
Customer Discrimination in Restaurants: Dining
Frequency Matters

Matthew Parrett

Published online: 2 April 2011
# Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2011

Abstract Using unique survey data collected outside of five Virginia restaurants,
and controlling for subjective server productivity, as well as a variety of other
factors, we compare the tip earnings of male and female servers. Evidence of
customer discrimination is found, but only among those customers who frequent the
restaurant the least, revealing that female servers earn comparable tips to male
servers when the service quality they produce is about exceptional, but for any lower
service quality their tips are smaller. This suggests that female servers are being held
to a very high standard, and if this standard is not met, they are treated unfavorably
in comparison to male servers who produce the same level of service quality.
Additional evidence indicates that it is male customers driving these results.
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Introduction

“Where people seldom deal with one another, we find that they are somewhat
disposed to cheat . . .”

-Adam Smith, Lectures on Jurisprudence

Women earn less than men. For example, in 2009, women who were full time
wage and salary workers had median weekly earnings of approximately 80% of
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their male counterparts (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010). Controlling for
differences in human capital and job characteristics narrows but does not
completely eliminate this gap (Blau and Kahn 2007). This suggests the presence
of gender discrimination in the labor market.1 There are three principal sources of
discrimination—customers/consumers, employers, and co-workers (Becker 1971).
Unlike the latter, customer discrimination typically cannot be eliminated by market
forces (Kahn 1991).

A considerable amount of empirical research on customer discrimination has
focused on professional and collegiate sports environments. This is primarily
because for most sports detailed statistics of player performance measuring
individual productivity are available, and in many such environments the customer
is the sole actor, allowing researchers to attribute any unexplained earnings
differentials to customer discrimination.2 For example, customer racial discrimina-
tion has been examined in professional baseball by looking at the market for baseball
cards (e.g., Nardinelli and Simon 1990; Andersen and La Croix 1991; McGarrity et
al. 1999; Scahill 2005), Hall of Fame and all star voting (e.g., Desser et al. 1999;
Hanssen and Andersen 1999), and game attendance (e.g., Hersch 2010); in
professional basketball by looking at the market for basketball cards (e.g., Stone
and Warren 1999) and Nielsen ratings of locally televised games (e.g., Kanazawa
and Funk 2001); in professional football by looking at the market for football cards
(e.g., Primm et al. 2010); and, in college basketball by looking at gate revenues (e.g.,
Brown and Jewell 1994), all with mixed results.

This paper examines customer gender discrimination in a novel setting:
restaurant tipping.3 More specifically, using a unique survey data set collected by
the author in two waves outside of five Virginia restaurants, this paper tests for the
presence of customer gender discrimination in restaurants by comparing the tip
earnings of male and female restaurant servers. Survey respondents (customers)
answered questions about the size of the bill and tip, characteristics of the dining
experience, and server and own demographics. Server productivity was measured
by asking respondents to rate the quality of service they received from their server
on a seven-point scale (this measure is addressed in greater detail later in the
paper).

Data

Survey Procedure

The survey data used in this study were collected from the same five Richmond,
Virginia restaurants, in two waves—Summer 2002 (the “2002 Survey”) and Summer

1 Even if observable characteristics can explain the entire gender wage gap, occupational discrimination
might still be present.
2 Due to the gender specific nature of most professional and collegiate sports, the majority of these studies
look at racial discrimination.
3 Neumark (1996) examines gender discrimination using data on restaurant servers, but focuses on the
hiring decision. Our focus is on (tip) earnings. Ayres et al. (2005) use data on taxicab tip earnings to study
racial discrimination.
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2003 (the “2003 Survey”). We asked approximately twenty-five restaurants for
permission to survey their customers, but just six obliged, one of which was a bar.
Because collecting survey data from the inebriated is difficult, and their responses
are suspect, we decided against collecting data at this establishment. It was too cost
prohibitive to collect additional survey data at restaurants outside of the Richmond,
Virginia area.

The 2002 Survey was administered on each of a Friday and Saturday evening,
from 6 p.m. until roughly 10 p.m., at each restaurant. The 2003 Survey added
Thursday as an additional survey day at each restaurant. Bill-paying customers were
approached post-meal, as they exited the restaurant, and the same two people, both
the author and an assistant, administered the surveys at all five of the restaurants
through both waves. In the interest of obtaining more reliable responses, but at the
cost of obtaining fewer completed and unambiguous surveys, survey respondents
answered the survey privately (via clipboard, with pen attached) and, to further keep
their responses anonymous, were asked to fold and place their completed survey in a
box located away from the survey administrators. A total of 485 surveys were
collected out of 575 attempts during the 2002 Survey, and a total of 501 surveys
were collected out of 630 attempts during the 2003 Survey, for a combined response
rate of roughly 82%. A description of the restaurants at which the surveys were
conducted is provided in Table 1, and copies of the surveys used in each wave are
provided in Appendices A and B, respectively.

Survey Content

Question 5 on both surveys asked respondents how much money they tipped their
server. Combining this with question 4, which on both surveys asked respondents
about the size of their bill, percentage tip was computed. On average, respondents
tipped their server 19% of the bill. A bias in tips could exist whereby notoriously
discriminatory customers either underreport or over-report tips to appear non-
discriminatory to the survey administrators, which could make it more difficult to
detect gender differences in the tip earnings of servers. This is unlikely, though, due
to the anonymous nature of the survey, and even putting this aside, such a bias
would only serve to make our test of gender differences in tip earnings a more
stringent one.

Server gender was measured via question 10, which on both surveys asked
respondents to record their server’s gender. The number of respondents who

Table 1 Description of restaurants surveyed

Restaurant Appetizers Salads as meal Sandwiches Entrees Type of rest

R1 $3.50–$10.90 $8.50–$9.95 $6.95–$11.95 $13.95–$24.95 Amer./Seafood

R2 $2.35–$4.95 $6.75–$7.95 $4.25–$7.35 $8.15–$17.95 Italian/Amer.

R3 $3.25–$5.45 $6.25–$7.25 $5.95–$7.25 $6.75–$14.95 BBQ

R4 $2.99–$7.99 $6.99–$8.49 $5.99–$6.49 $8.99–$15.99 BBQ

R5 $4.95–$9.95 $6.25–$7.25 NA $7.95–$16.95 Greek/Italian
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reported being served by a female (70%) was slightly more than double the
number who reported being served by a male (30%), and is consistent with
national statistics which indicate that roughly two-thirds of America’s servers are
female (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010). This disproportionate number of female
servers comprising the data set could be due to self-selection of females into being
a waitress. If this self-selection arises because there is less gender discrimination
in restaurants, versus other work settings, then our ability to detect gender
differences in tip earnings is more limited, making our test of such differences a
stronger one.

Server productivity was measured on both surveys using question 9, a subjective
measure of productivity as determined by the customer. Question 9 asked
respondents to rate the service quality provided by their server on a seven-point
scale. Table 2, which describes the distribution of these ratings by server gender,
reveals that the majority of the wait staff at the five restaurants surveyed provided
above average (> 4) service quality. Considering that tips represent a significant
portion of a server’s earnings (Bureau of Labor Statistics 1980; O’Connor 1971) and
that service quality is a significant determinant of tip size (Lynn and McCall 2000),
this is not surprising.

The surveys also incorporated a number of filters. On both surveys, part two of
question 4 asked survey respondents whether they received help paying the bill and
part two of question 5 asked survey respondents if they received help paying the tip.
Question 6 on both surveys asked respondents if the tip was automatically added to
their bill (automatic service charge). A “yes” response to any of these questions
suggests that the customer’s tip as recorded on the survey may or may not accurately
reflect that customer’s tipping behavior. Thus, observations with a “yes”,
incomplete, or ambiguous response to any of these questions were dropped. The
remaining questions on the two surveys measured additional server, customer, and
dining experience characteristics.

