the firm level. Results are qualitatively similar

whether or not establishment sizes are included as weights, so for simplicity I present models

without weights (see Appendix Table A.5 for models with weights). In some models, I used a

simpler difference-in-differences model, grouping Tip into pre-acquisition and post-acquisition

periods:

9The index of heterogeneity is calculated as 1 − (
∑

((POCC)2)/(T 2
e ) × (100), where

∑
(POCC)2 is es-

tablishment employment in each occupation squared and then summed across the eight non-managerial
occupations and T 2

e is establishment employment squared.

20



Yit = c · Posti + β · Posti × Targeti + γ ·Xit + Ei + CYt + εit, (3)

where Posti is 1 if establishment i has been acquired within the last five years and 0 otherwise

(my window of observation is still five years before and five years after being acquired).

In these models, the key identifying assumption is that employment in target and

control establishments would have followed parallel trends had the target establishment

not been acquired. Admittedly, mergers and acquisitions are not exogenous events, but

endogeneity is less of a concern as long as acquisition decisions are not based on factors

highly correlated with the dependent variables. Potential threats to identification would be

unobserved shocks that affect both the outcomes and the timing of acquisition; in this case,

if acquiring firms target establishments that are on the verge of increasing their racial and

gender equality. Based on past work, I find this scenario unlikely; acquiring firms rarely

consider a target firm’s diversity when making acquisition decisions.

RESULTS

Results support my hypothesis. After being acquired, establishments tend to have fewer

middle managers, back-office workers, and blue-collar workers, but more highly skilled pro-

fessionals. At the same time, they have a higher proportion of racial minorities and women in

managerial positions and lower racial and gender segregation overall. This post-acquisition

change in diversity is stronger when the acquiring firm has greater racial and gender equality

and when the acquired establishment had lower equality prior to the acquisition. In these

cases, acquisition is associated with a 16-percent increase in racial minority managers and a

4-percent increase in women managers.

Change in Occupational Composition

Before turning to the main analyses, I first examine how acquisition is associated

with changes in the acquired establishment’s occupational composition. As expected, an
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acquired establishment experiences downsizing, with an average 2.5-percent reduction in the

workforce (see Table 2 Model 1; e−0.025 = 0.975). But groups do not shrink equally; as Table

2 shows, middle managers and back-office workers are disproportionately affected. After

being acquired, an establishment loses, on average, 4.1 percent of its middle management

positions, 4.3 percent of its back-office positions, and 3.5 percent of its blue-collar and service

positions, but increases its professional positions by 1.8 percent.10 Thus, as Table 2 shows,

establishments have a smaller proportion of middle managers and back-office workers and a

higher proportion of professionals after acquisition.

[insert Table 2 about here]

Before moving on, I will mention one implication of these results. Sociologists have

been concerned about how restructuring affects the presence of managers. Although we

generally expect that it leads to fewer management layers (Dencker and Fang 2016; Jung

2016), recent studies using the Current Population Survey have shown a positive correlation

between M&A events and the number of managers in an industry (Goldstein 2012). My

findings suggest that this positive correlation may not reflect a direct causation, as M&A

events are associated with significantly fewer middle managers in the acquired establish-

ments, both in absolute numbers and in proportions. In a separate study, I explore this

question in greater detail (see Zhang 2021).

Change in Racial and Gender Inequality

Table 3 and Figure 6 show how acquisitions are associated with changes in racial

and gender inequality. After being acquired, establishments have more managerial race and

gender diversity and less occupational race and gender segregation. In Table 3, following

an acquisition, the proportion of White managers drops, while the proportions of Black

and Hispanic managers rise by 3.3 percent (0.18 percentage points) and 4.2 percent (0.21

percentage points), respectively, and the proportion of women managers rises by 1.9 percent

(0.6 percentage points). The magnitude of these changes is significant in the context of

10Results are available upon request.
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managerial diversity, in which changes tend to occur in small increments. More importantly,

as shown below, the effect sizes are highly significant for certain sets of establishments.

[insert Table 3 about here]

[insert Figure 6 about here]

Table 3 also shows a significant reduction in non-managerial occupational segrega-

tion. Following an acquisition, an establishment reduces its Black-White dissimilarity by

0.85, Hispanic-White by 0.95, Asian-White by 0.67, and men-women by 1. These numbers

correspond to a 2.8-percent reduction in Black-White segregation, a 3.0-percent reduction in

Hispanic-White segregation, a 1.9-percent reduction in Asian-White segregation, and a 2.5-

percent reduction in gender segregation. Workplace desegregation is a slow process: despite

various efforts, both Black-White and Hispanic-White segregation in the United States have

been declining only around 0.6 percent per year, while gender segregation has been declining

around 1.5 percent per year (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006). Therefore, relatively speaking,

the magnitude of the desegregation following an acquisition is significant. Moreover, as with

managerial diversity, the association between acquisition and desegregation is much higher

for certain sets of establishments, which I will discuss later.

Figure 6 breaks down the acquisition changes into specific years before and after the

event (see Equation 2). After being acquired, there is an immediate increase in managerial

diversity and decrease in occupational segregation. The change continues more gradually in

the following years. For example, the proportion of Black managers quickly jumps by 2.7

percent (0.15 percentage points) within the first year of being acquired and extends to a 6.2-

percent increase (0.34 percentage points) after five years. In some cases, the change appears

to start before the official acquisition date, possibly because most acquisition announcements

and restructurings take place before the official acquisition date.

I focused on managerial diversity and occupational segregation because they best

reflect an establishment’s racial and gender inequality. An establishment’s overall workforce

diversity, in contrast, tends to be highly correlated with the demographics in its local labor
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market. After all, there is little equality in an establishment in which most racial minorities

and women are clustered in low-paying, non-supervisory positions, even if it has high overall

workforce diversity. As mentioned earlier, to distinguish inequality from overall workforce

diversity, all models include the five demographic groups’ (Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Asians,

and women) respective proportions of non-managerial workers in the establishment, as well

as their proportions in the local labor market. Therefore, the resulting outcomes effectively

represent each group’s managerial rate and occupational differences. In robustness checks,

excluding these controls does not affect the conclusions.

Nonetheless, I conducted additional analyses predicting an establishment’s overall

workforce demographics, finding that acquisitions have only limited association with them

(see Appendix Table A.2). Although the proportion of White workers decreases and that

of Black workers increases—the latter by 3.5 percent (0.29 percentage points)—the change

among Hispanic and Asian workers is small and statistically insignificant. The proportion

of women workers decreases, but only by 0.16 percentage points, roughly equivalent to a

0.3-percent drop. In short, acquisition is associated with an increase in the proportion of

Black workers, but has little association with other underrepresented demographic groups.

Does acquisition predict any change in the acquiring firm? Focusing on establish-

ments that were not acquired, I find that a firm’s acquisition amount—the proportion of

workers belong to an acquired establishment in the past five years—has limited association

with outcomes related to racial and gender inequality (see Appendix Table A.3) or with

changes in occupational composition in the rest of the acquiring firm. Acquisition signifi-

cantly shapes the acquired establishment, but appears to have limited influence on the rest

of the acquiring firm.

Withdrawn M&As

As a robustness check, I conducted a placebo test focusing on establishments for

which an acquisition was announced but ultimately withdrawn. These establishments likely

have most of the same attributes—observed and unobserved—as those which were acquired.
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Any difference is mostly related to attributes of the acquiring firms, such as its size, its

attitude toward the deal, and the type of financing used to fund the deal (Blonigen and

Pierce 2016). Therefore, withdrawn M&A events serve as a suitable placebo test: if my

results are driven by unobserved confounders, we should observe the same patterns after

withdrawn acquisitions.

I obtained from SDC Platinum all acquisition announcements that were withdrawn

within 90 days. I used a 90-day cutoff to ensure that no substantive changes in the target

establishment had been made due to the announcement and manually merged the with-

drawn M&A events from SDC Platinum with my sample from EEO-1 reports, finding 90,313

matched establishments representing 2,580 firms. I then used the same matching procedure

to identify a sample of matched establishments for this withdrawn sample and conducted

the same set of analyses as if these establishments had been acquired.

As Figure 7 shows, the withdrawn establishments did not experience the same post-

acquisition changes as the acquired establishments. In fact, none of the post-acquisition

changes in this sample is statistically different from zero. This placebo test helps alleviate

some potential concerns about confounders.

[insert Figure 7 about here]

Alternative Explanations

There are two notable alternative explanations for my findings. First, White and

men employees may have better outside options and are therefore more likely to voluntarily

leave after their establishment is acquired. I therefore examined the moderating role of

unemployment rate and economic recession on the post-acquisition change. If Whites’ and

men’s reduced managerial representation is driven by voluntary departures, then we should

see a smaller post-acquisition change when the economy is in recession and/or when the

unemployment rate is higher. With fewer firms hiring, there should be fewer voluntary

departures.

Unemployment data are available annually at the state level from the Current Pop-
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ulation Survey (CPS) and decennially at the county-level from the Census Bureau. I tried

both measures using separate models, linearly extrapolating the decennial Census data to

approximate annual county level rates. But as Table 6 shows, a higher unemployment rate

does not reduce the post-acquisition change at all. In models using CPS data, the interac-

tion between unemployment rate and acquisition has a statistically insignificant coefficient

close to zero. In models using extrapolated Census data, the moderating coefficients are

negative—the opposite of what the alternative explanation predicts. In a separate analysis,

I used the macro-level economic recession indicator from the National Bureau of Economic

Research as a moderator and found that economic recession similarly does not significantly

moderate the post-acquisition change. These results suggest that the post-acquisition pat-

terns are not driven by voluntary departures.

[insert Table 6 about here]

Second, the acquiring firm may have more managerial diversity and less occupational

segregation than the acquired establishment. Thus, the observed patterns may be a result of

the acquiring firm transferring its (more diverse) employees to the acquired establishment.

