James J. Heckman

DETECTING DISCRIMINATION

In the current atmosphere of race relations in America, the authors of the three
main papers presented in this Symposium are like persons crying “fire” in a
<rowded theater. They apparently vindicate the point of view that American
society is riddled with racism and that discrimination by employers may
account for much of the well-documented economic disparity between blacks
and whites, In my judgement, this conclusion is not sustaired by a careful
reading of the evidence,

In this article, I make three major points. First, I want to distinguish market
discrimination from the discrimination encountered by a randomly selected
person or pair of persons at a randomly selected firm as identified from audit

Second, I consider the evidence presented by the authors in the symposium,
focusing for brevity and specificity on labor markets. It js far less decisive on
the issue of market discrimination than it is claimed to be. Disparity in market
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assumptions about unobservable vari-
ables and the way labor markets work.
The auditmethod can find discrimination
when in fact none exists; it can also dis-
guise discrimination when it is present.
These findings are especially troubling
because the Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Comumission has recently authorized
the use of audit pair methods to detect
discrimination in labor markets (Seelye,
1997).

DISCRIMINATION DEFINITION
AND MEASUREMENT

The authors of these papers focus on the-
question of whether society is color blind,
not on the specific question of whether
there is market discrimination in realized
transactions. But discrimination at the in-
dividual level is different from discrimi-
nation at the group level, although these
concepts are often confused in the litera-
ture on the economics of discrimination.

At the level of a potential worker.

or credit applicant dealing with a firm,
racial discrimination is said to arise if
an otherwise identical person is treated
differently by virtue of that person’s
race or gender, and race and gender
by themselves have no direct effect on
productivity. Discrimination is a causal
effect defined by a hypothetical ceteris
paribus conceptual experiment-—varying
race but keeping all else constant. Audit
studies attemnpt to identify racial and
gender discrimination so defined for the
set of firms sampled by the auditors
by approximating the ceteris paribus
condition. .

It was Becker’s (1957) insight to ob-
serve that finding a discriminatory effect
of race or gender at a randomly selected

in the market as a whole. At the level of
the market, the causal effect of race is de-
fined by the marginal firm or set of firms
with which the marginal minority mem-
ber deals. The impact of market discrimi-
nation is not determined by the most dis-
criminatory participants in the market, or
even by the average level of discrimina-
Hon among firms, but rather by the level
of discrimination at the firms where eth-
nic minorities or women actually end up

the margin that economic values are set.
This pointis largely ignored in the papers
in this symposium.

This confusion between individual
firm and market discrimination arises
in particular in the audit studies. A
well-designed audit study could uncover
many individual firms that discriminate,
while at the same time the marginal ef-
fect of discrimination on the wages of
employed workers could be zero. ... Pur-
posive sorting within markets eliminates
the worst forms of discrimination. There
may be evil lurking in the hearts of firms
that is never manifest in consurmmated
market transactions.

Estimating the extent and degree of dis-
tribution, whether at the individual or
the market level, is a difficult matter. In
the labor market, for example, a worker’s
productivity is rarely observed directly,
so the analyst must instead use avail-
able data as a proxy in controlling for the
relevant productivity characteristics. The
major controversies arise over whether
relevant omitted characteristics differ be-
tween races and between genders, and
whether certain included characteristics
systematically capture productivity dif-

firm does not provide an accurate mea-
sure of the discrimination that takes place

-

ferences or instead are a proxy for race or
gender.

buying, working and borrowing. It is at -
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HOW SUBSTANTIAL IS LABOR
MARKET DISCRIMINATION
AGAINST BLACKS?

In their paper in this symposium,

[William A.] Darity {Jr.] and [Patrick L.]
Mason present a bleak picture of the labor

- market position of African-Americans in

which market discrimination is ubiqui-
‘tous. They present a quantitative estimate
of the magnitude of estimated discrim-
ination: 12 to 15 percent in both 1980
and 1990 using standard regressions fit
on Current Population Survey and Cen-
sus data. Similar regressions show that
the black/white wage gap has dimin-
ished sharply over the last half century.
Comparable estimates for 1940 show a
black/white wage gap ranging from 30
percentage points, for men age 25-34 to
42 percentage points, men age 55-64. In
1980, the corresponding numbers would
have been 21 percent and 32 percent,
for the same two age groups; in 1970,
18 and 25 percent (U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, 1986, Table 6.1, p. 191). The
progress was greatest in Southern states
where a blatantly discriminatory system
was successfully challenged by an ex-
ternal legal intervention (Donohue and
Heclaman, 1991; Heckman, 19%0).

