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| Want to Explore Three Themes This Week,
Calling Your Attention to the Following Papers:

(1) Persistent group inequality (Loury, EEJ 2013;
also Bowles, Sethi, and Loury, JEEA, 2014)

(2) Optimal design of AA programs (Fryer and
Loury, JPE 2013)

(3) Simulated impact of “color-blindness” using US
college data (Fryer, Loury, Yuret, JLEO, 2007)




(1) The Problem of Persistent Group
Inequality:

One can show that historical group disparities
may persist even with equal market opportunities
when intergenerational HC spillovers and social

segregation are sufficiently important.




Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma



Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma

* This year we marked the sixty-fourth anniversary of U.S. Supreme
Court’s fabled Brown decision. It’s “ancient history...”



Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma

* This year we marked the sixty-fourth anniversary of U.S. Supreme
Court’s fabled Brown decision. It’'s “ancient history...”

* Reckoning with what Myrdal called the “American Dilemma” of
race was the country’s biggest domestic challenge post-WWiII.



Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma

* This year we marked the sixty-fourth anniversary of U.S. Supreme
Court’s fabled Brown decision. It’'s “ancient history...”

* Reckoning with what Myrdal called the “American Dilemma” of
race was the country’s biggest domestic challenge post-WWiII.

« A large scale non-European immigration since 1964 has shifted
the social/political landscape on racial inequality issues.



Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma

This year we marked the sixty-fourth anniversary of U.S. Supreme
Court’s fabled Brown decision. It’'s “ancient history...”

* Reckoning with what Myrdal called the “American Dilemma” of
race was the country’s biggest domestic challenge post-WWiII.

« A large scale non-European immigration since 1964 has shifted
the social/political landscape on racial inequality issues.

* While progress has been made raising blacks’ low social/economic
status, we have NOT solved this problem, and are now in danger
of losing our way, | fear.
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Race: America’s Seemingly Permanent Dilemma

« Conventional notions of “racial bias” inherited from the mid-20th
century US experience are inadeguate to the current problem.

A focus on remediation of the developmental disparities that are

inhibiting blacks’ full participation in 215t century American society
IS now crucial in my view.

Consider some social/economic trends in the period1968 - 2008



Median Wage and Salary Earnings for Native-Born Non-Hispanics Reporting Earnings
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Sheet1

		Median Earnings for non-Hispanic, native born whites and  blacks aged 25 to 59 who

		reported wage or salary earnings

		Year				Current Dollars						Constant Dollars						Race		Black as %

												White		Black				Difference		of white

						White		Black				Men		Men										MEN				WOMEN

						Men		Men

		1968				7095		4439		5.96		42286		26456				15830		62.6%				42286		26456		18196		11950

		1969				7825		5061		5.65		44211		28595				15617		64.7%				44211		28595		18391		12470

		1970				8496		5434		5.41		45963		29398				16565		64.0%				45963		29398		19124		13866

		1971				9098		5841		5.12		46582		29906				16676		64.2%				46582		29906		19594		15329

		1972				9663		6052		4.96		47928		30018				17911		62.6%				47928		30018		20093		15991

		1973				10513		6922		4.67		49096		32326				16770		65.8%				49096		32326		19866		17428

		1974				11207		7432		4.2		47069		31214				15855		66.3%				47069		31214		19194		16090

		1975				12005		8043		3.85		46219		30966				15254		67.0%				46219		30966		18715		16235

		1976				12512		8658		3.64		45544		31515				14029		69.2%				45544		31515		18873		18309

		1977				13638		9064		3.42		46642		30999				15643		66.5%				46642		30999		19299		18837

		1978				15006		9691		3.18		47719		30817				16902		64.6%				47719		30817		19388		19223

		1979				16028		11016		2.86		45840		31506				14334		68.7%				45840		31506		19434		19225

		1980				17566		11530		2.52		44266		29056				15211		65.6%				44266		29056		19303		18169

		1981				19016		12036		2.28		43356		27442				15914		63.3%				43356		27442		19316		18324

		1982				20060		13062		2.15		43129		28083				15046		65.1%				43129		28083		19563		18604

		1983				20286		13047		2.08		42195		27138				15057		64.3%				42195		27138		20867		20835

		1984				21545		14016		2		43090		28032				15058		65.1%				43090		28032		21292		20166

		1985				23454		14479		1.93		45266		27944				17322		61.7%				45266		27944		21390		21244

		1986				24105		15723		1.89		45558		29716				15842		65.2%				45558		29716		22773		20970

		1987				25064		16235		1.82		45616		29548				16069		64.8%				45616		29548		23185		20819

		1988				26030		16518		1.75		45553		28907				16646		63.5%				45553		28907		23721		21172

		1989				27050		17583		1.67		45174		29364				15810		65.0%				45174		29364		24193		21334

		1990				28033		18074		1.59		44572		28738				15835		64.5%				44572		28738		23928		22374

		1991				28099		18175		1.52		42710		27626				15084		64.7%				42710		27626		24373		22677

		1992				29034		18085		1.48		42970		26766				16205		62.3%				42970		26766		25087		22252

		1993				30041		19066		1.43		42959		27264				15694		63.5%				42959		27264		25769		21616

		1994				30062		20008		1.4		42087		28011				14076		66.6%				42087		28011		25309		21133

		1995				31074		21048		1.36		42261		28625				13635		67.7%				42261		28625		24925		21802

		1996				32080		21085		1.32		42346		27832				14513		65.7%				42346		27832		25667		22511

		1997				33541		24028		1.29		43268		30996				12272		71.6%				43268		30996		25872		23305

		1998				35053		25025		1.27		44517		31782				12736		71.4%				44517		31782		26735		24190

		1999				37025		25297		1.24		45911		31368				14543		68.3%				45911		31368		28570		24289

		2000				39063		28047		1.2		46876		33656				13219		71.8%				46876		33656		28399		25284

		2001				40051		28581		1.17		46860		33440				13420		71.4%				46860		33440		29320		26034

		2002				40087		30024		1.15		46100		34528				11572		74.9%				46100		34528		29967		27616
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Median Income of Households Headed by Native-Born Non-Hispanics
(shown in constant 2007 Dollars)
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Data

		Median Income of Households Headed by Non-Hispanic, Native Born Blacks and White

		Year				White				Black				Inflation				Median Incomes in				Race

						Median				Median				Adjjustment				Constant Dollars				Difference						Black as

						Actual $				Actual $								White		Black								% of white

		1968				7378				4239				5.96				43973		25264		18708						57.5%

		1969				8033				4713				5.65				45386		26628		18758						58.7%

		1970				8710				5235				5.41				47121		28321		18800						60.1%

		1971				9298				5438				5.12				47606		27843		19763						58.5%

		1972				9683				5536				4.96				48028		27459		20569						57.2%

		1973				10494				5865				4.67				49007		27390		21617						55.9%

		1974				11160				6346				4.2				46872		26653		20219						56.9%

		1975				11722				6749				3.85				45130		25984		19146						57.6%

		1976				12475				7426				3.64				45409		27031		18378						59.5%

		1977				13582				7884				3.42				46450		26963		19487						58.0%

		1978				14595				8341				3.18				46412		26524		19888						57.1%

		1979				16009				9315				2.86				45786		26641		19145						58.2%

		1980				17672				10086				2.52				44533		25417		19117						57.1%

		1981				19079				10513				2.28				43500		23970		19530						55.1%

		1982				20430				11189				2.15				43925		24056		19868						54.8%

		1983				21500				12007				2.08				44720		24975		19745						55.8%

		1984				22329				12394				2				44658		24788		19870						55.5%

		1985				24185				13251				1.93				46677		25574		21103						54.8%

		1986				25406				14851				1.89				48017		28068		19949						58.5%

		1987				26926				15056				1.82				49005		27402		21603						55.9%

		1988				28339				15698				1.75				49593		27472		22122						55.4%

		1989				29708				16239				1.67				49612		27119		22493						54.7%

		1990				31145				17971				1.59				49521		28574		20947						57.7%

		1991				32090				18686				1.52				48777		28403		20374						58.2%

		1992				32510				18947				1.48				48115		28042		20073						58.3%

		1993				33536				18599				1.43				47956		26597		21360						55.5%

		1994				34097				18799				1.4				47736		26319		21417						55.1%

		1995				35100				20415				1.36				47736		27764		19972						58.2%

		1996				37366				22011				1.32				49323		29055		20269						58.9%

		1997				39077				23144				1.29				50409		29856		20554						59.2%

		1998				40662				24764				1.27				51641		31450		20190						60.9%

		1999				42844				25037				1.24				53127		31046		22081						58.4%

		2000				44506				27496				1.2				53407		32995		20412						61.8%

		2001				46339				29765				1.17				54217		34825		19392						64.2%

		2002				46998				28675				1.15				54048		32976		21071						61.0%

		2003				47011				27973				1.13				53122		31609		21513						59.5%

		2004				48012				28619				1.1				52813		31481		21332						59.6%

		2005				49061				29187				1.06				52005		30938		21066						59.5%

		2006				50307				29875				1.03				51816		30771		21045						59.4%

		2007				52569				30894				1				52569		30894		21675						58.8%
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Percent of Native-Born, Non-Hispanic Men and Women Aged 25 to 34
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		0.122		0.113

		0.13		0.114

		0.13		0.123

		0.141		0.107

		0.142		0.114

		0.127		0.131

		0.128		0.119

		0.145		0.117

		0.137		0.129

		0.125		0.147

		0.118		0.146

		0.137		0.127

		0.128		0.139

		0.124		0.162

		0.15		0.159

		0.149		0.169

		0.151		0.178

		0.167		0.169

		0.169		0.182

		0.19		0.169

		0.192		0.192

		0.174		0.202

		0.203		0.174

		0.216		0.17

		0.214		0.162

		0.195		0.203



Black Women

White Women



College Data

						Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic Men and Women Agesd 25 to 34

						Reporting a Four Year College Education

				White		Black		Race				White		Black		Race

				Men		Men		Difference				Women		Women		Difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		20.1		5.6		14.5				11.3		5.8		5.5				0.056		0.145				0.058		0.055