This is unlikely for several reasons. First, on average, acquiring firms do not have higher

racial and gender equality than the acquired establishments. Second, it is relatively rare

for acquiring firms to send a large number of non-managerial workers to an acquired estab-

lishment, so this explanation would not account for the significantly decreased desegregation

levels among non-managers. Finally, I found no significant interactions when using the phys-

ical distance between the acquiring firm’s headquarters and the acquired establishment as a

moderator, assuming that transfer would be more likely when the distance is shorter.

Moderator: Acquiring Firm’s Equality

I hypothesize that the acquiring firm’s racial and gender equality should shape the

effect of acquisition on the acquired workplace’s equality. The acquiring firm’s racial and

gender equality, while not a perfect measure, could both reflect and influence its approach

to diversity issues. The greater its racial and gender equality, the more likely it is to use the

26



restructuring opportunity to reduce racial and gender gaps in its acquisition.

I considered each acquiring firm’s managerial diversity and occupational segregation

in the year prior to the acquisition and compared these to those of its peer firms, defined

as those in the same year, county, and two-digit SIC industry. I first conducted analyses

using a three-way interaction (Post Acquisition Period x Treat Establishment x Acquiring

Firm’s Equality) and found a strong moderating relationship: the higher the acquiring firm’s

equality, the more an acquisition is associated with an increase in racial and gender equality

in the acquired establishment.

I then conducted split-sample analyses by dividing the sample into acquiring firms

whose equality is in the top or bottom quartile. I conducted these analyses separately for

each of the eight dimensions of inequality used in the main analyses.11 As Table 4 shows,

when the acquiring firm has lower racial and gender equality, the post-acquisition changes

still happen but are relatively small and, in some models, statistically insignificant. When

the acquiring firm has greater equality, the acquired establishment tends to show a significant

jump in managerial diversity and a sharp drop in segregation. These results are consistent

with my hypothesis that acquisition improves racial and gender equality more when the

acquiring firm has greater equality.

[insert Table 4 about here]

Moderator: Equality in Acquired Workplace Pre-acquisition

I also hypothesize that the acquisition effect should be stronger when the acquired

establishment had lower racial and gender equality prior to the acquisition. In such estab-

lishments, having a post-acquisition restructuring could shake up the hierarchies and the

acquiring firms may also be more willing to use restructuring to reduce the gaps.

I compared each establishment’s inequality level to that of its local peers, using

data from the year before being acquired. Specifically, I subtracted the average equality

11The eight inequality dimensions are proportion of Black managers, proportion of Hispanic managers,
proportion of Asian managers, proportion of women managers, Black-White occupational segregation,
Hispanic-White occupational segregation, Asian-White occupational segregation, and gender occupational
segregation.
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levels of each establishment’s peers in the same year, county, and two-digit SIC industry,

doing so separately for each of the eight dimensions of racial and gender inequality. As

above, I analyzed the moderating role of these variables both by using each as a moderator

and by conducting split-sample analyses based on each variable’s value. Results are highly

consistent and suggest that the post-acquisition change is much stronger in establishments

that previously had higher racial and gender inequality.

Table 5 shows results from the split-sample analyses. For establishments whose

inequality had been in the highest quartile relative to their peers, acquisition is in fact

associated with an slight increase in inequality. Acquisition predicts a small decrease in

the proportion of racial minority and women managers and a small increase in the level of

Black-White segregation and gender segregation. However, for establishments whose prior

inequality was in the top quartile, acquisition is associated with a significant reduction in

racial and gender inequality: the proportion of Black managers increases by 0.7 percentage

points, of Hispanic managers by 1.2 percentage points, of Asian managers by 0.5 percentage

points, and of women managers by 1.5 percentage points. These roughly correspond to a

16.0-percent increase in Black managers, a 21.7-percent increase in Hispanic managers, a

24.6-percent increase in Asian managers, and a 4.2-percent increase in women managers. At

the same time, there is a substantial decrease in racial and gender segregation. These results

are consistent with the hypothesis that the post-acquisition changes are stronger in those

establishments that had greater racial and gender inequality prior to being acquired.

[insert Table 5 about here]

Heterogeneity in Acquisitions

I conducted additional analyses to better understand heterogeneity in acquisitions.

My main analyses account for all acquisitions appearing in the EEO-1 data, but the post-

acquisition change may vary with type, size, time period, and industry.

First, I compared vertical and horizontal acquisitions. When an acquisition takes

place between firms in different industries, the acquiring firm’s intention is often to diversify
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its portfolio. This type of vertical acquisition involves much less restructuring, as there is less

expectation for the acquired establishment to be completely integrated into the acquiring

firm. By contrast, horizontal acquisition, which has become more prevalent since the 1980s,

takes place between firms in the same industry. Here, the acquired establishment will undergo

more extensive restructuring in order to be fully integrated into the acquiring firm. Using

split-sample analyses, I found that post-acquisition change in racial and gender equality is

stronger for horizontal than for vertical acquisitions, consistent with the intuition that more

extensive restructuring should strengthen the post-acquisition change.

Second, I considered acquisition size. There are competing predictions on how the

size of the acquired firm may moderate the post-acquisition change. On the one hand,

acquiring a larger firm leads to more visibility, which could benefit racial minorities and

women in the re-evaluation process. On the other hand, post-acquisition restructuring tends

to be less extensive when acquiring larger firms, which tend to have more power to retain

structures, routines, and culture. My analyses support the latter prediction: the larger

the acquired firm, the less extensive its restructuring process, as evidenced by the smaller

change in occupational composition and the weaker change in racial and gender inequality

(see Appendix Figure A.1).

Third, I examined variation across time periods. My study takes place after the

adoption of the EEO laws, which have pushed firms to become attentive to diversity issues.

This diversity pressure may have strengthened over time, so it is possible that the post-

acquisition changes would be stronger in the more recent decades. To examine this, I split

the sample into time periods. I did not find a significant temporal difference. The post-

acquisition change appears to be slightly stronger in the 1990s and 2000s, but still quite

comparable to that of the 1970s and 1980s (see Appendix Figure A.2, which separates the

sample into pre-1990 and post-1990 periods).

Finally, I compared across industries. In my analyses, I did not find much system-

atic difference across broadly defined industries. For example, when comparing service and
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manufacturing industries, the post-acquisition change in desegregation is slightly stronger

in manufacturing and the change in managers is slightly stronger in service, but they are

highly comparable (Appendix Figure A.3).

QUALITATIVE EVIDENCE

To supplement the main analyses and better identify potential mechanisms, I conducted 38

in-depth, semi-structured interviews with 30 senior executives, senior and middle managers,

and M&A consultants. Most had over 10 years of industry experience. Together, they have

experienced over 100 post-acquisition restructurings. Interviews were conducted using a

semi-structured protocol, either in-person or by phone, and lasted 30 to 90 minutes; most

were recorded and transcribed. I conducted an additional round of interviews with some of

the respondents a few months later and had follow-up email correspondence with the rest.

In the initial exploratory interviews, I asked respondents to describe the typical

post-acquisition restructuring process—particularly, the changes in structures, processes, and

human capital. I then asked for their own past experiences of that process and, if they had not

yet brought up race and gender issues, how acquisition affects different demographic groups.

Based on these interviews, I identified four post-acquisition processes potentially responsible

for the improved racial and gender equality. As Figure 8 illustrates, these mechanisms are

differentiated by (a) whether they target individual workers or target routines and practices

and (b) whether the processes are intended to improve operational efficiency or diversity and

equality. With this knowledge, I conducted additional interviews with updated interview

protocols to enrich my understanding of the plausible mechanisms.

[insert Figure 8 about here]

Getting Rid of the Deadwood

Many respondents mentioned use of post-acquisition restructuring to get rid of the

“deadwood”; as one senior executive put it, “letting go of those older managers and employees

who may no longer fit organizational needs and replacing them with younger ones.” Another
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senior executive recalled a particular situation:

We had a senior manager who’s been in the job for 10 years. He was fine, but
not great, but had enough political power or was sufficiently well-connected to
the CEO that the CEO had not had the courage [to let him go]. But then a
merger came, and he was gone. . . Mergers and acquisitions activity is a catalyst
that frees or gives air cover to a manager to say: “I am really sorry. I tried to
protect you, but I just couldn’t and you’ve got to go.”

This executive then pointed out how this process could indirectly benefit women and

racial minorities.

One of the challenges, if you think about it, in advancing diversity within organi-
zations is you want to take people who are very often a little bit younger because
the people who got tracked into senior jobs, let’s say, 20 years ago, were White
men, because that was what the population of the organizations looked like.
Many M&As [that I was involved in] provide the catalytic opportunity for hard
decisions of, in effect, allowing people of color or women to move into positions
that otherwise would have been stuck with guys like me or White males.

Thus, an opportunity to let go some of the workers who may no longer fit organiza-

tional needs could also open up advancement opportunities for younger employees, a higher

proportion of whom are women and racial minorities. One of my informants, a racial minor-

ity middle manager, initially had difficulty moving up the organizational hierarchy, which he

largely attributed to his outsider status and lack of connections. However, a post-acquisition

restructuring laid off many in the core management, including those directly above him,

which offered him an opportunity to advance. In his words, “this place needed a shakeup. . .

and [an acquisition] created a chance for me and other young guys to move into that role

more quickly than would have been the case had the acquisition not happened.”

“Getting rid of the deadwood” was frequently mentioned in my interviews. Firms do

this largely to improve performance, control, and efficiency (He and Maire 2018; Ma, Ouimet,

and Simintzi 2016), but in doing so, they could inadvertently provide more opportunities for

racial minorities and women.
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Retaining Racial Minorities and Women

Most informants also mentioned explicit effort to retain racial minorities and women

in the acquisition process, due to both lawsuit and public image concerns. One senior

M&A consultant pointed out that because his clients are in a highly visible transaction,

he always advises them to be “extra mindful of not having any sort of negativism around

press or anybody suing on the basis of discrimination.” A senior executive mentioned that

he would go through each layoff list during post-acquisition restructurings to make sure that

racial minorities and women were not being disproportionately targeted and another M&A

consultant commented on his firm’s approach to avoid discrimination lawsuits:

We would not want to be on the front page of the Wall Street Journal with some
fired employee alleging that we ran a biased process on behalf of [firm name]. It
still happens, unfortunately, but we would have such a high threshold; there are
internal reviews of the data we have and the way that the process is administrated
to make sure of that. “Beyond reproach” is the standard that we always talk
about when we do this.