Comparison of Surveys

The 2002 Survey is essentially a subset of the 2003 Survey. That is, all of the
questions asked on the 2002 Survey were asked on the 2003 Survey, with the

Table 2 Distribution of service quality ratings

Service quality rating

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

All Servers
(N=495)

2 (0.4%) 6 (1.2%) 12 (2.4%) 34 (6.9%) 121 (24.4%) 180 (36.4%) 140 (28.3%)

Male Servers
(N=144)

2 (1.4%) 1 (0.7%) 4 (2.8%) 10 (6.9%) 36 (25.0%) 51 (35.4%) 40 (27.8%)

Female Servers
(N=351 )

0 (0.0%) 5 (1.4%) 8 (2.3%) 24 (6.8%) 85 (24.2%) 129 (36.8%) 100 (28.5%)

Notes: Survey respondents rated their server’s service quality on a scale from 1 (“Poor”) to 7 (“Excellent”).
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exception of the second part of question 19, which asked about the respondent’s
number of years of postsecondary education, and questions 21–23, which asked
what percentage tip the respondent normally leaves in the case of terrible,
outstanding, and standard service, respectively. We simply did not deem these
questions critical in 2003.

Several questions included on the 2003 Survey did not appear on the 2002
Survey: whether or not the respondent left their tip on either their ATM or credit
card (second part of question 7); questions about server race (second part of
question 10), server beauty (question 11), and server weight (question 12);
whether or not any of the respondent’s close friends or family have ever been
employed as a waiter or waitress (second part of question 14); and, questions
about customer race (question 17) and customer beauty (question 23). We added
these questions to the 2003 survey because of our interest in examining
additional tipping determinants beyond those we are able to examine using just
the 2002 survey data.

Finally, for some of the questions asked on both surveys, there were slight
differences regarding response options, or in the wording of the question. First,
concerning the customer’s method of payment (question 7 on both surveys), the
2003 Survey differentiated between the “ATM Card” and “Credit Card”
responses, whereas the 2002 Survey did not. The two methods of payment are
different—although both allow for electronic payment of the bill and the tip, the
use of an ATM card, unlike the use of a credit card, almost immediately draws
funds from the user’s checking or savings account. Second, concerning the
customer’s education level, the 2002 Survey used an open-ended format, asking
respondents to record their highest degree obtained (first part of question 19),
while the 2003 Survey used a closed-ended format, asking respondents to choose
the highest level of education completed from a list of options (question 22). Use
of a closed-ended format typically ensures a higher response rate and lowers the
likelihood of incomplete and ambiguous responses. Finally, regarding the
questions about appetizer, entree, dessert, and alcohol consumption (question
8 on both surveys), the 2002 Survey asked whether anyone at the survey
respondent’s table consumed these items, while the 2003 Survey asked whether
anyone whom the survey respondent paid for consumed these items. The former
question was too broad—what should affect the respondent’s tip is whether anyone
whom the respondent paid for consumed these items.

Empirical Specification

The empirical specification used in this paper is as follows:

Ti ¼ ao þ a1Mi þ a2Si þ a3ðMi x SiÞ þ a4Yi þ ajRij þ akDik þ anXin þ "i ð1Þ
where i indexes a particular server-customer tip transaction and T is a measure of the
server’s tip earnings. For robustness purposes, two specifications of tip are
considered—natural log of dollar tip and natural log of percentage tip. M is an
indicator variable for a male server, S is the customer’s seven-point rating of service
quality, M x S is an interaction variable between server gender and service quality, Y
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is an indicator variable for the 2002 Survey, R is a vector of survey restaurant
indicator variables, and D is a vector of survey day indicator variables. The latter
fixed effects eliminate any year, restaurant, or day specific heterogeneity that might
impact the estimates of α1 and α3.

X is a vector of customer, server, and dining characteristics that influence tips and
incorporates all of the remaining shared questions on the two surveys, with some
exceptions. First, X excludes information about the number of people paid for
(question 3, both surveys) and information about whether or not the survey
respondent is a dependent of their parents for tax purposes (2002 Survey question
13, 2003 Survey question 15). This information is not considered critical to the
analysis and is anyhow likely picked up in the bill size and age variables,
respectively. Second, as discussed earlier, regarding whether or not the customer
received help paying the bill or the tip (second parts of questions 4 and 5, both
surveys) and whether or not the customer paid an automatic service charge (question
6, both surveys), observations for which “yes”, ambiguous, or incomplete responses
were provided to these questions are dropped from the analysis; thus, such questions
are not included in X. Finally, some specifications include customer and server race
and beauty variables, which exist only in the 2003 survey. A complete description of
the variables used in the analysis and summary statistics are provided, respectively,
in Tables 3 and 4.

The α’s in Eq. 1 are the coefficients that are estimated, and ε is a random error
term. Equation 1 is estimated using ordinary least squares (OLS) and all inference is
conducted using heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.

A potential issue is that the customer’s service quality rating and the server’s
gender might be correlated, which could bias our estimate of the effect of server
gender on tip earnings. For example, it could be that customers have a taste for male
servers over female servers, and on this basis alone provide higher service quality
ratings to the former than to the latter. The effect of this would be to bias downward
the effect of server gender on tip earnings. However, a t-test of the difference in
average service quality ratings across male and female servers (p=.516, two-tailed),
combined with a chi-squared test under the null hypothesis that a server’s service
quality rating and gender are independent (p=.479), provide comfort. Ideally, service
quality would have been measured independently, but this would have required close
interactions with each restaurant’s servers and management, which unfortunately
was not feasible.

Data Cleaning

We began with 986 observations. The data cleaning process consisted of several
steps. First, thirteen observations from the 2002 Survey were deleted because the
first part of question 4 failed to include the language “NOT INCLUDING TIP”. For
these observations, we were unable to accurately compute bill size or percentage tip.
This left a subtotal of 973 observations. Second, and as already discussed, all
observations for which a “yes”, incomplete, or ambiguous response was recorded for
the bill or tip help questions (second parts of questions 4 and 5, both surveys), or for
the automatic service charge question (question 6, both surveys), were deleted. This
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Table 3 Description of variables

Variable Description

% tip $ tip as percentage of total bill amount

$ tip $ amount of tip

Bill Size total bill amount

Bill Size Squared total bill amount squared

Table Size number of people at survey respondent’s table

Table Size Squared number of people at survey respondent’s table squared

# Checks number of checks at survey respondent’s table

Credit Card dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent paid with credit or atm card; 0 otherwise

Service Quality survey respondent’s rating of service quality on scale from 1
(“Poor”) to 7 (“Excellent”)

Male Server dummy equal to 1 if server male; 0 otherwise

Male Customer dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent male; 0 otherwise

Customer Age age of survey respondent

Customer Age
Squared

age of survey respondent squared

Married Customer dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent married; 0 otherwise

Religious Customer dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent regularly attends religious
services; 0 otherwise

Rich Customer dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent reports income as $52,000+;
0 otherwise

Educated Customer dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent has a bachelor’s or graduate/professional
degree; 0 otherwise

Dining Frequency survey respondent’s rating of frequency with which he/she dines at the restaurant,
on a scale from 1 (“Least Frequent”) to 7 (“Most Frequent”)

Former Server dummy equal to 1 if survey respondent ever employed as server; 0 otherwise

Customer % Tipnorm survey respondent’s belief regarding percentage tip norm

Customer $ Tipnorm (Customer % Tipnorm) x (Bill Size)