		1969		20.4		8		12.4				12.4		5.7		6.8				0.08		0.124				0.057		0.068

		1970		21.2		6		15.1				12.4		6.4		6				0.06		0.151				0.064		0.06

		1971		23.6		6.7		17				14.8		6.5		8.3				0.067		0.17				0.065		0.083

		1972		24.6		8.1		16.5				16.4		7.6		8.8				0.081		0.165				0.076		0.088

		1973		25		8		17				17.5		8.5		9				0.08		0.17				0.085		0.09

		1974		27		8.7		18.3				18.7		7.8		10.9				0.087		0.183				0.078		0.109

		1975		27.8		11.5		16.3				19.2		9.8		9.4				0.115		0.163				0.098		0.094

		1976		29.4		11.6		17.8				20.4		11.2		9.2				0.116		0.178				0.112		0.092

		1977		30.7		12		18.7				22.1		11.1		11				0.12		0.187				0.111		0.11

		1978		30.7		11.9		18.8				22.1		11		11.1				0.119		0.188				0.11		0.111

		1979		30.9		13.8		17.2				22		12.1		9.8				0.138		0.172				0.121		0.098

		1980		30.8		12.6		18.2				23.2		12.4		10.8				0.126		0.182				0.124		0.108

		1981		29.1		12.3		16.8				22.7		11.2		11.5				0.123		0.168				0.112		0.115

		1982		29.7		12.9		16.8				23.5		12.2		11.3				0.129		0.168				0.122		0.113

		1983		29.9		14.2		15.8				24.3		13		11.4				0.142		0.158				0.13		0.114

		1984		28.9		13.4		15.5				25.3		13		12.3				0.134		0.155				0.13		0.123

		1985		28		13.7		14.3				24.9		14.1		10.7				0.137		0.143				0.141		0.107

		1986		28.4		13.2		15.2				25.6		14.2		11.4				0.132		0.152				0.142		0.114

		1987		28.4		12.2		16.2				25.8		12.7		13.1				0.122		0.162				0.127		0.131

		1988		27.7		13.1		14.5				24.7		12.8		11.9				0.131		0.145				0.128		0.119

		1989		27.9		11.8		16.1				26.2		14.5		11.7				0.118		0.161				0.145		0.117

		1990		27.3		13.7		13.6				26.6		13.7		12.9				0.137		0.136				0.137		0.129

		1991		26.9		11.9		15				27.2		12.5		14.7				0.119		0.15				0.125		0.147

		1992		26.3		12		14.3				26.4		11.8		14.6				0.12		0.143				0.118		0.146

		1993		27.7		12.2		15.5				26.5		13.7		12.7				0.122		0.155				0.137		0.127

		1994		26.5		10.6		15.9				26.7		12.8		13.9				0.106		0.159				0.128		0.139

		1995		28.5		13.7		14.8				28.6		12.4		16.2				0.137		0.148				0.124		0.162

		1996		29.7		9.8		19.9				30.8		15		15.9				0.098		0.199				0.15		0.159

		1997		29.6		10.8		18.8				31.8		14.9		16.9				0.108		0.188				0.149		0.169

		1998		29.9		13.9		16				32.8		15.1		17.8				0.139		0.16				0.151		0.178

		1999		32.1		13.6		18.5				33.6		16.7		16.9				0.136		0.185				0.167		0.169

		2000		33.1		16.7		16.5				35.1		16.9		18.2				0.167		0.165				0.169		0.182

		2001		32.1		17.2		14.9				35.9		19		16.9				0.172		0.149				0.19		0.169

		2002		33		17.3		15.7				38.4		19.2		19.2				0.173		0.157				0.192		0.192

		2003		32.7		15.5		17.2				37.6		17.4		20.2				0.155		0.172				0.174		0.202

		2004		32.6		16		16.7				37.7		20.3		17.4				0.16		0.167				0.203		0.174

		2005		32		15.5		16.6				38.5		21.6		17				0.155		0.166				0.216		0.17

		2006		31.6		15.8		15.7				37.6		21.4		16.2				0.158		0.157				0.214		0.162

		2007		32.4		17.6		14.8				39.8		19.5		20.3				0.176		0.148				0.195		0.203





HS Women

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Women

White Women

0.5

0.237

0.53

0.2186

0.568

0.1859

0.586

0.2161

0.61

0.2091

0.606

0.232

0.644

0.1972

0.685

0.1519

0.721

0.1318

0.69

0.175

0.725

0.1463

0.731

0.1484

0.757

0.1342

0.756

0.1354

0.79

0.1075

0.798

0.1017

0.81

0.0936

0.806

0.1042

0.821

0.093

0.811

0.1003

0.807

0.1079

0.844

0.0706

0.836

0.0821

0.807

0.1048

0.841

0.0875

0.846

0.0847

0.866

0.0604

0.865

0.0708

0.861

0.0728

0.88

0.0654

0.894

0.0564

0.894

0.0502

0.898

0.0566

0.902

0.0461

0.905

0.0479

0.911

0.0443

0.9

0.0547

0.906

0.0457

0.887

0.0663

0.898

0.0585



HS Men

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Men

White Men

0.54

0.2

0.55

0.208

0.518

0.259

0.543

0.279

0.592

0.237

0.626

0.216

0.675

0.179

0.707

0.151

0.712

0.161

0.741

0.137

0.752

0.138

0.736

0.161

0.762

0.138

0.771

0.128

0.799

0.104

0.791

0.111

0.759

0.146

0.79

0.115

0.828

0.074

0.83

0.067

0.804

0.089

0.81

0.088

0.812

0.082

0.837

0.065

0.849

0.066

0.878

0.04

0.86

0.05

0.872

0.052

0.884

0.038

0.882

0.044

0.894

0.04

0.901

0.036

0.903

0.038

0.911

0.03

0.902

0.037

0.917

0.022

0.926

0.015

0.923

0.015

0.892

0.05

0.916

0.026



HS Data

				Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic Men and Women Aged 25 to 34 Reporting

				a High School Education

				White		Black		Race				White		Black		Race

				Menb		Men		Difference				Women		Women		Difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		73.9		54		20				73.7		50		23.7				0.54		0.2				0.5		0.237

		1969		75.8		55		20.8				74.9		53		21.86				0.55		0.208				0.53		0.2186

		1970		77.7		51.8		25.9				75.4		56.8		18.59				0.518		0.259				0.568		0.1859

		1971		82.1		54.3		27.9				80.2		58.6		21.61				0.543		0.279				0.586		0.2161

		1972		83		59.2		23.7				81.9		61		20.91				0.592		0.237				0.61		0.2091

		1973		84.2		62.6		21.6				83.8		60.6		23.2				0.626		0.216				0.606		0.232

		1974		85.4		67.5		17.9				84.1		64.4		19.72				0.675		0.179				0.644		0.1972

		1975		85.8		70.7		15.1				83.7		68.5		15.19				0.707		0.151				0.685		0.1519

		1976		87.3		71.2		16.1				85.3		72.1		13.18				0.712		0.161				0.721		0.1318

		1977		87.7		74.1		13.7				86.5		69		17.5				0.741		0.137				0.69		0.175

		1978		88.9		75.2		13.8				87.1		72.5		14.63				0.752		0.138				0.725		0.1463

		1979		89.7		73.6		16.1				88		73.1		14.84				0.736		0.161				0.731		0.1484

		1980		90		76.2		13.8				89.1		75.7		13.42				0.762		0.138				0.757		0.1342

		1981		89.9		77.1		12.8				89.2		75.6		13.54				0.771		0.128				0.756		0.1354

		1982		90.3		79.9		10.4				89.7		79		10.75				0.799		0.104				0.79		0.1075

		1983		90.2		79.1		11.1				89.9		79.8		10.17				0.791		0.111				0.798		0.1017

		1984		90.5		75.9		14.6				90.4		81		9.36				0.759		0.146				0.81		0.0936

		1985		90.6		79		11.5				91		80.6		10.42				0.79		0.115				0.806		0.1042

		1986		90.2		82.8		7.4				91.4		82.1		9.3				0.828		0.074				0.821		0.093

		1987		89.7		83		6.7				91.2		81.1		10.03				0.83		0.067				0.811		0.1003

		1988		89.3		80.4		8.9				91.5		80.7		10.79				0.804		0.089				0.807		0.1079

		1989		89.8		81		8.8				91.4		84.4		7.06				0.81		0.088				0.844		0.0706

		1990		89.5		81.2		8.2				91.8		83.6		8.21				0.812		0.082				0.836		0.0821

		1991		90.1		83.7		6.5				91.2		80.7		10.48				0.837		0.065				0.807		0.1048

		1992		91.5		84.9		6.6				92.9		84.1		8.75				0.849		0.066				0.841		0.0875

		1993		91.8		87.8		4				93.1		84.6		8.47				0.878		0.04				0.846		0.0847

		1994		91		86		5				92.6		86.6		6.04				0.86		0.05				0.866		0.0604

		1995		92.4		87.2		5.2				93.6		86.5		7.08				0.872		0.052				0.865		0.0708

		1996		92.2		88.4		3.8				93.4		86.1		7.28				0.884		0.038				0.861		0.0728

		1997		92.6		88.2		4.4				94.5		88		6.54				0.882		0.044				0.88		0.0654

		1998		93.4		89.4		4				95		89.4		5.64				0.894		0.04				0.894		0.0564

		1999		93.7		90.1		3.6				94.4		89.4		5.02				0.901		0.036				0.894		0.0502

		2000		94.1		90.3		3.8				95.4		89.8		5.66				0.903		0.038				0.898		0.0566

		2001		94		91.1		3				94.8		90.2		4.61				0.911		0.03				0.902		0.0461

		2002		93.9		90.2		3.7				95.3		90.5		4.79				0.902		0.037				0.905		0.0479

		2003		93.8		91.7		2.2				95.5		91.1		4.43				0.917		0.022				0.911		0.0443

		2004		94.1		92.6		1.5				95.4		90		5.47				0.926		0.015				0.9		0.0547

		2005		93.8		92.3		1.5				95.2		90.6		4.57				0.923		0.015				0.906		0.0457

		2006		94.2		89.2		5				95.4		88.7		6.63				0.892		0.05				0.887		0.0663

		2007		94.2		91.6		2.6				95.7		89.8		5.85				0.916		0.026				0.898		0.0585






College Men

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Men

White Men

0.056

0.145

0.08

0.124

0.06

0.151

0.067

0.17

0.081

0.165

0.08

0.17

0.087

0.183

0.115

0.163

0.116

0.178

0.12

0.187

0.119

0.188

0.138

0.172

0.126

0.182

0.123

0.168

0.129

0.168

0.142

0.158

0.134

0.155

0.137

0.143

0.132

0.152

0.122

0.162

0.131

0.145

0.118

0.161

0.137

0.136

0.119

0.15

0.12

0.143

0.122

0.155

0.106

0.159

0.137

0.148

0.098

0.199

0.108

0.188

0.139

0.16

0.136

0.185

0.167

0.165

0.172

0.149

0.173

0.157

0.155

0.172

0.16

0.167

0.155

0.166

0.158

0.157

0.176

0.148



College Women

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Women

White Women

0.058

0.055

0.057

0.068

0.064

0.06

0.065

0.083

0.076

0.088

0.085

0.09

0.078

0.109

0.098

0.094

0.112

0.092

0.111

0.11

0.11

0.111

0.121

0.098

0.124

0.108

0.112

0.115

0.122

0.113

0.13

0.114

0.13

0.123

0.141

0.107

0.142

0.114

0.127

0.131

0.128

0.119

0.145

0.117

0.137

0.129

0.125

0.147

0.118

0.146

0.137

0.127

0.128

0.139

0.124

0.162

0.15

0.159

0.149

0.169

0.151

0.178

0.167

0.169

0.169

0.182

0.19

0.169

0.192

0.192

0.174

0.202

0.203

0.174

0.216

0.17

0.214

0.162

0.195

0.203



College Data

						Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic Men and Women Agesd 25 to 34

						Reporting a Four Year College Education

				White		Black		Race				White		Black		Race

				Men		Men		Difference				Women		Women		Difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		20.1		5.6		14.5				11.3		5.8		5.5				0.056		0.145				0.058		0.055