How should the residual wage gap be
interpreted? As is typical of much of the
literature on measuring racial wage gaps,
Darity and Mason never precisely de-
fine the concept of discrimination they
use. As is also typical of this literature,
the phrase “human capital variable” is
thrown around without a clear opera-
tional definition. The implicit definition
of these terms varies across the studies
they discuss. In practice, human capital
in these studies has come to mean educa-
tion and various combinations of age and
education, based on the available Cen-~
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sus and Current Population Survey (CPS)
data. However, there is a staggering gap *
between the list of productivity charac-
teristics available to economic analysts in
standard data sources and what is avail-
able to personnel departments of firms,
Regressions based on the Census and/or
CPS data can typically explain 20 to 30
percent of the variation in wages. How- |
ever, regressions based on personnel data
canexplain a substantially higher share of
the variation in wages; 60-80 percent in
professional labor markets (for example,
see Abowd and Killingsworth, 1983). It is
notidle speculation to claim that the stan-
dard data sets used to estimate discrim-
nation omit many relevant characteris-
tics actually used by firms in their hiring
and promotion decisions. Nor is it idle
speculation to conjecture that disparity in
family, neighborhood and schooling en-
vironuments may account for systematic
differences in unmeasured characteristics
between race groups.

Consider just one well-documented
source of discrepancy between Census
variables and the productivity concepts
that they proxy: the measurement of high
school credentials. The standard Census
and CPS data sources equate recipients of
a General Equivalence Degree, or GED,
with high school graduates. However,
black high school certificate holders are
much more likely than whites to receive
GEDs (Cameron and Heckman, 1993),
and a substantial portion of the widely
trumpeted “convergence” in measured
black educational attainment has come
through GED certification. Thus, in 1987
in the NLSY data that Darity and Mason
discuss, and Neal and Johnson (1996)
analyze, 79 percent of black males age
25 were high school certified, and 14

percent of the credential holders were
GED recipients. Among white males, 88
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percent were high school certified, and

only 8 percent of the white credential
holders, were GED certified. Given the
evidence from Cameron and Heckman
that GED recipients earn the same as
high school dropouts, it is plausible that
standard Census-based studies that use
high school credentials to control for
“education” will find that the wages of
black high school “graduates” are lower
than those of whites.

Most of the empirical literature cited
by Darity and Mason takes Census vari-
ables literally and ignores these issues.
The GED factor alone accounts for 1-
.2 percentage points of the current 12—
15 percent black-white hourly wage gap.
An enormous body of solid evidence
on inferior inner city schools and poor
neighborhoods makes the ritual of the
measurement of “discrimination” using
the unadjusted Census or Current Pop-
ulation Survey data a questionable exer-
cise.

Darity and Mason bolster their case for
rampant discrimination by appealing to
audit pair evidence. They do not point
out that audit pair studies have primarily
been conducted for hiring in entry level
jobs in certain low skill occupations us-
ing overqualified college students during
summer vacations. They do not sample
subsequent promotion decisions. They
fail to point out that the audits under-
sample the main avenues through which
youth get jobs, since only job openings
advertised in newspapers are audited,
and not jobs found through networks
and friends (Heckman and Siegelman,
1993, pp. 213-215). Auditors are some-
times instructed on the “problem of dis-
crimination in American society” prior to
sampling firms, so they may have been
coached to find what the audit agen-

cies wanted to find. Thave already noted

that audit evidence does not translate
into actual employment experiences and
wages obtained by actors who purpo-
sively search markets.

Putting these objections to the side,‘

what do the audits actually show for
this unrepresentative snapshot of the
American labor market? Table 1 presents
evidence from three major audits in
Washington, D.C., Chicago and Denver.
The most remarkable feature of this
evidence is the a + b column which
records the percentage of audit attempts
where black and white auditors were
treated symmetrically (both got a job;
neither got a job). In Chicago and Denver
this happened about 86 percent of the
time. The evidence of disparity in hiring
presented in the Jast two columns of the
table suggests only a slight preference
for whites over minorities; in several
pairs, minorities are favored. Only a
zealot can see evidence in these data
of pervasive discrimination in the US.
labor market. And, as I will show in
the next section, even this evidence
on disparity has to be taken with a
grain of salt, because it is based on the
implicit assumption that the distribution
of unobserved productivity is the same in
both race groups.