Besides legal concerns, many of my informants mentioned the normative pressure to

increase firm diversity. A senior M&A consultant reflected that, given this pressure, “all the

companies [that he had worked for] would loathe to lose minority managers [in this process].”

Another senior executive similarly explained:

We struggle every day to try to get the diversity numbers to where they are
supposed to get to. . . so if I went through a merger and acquisition and I saw
an opportunity to take those diversity candidates, I am always inclined to do it.

This diversity pressure spills over to middle managers. One senior manager recalled that

when he was in a mid-level managerial role, he had to make a decision to fire a few people

from his team:

I knew as an organization, we had a goal to increase diversity and I didn’t want
to do anything that is going to hurt [that goal]. So when it came [to personnel
reshuffling], I went to the high performing [racial] minorities and women on my
team and just said, “You’ve got nothing to worry about.”
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The threat of discrimination charges and the normative pressure for diversity have

pushed firms to retain racial minorities and women in the post-acquisition process. As with

the first mechanism, this process focuses on personnel reshuffling after an acquisition.

Standardizing Human Resource Practices

Many informants see post-acquisition restructuring as “an opportunity to think

about best practices;” the most frequently mentioned post-acquisition organizational changes

were standardizing procedures and upgrading technologies. Several respondents mentioned

the standardization of human resources practices, which could have implications for racial

and gender bias in hiring and promotion. A senior manager recalled how his team changed

the informal and potentially biased hiring practices at an acquired firm:

When we acquired it, they were letting the kids [junior analysts] screen resumes.
So kids out of college screened the resumes to see who they should invite in [for
interviews]. Well, who do you think they screened? Their friends. They went to
school with them. . . We took over this place and brought objective analytical
tools to screen the resumes. That changed things. We now use analytical tools
and hard criteria to screen the resumes . . . If you look at how many [racial]
minorities we interview, I think our process now is a lot more objective.

Another senior executive mentioned that one of his acquired firms originally had

highly ambiguous and idiosyncratic promotion processes. Once acquired, the firm imple-

mented a more transparent and standardized promotion process, which he believes signifi-

cantly reduced “widespread favoritism” and led to “more fairness” in promotions. As studies

have shown, standardized human resource practices could still have substantial bias (e.g.,

Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly 2006). Nonetheless, standardization generally increases trans-

parency and accountability and limits managerial discretion, which should curb bias and

discrimination. Like “getting rid of the deadwood,” standardization is part of a general

effort to improve process efficiency and performance in the acquired workplace, but it can

have the added effect of reducing racial and gender bias in personnel decisions.
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Bringing in Diversity Practices

Some informants mentioned using post-acquisition restructuring to introduce diver-

sity practices to improve racial and gender equality. One senior executive described how she

added diversity consideration to an acquired firm’s recruiting process:

We had a very homogenous workforce, mostly White men. . . so [during the
restructuring], I said to our HR, “For nine positions, I’d expect to see four or five
women candidates. It’s not a policy. It’s just a stated belief that we are going
to give women and [racial] minorities an opportunity.” . . . and we’ve been doing
that ever since.

Another senior executive recalled changes his team made during post-acquisition

restructuring to create support mechanisms for employees from marginalized groups:

[We established] women’s groups and LGBT groups and people-of-color groups
that really try to create networking opportunities and support to keep people
from leaving and feel like they have a voice. And we put senior sponsorship—
meaning senior-level managers—over those teams, over those groups, to show
that senior management is really focused and serious about it.

Facing increasing public pressure, acquiring firms may use the restructuring oppor-

tunity to introduce diversity practices to acquired firms, especially if they are unhappy with

the diversity progress they find there.

In sum, four mechanisms emerged from my qualitative data. Table 7 summarizes

how each relates to my main empirical findings. The two based on personnel reshuffling—

getting rid of the deadwood and retaining racial minorities and women—should have an

immediate effect of reducing racial and gender gaps after acquisition. These mechanisms

were mentioned by most of my informants. The two mechanisms focused on changing or-

ganizational practices—standardizing human resource practices and introducing diversity

practices—should affect racial and gender equality in the long term and were mentioned by

fewer informants. Consistent with this pattern, my main empirical analyses based on EEO
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data show a large reduction in racial and gender gaps immediately following an acquisition

and a smaller but continuous improvement in the long term.

[insert Table 7 about here]

Moreover, the two mechanisms specifically addressing diversity—retaining racial mi-

norities and women and introducing diversity practices—assume that acquiring firms are

attentive to diversity and, by extension, often unsatisfied with the acquired workplace’s

practices. This would be consistent with the main finding that acquiring firms’ diversity lev-

els strongly moderate post-acquisition patterns and it may help explain why post-acquisition

change is strongest in acquired establishments with poor racial and gender equality.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study theorizes how certain disruptive events could improve racial and gender inequal-

ity in the workplace. By breaking down entrenched hierarchies and long-standing routines,

disruptive events could serve as an opportunity to alter long-standing practices and reshuf-

fle employees, creating more opportunities for racial minorities and women. I test this

theoretical proposition by examining an important event seldom studied in the inequality

literature—mergers and acquisitions. Using a nationally representative sample of firms cov-

ering 37,343 acquisitions, I find that, for the acquired establishment, acquisition is associated

with a decreased proportion of White men in management, an increased proportion of racial

minorities and women in management, and a decrease in overall racial and gender segrega-

tion. These post-acquisition changes are stronger when (a) the acquiring firm has greater

racial and gender equality and (b) the establishment to be acquired has less.

Contribution to the Literature on Racial and Gender Inequality

Despite various efforts by organizations, racial minorities and women continue to face

significant disadvantages in the labor market. As Figures 3, 4, and 5 show, they are much

less likely than Whites and men to be managers. These gaps have not changed significantly

over the past few decades. For example, Black Americans were 65 percent less likely than
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White Americans to be in management in 1980 and were still 56 percent less likely in 2015.

Much effort has gone into understanding the drivers of these persistent gaps and find-

ing solutions for them, producing a rich literature on organizational inequality (Stainback,

Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs 2010). This literature has focused on how organizational

practices, policies, and strategies influence racial and gender gaps. The findings are often

mixed but generally paint a pessimistic picture: many practices, even those initially intended

to reduce bias and inequality, end up reinforcing existing hierarchies and contributing to

racial and gender disparities (Castilla 2008; Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2015).

To understand why so many efforts are ineffective, consider what has been missing

from the literature. First, at the organizational level, much attention has been given to the

“what” and the “how” of the situation: What practices and strategies improve diversity?

What organizational routines exacerbate discrimination? How do these practices and strate-

gies affect racial minorities and women? These questions have been thoroughly studied in a

variety of contexts. However, there is almost no consideration of the “when.” When in an

organizational timeline should we expect to see improvement in race and gender gaps? When

is the best time to implement changes to reduce those gaps? The temporal dimension could

be important: pushes for equality are more likely to succeed when the timing is compati-

ble with performance objectives, as performance is the main priority for most organizations

(Zhang 2019). For example, if a firm is about to launch a new product and needs to main-

tain its public image, then the senior management may be more likely to embrace diversity-

or equality-related practices. A firm that is resource-constrained and facing bankruptcy is

probably much less willing.

This leads to my second point: organizational theories of race and gender inequality

seldom consider other organizational activities and concerns—such as performance goals,

mergers, and competitor changes—because, on the surface, they have no direct connection

to race- or gender-related outcomes. However, they directly affect performance and could

therefore influence decision making, thereby tangentially affecting racial and gender inequal-
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ity (Zhang 2019). Imagine, for example, a Japanese firm that decides to expand overseas

or seek foreign investors. It may become more concerned about its global image and there-

fore increase the gender diversity of its board (Mun and Jung 2018). Thus, we may gain a

better understanding of organizational inequality by considering not only variables explicitly

related to inequality, but also other activities and concerns important to senior management.

A theory of disruptive events and inequality takes a step toward incorporating these

missing pieces. First, certain disruptive events, such as mergers and acquisitions, are impor-

tant to organizations, but are not intended to address race and gender issues. Consequently,

they have not received much attention in the inequality literature. However, since inequality

is typically entrenched in organizational culture and resistant to minor changes, these big

events inadvertently create an opportunity for firms to shift their racial and gender dynam-

ics. Second, this study points to the need to consider an organization’s timeline, as we are

more likely to see progress on racial and gender inequality at certain junctions, such as the

post-acquisition period. Understanding when firms are more likely to improve inequality can

complement our understanding of what improves inequality and how to go about it.

This study paves the way for broader work on the relationship of disruptive events

to inequality. In the last few decades, events related to technological change, globalization,

deregulation, natural disasters, and other macro trends have forced many organizations to

reassess their positions and fundamentally change their day-to-day operations (Asgari, Singh,

and Mitchell 2017). These disruptive events are becoming more frequent and there is reason

to expect this trend to continue. How they shape organizational inequality may thus be of

increasing interest. This study shows that mergers and acquisitions increase equality, but

other types of disruptive events may follow a different pattern. More work is needed to

better understand this increasingly relevant topic.

Contribution to the Literature on Skill Gap

Disruptive events break down routines and culture and create an opportunity for

major structural changes. Firms could use these opportunities to adopt new technologies and
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create a more efficient workforce, both of which would lead to more high-skilled positions and

fewer low-skilled ones. This is precisely the pattern I found: post-acquisition restructuring

leads to skill-biased occupational reconfiguration resulting in more jobs for professionals

but fewer for middle managers, back-office workers, and blue-collar workers. Professional

positions generally require a college degree and are considered high-skilled jobs, while back-

office and blue-collar positions are generally considered medium- and low-skilled positions.