		1969		20.4		8		12.4				12.4		5.7		6.8				0.08		0.124				0.057		0.068

		1970		21.2		6		15.1				12.4		6.4		6				0.06		0.151				0.064		0.06

		1971		23.6		6.7		17				14.8		6.5		8.3				0.067		0.17				0.065		0.083

		1972		24.6		8.1		16.5				16.4		7.6		8.8				0.081		0.165				0.076		0.088

		1973		25		8		17				17.5		8.5		9				0.08		0.17				0.085		0.09

		1974		27		8.7		18.3				18.7		7.8		10.9				0.087		0.183				0.078		0.109

		1975		27.8		11.5		16.3				19.2		9.8		9.4				0.115		0.163				0.098		0.094

		1976		29.4		11.6		17.8				20.4		11.2		9.2				0.116		0.178				0.112		0.092

		1977		30.7		12		18.7				22.1		11.1		11				0.12		0.187				0.111		0.11

		1978		30.7		11.9		18.8				22.1		11		11.1				0.119		0.188				0.11		0.111

		1979		30.9		13.8		17.2				22		12.1		9.8				0.138		0.172				0.121		0.098

		1980		30.8		12.6		18.2				23.2		12.4		10.8				0.126		0.182				0.124		0.108

		1981		29.1		12.3		16.8				22.7		11.2		11.5				0.123		0.168				0.112		0.115

		1982		29.7		12.9		16.8				23.5		12.2		11.3				0.129		0.168				0.122		0.113

		1983		29.9		14.2		15.8				24.3		13		11.4				0.142		0.158				0.13		0.114

		1984		28.9		13.4		15.5				25.3		13		12.3				0.134		0.155				0.13		0.123

		1985		28		13.7		14.3				24.9		14.1		10.7				0.137		0.143				0.141		0.107

		1986		28.4		13.2		15.2				25.6		14.2		11.4				0.132		0.152				0.142		0.114

		1987		28.4		12.2		16.2				25.8		12.7		13.1				0.122		0.162				0.127		0.131

		1988		27.7		13.1		14.5				24.7		12.8		11.9				0.131		0.145				0.128		0.119

		1989		27.9		11.8		16.1				26.2		14.5		11.7				0.118		0.161				0.145		0.117

		1990		27.3		13.7		13.6				26.6		13.7		12.9				0.137		0.136				0.137		0.129

		1991		26.9		11.9		15				27.2		12.5		14.7				0.119		0.15				0.125		0.147

		1992		26.3		12		14.3				26.4		11.8		14.6				0.12		0.143				0.118		0.146

		1993		27.7		12.2		15.5				26.5		13.7		12.7				0.122		0.155				0.137		0.127

		1994		26.5		10.6		15.9				26.7		12.8		13.9				0.106		0.159				0.128		0.139

		1995		28.5		13.7		14.8				28.6		12.4		16.2				0.137		0.148				0.124		0.162

		1996		29.7		9.8		19.9				30.8		15		15.9				0.098		0.199				0.15		0.159

		1997		29.6		10.8		18.8				31.8		14.9		16.9				0.108		0.188				0.149		0.169

		1998		29.9		13.9		16				32.8		15.1		17.8				0.139		0.16				0.151		0.178

		1999		32.1		13.6		18.5				33.6		16.7		16.9				0.136		0.185				0.167		0.169

		2000		33.1		16.7		16.5				35.1		16.9		18.2				0.167		0.165				0.169		0.182

		2001		32.1		17.2		14.9				35.9		19		16.9				0.172		0.149				0.19		0.169

		2002		33		17.3		15.7				38.4		19.2		19.2				0.173		0.157				0.192		0.192

		2003		32.7		15.5		17.2				37.6		17.4		20.2				0.155		0.172				0.174		0.202

		2004		32.6		16		16.7				37.7		20.3		17.4				0.16		0.167				0.203		0.174

		2005		32		15.5		16.6				38.5		21.6		17				0.155		0.166				0.216		0.17

		2006		31.6		15.8		15.7				37.6		21.4		16.2				0.158		0.157				0.214		0.162

		2007		32.4		17.6		14.8				39.8		19.5		20.3				0.176		0.148				0.195		0.203





HS Women

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Women

White Women

0.5

0.237

0.53

0.2186

0.568

0.1859

0.586

0.2161

0.61

0.2091

0.606

0.232

0.644

0.1972

0.685

0.1519

0.721

0.1318

0.69

0.175

0.725

0.1463

0.731

0.1484

0.757

0.1342

0.756

0.1354

0.79

0.1075

0.798

0.1017

0.81

0.0936

0.806

0.1042

0.821

0.093

0.811

0.1003

0.807

0.1079

0.844

0.0706

0.836

0.0821

0.807

0.1048

0.841

0.0875

0.846

0.0847

0.866

0.0604

0.865

0.0708

0.861

0.0728

0.88

0.0654

0.894

0.0564

0.894

0.0502

0.898

0.0566

0.902

0.0461

0.905

0.0479

0.911

0.0443

0.9

0.0547

0.906

0.0457

0.887

0.0663

0.898

0.0585



HS Men

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Black Men

White Men

0.54

0.2

0.55

0.208

0.518

0.259

0.543

0.279

0.592

0.237

0.626

0.216

0.675

0.179

0.707

0.151

0.712

0.161

0.741

0.137

0.752

0.138

0.736

0.161

0.762

0.138

0.771

0.128

0.799

0.104

0.791

0.111

0.759

0.146

0.79

0.115

0.828

0.074

0.83

0.067

0.804

0.089

0.81

0.088

0.812

0.082

0.837

0.065

0.849

0.066

0.878

0.04

0.86

0.05

0.872

0.052

0.884

0.038

0.882

0.044

0.894

0.04

0.901

0.036

0.903

0.038

0.911

0.03

0.902

0.037

0.917

0.022

0.926

0.015

0.923

0.015

0.892

0.05

0.916

0.026



HS Data

				Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic Men and Women Aged 25 to 34 Reporting

				a High School Education

				White		Black		Race				White		Black		Race

				Menb		Men		Difference				Women		Women		Difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		73.9		54		20				73.7		50		23.7				0.54		0.2				0.5		0.237

		1969		75.8		55		20.8				74.9		53		21.86				0.55		0.208				0.53		0.2186

		1970		77.7		51.8		25.9				75.4		56.8		18.59				0.518		0.259				0.568		0.1859

		1971		82.1		54.3		27.9				80.2		58.6		21.61				0.543		0.279				0.586		0.2161

		1972		83		59.2		23.7				81.9		61		20.91				0.592		0.237				0.61		0.2091

		1973		84.2		62.6		21.6				83.8		60.6		23.2				0.626		0.216				0.606		0.232

		1974		85.4		67.5		17.9				84.1		64.4		19.72				0.675		0.179				0.644		0.1972

		1975		85.8		70.7		15.1				83.7		68.5		15.19				0.707		0.151				0.685		0.1519

		1976		87.3		71.2		16.1				85.3		72.1		13.18				0.712		0.161				0.721		0.1318

		1977		87.7		74.1		13.7				86.5		69		17.5				0.741		0.137				0.69		0.175

		1978		88.9		75.2		13.8				87.1		72.5		14.63				0.752		0.138				0.725		0.1463

		1979		89.7		73.6		16.1				88		73.1		14.84				0.736		0.161				0.731		0.1484

		1980		90		76.2		13.8				89.1		75.7		13.42				0.762		0.138				0.757		0.1342

		1981		89.9		77.1		12.8				89.2		75.6		13.54				0.771		0.128				0.756		0.1354

		1982		90.3		79.9		10.4				89.7		79		10.75				0.799		0.104				0.79		0.1075

		1983		90.2		79.1		11.1				89.9		79.8		10.17				0.791		0.111				0.798		0.1017

		1984		90.5		75.9		14.6				90.4		81		9.36				0.759		0.146				0.81		0.0936

		1985		90.6		79		11.5				91		80.6		10.42				0.79		0.115				0.806		0.1042

		1986		90.2		82.8		7.4				91.4		82.1		9.3				0.828		0.074				0.821		0.093

		1987		89.7		83		6.7				91.2		81.1		10.03				0.83		0.067				0.811		0.1003

		1988		89.3		80.4		8.9				91.5		80.7		10.79				0.804		0.089				0.807		0.1079

		1989		89.8		81		8.8				91.4		84.4		7.06				0.81		0.088				0.844		0.0706

		1990		89.5		81.2		8.2				91.8		83.6		8.21				0.812		0.082				0.836		0.0821

		1991		90.1		83.7		6.5				91.2		80.7		10.48				0.837		0.065				0.807		0.1048

		1992		91.5		84.9		6.6				92.9		84.1		8.75				0.849		0.066				0.841		0.0875

		1993		91.8		87.8		4				93.1		84.6		8.47				0.878		0.04				0.846		0.0847

		1994		91		86		5				92.6		86.6		6.04				0.86		0.05				0.866		0.0604

		1995		92.4		87.2		5.2				93.6		86.5		7.08				0.872		0.052				0.865		0.0708

		1996		92.2		88.4		3.8				93.4		86.1		7.28				0.884		0.038				0.861		0.0728

		1997		92.6		88.2		4.4				94.5		88		6.54				0.882		0.044				0.88		0.0654

		1998		93.4		89.4		4				95		89.4		5.64				0.894		0.04				0.894		0.0564

		1999		93.7		90.1		3.6				94.4		89.4		5.02				0.901		0.036				0.894		0.0502

		2000		94.1		90.3		3.8				95.4		89.8		5.66				0.903		0.038				0.898		0.0566

		2001		94		91.1		3				94.8		90.2		4.61				0.911		0.03				0.902		0.0461

		2002		93.9		90.2		3.7				95.3		90.5		4.79				0.902		0.037				0.905		0.0479

		2003		93.8		91.7		2.2				95.5		91.1		4.43				0.917		0.022				0.911		0.0443

		2004		94.1		92.6		1.5				95.4		90		5.47				0.926		0.015				0.9		0.0547

		2005		93.8		92.3		1.5				95.2		90.6		4.57				0.923		0.015				0.906		0.0457

		2006		94.2		89.2		5				95.4		88.7		6.63				0.892		0.05				0.887		0.0663

		2007		94.2		91.6		2.6				95.7		89.8		5.85				0.916		0.026				0.898		0.0585
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Percent of Native-Born, Non-Hispanic Men and Women
Aged 25 to 59 Employed; 1968 to 2007
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Women