R1 dummy equal to 1 if restaurant surveyed was Restaurant 1; 0 otherwise

R2 dummy equal to 1 if restaurant surveyed was Restaurant 2; 0 otherwise

R3 dummy equal to 1 if restaurant surveyed was Restaurant 3; 0 otherwise

R4 dummy equal to 1 if restaurant surveyed was Restaurant 4; 0 otherwise

R5 dummy equal to 1 if restaurant surveyed was Restaurant 5; 0 otherwise

Thursday dummy equal to 1 if survey completed on a Thursday; 0 otherwise

Friday dummy equal to 1 if survey completed on a Friday; 0 otherwise

Saturday dummy equal to 1 if survey completed on a Saturday; 0 otherwise

Summer 2002 dummy equal to 1 if survey conducted in Summer 2002; 0 otherwise

White Server dummy equal to 1 if server white; 0 otherwise

White Customer dummy equal to 1 if customer white; 0 otherwise

Attractive Server dummy equal to 1 if server received a beauty rating from the customer of 4 or
5 on question 11 of the 2003 Survey; 0 otherwise

Attractive Customer dummy equal to 1 if customer rated their own beauty as a 4 or 5 on question
23 of the 2003 Survey; 0 otherwise
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resulted in the removal of an additional 205 observations, leaving a new subtotal of
768 observations. Third, 266 observations in which the respondent provided an
incomplete or ambiguous response to a survey question used in the analysis (refer to
previous section) were dropped, resulting in a new subtotal of 502 observations.
Again, the reason why so many observations were dropped during the cleaning
process is because customers completed the survey privately, instead of being asked

Table 4 Summary statistics

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation Min Max

% tip 495 19.11 5.83 2.94 68.57

$ tip 495 6.33 3.67 1.00 50.00

Bill Size 495 34.85 20.25 3.00 245.00

Bill Size Squared 495 1623.64 3135.16 9.00 60025.00

Table Size 495 2.72 1.21 1.00 12.00

Table Size Squared 495 8.86 10.64 1.00 144.00

# Checks 495 1.13 0.53 1.00 6.00

Credit Card 495 0.67 0.47 – –

Service Quality 495 5.76 1.12 1.00 7.00

Male Server 495 0.29 0.45 – –

Male Customer 495 0.68 0.47 – –

Customer Age 495 45.12 12.11 12.00 90.00

Customer Age Squared 495 2181.99 1125.93 144.00 8100.00

Married Customer 495 0.75 0.43 – –

Religious Customer 495 0.49 0.50 – –

Rich Customer 495 0.83 0.38 – –

Educated Customer 495 0.73 0.44 – –

Dining Frequency 495 3.35 1.80 1.00 7.00

Former Server 495 0.28 0.45 – –

Customer % Tipnorm 495 16.72 2.85 10.00 30.00

Customer $ Tipnorm 495 5.82 3.67 0.60 49.00

R1 495 0.20 0.40 – –

R2 495 0.26 0.44 – –

R3 495 0.20 0.40 – –

R4 495 0.18 0.39 – –

R5 495 0.16 0.37 – –

Thursday 495 0.15 0.36 – –

Friday 495 0.42 0.49 – –

Saturday 495 0.43 0.50 – –

Summer 2002 495 0.39 0.49 – –

White Server 295 0.95 0.22 – –

White Customer 295 0.94 0.25 – –

Attractive Server 295 0.44 0.50 – –

Attractive Customer 295 0.34 0.48 – –
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the questions face-to-face. This allowed for greater anonymity and, thus, a greater
likelihood of obtaining truthful responses, but at the cost of obtaining fewer
completed/unambiguous surveys. The final step of the data cleaning exercise
consisted of the removal of one outlier in which the respondent tipped zero, and six
outliers in which respondents tipped in excess of 100% of the bill. This resulted in
the final data set of 495 observations. The removal of the zero tip outlier was
necessary due to the natural log specification of the dependent variable. Furthermore,
all seven of these outliers represent significant discrete jumps in the data—the
minimum and maximum percentage tip in the final data set are, respectively, 2.9%
and 68.6%. As a robustness check, however, we also report our results including
these outliers.

Results

Looking at Table 5, which reports the results of OLS regressions of log dollar and log
percentage tip, columns 5a and 5b reveal jointly insignificant Male Server and Male
Server x Service Quality coefficients. Several robustness checks are considered. First,
it could be that the customer’s reported belief about the tip norm and the server’s
gender might be correlated, which could bias our estimate of the effect of server
gender on tip earnings. For example, perhaps customers have a taste for male servers
over female servers and make themselves feel better by reporting a higher tip norm
when served by a male and a lower tip norm when served by a female. The effect of
this would be to bias downward our estimate of the effect of server gender on tip
earnings. Thus, we look at what happens when we exclude the Customer Tipnorm
variable from the previous analysis. Our findings, which are not shown in Table 5 due
to space considerations, reveal that the Male Server and Male Server x Service Quality
coefficients achieve at best only weak joint significance. As a second robustness
check, columns 5c and 5d include the seven dropped outliers, but yield jointly
insignificant Male Server and Male Server x Service Quality coefficients.4 Finally, it
could be that the race and beauty of the server and the customer confound our results.
The 2003 data, which contain information on server and customer race and beauty,
allow us to examine this. Our findings, though, which appear in columns 5e and 5f
and include server and customer race and beauty indicator variables, reveal jointly
insignificant Male Server and Male Server x Service Quality coefficients. Credence,
however, is lent to our productivity measure (Service Quality), which is highly
significant across most of the above specifications.

Results by Dining Frequency

If gender discrimination is present in the data, an obvious place to look is among
those customers for whom it is least costly to discriminate. That is, an obvious place
to look is among those customers who rarely, if at all, frequent the restaurant, as such
customers have less of an incentive to be concerned about future service

4 Because of the natural log specification of the dependent variables, the observation for which percent tip
equals zero could not be included.
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considerations or their reputation.5 Dining frequency was measured via questions 11
and 13, respectively, on the two surveys, asking respondents to rate on a scale from
one (least frequent) to seven (most frequent) the frequency with which they dine at
the restaurant in question (the seven-point scale is an arbitrary index, not the number
of visits by the respondent to the restaurant in question). The distribution of these
ratings, provided in Table 6, is skewed slightly left, with only approximately 30% of
respondents reporting dining frequencies in excess of four.

We stratified the data set by various dining frequencies and dining frequency
combinations and within each subsample estimated OLS regressions of log dollar
and log percentage tip. The log dollar tip results are reported in Table 7 and the log
percentage tip results can be found in Appendix C. By far the strongest and most
convincing support exists for the Dining Frequency=1 subsample findings. The
Male Server and Male Server x Service Quality coefficients in this subsample
achieve individual and joint statistical significance across all of the log dollar tip and
log percentage tip specifications and reveal service quality crossover points ranging
from 6.6 to 7.0.6, 7 Thus, male servers earn larger tips than female servers who
provide comparable service quality and the discrepancy disappears only at
exceptional quality. That is, female servers earn comparable tips to male servers
when the service quality they produce is about exceptional, but for any lower service
quality their tips are smaller, suggesting that female servers are being held to a very
high standard. If this standard is not met, female servers are treated unfavorably in
comparison to male servers who produce the same level of service quality. In other
words, to achieve equality, female servers have to perform exceptionally well.

To see whether our results vary by the gender of the customer, we estimated OLS
regressions of log dollar and log percentage tip that include dummy variables
corresponding to each of a male customer and male server (MS_MC), male customer
and female server (FS_MC), female customer and male server (MS_FC), and female

Table 6 Distribution of dining
frequency ratings (N=495)

Notes: Dining Frequency is the
survey respondent’s rating of the
frequency with which he/she
dines at the restaurant, on a scale
from 1 (“Least Frequent”) to 7
(“Most Frequent”).