Therefore, the acquisition effect on occupational reconfiguration could contribute to the

rising wage gap between high- and low-skilled workers, as changes in job supply have a direct

impact on wages (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2016; Fligstein and Shin 2004). These results

are largely consistent with previous studies showing that M&A events increase skill-biased

inequality (He and Maire 2018; Lagaras 2017; Ma, Ouimet, and Simintzi 2016).

The acquisition effect on the skill gap is very different from that on racial and

gender gaps. In an era that prizes efficiency, organizations are likely to seize opportunities

to streamline their workforces by replacing or removing low-skilled workers or outsourcing

their work. Therefore, disruptive events—in this case, mergers and acquisitions—do not

unambiguously reduce all inequalities; while they improve the prospects for racial minorities

and women, they may reduce the prospects for low-skilled workers.

Limitations and Generalizability

Several limitations are worth mentioning. First, I cannot claim causality. Matching

and an examination of pre-trends could rule out many obvious confounders, but endogeneity

concerns remain. M&A events are not exogeneous and could be correlated with factors that

shape inequality in firms. Relatedly, I cannot rule out alternative explanations such as the

voluntary departure of White or men managers. The moderating test with unemployment

rates (Table 6) offers suggestive evidence but is not definitive.

Second, my analyses do not differentiate among different types of M&A events.

Firms make acquisitions for various reasons and carry them out in various ways. This paper

shows that acquisitions increase racial and gender equality in the aggregate, but does not
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differentiate in detail between different types of acquisitions.

Third, my empirical sample is composed of medium-sized and larger firms, which

tend to feel greater regulatory and social pressure to improve racial and gender equality. It

remains unclear if the same post-acquisition effect applies to smaller firms not under EEO

regulations and facing less public pressure. Relatedly, this paper only considers establish-

ments that stayed open after acquisition. They could have characteristics that make them

systematically different from those that closed.

Fourth, although this study finds clearly improved managerial representation and

reduced segregation, there are a few scenarios in which this progress may be overestimated.

For example, it is possible that acquisitions reduce managerial pay, in which case racial

minorities and women may simply be sorted into lower-paying managerial positions. Firms

may also manipulate the numbers or inflate managerial titles during these periods of high

scrutiny to please regulators and the public.

Fifth, this study raises a question of which racial minorities and women benefit from

an acquisition. While the analysis shows improvement in managerial ranks, it does not show

a strong increase in diversity in non-managerial positions. Given that managerial positions

tend to favor those with better training and education, it is possible that a post-acquisition

shakeup would benefit mostly college-educated racial minorities and women, while having

less or no impact on those without a college degree. This possibility underscores a potentially

important intersection between race/gender and occupational class.

Sixth, the idea that certain disruptive events may reduce racial and gender gaps

may also be extended to other important outcomes. In general, when organizations want or

feel pressured to achieve objectives that are not of first-order importance, disruptive events

could speed up the process. Extrapolating from this paper’s findings, I expect disruption

to have a similar effect on other outcomes, such as environmental initiatives, community

outreach, and other dimensions of corporate social responsibility (CSR). For example, it is

possible that a manufacturing firm feels pressured to improve its environmental performance
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but has been reluctant to disrupt existing routines. A disruptive event could push that firm

to better align its practices with its purported stance on the environment.

In an age of M&As, restructurings, and technological shifts, workers are often seen as

the victims, subject to more precarious jobs, higher wage inequality, and greater stress and

exhaustion. But these radical transformations do not always bring negative consequences.

Sometimes, they break down organizational inertia and provide an opportunity for positive

changes. When the old ways are not working, we need to shake things up and these disruptive

events do just that.
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Figure 1: Trend in M&A events

Notes: The figures show the number of unique acquisitions over time and the proportion of

workers affected by acquisition (workers in the acquired establishments). Data come from

the EEO-1 database, covering all US firms with more than 100 employees. I identify an

acquisition when at least one establishment changes its parent firm ID from one year to the

next. The proportion of workers affected is simply the number of workers in the acquired

establishments over all workers in the EEO-1 database.
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Figure 2: Change in Occupational Composition

Notes: The figure plots the proportion of workers in each broad occupational category and

how these proportions changed over time. Data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all

US firms with more than 100 employees. In my categorization, back-office workers broadly

include clerical workers, sales workers, and technicians, and blue-collars include craft workers,

operatives, and laborers and helpers.
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Figure 3: Change in Managerial Composition

Notes: The figure plots the racial and gender composition among managers. For example,

the proportion of Black managers is the number of Black managers over the total number of

managers. Data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all US firms with more than 100

employees.
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Figure 4: Likelihood of Being in Management

Notes: The figure plots the proportion of managers in each racial and gender group. For

example, the likelihood of being a manager for Black employees is the number of Black

managers over the total number of Black employees. Data come from the EEO-1 database,

covering all US firms with more than 100 employees.
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Figure 5: Change in Segregation Level

Notes: The figure plots occupational segregation among non-managers. I considered eight

broad occupations: professionals, technicians, sales workers, clerical workers, craft work-

ers, operatives, laborers, and service workers. I used the index of dissimilarity to mea-

sure establishment-level segregation and averaged its value over all the firms in the sample

(weighted by establishment size). Data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all US

firms with more than 100 employees.
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Figure 6: Predicted Change in Managerial Diversity and Occupational Segregation

Notes: The figures plot the regression coefficients and associated confidence intervals for

the post-acquisition change in racial and gender inequality. They show estimated change at

establishments of acquisition targets (those that were acquired) relative to control establish-

ments (similar establishments that were never acquired). The x-axis is the number of years

relative to the acquisition completion: 1 is the first year after acquisition (the acquisition

presumably takes place between year 0 and year 1). Unit of observation is at the establish-

ment level. Models include fixed effects on establishment and year; controls include number

of employees (logged), occupational composition of the workplace, establishment age, la-

bor market demographics, and non-managerial worker demographics. Data come from the

EEO-1 database, covering all US firms with more than 100 employees. Standard errors are

clustered at the firm level.
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Figure 7: Placebo Test: Predicted Change after a Withdrawn Acquisition Announcement

Notes: The figures plot the regression coefficients and associated confidence intervals for the

change following a withdrawn acquisition. They show estimated change at establishments

of which acquisition was announced but then cancelled within 90 days relative to change

at control establishments (similar establishments that were never acquired). The x-axis is

the number of years relative to the acquisition announcement. Unit of observation is at the

establishment level. Models include fixed effects on establishment and year; controls include

number of employees (logged), occupational composition of the workplace, establishment age,

labor market demographics, and non-managerial worker demographics. Firm demographic

data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all US firms with more than 100 employees.

Withdrawn acquisition information comes from SDC Platinum. Standard errors are clustered

at the firm level.
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Figure 8: Proposed Mechanism Based on Qualitative Data
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Table 1: Comparing Means for Treatment and Control Groups before an Acquisition

Treatment Control Rest of Sample
mean mean mean

Pct White Managers 87.402 87.097 83.996
Pct Black Managers 5.500 5.410 6.793
Pct Hispanic Managers 5.010 5.317 6.703
Pct Asian Managers 2.089 2.175 2.508
Pct Women Managers 30.999 31.245 35.331
Pct White Workers 72.818 72.985 70.034
Pct Black Workers 12.486 12.070 12.941
Pct Hispanic Workers 10.149 10.343 11.805
Pct Asian Workers 3.348 3.289 3.465
Pct Women Workers 48.518 48.638 50.264
Blk-Wht Occupational Segregation 29.943 29.994 28.784
Hisp-Wht Occupational Segregation 31.735 31.840 30.258
Asian-Wht Occupational Segregation 34.985 34.482 33.200
Men-Women Occupational Segregation 39.855 40.460 37.532
Pct Managers 12.861 13.329 13.635
Pct Professionals 12.108 12.062 11.677
Pct Backoffice Workers 40.416 40.205 43.056
Pct Bluecollar Workers 27.556 26.682 22.388
Pct Service Workers 14.116 14.259 14.355

Notes: The table shows summary statistics between the treatment group and the control

group the year before acquisition. The treatment group includes those establishments that

were acquired at least once. Each establishment in the treatment group is matched to

an establishment that was never acquired, based on 2-digit SIC code, establishment size

quartile, and firm size quartile. Data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all US firms

with more than 100 employees.
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Table 7: Empirical Evidence on Proposed Mechanisms

Personnel Reshuffling Evidence in Support Evidence Against

Getting rid of the deadwood: Let go
of the older employees who no longer fit
organizational needs and promote younger
employees, among whom there is a higher
proportion of racial minorities and
women.

• Immediate increase in racial
and gender equality after
being acquired.

Retaining racial minorities and
women: Concerned about lawsuit and
public image, acquiring firm pays
attention to diversity numbers during
post-acquisition reshuffling

• Immediate increase in racial
and gender equality after
being acquired.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquiring firm had greater
equality.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquired establishment had
less equality pre-acquisition.

Changes in Routines and Practices Evidence in Support Evidence Against

Standardizing human resource
practices: Standardize hiring and
promotion procedures to reduce
managerial favoritism and bias.

• Improvement in racial and
gender equality continues
over time, albeit more slowly.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquired establishment had
less equality pre-acquisition.

Introducing diversity practices:
Acquiring firm introduces diversity
practices and programs to the acquired
firm, especially when the acquired firm
has poor diversity.

• Improvement in racial and
gender equality continues
over time, albeit more slowly.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquiring firm had greater
equality.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquired establishment had
less equality pre-acquisition.

Continued on next page
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Table 7 – Continued from previous page

Notable Alternative Explanations Evidence in Support Evidence Against

Volunteer departures: Whites and
men, having better outside options,
voluntarily leave after being acquired.

• Immediate increase in racial
and gender equality after
being acquired.