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



White Women

Black Women

White Women

Black Women

0.5292

-0.094

0.5331

-0.0892

0.5449

-0.0929

0.5281

-0.0785

0.5205

-0.0587

0.524

-0.0585

0.5272

-0.0458

0.5168

-0.0386

0.5498

-0.0603

0.5408

-0.027

0.5617

-0.0222

0.5719

-0.0171

0.569

0.0044

0.5635

0.0193

0.5524

0.0302

0.5533

0.0305

0.5801

0.024

0.5888

0.0347

0.608

0.0246

0.6083

0.0371

0.6278

0.0349

0.6344

0.0365

0.6332

0.0459

0.6213

0.0587

0.6162

0.0682

0.6187

0.0652

0.6242

0.0818

0.6419

0.069

0.6541

0.0588

0.6629

0.062

0.7032

0.0178

0.7098

0.0163

0.7217

0.0092

0.7116

0.0164

0.679

0.039

0.6747

0.043

0.6823

0.0274

0.6763

0.0347

0.6699

0.037

0.6971

0.0128



Men

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



White Men

Black Men

0.8503

0.0611

0.8474

0.0635

0.8183

0.0853

0.8093

0.0785

0.7956

0.094

0.8088

0.081

0.7861

0.1022

0.7082

0.1408

0.7011

0.1562

0.7498

0.1118

0.77

0.0964

0.7424

0.1327

0.7453

0.1156

0.7159

0.1425

0.6965

0.1402

0.6599

0.1615

0.6986

0.146

0.7023

0.1545

0.7417

0.1082

0.7309

0.1237

0.7153

0.1486

0.7285

0.139

0.7377

0.1261

0.7121

0.1361

0.6911

0.1498

0.6948

0.1404

0.6895

0.1564

0.7238

0.1321

0.6837

0.1759

0.7185

0.1439

0.7276

0.1367

0.7271

0.1394

0.7593

0.1021

0.733

0.1258

0.71

0.1298

0.6807

0.1541

0.6833

0.1452

0.6895

0.1441

0.6831

0.1536

0.6977

0.1442



Data

		Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic White and Black Men Aged 25 to 59

		Employed

				White				Black				Race

				Men				Men				difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		91.14				85.03				6.11				0.8503		0.0611		0.4352		0.5292		-0.094

		1969		91.09				84.74				6.35				0.8474		0.0635		0.4439		0.5331		-0.0892

		1970		90.36				81.83				8.53				0.8183		0.0853		0.452		0.5449		-0.0929

		1971		88.78				80.93				7.85				0.8093		0.0785		0.4496		0.5281		-0.0785

		1972		88.96				79.56				9.4				0.7956		0.094		0.4618		0.5205		-0.0587

		1973		88.98				80.88				8.1				0.8088		0.081		0.4655		0.524		-0.0585

		1974		88.83				78.61				10.22				0.7861		0.1022		0.4814		0.5272		-0.0458

		1975		84.9				70.82				14.08				0.7082		0.1408		0.4782		0.5168		-0.0386

		1976		85.73				70.11				15.62				0.7011		0.1562		0.4895		0.5498		-0.0603

		1977		86.16				74.98				11.18				0.7498		0.1118		0.5138		0.5408		-0.027

		1978		86.64				77				9.64				0.77		0.0964		0.5395		0.5617		-0.0222

		1979		87.51				74.24				13.27				0.7424		0.1327		0.5548		0.5719		-0.0171

		1980		86.09				74.53				11.56				0.7453		0.1156		0.5734		0.569		0.0044

		1981		85.84				71.59				14.25				0.7159		0.1425		0.5828		0.5635		0.0193

		1982		83.67				69.65				14.02				0.6965		0.1402		0.5826		0.5524		0.0302

		1983		82.14				65.99				16.15				0.6599		0.1615		0.5838		0.5533		0.0305

		1984		84.46				69.86				14.6				0.6986		0.146		0.6041		0.5801		0.024

		1985		85.68				70.23				15.45				0.7023		0.1545		0.6235		0.5888		0.0347

		1986		84.99				74.17				10.82				0.7417		0.1082		0.6326		0.608		0.0246

		1987		85.46				73.09				12.37				0.7309		0.1237		0.6454		0.6083		0.0371

		1988		86.39				71.53				14.86				0.7153		0.1486		0.6627		0.6278		0.0349

		1989		86.75				72.85				13.9				0.7285		0.139		0.6709		0.6344		0.0365

		1990		86.38				73.77				12.61				0.7377		0.1261		0.6791		0.6332		0.0459

		1991		84.82				71.21				13.61				0.7121		0.1361		0.68		0.6213		0.0587

		1992		84.09				69.11				14.98				0.6911		0.1498		0.6844		0.6162		0.0682

		1993		83.52				69.48				14.04				0.6948		0.1404		0.6839		0.6187		0.0652

		1994		84.59				68.95				15.64				0.6895		0.1564		0.706		0.6242		0.0818

		1995		85.59				72.38				13.21				0.7238		0.1321		0.7109		0.6419		0.069

		1996		85.96				68.37				17.59				0.6837		0.1759		0.7129		0.6541		0.0588

		1997		86.24				71.85				14.39				0.7185		0.1439		0.7249		0.6629		0.062

		1998		86.43				72.76				13.67				0.7276		0.1367		0.721		0.7032		0.0178

		1999		86.65				72.71				13.94				0.7271		0.1394		0.7261		0.7098		0.0163

		2000		86.14				75.93				10.21				0.7593		0.1021		0.7309		0.7217		0.0092

		2001		85.88				73.3				12.58				0.733		0.1258		0.728		0.7116		0.0164

		2002		83.98				71				12.98				0.71		0.1298		0.718		0.679		0.039

		2003		83.48				68.07				15.41				0.6807		0.1541		0.7177		0.6747		0.043

		2004		82.85				68.33				14.52				0.6833		0.1452		0.7097		0.6823		0.0274

		2005		83.36				68.95				14.41				0.6895		0.1441		0.711		0.6763		0.0347

		2006		83.67				68.31				15.36				0.6831		0.1536		0.7069		0.6699		0.037

		2007		84.19				69.77				14.42				0.6977		0.1442		0.7099		0.6971		0.0128

		Source:  U. S., Bureau of the Census, Public Use Microdata Files from the March

		Current Population Survey

				White				Black				Race

				Women				Women				Difference

		1968		43.52				52.92				-9.4

		1969		44.39				53.31				-8.92

		1970		45.2				54.49				-9.29

		1971		44.96				52.81				-7.85

		1972		46.18				52.05				-5.87

		1973		46.55				52.4				-5.85

		1974		48.14				52.72				-4.58

		1975		47.82				51.68				-3.86

		1976		48.95				54.98				-6.03

		1977		51.38				54.08				-2.7

		1978		53.95				56.17				-2.22

		1979		55.48				57.19				-1.71

		1980		57.34				56.9				0.44

		1981		58.28				56.35				1.93

		1982		58.26				55.24				3.02

		1983		58.38				55.33				3.05

		1984		60.41				58.01				2.4

		1985		62.35				58.88				3.47

		1986		63.26				60.8				2.46

		1987		64.54				60.83				3.71

		1988		66.27				62.78				3.49

		1989		67.09				63.44				3.65

		1990		67.91				63.32				4.59

		1991		68				62.13				5.87

		1992		68.44				61.62				6.82

		1993		68.39				61.87				6.52

		1994		70.6				62.42				8.18

		1995		71.09				64.19				6.9

		1996		71.29				65.41				5.88

		1997		72.49				66.29				6.2

		1998		72.1				70.32				1.78

		1999		72.61				70.98				1.63

		2000		73.09				72.17				0.92

		2001		72.8				71.16				1.64

		2002		71.8				67.9				3.9

		2003		71.77				67.47				4.3

		2004		70.97				68.23				2.74

		2005		71.1				67.63				3.47

		2006		70.69				66.99				3.7

		2007		70.99				69.71				1.28






Women

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



White Women

Black Women

White Women

Black Women

0.5292

-0.094

0.5331

-0.0892

0.5449

-0.0929

0.5281

-0.0785

0.5205

-0.0587

0.524

-0.0585

0.5272

-0.0458

0.5168

-0.0386

0.5498

-0.0603

0.5408

-0.027

0.5617

-0.0222

0.5719

-0.0171

0.569

0.0044

0.5635

0.0193

0.5524

0.0302

0.5533

0.0305

0.5801

0.024

0.5888

0.0347

0.608

0.0246

0.6083

0.0371

0.6278

0.0349

0.6344

0.0365

0.6332

0.0459

0.6213

0.0587

0.6162

0.0682

0.6187

0.0652

0.6242

0.0818

0.6419

0.069

0.6541

0.0588

0.6629

0.062

0.7032

0.0178

0.7098

0.0163

0.7217

0.0092

0.7116

0.0164

0.679

0.039

0.6747

0.043

0.6823

0.0274

0.6763

0.0347

0.6699

0.037

0.6971

0.0128



Men

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



White Men

Black Men

0.8503

0.0611

0.8474

0.0635

0.8183

0.0853

0.8093

0.0785

0.7956

0.094

0.8088

0.081

0.7861

0.1022

0.7082

0.1408

0.7011

0.1562

0.7498

0.1118

0.77

0.0964

0.7424

0.1327

0.7453

0.1156

0.7159

0.1425

0.6965

0.1402

0.6599

0.1615

0.6986

0.146

0.7023

0.1545

0.7417

0.1082

0.7309

0.1237

0.7153

0.1486

0.7285

0.139

0.7377

0.1261

0.7121

0.1361

0.6911

0.1498

0.6948

0.1404

0.6895

0.1564

0.7238

0.1321

0.6837

0.1759

0.7185

0.1439

0.7276

0.1367

0.7271

0.1394

0.7593

0.1021

0.733

0.1258

0.71

0.1298

0.6807

0.1541

0.6833

0.1452

0.6895

0.1441

0.6831

0.1536

0.6977

0.1442



Data

		Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanic White and Black Men Aged 25 to 59