Dining frequency Frequency

1 95 (19.2%)

2 99 (20.0%)

3 81 (16.4%)

4 70 (14.1%)

5 85 (17.2%)

6 37 (7.5%)

7 28 (5.7%)

5 In support of this, evidence from the tipping literature indicates that less frequent diners tip less than
more frequent diners (see Azar (2007)).

7 Computed at the mean level of service quality in the sample (5.76), the Dining Frequency=1 results in
Table 7 and Appendix C reveal, respectively, that male servers earn between 8.7 and 14.6% more than
female servers on a dollar tip basis and between 7.5 and 15.4% more than female servers on a percentage
tip basis.

6 Service quality crossover points were computed by setting the derivative of the regression equation with
respect to the Male Server variable equal to zero and solving for Service Quality. These are truly
exceptional service quality ratings, as service quality is measured on a seven point scale. Roughly 65% of
survey respondents rated service quality as 6 or higher and approximately 28% rated service quality as 7.
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customer and female server (FS_FC) interaction. These variables are summarized in
Table 8. The log dollar tip and log percentage tip results are reported for each of the
seven individual dining frequency subsamples, respectively, in Table 9 and
Appendix D. The MS_MC and MS_MC x Service Quality coefficients (FS_MC
suppressed) allow an investigation of male customer-server gender interaction effects
and the MS_FC and MS_FC x Service Quality coefficients (FS_FC suppressed)
provide information on female customer-server gender interaction effects. The most
compelling results appear to be those associated with male customers in the Dining
Frequency=1 subsample. The MS_MC and MS_MC x Service Quality coefficients
in this subsample achieve individual significance across all of the log dollar tip and
log percentage tip specifications and reveal service quality crossover points ranging
from 6.6 to 7.3.8, 9 These findings suggest that our earlier results are being driven by
male customers. More specifically, it is male customers who hold female servers to a
high service quality standard which, if met, allows them to earn comparable tips to
male servers of similar service quality, but if not met, leads to them being treated
unfavorably in comparison to male servers who produce the same level of service
quality.

Conclusion

This paper tested for the presence of customer gender discrimination in restaurants
by comparing the tip earnings of male and female restaurant servers. The data allow
for the control of server productivity, as well as a variety of additional server,
customer, and dining specific characteristics. Evidence of customer discrimination
was found, but only among those customers who frequent the restaurant the least
(Dining Frequency=1), revealing that female servers earn comparable tips to male
servers when the service quality they produce is about exceptional, but for any lower
service quality their tips are smaller, suggesting that female servers are being held to

Table 8 Summary of customer and server gender interaction variables (N=495)

Variable Description Mean Standard Deviation

MS_MC dummy equal to 1 if Male Server=1
and Male Customer=1; 0 otherwise

0.18 0.38

FS_MC dummy equal to 1 if Male Server=0
and Male Customer=1; 0 otherwise

0.50 0.50

MS_FC dummy equal to 1 if Male Server=1
and Male Customer=0; 0 otherwise

0.11 0.32

FS_FC dummy equal to 1 if Male Server=0
and Male Customer=0; 0 otherwise

0.21 0.41

8 Computed at the mean level of service quality in the sample (5.76), the Dining Frequency=1 male
customer server gender effects in Table 9 and Appendix D reveal, respectively, that male customers tip
male servers between 9.3 and 15.8% more than female servers on a dollar tip basis and between 8.5 and
16.0% more than female servers on a percentage tip basis.
9 Note that the maximum value of service quality is 7.
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a very high standard, and if this standard is not met, they are treated unfavorably in
comparison to male servers who produce the same level of service quality.
Additional evidence suggests that it is male customers driving these results.

Regarding why evidence of discrimination is found only among customers who
frequent the restaurant the least, one possible reason provided earlier is that these
customers have less of an incentive to be concerned about future service
considerations or their reputation, thus decreasing the cost of engaging in
discriminating behavior. Another possibility is that restaurants might differentiate
on the characteristics of their servers in order to attract certain groups of clientele
and gain market power, similar to the story told in Myers (2008) regarding local
television news.10 Frequent customers likely are aware of the characteristics of the
restaurant’s servers and choose to return to the restaurant either because they have no
taste for discrimination or because they have a taste for the types of servers whom
the restaurant hires. Customers who report Dining Frequency=1, on the other hand,
are likely not aware of the characteristics of the restaurant’s servers, either because
they rarely frequent the restaurant or because they are first-time customers. As to our
finding that it is male customers who discriminate, this result is somewhat unique.
Because of data limitations, very few studies are able to examine, in addition to the
characteristics of those being discriminated against, the characteristics of those doing
the discriminating.11

Finally, it should be noted that similar to any occupation or group specific study,
the results of this study are based on a limited amount of data collected from a
limited number of restaurants, in a certain geographic region of the United States. To
have undertaken a more comprehensive analysis to include a greater number of
restaurants, in a greater number of regions of the United States, would have been
cost prohibitive. However, it is only through continued research involving a mix of
occupations, geographies, and time periods that we will be able to better understand
gender differences in earnings.

11 One such study is Antonovics et al. (2005), which examines discrimination in the game show The
Weakest Link and finds that in the early rounds of the game women appear to discriminate against men.

10 Evidence that employers try to match employee and customer demographics abounds - see, for instance,
Borjas (1982), Neumark (1996), Holzer and Ihlanfeldt (1998), Holzer (1999), and Moss and Tilly (2001).
However, in a recent large-scale study using data from more than 800 retail stores, Leonard et al. (2010)
find that there is little payoff to this sort of matching (as measured by sales) except when the customers do
not speak English.
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Appendix A—The 2002 Survey

THIS SHORT SURVEY IS FOR A Ph.D. DISSERTATION.  THE INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE IS ANONYMOUS.  
THANK YOU FOR BOTH YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION. 

1. How many people were at your table?________ 

2. How many checks did your table have?________ 

3. How many people, including yourself, did you pay for?_____________ 

4. What was the total bill for the people, including yourself, who you paid for (NOT INCLUDING TIP)?______ 

Are any of the people you paid for going to give you money toward this amount (circle one)?

                                     Yes No

5. How much money, in dollars and cents, did you tip the server?________ 

Of the people you paid for, did anyone other than you leave a tip (circle one)? 

  Yes        No 

6. Was the tip automatically added to your bill? (circle one)

 Yes        No 

If you answered yes, what was the percent tip automatically added?______ 

7. How did you pay for your bill? (circle your response)

Cash           Credit Card/ATM Card           Check           Other:__________________ 

8. Did anyone at your table have: 
Appetizers? (includes soups, salads) (circle your response) Yes    No
Entrees? (circle your response) Yes    No
Desserts? (circle your response) Yes    No
Alcohol? (circle your response) Yes    No

9. On a scale from 1 to 7, how would you rate the service you received from your waiter/waitress? (circle your response) 

                        Poor                                                                Excellent 
1                 2                 3                 4                 5                 6                7       

10.  What was your server’s sex?    Male Female  
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11. On a scale from 1 to 7, how would you rate the frequency with which you dine at this particular restaurant? (circle your 
response)

                   Least Frequent                                                   Most Frequent
1                 2                 3                 4                 5                 6                7

12.  Have you ever been employed as a waiter or waitress? (circle your response)    Yes        No 

13.  For tax purposes, are you a dependent of your parents? (circle your response) Yes        No 

14.  What is your sex? (circle your response) Male        Female 

15. What is your age?________ 

16. What is your marital status? (circle your response)

Single            Married            Divorced/Separated            Widowed 

17.  Do you regularly attend religious services? (circle your response) Yes        No 

18. What was your family’s (all of the people in your household) approximate total income last year? (circle your response)

Less than $18,000 

$18,000 - $33,000 

$33,000 - $52,000 

$52,000 - $82,000 

More than $82,000 

19. What is the highest degree you have obtained?_____________________________ 

How many years of post-secondary (beyond high school) education have you completed?_____________ 

20. What do you think the norm is regarding percent tip in a restaurant?______________ 

21. If you receive terrible service, what percent tip do you normally leave?___________ 

22. If you receive outstanding service, what percent tip do you normally leave?_______ 

23. If you receive standard service, what percent tip do you normally leave?__________ 
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Appendix B—The 2003 Survey

THIS SHORT SURVEY IS FOR A Ph.D. DISSERTATION.  THE INFORMATION YOU PROVIDE IS ANONYMOUS.  THANK YOU FOR 
BOTH YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION. 