• Effects are unrelated to
economic conditions and
unemployment rate.

• Does not explain why the
acquisition effects vary
depending on the acquiring
firm’s equality.

Internal transfer: Workers move from
the acquiring firm to the acquired
establishment.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquiring firm had greater
equality.

• Effects are stronger when the
acquired establishment had
less equality pre-acquisition.

• Acquiring firms, on average,
do not have greater racial and
gender equality than acquired
establishments.

• When the acquiring firm had
less racial and gender equality
than the acquired
establishment pre-acquisition,
the opposite spillover does
not occur.

• Effects are not moderated by
the physical distance between
the acquiring firm and the
acquired establishment.

• No significant
post-acquisition change in
either occupational or
demographic composition in
the acquiring firm.
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Table A.2: Diff-in-Diff Models: Worker Composition Before and After Acquisition

Pct White Pct Black Pct Hispanic Pct Asian Pct Women

Post Acquisition -0.345∗∗∗ 0.294∗∗∗ -0.0740 0.0859 -0.161∗

Period x Treat Establishment (0.0741) (0.0580) (0.0727) (0.0479) (0.0649)

Total Num Workers -1.886∗∗∗ 1.030∗∗∗ 0.567∗∗∗ 0.167∗∗∗ -0.473∗∗∗

(log) (0.0675) (0.0424) (0.0423) (0.0281) (0.0783)

Pct Managers 142.1∗∗∗ 19.46∗∗∗ 17.53∗∗∗ 12.52∗∗∗ 37.57∗∗∗

(4.765) (2.713) (2.716) (2.183) (4.933)

Pct Professional 149.3∗∗∗ 15.54∗∗∗ 14.47∗∗∗ 13.88∗∗∗ 16.22∗∗∗

Workers (4.759) (2.709) (2.704) (2.176) (4.918)

Pct Backoffice 141.9∗∗∗ 20.94∗∗∗ 18.10∗∗∗ 11.74∗∗∗ 24.53∗∗∗

Workers (4.757) (2.709) (2.697) (2.163) (4.925)

Pct Blue Collars 134.1∗∗∗ 24.16∗∗∗ 22.23∗∗∗ 12.09∗∗∗ 8.173

(4.753) (2.707) (2.699) (2.164) (4.939)

Pct Service Workers 135.4∗∗∗ 24.65∗∗∗ 20.67∗∗∗ 11.96∗∗∗ 16.04∗∗

(4.759) (2.718) (2.700) (2.165) (4.941)

Establishment Age -0.466∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗ 0.0570∗∗∗ 0.0448∗∗∗

(proximation) (0.0172) (0.0106) (0.0114) (0.00592) (0.0129)

Post Acquisition 0.161∗∗ -0.100∗ -0.0529 0.0102 -0.0366

Period (0.0616) (0.0408) (0.0473) (0.0254) (0.0488)

Observations 1421792 1421792 1421792 1422462 1422462

R2 0.932 0.919 0.934 0.874 0.944

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Establishment Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Controls: Labor Market Demo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The table shows the post-acquisition changes in the racial composition of non-managerial workers.
Dependent variables are the number of non-managerial employees of a particular demographic category
over the total number of non-managerial employees in an establishment. Post Acquisition Period x Treat
Establishment represents post-acquisition change in establishments that were acquired (relative to those
that were never acquired). Data come from the EEO-1 database, covering all US firms with more than
100 employees. Standard errors clustered at the firm level are in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗

p < 0.001.

64



T
ab

le
A

.3
:

R
es

t
of

th
e

A
cq

u
ir

in
g

F
ir

m
(N

on
-a

cq
u

ir
ed

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
ts

):
M

an
ag

er
ia

l
C

om
p

os
it

io
n

an
d

O
cc

u
p

at
io

n
al

S
eg

re
ga

ti
on

B
ef

or
e

a
n

d
A

ft
er

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n

M
a
n

a
g
er

ia
l

C
o
m

p
o
si

ti
o
n

S
eg

re
g
a
ti

o
n

L
ev

el

P
ct

W
h

it
e

P
ct

B
la

ck
P

ct
H

is
p

a
n

ic
P

ct
A

si
a
n

P
ct

W
o
m

en
B

lk
-W

h
t

H
is

p
-W

h
t

A
si

a
n

-W
h
t

M
en

-W
o
m

en

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n
A

m
ou

n
t

0.
33

6
-0

.3
6
0

0
.0

4
8
6

-0
.0

2
4
0

0
.1

4
8

0
.9

0
8

-0
.0

4
1
4

1
.1

0
5

1
.3

6
9

(L
as

t
5

Y
ea

rs
)

(0
.2

43
)

(0
.2

7
6
)

(0
.2

3
9
)

(0
.1

4
0
)

(0
.7

6
3
)

(0
.7

0
9
)

(0
.7

9
0
)

(0
.8

6
8
)

(0
.8

7
1
)

T
ot

al
N

u
m

W
or

ke
rs

-0
.7

11
∗∗

∗
0
.3

5
9
∗∗

∗
0
.3

1
6
∗∗

∗
0
.0

3
5
8

1
.9

3
0∗

∗∗
-5

.8
0
2
∗∗

∗
-6

.0
6
0
∗∗

∗
-6

.1
8
4
∗∗

∗
-5

.4
4
7∗

∗∗

(l
og

)
(0

.0
30

7)
(0

.0
4
5
4
)

(0
.0

4
5
5
)

(0
.0

2
4
2
)

(0
.1

8
5
)

(0
.1

4
9
)

(0
.1

6
3
)

(0
.2

1
0
)

(0
.2

4
9
)

P
ct

M
an

ag
er

s
25

.5
7∗

∗∗
-9

.2
9
2
∗∗

∗
-9

.1
9
7
∗∗

∗
-7

.0
7
8
∗∗

∗
1
3
.7

0
∗∗

∗
2
.6

1
1

-0
.8

8
5

4
.1

4
7

3
.1

2
3

(2
.1

20
)

(2
.4

0
8
)

(1
.9

1
2
)

(1
.9

3
2
)

(2
.3

5
6
)

(2
.4

7
1
)

(2
.3

9
4
)

(3
.5

7
8
)

(1
.8

4
5
)

P
ct

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
34

.2
5
∗∗

∗
-1

3
.2

4
∗∗

∗
-1

2
.3

6
∗∗

∗
-8

.6
5
3
∗∗

∗
-4

.5
7
0∗

2
.7

5
4

-1
.0

6
7

-1
4
.3

2
∗∗

∗
-1

4
.7

5∗
∗∗

W
or

ke
rs

(2
.1

13
)

(2
.3

8
5
)

(1
.9

0
5
)

(1
.9

2
6
)

(2
.2

7
6
)

(2
.7

9
4
)

(2
.6

9
5
)

(3
.6

0
7
)

(2
.1

9
2
)

P
ct

B
ac

ko
ffi

ce
33

.3
0∗

∗∗
-1

2
.9

2
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.8

5∗
∗∗

-8
.5

2
7
∗∗

∗
-3

.7
0
4

-2
.7

1
5

-5
.8

0
3∗

-0
.1

2
9

-6
.2

2
1∗

W
or

ke
rs

(2
.1

10
)

(2
.3

7
6
)

(1
.8

9
3
)

(1
.8

9
0
)

(2
.2

9
4
)

(2
.8

7
3
)

(2
.7

3
1
)

(3
.6

8
8
)

(2
.4

5
1
)

P
ct

B
lu

e
C

ol
la

rs
33

.1
3
∗∗

∗
-1

2
.7

2
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.8

7∗
∗∗

-8
.5

3
9
∗∗

∗
-5

.4
6
1
∗

2
.5

6
0

1
.7

6
0

1
2
.4

2
∗∗

5
.6

9
4
∗

(2
.1

12
)

(2
.3

9
2
)

(1
.9

0
2
)

(1
.8

9
8
)

(2
.3

7
4
)

(3
.0

7
1
)

(2
.9

5
8
)

(4
.0

9
3
)

(2
.4

7
3
)

P
ct

S
er

v
ic

e
W

or
ke

rs
32

.9
0∗

∗∗
-1

2
.6

4
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.7

1∗
∗∗

-8
.5

5
3
∗∗

∗
-3

.0
4
3

-3
.4

5
7

-7
.7

3
6∗

1
.5

7
7

-8
.3

5
0∗

∗∗

(2
.1

15
)

(2
.4

0
0
)

(1
.9

0
2
)

(1
.8

9
9
)

(2
.3

8
6
)

(3
.3

3
5
)

(3
.2

6
0
)

(4
.6

5
7
)

(2
.2

6
1
)

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

A
ge

-0
.1

25
∗∗

∗
0
.1

2
2
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
4
1
2
∗∗

∗
0
.0

1
9
9∗

∗∗
0
.5

2
7
∗∗

∗
-0

.1
6
8
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
8
5
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
5
5
∗∗

∗
-0

.4
2
7∗

∗∗

(p
ro

x
im

at
io

n
)

(0
.0

04
78

)
(0

.0
0
7
8
9
)

(0
.0

0
5
2
2
)

(0
.0

0
3
4
8
)

(0
.0

1
8
8
)

(0
.0

1
5
9
)

(0
.0

1
9
9
)

(0
.0

2
4
7
)

(0
.0

2
8
2
)

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
s

75
47

20
4

7
5
4
7
2
0
4

7
5
4
7
2
0
4

7
5
4
7
2
0
4

7
5
4
7
2
0
4

5
6
5
4
3
3
0

4
9
9
7
8
3
8

3
6
1
3
5
8
1

7
4
8
6
7
8
1

R
2

0.
77

1
0
.7

2
3

0
.7

5
2

0
.7

1
4

0
.7

9
2

0
.7

4
8

0
.7

4
3

0
.7

3
9

0
.8

4
8

Y
ea

r
F

ix
ed

E
ff

ec
ts

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

F
ix

ed
E

ff
ec

ts
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
L

ab
or

M
ar

ke
t

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
W

or
ke

rs
’

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

N
ot

es
:

T
h

e
ta

b
le

sh
ow

s
th

e
p

os
t-

ac
q
u

is
it

io
n

ch
a
n
g
es

in
th

e
a
cq

u
ir

in
g

fi
rm

(e
x
cl

u
d

in
g

th
e

a
cq

u
ir

ed
es

ta
b

li
sh

m
en

ts
).