		Employed

				White				Black				Race

				Men				Men				difference				MEN						WOMEN

		1968		91.14				85.03				6.11				0.8503		0.0611		0.4352		0.5292		-0.094

		1969		91.09				84.74				6.35				0.8474		0.0635		0.4439		0.5331		-0.0892

		1970		90.36				81.83				8.53				0.8183		0.0853		0.452		0.5449		-0.0929

		1971		88.78				80.93				7.85				0.8093		0.0785		0.4496		0.5281		-0.0785

		1972		88.96				79.56				9.4				0.7956		0.094		0.4618		0.5205		-0.0587

		1973		88.98				80.88				8.1				0.8088		0.081		0.4655		0.524		-0.0585

		1974		88.83				78.61				10.22				0.7861		0.1022		0.4814		0.5272		-0.0458

		1975		84.9				70.82				14.08				0.7082		0.1408		0.4782		0.5168		-0.0386

		1976		85.73				70.11				15.62				0.7011		0.1562		0.4895		0.5498		-0.0603

		1977		86.16				74.98				11.18				0.7498		0.1118		0.5138		0.5408		-0.027

		1978		86.64				77				9.64				0.77		0.0964		0.5395		0.5617		-0.0222

		1979		87.51				74.24				13.27				0.7424		0.1327		0.5548		0.5719		-0.0171

		1980		86.09				74.53				11.56				0.7453		0.1156		0.5734		0.569		0.0044

		1981		85.84				71.59				14.25				0.7159		0.1425		0.5828		0.5635		0.0193

		1982		83.67				69.65				14.02				0.6965		0.1402		0.5826		0.5524		0.0302

		1983		82.14				65.99				16.15				0.6599		0.1615		0.5838		0.5533		0.0305

		1984		84.46				69.86				14.6				0.6986		0.146		0.6041		0.5801		0.024

		1985		85.68				70.23				15.45				0.7023		0.1545		0.6235		0.5888		0.0347

		1986		84.99				74.17				10.82				0.7417		0.1082		0.6326		0.608		0.0246

		1987		85.46				73.09				12.37				0.7309		0.1237		0.6454		0.6083		0.0371

		1988		86.39				71.53				14.86				0.7153		0.1486		0.6627		0.6278		0.0349

		1989		86.75				72.85				13.9				0.7285		0.139		0.6709		0.6344		0.0365

		1990		86.38				73.77				12.61				0.7377		0.1261		0.6791		0.6332		0.0459

		1991		84.82				71.21				13.61				0.7121		0.1361		0.68		0.6213		0.0587

		1992		84.09				69.11				14.98				0.6911		0.1498		0.6844		0.6162		0.0682

		1993		83.52				69.48				14.04				0.6948		0.1404		0.6839		0.6187		0.0652

		1994		84.59				68.95				15.64				0.6895		0.1564		0.706		0.6242		0.0818

		1995		85.59				72.38				13.21				0.7238		0.1321		0.7109		0.6419		0.069

		1996		85.96				68.37				17.59				0.6837		0.1759		0.7129		0.6541		0.0588

		1997		86.24				71.85				14.39				0.7185		0.1439		0.7249		0.6629		0.062

		1998		86.43				72.76				13.67				0.7276		0.1367		0.721		0.7032		0.0178

		1999		86.65				72.71				13.94				0.7271		0.1394		0.7261		0.7098		0.0163

		2000		86.14				75.93				10.21				0.7593		0.1021		0.7309		0.7217		0.0092

		2001		85.88				73.3				12.58				0.733		0.1258		0.728		0.7116		0.0164

		2002		83.98				71				12.98				0.71		0.1298		0.718		0.679		0.039

		2003		83.48				68.07				15.41				0.6807		0.1541		0.7177		0.6747		0.043

		2004		82.85				68.33				14.52				0.6833		0.1452		0.7097		0.6823		0.0274

		2005		83.36				68.95				14.41				0.6895		0.1441		0.711		0.6763		0.0347

		2006		83.67				68.31				15.36				0.6831		0.1536		0.7069		0.6699		0.037

		2007		84.19				69.77				14.42				0.6977		0.1442		0.7099		0.6971		0.0128

		Source:  U. S., Bureau of the Census, Public Use Microdata Files from the March

		Current Population Survey

				White				Black				Race

				Women				Women				Difference

		1968		43.52				52.92				-9.4

		1969		44.39				53.31				-8.92

		1970		45.2				54.49				-9.29

		1971		44.96				52.81				-7.85

		1972		46.18				52.05				-5.87

		1973		46.55				52.4				-5.85

		1974		48.14				52.72				-4.58

		1975		47.82				51.68				-3.86

		1976		48.95				54.98				-6.03

		1977		51.38				54.08				-2.7

		1978		53.95				56.17				-2.22

		1979		55.48				57.19				-1.71

		1980		57.34				56.9				0.44

		1981		58.28				56.35				1.93

		1982		58.26				55.24				3.02

		1983		58.38				55.33				3.05

		1984		60.41				58.01				2.4

		1985		62.35				58.88				3.47

		1986		63.26				60.8				2.46

		1987		64.54				60.83				3.71

		1988		66.27				62.78				3.49

		1989		67.09				63.44				3.65

		1990		67.91				63.32				4.59

		1991		68				62.13				5.87

		1992		68.44				61.62				6.82

		1993		68.39				61.87				6.52

		1994		70.6				62.42				8.18

		1995		71.09				64.19				6.9

		1996		71.29				65.41				5.88

		1997		72.49				66.29				6.2

		1998		72.1				70.32				1.78

		1999		72.61				70.98				1.63

		2000		73.09				72.17				0.92

		2001		72.8				71.16				1.64

		2002		71.8				67.9				3.9

		2003		71.77				67.47				4.3

		2004		70.97				68.23				2.74

		2005		71.1				67.63				3.47

		2006		70.69				66.99				3.7

		2007		70.99				69.71				1.28






Percent of Native-Born Non-Hispanic Children Under Age 18
Living Below the Poverty Line; 1968 to 2007
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Older Poverty

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Impoverished Black
Adults Aged 65+

Impoverished White
Adults Aged 65+

0.2611

0.2468

0.2309

0.246

0.2333

0.2681

0.2139

0.2662

0.1881

0.2074

0.1543

0.2443

0.1351

0.2398

0.1332

0.2298

0.1288

0.2316

0.1276

0.2192

0.1164

0.2478

0.1176

0.2222

0.1272

0.2318

0.1272

0.2562

0.1243

0.2683

0.1171

0.2669

0.1145

0.2483

0.1007

0.2153

0.1018

0.2092

0.1012

0.2076

0.0988

0.225

0.0932

0.2294

0.0897

0.2188

0.0932

0.2443

0.0968

0.2401

0.1029

0.2289

0.0999

0.1829

0.0948

0.1848

0.0813

0.1753

0.0838

0.1745

0.0787

0.1829

0.0769

0.1761

0.0738

0.1562

0.0785

0.1571

0.0773

0.1418

0.0817

0.1562

0.079

0.1641

0.0725

0.1658

0.0771

0.159

0.069

0.1512



Child Poverty

		1968		1968

		1969		1969

		1970		1970

		1971		1971

		1972		1972

		1973		1973

		1974		1974

		1975		1975

		1976		1976

		1977		1977

		1978		1978

		1979		1979

		1980		1980

		1981		1981

		1982		1982

		1983		1983

		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Impoverished
Black Children

Impoverished 
White Children

0.1065

0.347

0.1082

0.324

0.0995

0.2979

0.0857

0.3364

0.0896

0.3178

0.0798

0.3532

0.0797

0.3278

0.0945

0.3152

0.1115

0.326

0.1012

0.3329

0.1006

0.3357

0.0975

0.3265

0.1051

0.3182

0.1265

0.3108

0.1406

0.3412

0.1545

0.3634

0.1577

0.351

0.1486

0.3604

0.1408

0.333

0.1406

0.3303

0.1186

0.3333

0.1106

0.3278

0.1144

0.3256

0.124

0.3275

0.1316

0.33

0.1326

0.3389

0.1374

0.3288

0.1272

0.3221

0.1168

0.3094

0.117

0.2853

0.1189

0.2596

0.1108

0.2647

0.0991

0.2425

0.0977

0.2217

0.0995

0.2109

0.0989

0.2334

0.1036

0.2441

0.1097

0.2344

0.1059

0.2495

0.1044

0.2357



Child Data

		Poverty Race for Non-Hispanic Native Born White and Black Children Under Age 18

				Percent				Percent

				Impoverished				Impoverished				Race

		Year		White Children				Black Children				Difference

		1968		10.65				45.35				34.7						0.1065		0.347		0.4535

		1969		10.82				43.22				32.4						0.1082		0.324		0.4322

		1970		9.95				39.74				29.79						0.0995		0.2979		0.3974

		1971		8.57				42.21				33.64						0.0857		0.3364		0.4221

		1972		8.96				40.74				31.78						0.0896		0.3178		0.4074

		1973		7.98				43.3				35.32						0.0798		0.3532		0.433

		1974		7.97				40.75				32.78						0.0797		0.3278		0.4075

		1975		9.45				40.97				31.52						0.0945		0.3152		0.4097

		1976		11.15				43.75				32.6						0.1115		0.326		0.4375

		1977		10.12				43.41				33.29						0.1012		0.3329		0.4341

		1978		10.06				43.63				33.57						0.1006		0.3357		0.4363

		1979		9.75				42.4				32.65						0.0975		0.3265		0.424

		1980		10.51				42.33				31.82						0.1051		0.3182		0.4233

		1981		12.65				43.73				31.08						0.1265		0.3108		0.4373

		1982		14.06				48.18				34.12						0.1406		0.3412		0.4818

		1983		15.45				51.79				36.34						0.1545		0.3634		0.5179

		1984		15.77				50.87				35.1						0.1577		0.351		0.5087

		1985		14.86				50.9				36.04						0.1486		0.3604		0.509

		1986		14.08				47.38				33.3						0.1408		0.333		0.4738

		1987		14.06				47.09				33.03						0.1406		0.3303		0.4709

		1988		11.86				45.19				33.33						0.1186		0.3333		0.4519

		1989		11.06				43.84				32.78						0.1106		0.3278		0.4384

		1990		11.44				44				32.56						0.1144		0.3256		0.44

		1991		12.4				45.15				32.75						0.124		0.3275		0.4515

		1992		13.16				46.16				33						0.1316		0.33		0.4616

		1993		13.26				47.15				33.89						0.1326		0.3389		0.4715

		1994		13.74				46.62				32.88						0.1374		0.3288		0.4662

		1995		12.72				44.93				32.21						0.1272		0.3221		0.4493

		1996		11.68				42.62				30.94						0.1168		0.3094		0.4262

		1997		11.7				40.23				28.53						0.117		0.2853		0.4023

		1998		11.89				37.85				25.96						0.1189		0.2596		0.3785

		1999		11.08				37.55				26.47						0.1108		0.2647		0.3755

		2000		9.91				34.16				24.25						0.0991		0.2425		0.3416

		2001		9.77				31.94				22.17						0.0977		0.2217		0.3194

		2002		9.95				31.04				21.09						0.0995		0.2109		0.3104

		2003		9.89				33.23				23.34						0.0989		0.2334		0.3323

		2004		10.36				34.77				24.41						0.1036		0.2441		0.3477

		2005		10.97				34.41				23.44						0.1097		0.2344		0.3441

		2006		10.59				35.54				24.95						0.1059		0.2495		0.3554

		2007		10.44				34.01				23.57						0.1044		0.2357		0.3401

		Source:  Public Use Microdata files from March Current Population Surveys





Old Folks Data

		Poverty Rate for Non-Hispanic Native Born Persons Age 65 and Over

				Poverty Rate for				Po verty Rage for				Racial

				Whites Age 65 and over				Blacks Ag 65 and ovr				Difference

		1968		26.11				50.79				24.68				0.2611		0.2468

		1969		23.09				47.69				24.6				0.2309		0.246

		1970		23.33				50.14				26.81				0.2333		0.2681

		1971		21.39				48.01				26.62				0.2139		0.2662

		1972		18.81				39.55				20.74				0.1881		0.2074

		1973		15.43				39.86				24.43				0.1543		0.2443

		1974		13.51				37.49				23.98				0.1351		0.2398

		1975		13.32				36.3				22.98				0.1332		0.2298

		1976		12.88				36.04				23.16				0.1288		0.2316

		1977		12.76				34.68				21.92				0.1276		0.2192

		1978		11.64				36.42				24.78				0.1164		0.2478

		1979		11.76				33.98				22.22				0.1176		0.2222

		1980		12.72				35.9				23.18				0.1272		0.2318

		1981		12.72				38.34				25.62				0.1272		0.2562

		1982		12.43				39.26				26.83				0.1243		0.2683

		1983		11.71				38.4				26.69				0.1171		0.2669

		1984		11.45				36.28				24.83				0.1145		0.2483

		1985		10.07				31.6				21.53				0.1007		0.2153

		1986		10.18				31.1				20.92				0.1018		0.2092

		1987		10.12				30.88				20.76				0.1012		0.2076

		1988		9.88				32.38				22.5				0.0988		0.225

		1989		9.32				32.26				22.94				0.0932		0.2294

		1990		8.97				30.85				21.88				0.0897		0.2188

		1991		9.32				33.75				24.43				0.0932		0.2443

		1992		9.68				33.69				24.01				0.0968		0.2401

		1993		10.29				33.18				22.89				0.1029		0.2289

		1994		9.99				28.28				18.29				0.0999		0.1829

		1995		9.48				27.96				18.48				0.0948		0.1848

		1996		8.13				25.66				17.53				0.0813		0.1753

		1997		8.38				25.83				17.45				0.0838		0.1745

		1998		7.87				26.16				18.29				0.0787		0.1829

		1999		7.69				25.3				17.61				0.0769		0.1761

		2000		7.38				23				15.62				0.0738		0.1562

		2001		7.85				23.56				15.71				0.0785		0.1571

		2002		7.73				21.91				14.18				0.0773		0.1418

		2003		8.17				23.79				15.62				0.0817		0.1562

		2004		7.9				24.31				16.41				0.079		0.1641

		2005		7.25				23.83				16.58				0.0725		0.1658

		2006		7.71				23.61				15.9				0.0771		0.159

		2007		6.9				22.02				15.12				0.069		0.1512





Black-White
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Black-White Data