1. How many people were at your table?________ 

2. How many checks did your table have?________ 

3. How many people, including yourself, did you pay for?_____________ 

4. What was the total bill for the people, including yourself, who you paid for (NOT INCLUDING TIP)?______ 

Are any of the people you paid for going to give you money toward this amount (circle your response)?

                                             Yes No

5. How much money, in dollars and cents, did you tip the server?________ 

Of the people you paid for, did anyone other than you leave a tip (circle your response)? 

 Yes        No 

6. Was the tip automatically added to your bill? (circle your response)

Yes        No 

If you answered yes, what was the percent tip automatically added?______

7. How did you pay for your bill? (circle your response)

Cash           Credit Card           ATM Card           Check           Other:__________________ 

If you paid by either credit or ATM card, did you leave your tip on the card? (circle one) Yes No

8. Did anyone whom you paid for, including yourself, have: 
Appetizers? (includes soups, salads) (circle your response) Yes    No
Entrees? (circle your response) Yes    No
Desserts? (circle your response) Yes    No
Alcohol? (circle your response) Yes    No

9. On a scale from 1 to 7, how would you rate the service you received from your waiter/waitress? (circle your response) 

1                    2                    3                    4                    5                    6                    7 

10.  What was your server’s sex? (circle your response) Male Female  

       To the best of your knowledge, your server was: (circle your response) White          Black          Other 

11.  On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your server’s attractiveness? (circle your response)

                                       Below                                                 Above 
       Homely                Average                Average                Average                Strikingly Handsome/Beautiful
            1                            2                            3                             4                                           5 

Poor Excellent
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12. On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your server’s weight? (circle your response) 

                                              Severely                                                                  Severely 
                                           Underweight              Underweight             Average              Overweight           Overweight 

 1                                2                              3                           4                                5 

13.  On a scale from 1 to 7, how would you rate the frequency with which you dine at this particular restaurant? (circle your response)

                                        Least Frequent                                                          Most Frequent 
1                    2                    3                    4                    5                    6                    7 

14.  Have you ever been employed as a waiter or waitress? (circle your response)    Yes        No 

Have any of your close friends or family ever been employed as a waiter or waitress? (circle your response)

Yes        No 

15.  For tax purposes, are you a dependent of your parents? (circle your response) Yes        No 

16.  What is your sex? (circle your response) Male        Female 

17. Which of the following categories best describes you? (check appropriate box)

Black/African-American        White/Caucasian        Asian-American/Oriental        Middle Eastern         

Hispanic-Black/Spanish-Speaking Black          Hispanic-White/Spanish-Speaking White         

Native American/American Indian          Other (Please Specify):___________________

18.  What is your age?________ 

19.  What is your marital status? (circle your response)

Single            Married            Divorced/Separated            Widowed 

20.   Do you regularly attend religious services? (circle your response) Yes        No 

21.  What was your family’s (all of the people in your household) approximate total income last year? (circle your response)

Less Than $18,000            $18,000 - $33,000            $33,000 - $52,000            $52,000 - $82,000 

More Than $82,000 

22. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? (circle your response)

Some High School            Completed High School            Some College            Bachelor’s Degree

Graduate/Professional Degree            Other (Please Specify):________________ 

23.  On a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your attractiveness? (circle your response)

                                      Below                                                  Above 
      Homely                Average                Average                Average                Strikingly Handsome/Beautiful
           1                            2                            3                             4                                           5 

24. What do you think the norm is regarding percent tip in a restaurant? (do not give a range)_____________ 

J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112 107107



Appendix C

T
he

ef
fe
ct

of
se
rv
er

ge
nd

er
an
d
th
e
in
te
ra
ct
io
n
of

se
rv
er

ge
nd

er
an
d
se
rv
ic
e
qu

al
ity

on
pe
rc
en
t
tip

s,
by

di
ni
ng

fr
eq
ue
nc
y

D
ep
en
de
nt

V
ar
ia
bl
e
=
ln
(%

tip
)

W
ith

ou
t
O
ut
lie
rs

E
xc
lu
de

T
ip
no
rm

W
ho
le

S
am

pl
e

20
03

S
am

pl
e

C
1

C
2

C
3

C
4

M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N

In
di
vi
du
al

D
F
s

D
F
=
1

0.
57
1*
*
(0
.2
30
)

-0
.0
86
**

(0
.0
40
)

4.
12
**

95
0.
53
6*
*
(0
.2
17
)

-0
.0
80
**

(0
.0
38
)

3.
94
**

95
0.
57
1*
*
(0
.2
30
)

-0
.0
86
**

(0
.0
40
)

4.
12
**

95
0.
86
2*
*
(0
.3
38
)

-0
.1
23
*
(0
.0
60
)

4.
31
**

55

D
F
=
2

0.
07
9
(0
.2
68
)

-0
.0
21

(0
.0
48
)

0.
23

99
0.
15
9
(0
.2
67
)

-0
.0
34

(0
.0
48
)

0.
29

99
-0
.1
49

(0
.2
92
)

0.
01
9
(0
.0
57
)

0.
34

10
0

-0
.4
47

(0
.3
78
)

0.
08
9
(0
.0
70
)

0.
82

58

D
F
=
3

-0
.4
61
*
(0
.2
34
)

0.
07
3*

(0
.0
41
)

1.
95

81
-0
.3
94
*
(0
.2
28
)

0.
06
1^

(0
.0
38
)

1.
49

81
-0
.2
47

(0
.3
50
)

0.
05
1
(0
.0
53
)

0.
59

82
-0
.2
32

(1
.0
10
)

0.
09
9
(0
.1
71
)

1.
07

48

D
F
=
4

0.
98
5*
**

(0
.3
44
)

-0
.1
65
**

(0
.0
63
)

4.
60
**

70
1.
00
3*
**

(0
.3
34
)

-0
.1
67
**
*
(0
.0
62
)

5.
46
**
*

70
0.
79
0*

(0
.4
22
)

-0
.1
28
*
(0
.0
70
)

1.
75

71
0.
44
1
(2
.4
56
)

-0
.0
60

(0
.3
87
)

0.
04

46

D
F
=
5

0.
00
9
(0
.3
90
)

-0
.0
12

(0
.0
62
)

0.
48

85
0.
00
4
(0
.3
80
)

-0
.0
11

(0
.0
60
)

0.
49

85
0.
36
6
(0
.5
22
)

-0
.0
88

(0
.0
92
)

1.
22

86
-0
.4
64

(0
.7
72
)

0.
05
3
(0
.1
27
)

0.
62

56

D
F
=
6

0.
01
0
(0
.3
52
)

-0
.0
13

(0
.0
59
)

0.
63

37
0.
04
4
(0
.4
19
)

-0
.0
17

(0
.0
75
)

0.
36

37
-0
.9
27

(0
.8
02
)

0.
13
1
(0
.1
28
)

1.
03

38
–

–
–

19

D
F
=
7

0.
91
8
(2
.2
31
)

-0
.1
07

(0
.2
73
)

0.
08

28
1.
41
5
(0
.9
10
)

-0
.1
59

(0
.1
58
)

1.
70

28
2.
07
6
(2
.0
56
)

-0
.1
85

(0
.2
60
)