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n
A

m
o
u

n
t

is
m

ea
su

re
of

ac
q
u

is
it

io
n

in
te

n
si

ty
,

ca
lc

u
la

te
d

as
th

e
to

ta
l

n
u

m
b

er
o
f

em
p

lo
ye

es
in

es
ta

b
li

sh
m

en
ts

th
a
t

a
fi

rm
h

a
s

a
cq

u
ir

ed
in

th
e

p
a
st

fi
v
e

ye
a
rs

ov
er

th
e

to
ta

l
n
u

m
b

er
of

em
p

lo
ye

es
in

a
fi

rm
.

D
at

a
co

m
e

fr
om

th
e

E
E

O
-1

d
a
ta

b
a
se

,
co

ve
ri

n
g

a
ll

U
S

fi
rm

s
w

it
h

m
o
re

th
a
n

1
0
0

em
p

lo
ye

es
.

S
ta

n
d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
cl

u
st

er
ed

at
th

e
fi

rm
le

ve
l

ar
e

in
p

ar
en

th
es

es
.

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0
.0

1
,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
0
0
1
.

65



T
ab

le
A

.4
:

A
d

d
in

g
In

d
u

st
ry

-Y
ea

r
an

d
S

ta
te

-Y
ea

r
F

ix
ed

E
ff

ec
ts

:
M

an
ag

er
ia

l
C

om
p

os
it

io
n

an
d

O
cc

u
p

at
io

n
al

S
eg

re
ga

ti
on

B
ef

or
e

an
d

A
ft

er
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

M
a
n

a
g
er

ia
l

C
o
m

p
o
si

ti
o
n

S
eg

re
g
a
ti

o
n

L
ev

el

P
ct

W
h

it
e

P
ct

B
la

ck
P

ct
H

is
p

a
n

ic
P

ct
A

si
a
n

P
ct

W
o
m

en
B

lk
-W

h
t

H
is

p
-W

h
t

A
si

a
n

-W
h
t

M
en

-W
o
m

en

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

-0
.4

23
∗∗

∗
0
.2

0
4
∗∗

∗
0
.1

7
6
∗∗

∗
0
.0

4
3
5

0
.5

4
6∗

∗∗
-0

.8
0
7
∗∗

∗
-0

.9
3
5∗

∗∗
-0

.7
6
0∗

∗∗
-0

.9
4
1∗

∗∗

P
er

io
d

x
T

re
at

E
st

ab
li
sh

m
en

t
(0

.0
67

2)
(0

.0
4
5
3
)

(0
.0

4
2
5
)

(0
.0

2
5
0
)

(0
.1

2
8
)

(0
.1

1
7
)

(0
.1

2
8
)

(0
.1

4
5
)

(0
.1

0
9
)

T
ot

al
N

u
m

W
or

ke
rs

-0
.7

71
∗∗

∗
0
.3

6
3
∗∗

∗
0
.3

4
3
∗∗

∗
0
.0

6
4
6∗

1
.6

9
2
∗∗

∗
-5

.6
4
5
∗∗

∗
-6

.0
3
9∗

∗∗
-6

.1
7
2∗

∗∗
-4

.6
4
0∗

∗∗

(l
og

)
(0

.0
56

4)
(0

.0
3
6
1
)

(0
.0

3
5
5
)

(0
.0

2
5
6
)

(0
.0

9
3
6
)

(0
.1

1
2
)

(0
.1

1
6
)

(0
.1

3
4
)

(0
.1

1
2
)

P
ct

M
an

ag
er

s
29

.0
6∗

∗
-7

.3
4
9
∗

-1
8
.6

2
∗∗

∗
-3

.0
8
5

2
1
.4

5∗
∗∗

-6
.8

7
2

-1
.2

2
4

7
.4

0
8

5
.2

8
0

(8
.8

94
)

(3
.0

7
5
)

(5
.3

6
7
)

(5
.7

8
4
)

(5
.3

4
2
)

(6
.9

0
6
)

(7
.3

5
8
)

(7
.8

2
3
)

(5
.1

6
7
)

P
ct

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
38

.6
6
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.6

8
∗∗

∗
-2

1
.9

6
∗∗

∗
-5

.0
1
9

1
.0

9
4

-8
.9

5
3

-4
.2

8
7

-1
0
.3

6
-1

4
.9

9
∗∗

W
or

ke
rs

(8
.8

47
)

(3
.0

7
0
)

(5
.3

3
8
)

(5
.7

4
9
)

(5
.2

7
4
)

(6
.9

1
9
)

(7
.3

5
8
)

(7
.8

4
6
)

(5
.1

9
4
)

P
ct

B
ac

ko
ffi

ce
38

.4
2∗

∗∗
-1

1
.3

6
∗∗

∗
-2

1
.9

7
∗∗

∗
-5

.0
8
4

3
.0

4
2

-1
5
.9

2∗
-9

.4
0
4

-0
.4

5
0

-1
0
.6

4
∗

W
or

ke
rs

(8
.8

48
)

(3
.0

7
3
)

(5
.3

4
2
)

(5
.7

4
4
)

(5
.2

7
5
)

(6
.9

2
3
)

(7
.3

5
9
)

(7
.9

0
5
)

(5
.2

2
9
)

P
ct

B
lu

e
C

ol
la

rs
38

.5
2
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.3

5
∗∗

∗
-2

2
.0

4
∗∗

∗
-5

.1
3
0

0
.6

5
2

-1
2
.9

0
-3

.8
2
3

1
1
.3

8
-0

.4
6
0

(8
.8

50
)

(3
.0

7
2
)

(5
.3

4
4
)

(5
.7

4
3
)

(5
.2

5
6
)

(6
.9

3
2
)

(7
.3

4
8
)

(7
.8

6
6
)

(5
.2

1
1
)

P
ct

S
er

v
ic

e
W

or
ke

rs
38

.2
1∗

∗∗
-1

1
.3

5
∗∗

∗
-2

1
.9

2
∗∗

∗
-4

.9
3
1

1
.3

0
3

-1
7
.9

5∗
∗

-1
3
.4

9
0
.2

0
0

-1
3
.7

8∗
∗

(8
.8

50
)

(3
.0

7
4
)

(5
.3

4
3
)

(5
.7

4
5
)

(5
.3

0
0
)

(6
.9

3
9
)

(7
.3

8
7
)

(7
.9

0
6
)

(5
.2

2
0
)

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

A
ge

-2
.4

91
-1

.1
7
7

1
.9

6
5

0
.1

9
4

1
.9

8
1

-0
.2

1
6

-1
2
.1

7
0
.5

5
6

-5
.0

9
7

(p
ro

x
im

at
io

n
)

(7
85

25
.1

)
(4

9
5
4
0
.6

)
(4

7
8
9
6
.9

)
(3

1
4
1
0
.2

)
(1

7
1
8
0
0
.4

)
(1

7
8
4
5
9
.6

)
(2

0
5
9
9
6
.3

)
(2

2
6
3
7
2
.9

)
(3

4
1
0
4
0
.3

)

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

0.
18

3
∗∗

-0
.1

0
6
∗∗

-0
.0

4
0
4

-0
.0

3
6
6

-0
.0

7
4
2

0
.3

8
7∗

∗∗
0
.4

3
3
∗∗

∗
0
.2

8
2
∗

0
.2

4
9
∗∗

P
er

io
d

(0
.0

58
4)

(0
.0

4
0
1
)

(0
.0

3
7
7
)

(0
.0

2
1
3
)

(0
.0

8
3
9
)

(0
.0

9
1
3
)

(0
.1

0
0
)

(0
.1

2
7
)

(0
.0

7
6
1
)

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
s

13
27

06
2

1
3
2
7
0
6
2

1
3
2
7
0
6
2

1
3
2
7
0
6
2

1
3
2
7
0
6
2

1
0
3
4
3
3
7

8
7
8
2
4
0

6
8
5
6
8
8

1
2
7
6
3
7
6

R
2

0.
78

0
0
.7

2
5

0
.7

6
1

0
.7

3
8

0
.8

2
5

0
.7

3
8

0
.7

3
8

0
.7

5
1

0
.8

5
9

S
IC

3
In

d
x

Y
ea

r
F

E
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

S
ta

te
x

Y
ea

r
F

E
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

F
E

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
L

ab
or

M
ar

ke
t

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
W

or
ke

rs
’

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

N
ot

es
:

T
h

e
ta

b
le

sh
ow

s
m

o
d

el
s

w
it

h
in

d
u

st
ry

-y
ea

r
a
n

d
st

a
te

-y
ea

r
fi

x
ed

eff
ec

ts
.

M
o
d

el
sp

ec
ifi

ca
ti

o
n

s
a
re

o
th

er
w

is
e

th
e

sa
m

e
a
s

th
o
se

in
T

a
b

le
3
.

P
o
st

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n
P

er
io

d
x

T
re

a
t

E
st

a
bl

is
h
m

en
t

re
p

re
se

n
ts

p
o
st

-a
cq

u
is

it
io

n
ch

a
n

g
e

in
es

ta
b

li
sh

m
en

ts
th

a
t

w
er

e
a
cq

u
ir

ed
(r

el
a
ti

ve
to

th
o
se

th
a
t

w
er

e
n

ev
er

ac
q
u

ir
ed

).
D

at
a

co
m

e
fr

om
th

e
E

E
O

-1
d

at
ab

as
e,

co
ve

ri
n

g
a
ll

U
S

fi
rm

s
w

it
h

m
o
re

th
a
n

1
0
0

em
p

lo
y
ee

s.
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
cl

u
st

er
ed

a
t

th
e

fi
rm

le
ve

l
a
re

in
p

ar
en

th
es

es
.