		Percent of Native Born Non-Hispanics Below Poverty Line: 1968 to 2007

		This one shows the percent of native born non-hispanic whites and blacks who lived in impoverished households from 1968 through 2007.

		   You might try a vertical axis running from about 5 percent to 40 percent.  You might draw the lower trend line showing white poverty and the upper trend line showing black poverty.  If possible, you might label them and then fill in the space in-betwee

		   I calculated the difference between the white and black percent in poverty and put those numbers in  the Excel sheet.  They are not going to be plotted.		White				Blacks						Difference

				Below poverty				Below Poverty

		1968		10.23				37.68						27.45				0.1023		0.2745		0.3768

		1969		9.92				34.67						24.75				0.0992		0.2475		0.3467

		1970		9.41				32.34						22.93				0.0941		0.2293		0.3234

		1971		8.44				33.96						25.52				0.0844		0.2552		0.3396

		1972		8.45				32.55						24.1				0.0845		0.2410		0.3255

		1973		7.33				33.71						26.38				0.0733		0.2638		0.3371

		1974		7.08				31.4						24.32				0.0708		0.2432		0.3140

		1975		7.82				31.45						23.63				0.0782		0.2363		0.3145

		1976		8.82				32.52						23.7				0.0882		0.2370		0.3252

		1977		8.23				32.72						24.49				0.0823		0.2449		0.3272

		1978		8.05				32.38						24.33				0.0805		0.2433		0.3238

		1979		7.88				31.08						23.2				0.0788		0.2320		0.3108

		1980		8.2				31.68						23.48				0.0820		0.2348		0.3168

		1981		9.34				33.31						23.97				0.0934		0.2397		0.3331

		1982		10.31				35.99						25.68				0.1031		0.2568		0.3599

		1983		11.05				37.92						26.87				0.1105		0.2687		0.3792

		1984		11.16				38.07						26.91				0.1116		0.2691		0.3807

		1985		10.41				36.24						25.83				0.1041		0.2583		0.3624

		1986		10.13				33.46						23.33				0.1013		0.2333		0.3346

		1987		9.74				33.25						23.51				0.0974		0.2351		0.3325

		1988		8.62				32.28						23.66				0.0862		0.2366		0.3228

		1989		8.32				31.42						23.1				0.0832		0.2310		0.3142

		1990		8.23				30.81						22.58				0.0823		0.2258		0.3081

		1991		8.76				32.08						23.32				0.0876		0.2332		0.3208

		1992		9.32				32.71						23.39				0.0932		0.2339		0.3271

		1993		9.56				33.45						23.89				0.0956		0.2389		0.3345

		1994		9.84				33.79						23.95				0.0984		0.2395		0.3379

		1995		9.38				31.67						22.29				0.0938		0.2229		0.3167

		1996		8.5				29.82						21.32				0.0850		0.2132		0.2982

		1997		8.57				28.96						20.39				0.0857		0.2039		0.2896

		1998		8.57				26.78						18.21				0.0857		0.1821		0.2678

		1999		8.18				26.54						18.36				0.0818		0.1836		0.2654

		2000		7.7				24.45						16.75				0.0770		0.1675		0.2445

		2001		7.39				23.09						15.7				0.0739		0.1570		0.2309

		2002		7.76				23.34						15.58				0.0776		0.1558		0.2334

		2003		8.09				24.99						16.9				0.0809		0.1690		0.2499

		2004		8.25				25.27						17.02				0.0825		0.1702		0.2527

		2005		8.7				25.42						16.72				0.0870		0.1672		0.2542

		2006		8.41				26.01						17.6				0.0841		0.1760		0.2601

		2007		8.28				24.79						16.51				0.0828		0.1651		0.2479






The Prison Intersects with Families and Communities.
Note Incarceration’s Huge Impact of Black Children.

Children with Incarcerated Parents, 1980-2008

* 11% of black children have a parent incarcerated

* 24% of black children, 1990, will have their

father impnsoned by age 14 0© 0o0®°
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lllustrating How Social Segregation and
Behavioral Spillovers Can Lead to Persistent
Group Inequality
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A Dynamic Model of Group Inequality



A Dynamic Model of Group Inequality

» Society extends over an indefinite number of periods,
consisting of people belonging to social groups A or B. Think
of B’s as being disadvantaged. People live for two periods;
generations overlap.



A Dynamic Model of Group Inequality

» Society extends over an indefinite number of periods,
consisting of people belonging to social groups A or B. Think
of B’s as being disadvantaged. People live for two periods;
generations overlap.

* Young people adopt either “decent” or “street” orientations.
The orientation adopted depends on the earnings of the old
people by whom a young person is socially influenced
(perhaps because old people earn higher wages if they had
been “decent” when young.)



A Dynamic Model of Group Inequality

» Society extends over an indefinite number of periods,
consisting of people belonging to social groups A or B. Think
of B’s as being disadvantaged. People live for two periods;
generations overlap.

* Young people adopt either “decent” or “street” orientations.
The orientation adopted depends on the earnings of the old
people by whom a young person is socially influenced
(perhaps because old people earn higher wages if they had
been “decent” when young.)

« Each young person has ties to a large number of older
people, and the fraction of “out-group” ties depends on
degree of segregation.



A Dynamic Model of Group Inequality

» Society extends over an indefinite number of periods,
consisting of people belonging to social groups A or B. Think
of B’s as being disadvantaged. People live for two periods;
generations overlap.

* Young people adopt either “decent” or “street” orientations.
The orientation adopted depends on the earnings of the old
people by whom a young person is socially influenced
(perhaps because old people earn higher wages if they had
been “decent” when young.)

« Each young person has ties to a large number of older
people, and the fraction of “out-group” ties depends on
degree of segregation.

» A demographic parameter €(0,1) denotes the relative
number of group B agents in each generation. (So if B <1/2
then disadvantaged are a minority of the overall population,
etc.)
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A segregation parameter n€(0,1) denotes the probability that
a young person’s social tie is to some old person drawn at
random from within his same social group. And 1- n is the
chance a tie is drawn at random from overall old population.
(n=1 implies total segregation.)

» The quality of a young person’s social influences is
represented by the symbol o€(0,1), which denotes the share of
“decent” older people among a young person’s social
influences.

« Key Behavioral Assumption: There exist a quality threshold
0*€(0,1) such that a young person adopts the “decent”
orientation if and only if the quality of his social influences, o,
exceeds this threshold.

* How does the “decent vs. street” conflict evolve over time in
this model, given demographic/segregation parameters ¢ and
n? Note that “everybody decent” and “everybody street” are
both stable behavioral configurations in this society. More
Interesting is that “all A’'s decent, all B’s street” is also stable
behavioral configuration if n is big enough!



SOCIAL STRUCTURE

* We assume that the quality of an agent’s social network depends on group
identity and generation of birth.

* Specifically, an agent born at date t + 1 has a large number of socia ties
to generation t agents.

* Each of these ties is, with probability 1 € [0, 1], drawn at random from the
agent’s social group (A or B).

* With probability 1 — 77 the assoclate is drawn at random from among the
general population of agents without regard to group identity.

* Let xf be the fraction of generation ¢ agents in group ¢ who become high

skilled, and let J::_,+1

t+ 1 agent in group 2. Then:

denote the quality of the social network of a generation

ot =t + (1 n)[(1 - B)a! + G}



* So, the probability that an associate of a group A agent belongs to group
A equals

n+(1-n)(1-25)=a

* While, the probability that an assoclate of a group B agent belongs to
group A equals

(I=n)(1-5) =

Thus, once adopted, a behavioral configuration in this society
where all A's adopt a “decent” orientation and all B's adopt a
“street” orientation would tend to persist across the
generations whenever a, > o* > q,



Theorem 1: There exists a minimal degree of in-group bias in associational

behavior, (8, ¢"), such that whenever n >1(3,0%) ("social segregation") then

the 1nitial condition of gorup inequality (3:2, 3:2) = (1,0) is a stable steady state

equilibrium. Moreover.
* 1 _ O_*

Q(,,s,a*)zma:g—lilﬁ;l— )

Furthermore, when 7 <7(8,0") ("social integration") then the system con-

verges, from the initial state (xg,:cg) = (1,0), in one period to a steady state
with eroup equality. This steady state is "skill-enhancing" (relative to the ini-
tial condition) when the disadvantaged group is not too big (8 < 1 —07*) and it
15 "skill-reducing" when 8 < 1—¢c”.



Segregation, n

Figure 2. Effects of segrezation and population shares on persistent inequality
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(2) A Theory of Optimal Affirmative
Action Policies:

“Blind” vs. “Sighted” Policy operating at the
Development Margin vs. the Assignment Margin
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Dimensions of AA Policy Design

We distinguish affirmative action policies along two abstract
dimensions: Sightedness and Timing

Sightedness refers to whether or not the policy is group-blind —
that is, whether or not information on an individual’s group
identity Is required in order to implement the policy.

Timing refers to the stage in the economic process at which an
AA policy operates — the development margin, where skills
are being acquired; and/or the assignment margin, where
opportunities for productive activity are being allocated.




Questions of Interest about AA Policy

 How does affirmative action policy affect
Incentives to acquire skils?

* |s affirmative action best undertaken early
or late in the skill development process?

 What impact does a “blindness” constraint
have on the design and efficiency of AA?
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Our Theoretical Model Addresses these Qs

A continuum of workers, each belonging to group A or group B.
A continuum of productive ‘slots,’ but fewer slots than workers.

At a preliminary stage (development margin) workers decide to
acquire costly HC or not.

HC costs vary among workers and are distributed differently as
between groups. B’s are “disadvantaged” (have higher costs.)