1.
23

29
–

–
–

13

“L
ow

”
D
F
s

D
F
=
1,
2

0.
39
9*
*
(0
.1
88
)

-0
.0
62
*
(0
.0
32
)

2.
43
*

19
4

0.
40
5*
*
(0
.1
91
)

-0
.0
63
*
(0
.0
33
)

2.
47
*

19
4

0.
23
9
(0
.2
14
)

-0
.0
39

(0
.0
37
)

0.
63

19
5

-0
.0
51

(0
.3
58
)

0.
02
3
(0
.0
64
)

0.
54

11
3

D
F
=
1,
2,
3

0.
24
5
(0
.1
75
)

-0
.0
37

(0
.0
30
)

1.
32

27
5

0.
26
0^

(0
.1
74
)

-0
.0
39

(0
.0
30
)

1.
49

27
5

0.
13
9
(0
.1
85
)

-0
.0
17

(0
.0
32
)

0.
50

27
7

-0
.1
19

(0
.2
66
)

0.
03
6
(0
.0
46
)

0.
91

16
1

D
F
=
1,
2,
3,
4

0.
28
0*

(0
.1
55
)

-0
.0
44
^
(0
.0
27
)

1.
95
^

34
5

0.
28
7*

(0
.1
53
)

-0
.0
45
*
(0
.0
27
)

2.
17
^

34
5

0.
26
4^

(0
.1
66
)

-0
.0
42

(0
.0
29
)

1.
31

34
8

0.
08
3
(0
.2
23
)

-0
.0
05

(0
.0
40
)

0.
31

20
7

A
p
p
en
di
x
C

108 J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112



C
1

C
2

C
3

C
4

M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N
M
al
e

S
er
ve
r

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r

x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

Jo
in
t

F
-s
ta
t

N

“H
ig
h”

D
F
s

D
F
=
6,
7

0.
01
1
(0
.2
47
)

-0
.0
10

(0
.0
45
)

0.
18

65
-0
.1
22

(0
.3
17
)

0.
01
1
(0
.0
57
)

0.
25

65
-0
.5
41

(0
.4
73
)

0.
10
7
(0
.0
82
)

0.
96

67
–

–
–

32

D
F
=
5,
6,
7

-0
.0
26

(0
.2
21
)

-0
.0
10

(0
.0
36
)

1.
23

15
0

-0
.0
29

(0
.2
15
)

-0
.0
08

(0
.0
35
)

1.
05

15
0

-0
.1
18

(0
.3
18
)

0.
00
9
(0
.0
56
)

0.
55

15
3

-0
.1
47

(0
.6
68
)

-0
.0
08

(0
.1
13
)

1.
25

88

D
F
=
4,
5,
6,
7

0.
19
4
(0
.1
87
)

-0
.0
41

(0
.0
31
)

1.
74

22
0

0.
21
7
(0
.1
89
)

-0
.0
43

(0
.0
31
)

1.
50

22
0

0.
07
9
(0
.2
71
)

-0
.0
22

(0
.0
48
)

0.
41

22
4

0.
15
3
(0
.4
94
)

-0
.0
48

(0
.0
83
)

1.
07

13
4

N
ot
es
:
D
F
de
no

te
s
di
ni
ng

fr
eq
ue
nc
y.
F
ul
l
re
gr
es
si
on

re
su
lts

ar
e
av
ai
la
bl
e
by

re
qu

es
t
fr
om

th
e
au
th
or
.I
n
ad
di
tio

n
to

M
al
e
S
er
ve
r
an
d
M
al
e
S
er
ve
r
x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y,
ea
ch

an
al
ys
is

in
cl
ud
es

th
e
co
nt
ro
lv

ar
ia
bl
es

B
ill

S
iz
e,
B
ill

S
iz
e
S
qu
ar
ed
,T

ab
le
S
iz
e,
Ta
bl
e
S
iz
e
S
qu
ar
ed
,#

C
he
ck
s,
C
re
di
tC

ar
d,

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y,
M
al
e
C
us
to
m
er
,C

us
to
m
er

A
ge
,C

us
to
m
er

A
ge

S
qu
ar
ed
,
M
ar
ri
ed

C
us
to
m
er
,
R
el
ig
io
us

C
us
to
m
er
,
R
ic
h
C
us
to
m
er
,
E
du

ca
te
d
C
us
to
m
er
,
F
or
m
er

S
er
ve
r,
C
us
to
m
er

%
T
ip
no

rm
,
as

w
el
l
as

re
st
au
ra
nt
,
su
rv
ey

da
y,
an
d
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
s,
w
ith

so
m
e
ex
ce
pt
io
ns
—
th
e
E
xc
lu
de

T
ip
no

rm
an
al
ys
es

ex
cl
ud

e
th
e
C
us
to
m
er

%
T
ip
no

rm
co
nt
ro
l
va
ri
ab
le

an
d
th
e
20

03
S
am

pl
e
an
al
ys
es

ex
cl
ud

e
th
e
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
an
d
in
cl
ud
e
th
e
se
rv
er

an
d
cu
st
om

er
ra
ce

an
d
at
tr
ac
tiv

en
es
s
co
nt
ro
ls
W
hi
te
S
er
ve
r,
W
hi
te
C
us
to
m
er
,A

ttr
ac
tiv

e
S
er
ve
r,
an
d
A
ttr
ac
tiv

e
C
us
to
m
er
.T

he
W
ith

ou
tO

ut
lie
rs

an
d
W
ho
le
S
am

pl
e
an
al
ys
es

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

th
e
D
F
=
1
su
bs
am

pl
e
ar
e
id
en
tic
al
,s
in
ce

no
ne

of
th
e
dr
op
pe
d
ou

tli
er
s
w
er
e
pr
es
en
t
in

th
is
su
bs
am

pl
e.
D
ue

to
sm

al
l
sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
,t
he

D
F
=
7
an
al
ys
es

in
co
lu
m
ns

C
1-
C
3
an
d
th
e
D
F
=
6,
7
an
al
ys
is
in

co
lu
m
n
C
4
su
ff
er
ed

fr
om

pe
rf
ec
t
co
lli
ne
ar
ity
,r
es
ul
tin

g
in

th
e
co
nt
ro
l
va
ri
ab
le
s
R
4
an
d
M
al
e
S
er
ve
r,
re
sp
ec
tiv

el
y,

be
in
g
dr
op
pe
d.

T
he

D
F
=
6
an
d
D
F
=
7
an
al
ys
es

in
co
lu
m
n
C
4
co
ul
d
no

t
be

ru
n
du

e
to

in
ad
eq
ua
te

sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
.
T
he

Jo
in
t
F
-s
ta
tis
tic

(“
Jo
in
t
F
-s
ta
t”
)
is

us
ed

to
te
st

th
e
jo
in
t

si
gn
if
ic
an
ce

of
th
e
M
al
e
S
er
ve
r
an
d
M
al
e
S
er
ve
r
x
S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y
co
ef
fi
ci
en
ts
.W

hi
te
co
rr
ec
te
d
st
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs
re
po
rt
ed

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s.
**
*,

**
,*

,^
de
no
te
si
gn

if
ic
an
ce

at
1%

,
5%

,
10

%
,
an
d
15

%
le
ve
ls
,
re
sp
ec
tiv

el
y
(t
w
o-
ta
ile
d
t-
te
st
,
un

le
ss

ot
he
rw

is
e
sp
ec
if
ie
d)
.