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0
.0

0
1
.

66



T
ab

le
A

.5
:

In
cl

u
d

in
g

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

S
iz

e
as

W
ei

gh
ts

:
M

an
ag

er
ia

l
C

om
p

os
it

io
n

an
d

O
cc

u
p

at
io

n
al

S
eg

re
ga

ti
on

B
ef

or
e

an
d

A
ft

er
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

M
a
n

a
g
er

ia
l

C
o
m

p
o
si

ti
o
n

S
eg

re
g
a
ti

o
n

L
ev

el

P
ct

W
h

it
e

P
ct

B
la

ck
P

ct
H

is
p

a
n

ic
P

ct
A

si
a
n

P
ct

W
o
m

en
B

lk
-W

h
t

H
is

p
-W

h
t

A
si

a
n

-W
h
t

M
en

-W
o
m

en

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

-0
.3

72
∗∗

∗
0
.1

8
6
∗∗

∗
0
.1

4
8
∗∗

∗
0
.0

3
7
8

0
.4

8
0∗

∗∗
-0

.6
1
6
∗∗

∗
-0

.7
0
8
∗∗

∗
-0

.4
2
6∗

-0
.7

1
2∗

∗∗

P
er

io
d

x
T

re
at

E
st

ab
li
sh

m
en

t
(0

.0
65

7)
(0

.0
4
5
4
)

(0
.0

3
7
8
)

(0
.0

2
6
5
)

(0
.1

0
2
)

(0
.1

0
8
)

(0
.1

3
7
)

(0
.1

7
6
)

(0
.1

1
5
)

T
ot

al
N

u
m

W
or

ke
rs

-0
.6

45
∗∗

∗
0
.3

0
6
∗∗

∗
0
.3

4
3
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
3
6
9

1
.4

9
2∗

∗∗
-4

.1
0
7
∗∗

∗
-5

.1
5
0
∗∗

∗
-5

.3
5
7
∗∗

∗
-3

.3
2
5∗

∗∗

(l
og

)
(0

.0
67

1)
(0

.0
4
0
3
)

(0
.0

3
9
5
)

(0
.0

2
7
7
)

(0
.1

2
4
)

(0
.1

2
6
)

(0
.1

4
9
)

(0
.1

8
1
)

(0
.1

3
9
)

P
ct

M
an

ag
er

s
11

1.
0∗

∗∗
-2

0
.4

4
∗∗

-4
8
.0

8
∗∗

∗
-4

2
.4

5
∗

3
1
.8

4
∗

2
.8

1
0

-1
8
.9

0
-9

.9
1
1

6
.9

5
0

(2
2.

68
)

(7
.9

2
0
)

(9
.0

3
5
)

(2
1
.0

8
)

(1
4
.7

8
)

(1
1
.4

4
)

(1
0
.8

7
)

(8
.5

4
3
)

(4
.8

8
5
)

P
ct

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
12

3.
7
∗∗

∗
-2

5
.5

9
∗∗

-5
2
.2

2
∗∗

∗
-4

5
.9

0
∗

1
1
.6

0
2
.0

0
7

-2
3
.6

7∗
-2

9
.5

6
∗∗

∗
-1

6
.2

8∗
∗∗

W
or

ke
rs

(2
2.

57
)

(7
.8

8
5
)

(8
.9

8
8
)

(2
1
.0

0
)

(1
4
.6

5
)

(1
1
.4

9
)

(1
0
.7

5
)

(8
.5

0
2
)

(4
.9

0
6
)

P
ct

B
ac

ko
ffi

ce
12

2.
1∗

∗∗
-2

4
.9

4
∗∗

-5
1
.6

9
∗∗

∗
-4

5
.4

8
∗

1
4
.5

8
-3

.7
5
2

-2
6
.6

3
∗

-1
8
.2

7
∗

-9
.1

2
0

W
or

ke
rs

(2
2.

57
)

(7
.8

8
9
)

(8
.9

9
4
)

(2
0
.9

9
)

(1
4
.6

5
)

(1
1
.4

7
)

(1
0
.7

4
)

(8
.5

9
0
)

(4
.9

1
0
)

P
ct

B
lu

e
C

ol
la

rs
12

2.
9∗

∗∗
-2

5
.1

3
∗∗

-5
2
.2

6∗
∗∗

-4
5
.5

0
∗

1
2
.4

8
-3

.6
1
3

-2
3
.7

6
∗

-1
1
.4

4
-4

.9
5
5

(2
2.

57
)

(7
.8

9
2
)

(8
.9

9
9
)

(2
0
.9

8
)

(1
4
.6

5
)

(1
1
.4

5
)

(1
0
.7

7
)

(8
.5

2
8
)

(4
.8

6
9
)

P
ct

S
er

v
ic

e
W

or
ke

rs
12

2.
5∗

∗∗
-2

5
.1

4
∗∗

-5
2
.0

1∗
∗∗

-4
5
.3

5
∗

1
3
.2

0
-7

.1
9
5

-3
0
.5

8
∗∗

-1
8
.6

7
∗

-1
4
.8

2∗
∗

(2
2.

57
)

(7
.8

9
7
)

(8
.9

9
9
)

(2
0
.9

8
)

(1
4
.6

6
)

(1
1
.4

8
)

(1
0
.8

1
)

(8
.5

8
0
)

(4
.9

0
1
)

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

A
ge

-0
.1

37
∗∗

∗
0
.0

9
1
7∗

∗∗
0
.0

2
3
6∗

∗
0
.0

2
2
1∗

∗∗
0
.4

1
7
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
4
3
∗∗

∗
-0

.4
5
3
∗∗

∗
-0

.4
1
5
∗∗

∗
-0

.4
3
0∗

∗∗

(p
ro

x
im

at
io

n
)

(0
.0

12
6)

(0
.0

0
8
9
4
)

(0
.0

0
7
6
8
)

(0
.0

0
4
1
1
)

(0
.0

1
7
7
)

(0
.0

2
4
2
)

(0
.0

4
1
5
)

(0
.0

4
9
5
)

(0
.0

2
6
2
)

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

0.
12

4
∗

-0
.0

7
3
5

-0
.0

4
4
3

-0
.0

0
5
9
1

-0
.0

4
1
3

0
.2

5
5
∗∗

0
.4

0
0
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
3
9
1

0
.1

5
5

P
er

io
d

(0
.0

56
5)

(0
.0

3
9
6
)

(0
.0

3
3
0
)

(0
.0

2
0
6
)

(0
.0

7
5
9
)

(0
.0

8
6
5
)

(0
.1

1
7
)

(0
.1

3
9
)

(0
.0

8
8
2
)

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
s

14
22

46
2

1
4
2
2
4
6
2

1
4
2
2
4
6
2

1
4
2
2
4
6
2

1
4
2
2
4
6
2

1
1
0
6
6
0
3

9
5
2
0
0
8

7
4
3
2
2
9

1
3
6
5
5
2
2

R
2

0.
83

2
0
.7

7
5

0
.8

1
5

0
.7

9
5

0
.8

8
8

0
.7

5
6

0
.7

4
8

0
.7

7
5

0
.8

8
0

Y
ea

r
F

ix
ed

E
ff

ec
ts

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

F
ix

ed
E

ff
ec

ts
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
L

ab
or

M
ar

ke
t

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
W

or
ke

rs
’

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

E
st

S
iz

e
as

W
ei

gh
ts

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

N
ot

es
:

T
h

e
ta

b
le

sh
ow

s
m

o
d

el
s

in
cl

u
d

in
g

es
ta

b
li

sh
m

en
t

si
ze

a
s

w
ei

g
h
ts

.
E

st
a
b

li
sh

m
en

t
si

ze
is

b
a
se

d
o
n

th
e

n
u

m
b

er
o
f

em
p

lo
ye

es
.

M
o
d

el
sp

ec
ifi

ca
ti

o
n

s
ar

e
ot

h
er

w
is

e
th

e
sa

m
e

as
th

os
e

in
T

ab
le

3.
P

o
st

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n
P

er
io

d
x

T
re

a
t

E
st

a
bl

is
h
m

en
t

re
p

re
se

n
ts

p
o
st

-a
cq

u
is

it
io

n
ch

a
n

g
e

in
es

ta
b

li
sh

m
en

ts
th

a
t

w
er

e
ac

q
u

ir
ed

(r
el

at
iv

e
to

th
os

e
th

at
w

er
e

n
ev

er
a
cq

u
ir

ed
).

D
a
ta

co
m

e
fr

o
m

th
e

E
E

O
-1

d
a
ta

b
a
se

,
co

ve
ri

n
g

a
ll

U
S

fi
rm

s
w

it
h

m
o
re

th
a
n

1
0
0

em
p

lo
ye

es
.

S
ta

n
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
cl

u
st

er
ed

at
th

e
fi
rm

le
ve

l
ar

e
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

.
∗
p
<

0
.0

5
,
∗∗

p
<

0.
0
1
,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
0
0
1
.