At a final stage (assignment margin) scarce slots are allocated
among the more numerous workers.
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- A worker with a ‘slot’ produces output equal in value to worker’s
productivity. A worker without a ‘slot’ produce nothing of value.

- ‘Slots’ are inelastically supplied; privately held; sold to highest
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Theoretical Model Description (Continued)

HC investment makes workers (stochastically) more productive.

A worker with a ‘slot’ produces output equal in value to worker’s
productivity. A worker without a ‘slot’ produce nothing of value.

‘Slots’ are Inelastically supplied; privately held; sold to highest
bidders. (Hence, a group’s representation among slot-holders
reflects distribution of productivity among that group’s workers.)

AA policy iIs modeled here as a tax/subsidy intervention at either
the development margin, the assignment margin, or both.

Because cost distributions differ, the presence of groups among
slot holders also differ, absent intervention. AA can remedy this.



Notation:
| € {A,B} — two identity groups; A€ (0,1) —fraction of workers in group I. [A,+ A, = 1]

e € {0,1} — HC investment choice (development margin). ¢ = 0 — worker’s cost of
HC investment.

G,(c) = CDF of cost distribution in group i. G(c) = A,G,(c)+ A\,G,(c) = CDF of cost
distribution for the overall population. (Let g(c) = the associated PDF, etc.)

me [0,1] — the fraction of some worker population with HC choice {e=1}.
U = 0 — a worker’s productivity = that worker’s output if he obtains a slot.

F.(1) = a worker’s productivity CDF given that his HC choice is e € {0,1}. (Let f (1)
= the associated PDF, etc.)

F(tr,p) = k(1) + (1-m)F,(u) = prod. CDF in population if fraction m choose {e=1}.

0 € (0,1), inelastic supply of slots; p = 0 the price of a slot; a € [0,1] = probability
some worker is assigned a slot (when slots are randomly rationed).

[Note: workers with productivity p, HC investment cost c, facing slots price p,
and making HC investment choice e, receives a payoff = Max{u - p; 0} — c*e



(1) Development vs. Assignment Margin
(2) Blind vs. Sighted preferential policy.

Development Assignment
margin margin
| | | | | |
The regulator ~ Agents Agents Agents Slots Production
commits to receive choose HC  learn their are occurs
an AApolicy  endowments investments:  Productivities  allocated ~ and payoffs
(i, C) ec {0’1} (i, received

Note: A “policy” here means a system of subsidies/taxes on agents at both
margins, depending on the agents’ actions and (under “sightedness”) their group.

Figure 1: Sequence of Actions
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Summary of our results:

. Absent AA, the CE is “efficient”; the disadvantaged
group acquires less HC; so it is “underrepresented” in
slot-holding relative to its presence in the population.

. The optimal “sighted” AA policy entalls intervention
favoring disadvantaged group at the development
margin, but NOT at the assignment margin.

. The optimal “blind” AA policy randomly rations slots
at the assignment margin; and it entails a (common)
HC subsidy to both groups at development margin if
and only If disadvantaged workers are relatively more
numerous there than on the assignment margin.



Assume that group B is exogenously “disadvantaged”
relative to group A in the following sense:

AssumprTiON 1. g,(¢)/g(c) 1s a strictly decreasing function of ¢
Monotonicity of this likelihood ratio implies that, for ¢ interior to
the cost support, (1) G,(¢) > G/(¢), (2)

G,(c) __
> > .
Gy(c) @lc) 1 — Gye)

and (3) G,(¢)/Gy(c) and [1 — G,(¢)]/[1 — Gy(¢)] are both strictly de-

1g funcuons ot c.

creasti

To counter this “disadvantaged,” AA policy
alms to increase the presence of group B
members among those holding slots



Assume those acquiring HC (e=1) are statistically
more productive in the following sense:

AssumPTION 2. fi(p)/f(p) 1s a strictly increasing function of .
As betore, monotonicity implies that, for p interior to the productvity

support, (1) F(p) < F(p), (2)

F(p)  filw) 1-f(u)
F(p)  filw) 1-F(p)

and (3) Fi(p)/E(p) and [1 — F(g)]/[1 — F(p)] are both strictly increas-

Ing funcuons of .

So, B’s can get more slots if more of them acquire HC
(the development margin) or if the effective price they
must pay for slots is reduced (the assignment margin)



(A) Equilibrium without and AA policy:

The fraction of a population willing to purchase a slot at price p
when the fraction 1 of that population have acquired HC is:

| = F(,p) =x[1 = F(p)] + (1 — 7)[1 — E(p)]

The supply of slots is assumed fixed exogenously at 8. So,
for the slots market to clear we must have:

1—-F(mp) =0
Or, equivalently:
p = F1(m1-0)

(That is, the top 6 quantiles of the productivity distribution get slots,
and slots are priced at the productivity of the marginal slot holder.)



At the same time, the return to acquiring HC when p is the
anticipated slot price is just the expected rent, B(p), given by:

B(p)

-

ir

[

J

i

(k=)L) — fo(p)ldp

Iy () — Fi(p)]dp

J, AF(p)dp,
o

Since it is rational to acquire HC if and only if the cost does
not exceed the benefit, we must have in equilibrium that:

1 =G(B(p)) orequivalently B(p) = G1(m)

(That is, the lowest 1 quantiles of the cost distribution invest in
HC, with cost of the marginal investor just equal to the return.)



Combining these two requirements (slot price = productivity at
the (1-6)™" quantile of the productivity distribution; return on HC
= investment cost at the " quantile of cost distribution) we

conclude that, in equilibrium, a fraction ¢ acquire HC, where:



Fii-0) p"  F'1-9) p

Figure 2: Competitive Equilibrium under Laissez-faire



(B) Efficiency: A more general formulation of the resource
allocation problem: choose a feasible allocation of HC and
of slots so as to maximize net social surplus, as follows:

An allocation i1s a pair of functions e(i,c) € {0,1} and a(i,pu) € [0.1]
specitying, respectively, HC investment of a group 1 agent with costs ¢, and
the probability of obtaining a slot for a group 1 agent with productivity L.

An allocation 1s feasible 1f:

Z )wf a(t, w)f(miop)du <6
0

12{a,b}

where
-
T = f e(i.c)g:(c)dc
0
That 1s, 7; 18 the fraction of group 1 agents who mvest in human capital. An
allocation 1s feasible 1f 1t does not assign more agents to slots than there are

slots available.)



Finding the efficient allocation under LF:

Now, the gross output from some feasible allocation 1s given by:

) = Z }kf pale, o) fi(ms, u)du

ic{a.b}

And the ageregate HC investment cost incurred with that allocation 1s:

EZ)\/ ce(i, c)g;c)dc

ic{a. b} 0

So, an efficient allocation solves the problem:

Max{Q — C} subject to {e(i,c).a(i, u)} feasible.



Clearly, in an efficient allocation only the most productive agents get slots and
only the lowest cost agents acquire HC. So, such an allocation is completely
determined by the associated aggregate HC investment rate, 1. So:

Given m € [0, 1].and 0 < 8 < 1, aggregate of widget values is at most:

= / 2)dz;

and the ageregate of effort costs is at least:

/ a-1(

T = arg 011133_;_1{{?2[% 0)—C(m)}

C(r)

So, efficiency requires:

First-order condition:



4

1 —1

OF

G_l(?r*):/ 5 (7%, 2)dz = / AF(v)dv.
1= F—1(n=.1—8)

compared to equilibrium condition:
pm=F (7™, 1—6)and 7" = c;r(/ AF(v)dv)
,pm
Conclude:

and




Group inequality under Laissez-faire:

T = Gy f AF(v)dv) and
F~1(n* 1-6)
p; = 1—F(ﬁ:-.F_1(?T*,l—9))._i:a._b

So, Assumptions 1 and 2 imply:

%

L

>n" >m, and p, > 6 > p;.

—
I



Proposition 1. The equilibrium allocation of resources under laissez faire is
socially efficient. Given our assumptions. the disadvantaged group (B) exerts
productivity-enhancing effort, and gains access to productive opportunities. at a
lower rate than does the advantaged group (A) in this equilibrium.



Sighted Affirmative Action:
— Transfers contingent on actions {effort x slot x identity}
— Normalize such that transter is zero if e = 0 or a = 0 (WLOG)
— Also normalize such that transfer is zero if e = 1 and i = A. (WLOG)
Therefore, in a sighted environment an affirmative action policy 1s fully de-
termined by three numbers — (o,, 03, 7) — denoting, respectively, the regulator’s
transfers to the A’'s and B’s who exert effort. and to the B’s who hold slots.

The key point is that, given the representation constraint, net
social surplus depends entirely on the group specific rates of
HC investment, m, and 1. So, the constrained optimal AA
policy is the one which induces groups to acquire HC at the
surplus-maximizing, group-specific rates.



Given (m,.mp) there is unique sighted policy generating this in equilibrium:
~o
o, = GI'(m) — / AF(v)dv, i=a.,b; and
F=1(mi1—p;)
= F i (mal=py) — F 7 (m0. 1= py)

~
|



Hence, without any further loss of generality we may characterize
optimal sighted AA policy, both ex ante and ex post, by finding the pair
of group-specific investment rates which maximize net social surplus
subject to the capacity and representation constraints, and then by
“backing out” the action-contingent transfers needed to induce the
lowest cost agents in each group to invest at these optimal rates.

But, this implies that the optimal policy entails no ex ante subsidy

for investment by members of the disadvantaged group!



So, under sighted affirmative action, regulator maximizes:

sighted surplus = Z ANi{Q(ms, p;) — Ci(mi) }

1=a,b

Implying::
_":)(:.

(7wl = / AF(v)dv, i = a,b.
F=1(m2,1—p;)

which means:

Proposition 3 Given a representation target p, < (p;,0]. with p, = [0 —

Aoppl/Aa. let (m.m; ) be the unique solutions above. Then. the efficient sighted
affirmative action policy is:
=

o, = O

o
|

=
=
L=

=,

S

T

|
I
—_
=
oo
'—
|
=
=
—
|
>
L
—_
=
o
'—
=)
=
—



Figure 3: Optimal Sighted Affirmative Action




“Blind” Affirmative Action: The Assignment Margin

Given a worker’s productivity, 4, and given the group-specific HC investment rates, 1,
and 1, let (1) denote the probability that this worker belongs to group B. That is:

}'\x;f{?ﬂ;- J“)
flmow)

E(p)

Assumption 2 implies that () is strictly decreasing when 1> 11,
We further assume that ¢(u) is strictly convex.



Given these definitions, the socially etficient blind ex post slot as-
signment policy, denoted a(p), is characterized by the following infinite-
dimensional linear program:

{a(p)},., = arg ma:&}c { pa(p)f(m, p)dp subject to
G}  J,

. (6)
E(p)a(p)f(m p)dp = Mo, € (N0, Mﬂ]}

0

(representation constraint),

L= o}

a(p)f(m.p)dp =0

(capacity constraint), and

a(p) € [0, 1] is nondecreasing in p.



Let o, and o, be the target slot-holding rates of groups A and B,
respectively, and let m, > 1, be the groups’ rates of HC acquisition.