J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112 109109



Appendix D

T
he

ef
fe
ct

of
se
rv
er

ge
nd

er
an
d
th
e
in
te
ra
ct
io
n
of

se
rv
er

ge
nd

er
an
d
se
rv
ic
e
qu

al
ity

on
m
al
e
an
d
fe
m
al
e
cu
st
om

er
pe
rc
en
t
tip

s,
by

di
ni
ng

fr
eq
ue
nc
y

D
ep
en
de
nt

V
ar
ia
bl
e
=
ln
(%

tip
)

W
ith

ou
t
O
ut
lie
rs

E
xc
lu
de

T
ip
no
rm

D
1

D
2

F
S
_M

C
S
up

pr
es
se
d

F
S
_F

C
S
up

pr
es
se
d

F
S
_M

C
S
up

pr
es
se
d

F
S
_F

C
S
up

pr
es
se
d

M
S
_M

C
M
S
_M

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

M
S
_F

C
M
S
_F

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

N
M
S
_M

C
M
S
_M

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

M
S
_F

C
M
S
_F

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

N

D
F
=
1

0.
71
0*

*
(0
.3
10

)
-0
.1
08

*
(0
.0
55

)
0.
26

8
(0
.2
80

)
-0
.0
35

(0
.0
48

)
95

0.
69

6*
*
(0
.3
00

)
-0
.1
06

**
(0
.0
53

)
0.
24
2
(0
.2
75

)
-0
.0
31

(0
.0
48

)
95

D
F
=
2

-0
.2
91

(0
.2
57

)
0.
04
7
(0
.0
48

)
0.
27

0
(0
.3
22

)
-0
.0
56

(0
.0
52

)
99

-0
.3
13

(0
.2
70

)
0.
05

0
(0
.0
50

)
0.
38
6
(0
.2
82

)
-0
.0
70

(0
.0
49

)
99

D
F
=
3

0.
15
6
(0
.7
05

)
-0
.0
18

(0
.1
18

)
-0
.5
21

**
(0
.2
15

)
0.
06
5*

(0
.0
35

)
81

0.
18

7
(0
.7
04

)
-0
.0
24

(0
.1
17

)
-0
.4
85

**
(0
.2
07

)
0.
05

6*
(0
.0
33

)
81

D
F
=
4

1.
32
1^

(0
.8
03

)
-0
.2
24

*
(0
.1
30

)
0.
80

1*
*
(0
.3
38

)
-0
.1
16

*
(0
.0
63

)
70

1.
35

4^
(0
.8
31

)
-0
.2
29

*
(0
.1
34

)
0.
81
4*

*
(0
.3
28

)
-0
.1
17

*
(0
.0
63

)
70

D
F
=
5

0.
01
4
(0
.3
88

)
-0
.0
15

(0
.0
62

)
-0
.1
04

(1
.0
35

)
0.
01
3
(0
.1
74

)
85

-0
.0
08

(0
.3
72

)
-0
.0
11

(0
.0
59

)
0.
00
7
(1
.0
42

)
-0
.0
06

(0
.1
74

)
85

D
F
=
6

0.
11
9
(0
.3
54

)
-0
.0
31

(0
.0
60

)
-1
.5
65

(2
.1
00

)
0.
22
9
(0
.3
17

)
37

0.
22

7
(0
.3
70

)
-0
.0
51

(0
.0
63

)
-2
.4
11

(2
.3
43

)
0.
37

3
(0
.3
55

)
37

D
F
=
7

–
–

0.
83

3
(3
.0
35

)
-0
.1
02

(0
.3
51

)
28

–
–

1.
41
5
(1
.0
41

)
-0
.1
58

(0
.1
85

)
28

A
p
p
en
d
ix

D

110 J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112



D
ep
en
de
nt

V
ar
ia
bl
e
=
ln
(%

tip
)

W
ho
le

S
am

pl
e

20
03

S
am

pl
e

D
3

D
4

F
S
_M

C
S
up
pr
es
se
d

F
S
_F

C
S
up
pr
es
se
d

F
S
_M

C
S
up
pr
es
se
d

F
S
_F

C
S
up
pr
es
se
d

M
S
_M

C
M
S
_M

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

M
S
_F

C
M
S
_F

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

N
M
S
_M

C
M
S
_M

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

M
S
_F

C
M
S
_F

C
x

S
er
vi
ce

Q
ua
lit
y

N

D
F
=
1

0.
71
0*

*
(0
.3
10

)
-0
.1
08

*(
0.
05
5)

0.
26
8
(0
.2
80

)
-0
.0
35

(0
.0
48

)
95

0.
75

9*
*
(0
.3
53

)
-0
.1
04

*
(0
.0
57

)
0.
47
0
(0
.5
46

)
-0
.0
49

(0
.0
95

)
55

D
F
=
2

-0
.1
40

(0
.4
26

)
0.
01
1
(0
.0
82

)
-0
.0
56

(0
.3
23

)
0.
01
3
(0
.0
60

)
10

0
-1
.3
58

**
*
(0
.4
15

)
0.
25
9*

**
(0
.0
74

)
0.
11
2
(0
.3
53

)
-0
.0
22

(0
.0
59

)
58

D
F
=
3

0.
35
9
(0
.8
44

)
-0
.0
40

(0
.1
38

)
-0
.3
35

(0
.3
37

)
0.
04
9
(0
.0
51

)
82

1.
12

2
(1
.7
83

)
-0
.1
38

(0
.3
00

)
-0
.4
31

(0
.8
62

)
0.
19
2
(0
.1
36

)
48

D
F
=
4

2.
29
5^

(1
.4
17

)
-0
.3
69

^
(0
.2
26

)
0.
41
8
(0
.5
19

)
-0
.0
65

(0
.0
85

)
71

12
.2
65

^
(7
.3
39

)
-2
.1
09

^
(1
.2
30

)
-2
.7
01

(2
.4
97

)
0.
45
5
(0
.3
84

)
46

D
F
=
5

0.
43
2
(0
.5
21

)
-0
.1
08

(0
.0
95

)
-0
.7
17

(1
.0
74

)
0.
11
9
(0
.1
81

)
86

0.
18

4
(0
.8
67

)
-0
.0
70

(0
.1
51

)
-2
.2
74

(1
.8
02

)
0.
42
5
(0
.3
03

)
56

D
F
=
6

-0
.7
38

(0
.7
81

)
0.
11
0
(0
.1
28

)
-4
.5
75

(4
.0
07

)
0.
64
5
(0
.6
39

)
38

–
–

–
–

19

D
F
=
7

–
–

1.
50
4
(2
.7
50

)
-0
.1
47

(0
.3
14

)
29

–
–

–
–

13

N
ot
es
:
D
F
de
no
te
s
di
ni
ng

fr
eq
ue
nc
y.
M
S_

M
C
is
a
du
m
m
y
va
ri
ab
le
eq
ua
lt
o
on
e
if
bo
th
th
e
se
rv
er
an
d
th
e
cu
st
om

er
ar
e
m
al
e
an
d
eq
ua
lt
o
ze
ro

ot
he
rw

is
e.
FS

_M
C
is
a
du
m
m
y
va
ri
ab
le

eq
ua
lt
o
on
e
if
th
e
se
rv
er
is
fe
m
al
e
an
d
th
e
cu
st
om

er
is
m
al
e
an
d
eq
ua
lt
o
ze
ro

ot
he
rw

is
e.
M
S_

FC
is
a
du
m
m
y
va
ri
ab
le
eq
ua
lt
o
on
e
if
th
e
se
rv
er
is
m
al
e
an
d
th
e
cu
st
om

er
is
fe
m
al
e
an
d

eq
ua
lt
o
ze
ro
ot
he
rw

is
e.
FS

_F
C
is
a
du
m
m
y
va
ri
ab
le
eq
ua
lt
o
on
e
if
bo
th
th
e
se
rv
er
an
d
th
e
cu
st
om