67



T
a
b

le
A

.6
:

In
cl

u
d

in
g

C
lo

se
d

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
ts

:
M

an
ag

er
ia

l
C

om
p

os
it

io
n

an
d

O
cc

u
p
at

io
n

al
S

eg
re

ga
ti

on
B

ef
or

e
an

d
A

ft
er

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n

M
a
n

a
g
er

ia
l

C
o
m

p
o
si

ti
o
n

S
eg

re
g
a
ti

o
n

L
ev

el

P
ct

W
h

it
e

P
ct

B
la

ck
P

ct
H

is
p

a
n

ic
P

ct
A

si
a
n

P
ct

W
o
m

en
B

lk
-W

h
t

H
is

p
-W

h
t

A
si

a
n

-W
h
t

M
en

-W
o
m

en

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

-0
.4

04
∗∗

∗
0
.1

6
5
∗∗

∗
0
.1

9
9
∗∗

∗
0
.0

3
9
4

0
.5

7
1∗

∗∗
-0

.7
7
7
∗∗

∗
-0

.8
5
1
∗∗

∗
-0

.6
1
8∗

∗
-0

.9
0
2∗

∗∗

P
er

io
d

x
T

re
at

E
st

ab
li
sh

m
en

t
(0

.0
76

0)
(0

.0
4
6
5
)

(0
.0

5
2
7
)

(0
.0

3
0
6
)

(0
.1

4
9
)

(0
.1

3
9
)

(0
.1

6
6
)

(0
.2

0
5
)

(0
.1

3
4
)

T
ot

al
N

u
m

W
or

ke
rs

-0
.7

74
∗∗

∗
0
.3

2
7
∗∗

∗
0
.3

6
2
∗∗

∗
0
.0

8
4
2∗

∗∗
1
.6

7
0
∗∗

∗
-5

.7
4
4
∗∗

∗
-6

.1
9
5
∗∗

∗
-6

.2
3
9
∗∗

∗
-4

.7
7
3∗

∗∗

(l
og

)
(0

.0
53

8)
(0

.0
3
4
7
)

(0
.0

3
3
8
)

(0
.0

2
4
6
)

(0
.1

0
1
)

(0
.1

1
5
)

(0
.1

2
3
)

(0
.1

4
4
)

(0
.1

1
6
)

P
ct

M
an

ag
er

s
34

.3
3∗

∗∗
-7

.4
4
8
∗∗

-1
9
.0

0
∗∗

∗
-7

.8
8
7

2
0
.2

7∗
∗∗

-5
.9

3
7

-2
.8

7
2

5
.7

2
8

3
.6

3
3

(8
.0

55
)

(2
.6

9
1
)

(4
.5

5
6
)

(5
.3

6
8
)

(4
.7

7
2
)

(6
.3

2
3
)

(6
.0

3
0
)

(7
.0

8
5
)

(4
.5

5
2
)

P
ct

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
43

.9
5
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.7

0
∗∗

∗
-2

2
.2

9
∗∗

∗
-9

.9
5
4

0
.5

8
2

-8
.3

4
2

-5
.5

6
4

-1
1
.7

7
-1

6
.9

1
∗∗

∗

W
or

ke
rs

(8
.0

06
)

(2
.6

8
4
)

(4
.5

3
7
)

(5
.3

4
0
)

(4
.6

9
0
)

(6
.3

6
9
)

(6
.0

5
9
)

(7
.1

3
5
)

(4
.5

6
9
)

P
ct

B
ac

ko
ffi

ce
43

.2
1∗

∗∗
-1

1
.2

1
∗∗

∗
-2

2
.0

8
∗∗

∗
-9

.9
2
2

2
.5

5
0

-1
4
.6

4∗
-1

0
.7

8
-1

.0
0
7

-1
2
.1

8
∗∗

W
or

ke
rs

(8
.0

01
)

(2
.6

8
4
)

(4
.5

3
9
)

(5
.3

2
6
)

(4
.7

0
3
)

(6
.3

8
0
)

(6
.0

6
7
)

(7
.1

6
1
)

(4
.6

0
2
)

P
ct

B
lu

e
C

ol
la

rs
43

.5
3
∗∗

∗
-1

1
.3

0
∗∗

∗
-2

2
.2

0
∗∗

∗
-1

0
.0

2
-0

.0
4
3
3

-1
1
.8

1
-5

.2
8
7

1
0
.8

7
-1

.8
5
9

(8
.0

16
)

(2
.6

8
3
)

(4
.5

4
5
)

(5
.3

3
0
)

(4
.6

8
8
)

(6
.3

9
8
)

(6
.0

2
9
)

(7
.1

7
1
)

(4
.5

7
9
)

P
ct

S
er

v
ic

e
W

or
ke

rs
43

.2
0∗

∗∗
-1

1
.1

9
∗∗

∗
-2

2
.0

6
∗∗

∗
-9

.9
4
9

0
.7

9
9

-1
7
.4

6
∗∗

-1
5
.6

8
∗

-1
.6

2
8

-1
5
.9

5∗
∗∗

(8
.0

12
)

(2
.6

8
6
)

(4
.5

4
2
)

(5
.3

2
9
)

(4
.7

3
8
)

(6
.4

2
8
)

(6
.1

1
2
)

(7
.2

2
1
)

(4
.6

0
0
)

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

A
ge

-0
.1

93
∗∗

∗
0
.1

2
5
∗∗

∗
0
.0

3
8
4∗

∗∗
0
.0

2
9
6∗

∗∗
0
.4

5
0
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
5
2
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
9
0
∗∗

∗
-0

.2
5
4
∗∗

∗
-0

.3
4
8∗

∗∗

(p
ro

x
im

at
io

n
)

(0
.0

14
6)

(0
.0

0
9
0
2
)

(0
.0

0
9
1
1
)

(0
.0

0
5
9
8
)

(0
.0

2
1
6
)

(0
.0

2
1
2
)

(0
.0

2
6
2
)

(0
.0

3
4
2
)

(0
.0

2
1
1
)

P
os

t
A

cq
u

is
it

io
n

0.
17

8
∗∗

-0
.0

7
7
5

-0
.0

7
9
8

-0
.0

2
0
9

-0
.1

1
2

0
.3

5
8∗

∗∗
0
.3

7
2
∗∗

∗
0
.1

8
0

0
.2

6
1
∗∗

∗

P
er

io
d

(0
.0

66
2)

(0
.0

4
0
7
)

(0
.0

4
3
3
)

(0
.0

2
3
2
)

(0
.0

9
8
2
)

(0
.0

8
0
2
)

(0
.0

9
2
6
)

(0
.1

2
0
)

(0
.0

7
8
5
)

O
b

se
rv

at
io

n
s

16
88

84
7

1
6
8
8
8
4
7

1
6
8
8
8
4
7

1
6
8
8
8
4
7

1
6
8
8
8
4
7

1
2
9
7
0
7
8

1
1
1
4
0
0
9

8
6
2
4
5
3

1
6
1
3
9
1
3

R
2

0.
77

9
0
.7

2
6

0
.7

5
9

0
.7

3
1

0
.8

1
7

0
.7

5
1

0
.7

5
1

0
.7

6
2

0
.8

6
0

Y
ea

r
F

ix
ed

E
ff

ec
ts

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

E
st

ab
li

sh
m

en
t

F
ix

ed
E

ff
ec

ts
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
L

ab
or

M
ar

ke
t

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

C
on

tr
ol

s:
W

or
ke

rs
’

D
em

o
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es

N
ot

es
:

T
h

e
ta

b
le

sh
ow

s
m

o
d

el
s

in
cl

u
d

in
g

th
os

e
ac

q
u

ir
ed

es
ta

b
li

sh
m

en
ts

th
a
t

w
er

e
cl

o
se

d
w

it
h

in
th

e
fi

rs
t

tw
o

ye
a
rs

a
ft

er
a
cq

u
is

it
io

n
.

M
o
d

el
sp

ec
ifi

ca
ti

o
n

s
ar

e
ot

h
er

w
is

e
th

e
sa

m
e

as
th

os
e

in
T

ab
le

3.
P

o
st

A
cq

u
is

it
io

n
P

er
io

d
x

T
re

a
t

E
st

a
bl

is
h
m

en
t

re
p

re
se

n
ts

p
o
st

-a
cq

u
is

it
io

n
ch

a
n

g
e

in
es

ta
b

li
sh

m
en

ts
th

a
t

w
er

e
ac

q
u

ir
ed

(r
el

at
iv

e
to

th
os

e
th

at
w

er
e

n
ev

er
a
cq

u
ir

ed
).

D
a
ta

co
m

e
fr

o
m

th
e

E
E

O
-1

d
a
ta

b
a
se

,
co

ve
ri

n
g

a
ll

U
S

fi
rm

s
w

it
h

m
o
re

th
a
n

1
0
0

em
p

lo
ye

es
.

S
ta

n
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
cl

u
st

er
ed

at
th

e
fi
rm

le
ve

l
ar

e
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

.
∗
p
<

0
.0

5
,
∗∗

p
<

0.
0
1
,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
0
0
1
.

68



−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(a) Bottom Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(b) Second Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(c) Third Quartile
−

1
0

1
E

s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(d) Top Quartile

Pct Minority Managers

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(e) Bottom Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(f) Second Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(g) Third Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(h) Top Quartile

Pct Women Managers

cont. on next page

69



−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(i) Bottom Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(j) Second Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(k) Third Quartile
−

1
0

1
E

s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(l) Top Quartile

Minority-White Segregation

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(m) Bottom Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(n) Second Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(o) Third Quartile

−
1

0
1

E
s
ti
m

a
te

d
 C

o
e
ff
ic

ie
n
ts

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Years relative to Acquisition

(p) Top Quartile

Men-Women Segregation

Figure A.1: Acquisition Effect on Managerial Diversity and Segregation: Sorted by Firm Size (of
the Acquired Firm)

Notes: The figures show results from split-sample analyses. The sample split is based on the size of the

acquiring firm. Like Figure 6, these figures plot the regression coefficients and associated confidence intervals

for the post-acquisition change in racial and gender inequality. Standard errors are clustered at the firm

level.
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Figure A.2: Acquisition Effect on Managerial Diversity and Segregation: Sorted by Decades

Notes: The figures show results from split-sample analyses. The sample split is based on the time of the

acquisition. Like Figure 6, these figures plot the regression coefficients and associated confidence intervals

for the post-acquisition change in racial and gender inequality. Standard errors are clustered at the firm

level.
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Figure A.3: Acquisition Effect on Managerial Diversity and Segregation: Sorted by Broad Industries

Notes: The figures show results from split-sample analyses. The sample split is based on broad industry

categories (service versus manufacturing). Like Figure 6, these figures plot the regression coefficients and

associated confidence intervals for the post-acquisition change in racial and gender inequality. Standard

errors are clustered at the firm level.
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