Define p(w,,m,) as follows:

}:(Trrnﬁ} ] — 0,
j:(ﬂ-n"!?ﬁ) ] _ Cr."f .

Finally, given m and p, define the number @ such that, if the measure
of slots @ were to be given away to the population at random while the
remaining measure of slots (6 —a) were sold to the highest remaining
bidders, then the market-clearing price for these remaining slots would
be p. That is, leta be defined by the following equation:

demand = (1 —a)[l — F(m,p)| =60 —a = supply.



Given these definitions, we have the following characterization of
optimal “blind” AA policy at the assignment margin:

Tneorem 1. Given the group-specific ex ante investment rates,
m, > T, under the MLRP assumptions on F,(p) and G;(¢), and with the
additional assumption that fi(p)/f(p) is concave in w, then, for @ and p
as defined above, the solution to the ex post linear optimization prob-
lem under blind affirmative action, {a(p)}

=00 18 given as follows:

(a=1-2=0 <
i = - 1 = 1)
ap) = Fx.p) "

1 fpu=>p.




a(p)

1y | i
|
a(n) a(u)
e |
1—0 o+
a=1- — W + | I F m?]_l_ga
F(m. D) 5 where Fmed) = 1o
0 o
Woopop

(This diagram may be used to establish an informal “proof” of Theorem 1)



(3) Using College Admissions
Data to Simulate the Impact of
Imposing “Color-Blindness”
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Affirmative Action without Explicit
Racial Discrimination

e Color-blind (non-racially discriminatory) affirmative action
exploits statistical associations in the population between
an applicant’s racial identity and his/her non-racial traits

[Texas 10% Plan famously illustrates the non-transparency]

« A policymaker alters the weight given to non-racial traits
for all applicants in such a way as to increase the yield In
selection process from a targeted group.

 One consequence of this kind of policy is that selection
efficiency must in general be reduced for all applicants.
Policy can’t be ‘conditionally’ (within group) meritocratic.



lllustrating How Color-Blind Affirmative Action Works:

Test Scores

| LF

) CBAA
Extracurricular Activities

LF is the “admissions frontier” under laissez-faire; CBAA is frontier under a color-blind
affirmative action policy. This policy excludes applicants in area A and includes those
in area B. Suppose the total number of applicants in the two areas are the same, but
extracurricular activities are distributed more similarly between the groups than test
scores. Then more disadvantaged group students will fall into area B than into area A.
Hence, the policy will increase the number of disadvantaged students admitted at the
cost of reducing expected academic performance of the admitted class.



Simulating consequences of CBAA for
college admissions

In what follows, 1 € I denotes an applicant; x;is applicant I's
vector of traits; p; Is the expected post-admissions performance
of applicant I; r; is the probability applicant | belongs to some
targeted group; and (B, y) are (to be estimated) coefficient
vectors that relate applicant traits to performance and racial
identity, respectively.

An admissions planner is imagined to choose an admission
probability A, for each applicant in so as to maximize the
expected performance of the admitted class subject to a
capacity (0<c<1) and a representation (0<r<1) constraint.



We can use C&B data to estimate two (presumed
linear) relationships:

(1) Academic Performance Equation (p=college grades).

p; = Expected performance | x;| = - x; Z B
jed

(2) Racial ldentity Equation (r=applicant’s race):

i =PrlR = 2|x] = -3 = Y9

Fi=



With those estimates of the coefficients 8 and
v iIn hand, we calculate the optimal policy by
solving this simple LP problem:

md'-;{( ) Z 4”!:17} subject to the following three constraints:

=)

(1) 4, €[0,1], iel, (1) —{24} ¢, (m) —{Z 47;7} >
= =



(1) Laissez-Faire Solution: Ignoring representation constraint
Implies a threshold rule on Predicted Performance, for some p>0

. | 1 p-x; >p
o 0 ifp-x; < p

Here p must be chosen in such a way that constraint (1) holds with equality.



(2) Color-Sighted Affirmative Action Solution: Allowing explicitly
discriminatory admissions implies two race-specific thresholds

Under the CS regime, there will be separate thresholds for the racial groups
So, for a pair of numbers p; and p,, with gy > o, we have:

i | afp-x >,
o 0 1P -x; <.

Here the 1, and 1, are to be chosen such that selection rates for the two groups
are consistent with the capacity and representation constraints holding as
equalities.



(3) Color-Blind Affirmative Action Solution: A common threshold for
both groups is employed, but with suitably modified weights in scoring
equation. So, for some numbers >0 and p >0, we have the following:

Under the CB regime, a Lagrangian multiplier on constraint (111) alters the
admissions policy relative to LF because nonracial traits are now to be valued
both for their association with prospective academic performance and for their
ability to predict an applicant’s race. Thus, the optimal CB policy is charac-
terized by two numbers ¢ and p’ such that;

/ | il [p+ 0y x>
o 0 if [P+ 0y -x<p,

where 11" and 0 are such that constraints (11) and (111) above hold as equalities.



Notice that CBAA distorts an applicant’s incentives to acquire traits
that enhance post-admissions performance (relative to CSAA):

activities and test scores). Under LF and CS regimes, the college’s marginal
rate of substitution between traits j and £ as reflected in the admissions policy
function, denoted by MRS;, is equal to the relative importance of these
traits in forecasting student performance:

F’j

MRS;; = —,
Py

whereas, under the CB regime, the rate of substitution between traits j and &
that holds constant the probability of being admitted 1s given by:

B, + 0,
By 1 07,

MRS,



Admissions “Experiment”: CSAA versus CBAA

To get a feel for the quantitative effects of color-blind
policy, as compared to color-sighted AA, we take the
College and Beyond data set (on admitted students
at a number of selective US colleges) in order to
estimate relationships between non-racial applicant
traits, the racial identity of applicant (y), and
applicants’ post-admissions performance (f3).



We can simulate consequences of a hypothetical
*admissions experiment” by supposing each college
must reduce its admitted class by half while keeping
the proportion of black students in this reduced class
at the same level it had been among those who were
actually admitted. (So, c¢=0.5) We then compare the
expected performance of the hypothetically reduced
classes under both the CBAA and CSAA scenarios.



Estimates of 3

Table 3. Performance Equation: Predicted College Rank

College A College B College C College D

SAT math 4.04 (1.39) 0.60 (1.78) 5.08 (1.69) 7.57 (1.51)
SAT verbal 547 (1.31) 8.98 (1.62) 7.15 (1.68) 12.85 (1.30)
HS percentile 312 (1.11) 8.79 (1.42) B 42 (1.84) 7.49 (1.79)
Mother college educated 2.58 (2.63) 8.40 (3.00) 45 (3.76) 3.61(2.15)
Father college educated 4.35 (2.99) 3.76 (3.60) E 07 (4.04) 5.48 (2.84)
Zip income 0.04 (0.64) 1.44 (0.80) D 47 (0.72) 0.74 (0.44)
Legacy 4.66 (4.55) 0.59 (4.05) 65 (3.64) 0.47 (1.96)
Percent Asian in zip 14.07 (16.83)  16.78 (16.82) 5 28 (19.45)  33.05(13.58)
Percent Black in zip 11.72 (5.78) 29.10 (10.99) 14.26 (7.59) 15.91 (5.31)
Percent Hispanic in zip 1576 (11.21)  —22.15 (11.51) 0.42 (11.40) 3.24 (9.10)
Male 4.77 (2.06) n'a n/a 7.92 (1.66)
R? 0.16 0.21 0.19 0.37
Number of observation 761 429 512 494

Callege rank is percentiles in distribution of cumulative GPA amang students who matnculated at that callege in 1989, HS percertile is stugen
dgummies for students’ mather and father baing college educated. Zp incame is the median incame of the student's zip code fram the 1990 Ce
percertile 10 percentiles, ZIP income $10000. We used aurmmies far the missing aata. (Coefficients for these variables are nat repartea ir



Estimates of y

Table 4. Race Equation: Probability of Being Black

College A College B College C College D

SAT math 0.06 (0.01) 06 (0.01) 0.07 (0.01) 0.10 (0.02)
SAT verbal 0.02 (0.01) DDS (0.01) 0.06 (0.01) 0.04 (0.01)
HS percentile 0.04 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.07 (0.01) 0.05 (0.01)
Mother college educated 0.02 (0.02) D 01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.03) 0.01 (0.02)
Father college educated 0.11 (0.02) 04 (0.02) 0.08 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03)
Zip income 0.01(0) D 01 (0.01) 0 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Legacy 0.01 (0.03) D 02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) 0.09 (0.03)
Percent Asian in zip 0.25(0.12) 06 (0.11) 0.10 (0.15) 0.14 (0.20)
Percent Black in zip 0.57 (0.04) D 57 (0.07) 0.85 (0.06) 0.57 (0.06)
Percent Hispanic in zip 0.02 (0.08) 0.02 (0.08) 0.08 (0.09) 0.13 (0.12)
Male 0.01 (0.02) n/a nfa 0.01 (0.02)
R? 0.41 0.22 0.55 0.37

Mumber of observations 761 429 512 494

Dependent variable is stugent's prabability of being black. HS percentile is stugents’ percentile in his high schaal Mather's ana father's ed
educated. Zip income is the average income of the student's zip code from the 1990 Census; n/a, nat available. Increments: SAT variables 100
dummies for the missing data. (Coefficients for these variables are not repartea in this table.)



Predicted relative performance of selected
students after reducing actual class by half

Table 5. Relative Performances of Color-Blind and Color-Sighted Policies, by Race
Constraint

College Ccollege College College College College College
A B C D E F G Average

Random H6.29 8722 8043 8504 8OB/ HBoeZ2 B126 83ibZ
A0mIssions

Laissez-faire 9696 9850 9700 9390 9501 9845 9665 96.88
without SAT

Laissez-faire  99.77 98.02 9789 09958 09956 09867 9724 9857
without HS
DEFEEﬁli|E

Color sighted 9797 9955 9764 9743 09866 09859 09977 98.68

Color blind 94 28 O8bB7 9533 9082 9640 95985 9B8/4  96.16

Predicted college rank of a stugent is estimated by the OLS regression. Far each palicy, we compute the average
predicted college rank of the agmittea class. We call this value the pedormance of the palicy. To compute the relative
perfarmance, we index laissez-faire’s performance as 100. For example, colorsighted relative performance
(color-sighted perfarmance = 100){(laissez{aire performance). Average is the population-weighted average.



“Blindness” Alters Selection Formula, reducing
weight given to academic factors and increasing
emphasis on social background: [ to (B + ©y)]

Table 7. Weight on Students Characterislics in the Admission Formula for Laissez-Faire and Color-Blind Policies,

HS Mother Father Percer
SATmalh  SATverbal percent  educaled  educaled  Income black

F CB LF CB LF CB UF CB LF CB LF CB LF

College A 404 016 547 416 312 053 258 387 435 -276 -004 (061 -11.72
College B -060 -488 898 684 879 950 840 911 -376 -661 -144 073 -29.10
ColegeC 508 168 715 424 842 502 -345 -199 607 218 -047 047 -14.26
College D 757 -374 1285 633 749 183 361 474 548 32 -074 03 -1591

—_— M™% —_— M "%
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