er
ar
e
fe
m
al
e
an
d
eq
ua
lt
o
ze
ro
ot
he
rw

is
e.
Fu

ll
re
gr
es
si
on

re
su
lts

ar
e
av
ai
la
bl
e
by

re
qu
es
t

fr
om

th
e
au
th
or
.I
n
ad
di
tio
n
to
M
S_

M
C
an
d
M
S_

M
C
x
Se
rv
ic
e
Q
ua
lit
y
[M

S_
FC

an
d
M
S_

FC
x
Se
rv
ic
e
Q
ua
lit
y]
,e
ac
h
an
al
ys
is
in
cl
ud
es

th
e
co
nt
ro
lv
ar
ia
bl
es

B
ill
Si
ze
,B

ill
Si
ze

Sq
ua
re
d,

Ta
bl
e
Si
ze
,T

ab
le
Si
ze

Sq
ua
re
d,

#
C
he
ck
s,
C
re
di
tC

ar
d,

Se
rv
ic
e
Q
ua
lit
y,
M
S_

FC
[M

S_
M
C
],
FS

_F
C
[F
S_

M
C
],
C
us
to
m
er

A
ge
,C

us
to
m
er

A
ge

Sq
ua
re
d,

M
ar
ri
ed

C
us
to
m
er
,R

el
ig
io
us

C
us
to
m
er
,R

ic
h
C
us
to
m
er
,E

du
ca
te
d
C
us
to
m
er
,F
or
m
er
Se
rv
er
,C

us
to
m
er
%

T
ip
no
rm

,a
s
w
el
la
s
re
st
au
ra
nt
,s
ur
ve
y
da
y,
an
d
su
rv
ey

ye
ar
fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
s,
w
ith

so
m
e
ex
ce
pt
io
ns

-t
he

E
xc
lu
de

T
ip
no
rm

an
al
ys
es

ex
cl
ud
e
th
e
C
us
to
m
er

%
T
ip
no
rm

co
nt
ro
lv

ar
ia
bl
e
an
d
th
e
20
03

Sa
m
pl
e
an
al
ys
es

ex
cl
ud
e
th
e
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
an
d
in
cl
ud
e
th
e
se
rv
er

an
d
cu
st
om

er
ra
ce

an
d

at
tr
ac
tiv
en
es
s
co
nt
ro
ls

W
hi
te

Se
rv
er
,
W
hi
te

C
us
to
m
er
,
A
ttr
ac
tiv

e
Se
rv
er
,
an
d
A
ttr
ac
tiv
e
C
us
to
m
er
.
T
he

W
ith
ou
t
O
ut
lie
rs

an
d
W
ho
le

Sa
m
pl
e
an
al
ys
es

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
ith

th
e
D
F
=
1

su
bs
am

pl
e
ar
e
id
en
tic
al
,
si
nc
e
no
ne

of
th
e
dr
op
pe
d
ou
tli
er
s
w
er
e
pr
es
en
t
in

th
is
su
bs
am

pl
e.
D
ue

to
sm

al
l
sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
,
th
e
D
F
=
7
an
al
ys
es

in
co
lu
m
ns

D
1-
D
3
su
ff
er
ed

fr
om

pe
rf
ec
t

co
lli
ne
ar
ity
,r
es
ul
tin
g
in
th
e
co
nt
ro
lv
ar
ia
bl
es

M
S_

M
C
an
d
R
4
be
in
g
dr
op
pe
d
fr
om

th
e
M
S_

M
C
/M

S_
M
C
x
Se
rv
ic
e
Q
ua
lit
y
an
al
ys
es

an
d
th
e
co
nt
ro
lv
ar
ia
bl
e
R
4
be
in
g
dr
op
pe
d
fr
om

th
e

M
S_

FC
/M

S_
FC

x
Se
rv
ic
e
Q
ua
lit
y
an
al
ys
es
.T

he
D
F
=
6
an
d
D
F
=
7
an
al
ys
es

in
co
lu
m
n
D
4
co
ul
d
no
tb
e
ru
n
du
e
to

in
ad
eq
ua
te
sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
.W

hi
te
co
rr
ec
te
d
st
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs
re
po
rt
ed

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s.
**
*,
**
,*
,^

de
no
te
si
gn
if
ic
an
ce

at
1%

,5
%
,1
0%

,a
nd

15
%

le
ve
ls
,r
es
pe
ct
iv
el
y
(t
w
o-
ta
ile
d
t-
te
st
).

J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112 111111



References

Andersen T, La Croix S (1991) Customer racial discrimination in major league baseball. Econ Inq 29
(4):665–77

Antonovics K, Arcidiacono P, Walsh R (2005) Games and discrimination: lessons from the weakest link. J
Hum Resour 40(4):918–47

Ayres I, Vars F, Zakariya N (2005) To insure prejudice: racial disparities in taxicab tipping. Yale Law J 114
(7):1613–74

Azar O (2007) The social norm of tipping: a review. J Appl Soc Psychol 37(2):380–402
Becker G (1971) The economics of discrimination. University of Chicago Press, Chicago
Blau F, Kahn L (2007) The gender pay gap. Economists’ Voice 4(4):1–6
Borjas G (1982) Labor turnover in the U.S. federal bureaucracy. J Public Econ 19(2):187–202
Brown R, Jewell R (1994) Is there customer discrimination in college basketball? The premium fans pay

for white players. Soc Sci Q 75(2):401–13
Bureau of Labor Statistics (1980) Industry wage survey: hotels and motels. Bulletin Number 2055. GPO,

Washington
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010) Highlights of women’s earnings in 2009. Report Number 1025. GPO,

Washington
Desser A, Monks J, Robinson M (1999) Baseball hall of fame voting: a test of the customer discrimination

hypothesis. Soc Sci Q 80(3):591–603
Hanssen F, Andersen T (1999) Has discrimination lessened over time? A test using baseball’s all-star vote.

Econ Inq 37(2):326–52
Hersch P (2010) Customer discrimination against black major league baseball pitchers reconsidered. Appl

Econ Lett 17(1–3):205–8
Holzer H (1999) What employers want: job prospects for less-educated workers. Sage, New York
Holzer H, Ihlanfeldt K (1998) Customer discrimination and employment outcomes for minority workers.

Q J Econ 113(3):835–67
Kahn L (1991) Customer discrimination and affirmative action. Econ Inq 29(3):555–71
Kanazawa M, Funk J (2001) Racial discrimination in professional basketball: evidence from nielsen

ratings. Econ Inq 39(4):599–608
Leonard J, Levine D, Giuliano L (2010) Customer discrimination. Rev Econ Stat 92(3):670–8
Lynn M, McCall M (2000) Gratitude and gratuity: a meta-analysis of research on the service-tipping

relationship. J Socio Econ 29(2):203–14
McGarrity J, Palmer H, Poitras M (1999) Consumer racial discrimination: a reassessment of the market for

baseball cards. J Labor Res 20(2):247–58
Moss P, Tilly C (2001) Stories employers tell: race, skill, and hiring in America. Sage, New York
Myers C (2008) Discrimination as a competitive device: the case of local television news. B.E. Journal of

Economic Analysis and Policy (Contributions) 8(1).
Nardinelli C, Simon C (1990) Customer racial discrimination in the market for memorabilia: the case of

baseball. Q J Econ 105(3):575–95
Neumark D (1996) Sex discrimination in restaurant hiring: an audit study. Q J Econ 111(3):915–41
O’Connor C (1971) Wages and tips in restaurants and hotels. Mon Labor Rev 94(7):47–51
Primm E, Piquero N, Regoli R, Piquero A (2010) The role of race in football card prices. Soc Sci Q 91

(1):129–42
Scahill E (2005) A reinvestigation of racial discrimination and baseball cards. East Econ J 31(4):537–50
Stone E, Warren R Jr (1999) Customer discrimination in professional basketball: evidence from the

trading-card market. Appl Econ 31(6):679–85

112 J Labor Res (2011) 32:87–112