Darity and Mason go on to dismiss
the research of Neal and Johnson (1996)
who analyze a sample of miales who
took an achievement or ability test in
theirearly teens—specifically, the Armed
Forces Qualifications Test (AFQT) —and
ask how much of the gap in black-white
wages measured a decade or so after
the test was taken can be explained by
the differences in the test scores.! It is
remarkable and important that this early
“premarket” measure of ability plays
such a strong role in explaining wages
measured a decade after the test is taken.
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Table 1
Outcomes from Major Audi? Studies for Blacks
{outcome: get job or not)
(b Equal
Nurmber of (a) Neither Traaiment White Yes, White No,
Audits Pair Both Get Job Gais a.Job a+b Black No Black Yes
Chicago”
35 1 (5) 14.3% (23} 65.7% 80.0% (5) 14.3% (&) 5.7%
40 2 8 12.5% (25) 62.5% 75.0% (4) 10.0% @ 15.0"/:
44 3 {3) 6.8% (37} 84.1% 90.9% (3) 6.8% (1) 2.3%
36 4 {6) 16.7% (24) 66.7% 83.4% {6) 16.7% ) 0.0%
42 5 (3) 7.1%. (38) 90.5% 97.6% (N 2.4% @ 0.0%
197 Total (22)11.2%  (147) 74.6%° 85.8% (19)9.6% (9) 4.5%
Washington*
45 1 {5) 10.9% (26) 56.5% 67.4% (12) 26.1% (3} 6.5%
54 2 {11) 20.4% {31)57.4% 77.8% (9} 16.7% (3§ 5.6%
62 3 (11) 17.7% (36) 58.1% 75.8% (11} 17.7% %) 6.5%
37 4 {6) 18.2% (22) 59.5% 75.7% (7) 18.9% (2} 5.4%
42 5 (7) 16.7% (26) 61.9% 7756% (7} 16.7% (2} 4.8%
241 Total {(40) 16.6% (141} 58.5% 75.1%  (46) 19.1% {14} 5.8%
Denver ’
18 1 (2)11.1% (1) 61.1% 72.1% (5) 27.8% 0) 0.0%
53 2 @) 2.8% {(41) 77.4% 81.2% {0} 0.0% (1(0)) 18.9%
32 3 (7 21.2% {25) 75.8% 97.0% {1} 2.0% 0 0.0%
15 4 {9} 60.0% {(3) 20.0% 80.0% (2 6.7% (2) 13.3%
265 9 (3} 11.5% (28) 88.5% 100.0% ©) 0.0% {0} 0.0%
145 Total {23} 15.8% (103) 71.1% 86.9% 7y 4.8% (12) 8.3%

Note: Results are percentages; figures in parentheses are the relevant number of audits.

“This study was conducted by the Urban Institute.

“Dernver pair numbers are for both black and Hispanic audits, For the sake of brevity, | enly consider the
black audits. The Denver study was not conducted by the Urban Institute but it was conducted to conform

to Urban Institute practice.
Sources: Heckman and Siagelman (1993).

. This is as true for studies of white

outcomes taken in isolation as it is for
black-white comparisons. Their findings
are important for interpreting the sources
of black-white disparity in labor market
outcomes. ...

The Neal-Johnson story is not about
genetic determination. They demonstrate
that schooling and environment can af-
fect their measured test score. A huge
body of evidence, to which the Neal-
Johnson study contributes, documents
that human abilities and motivations are

formed early and have a decisive effect on
lifetime outcomes; the evidence is sum-
marized in Heckman (1995} and in Heck-
man, Lochner, Taber and Smith (1997).
Not only is early ability an important
predictor of later success for blacks or
whites, it can be manipulated. Early in-
terventions are far more effective than
late ones because early skills and moti-|.
vation beget later skills and motivation.
As Heckman, Lochner. Taber and Smith
document, however, successful early in-
terventions can be quite costly.
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The objections raised by Darity and
Mason against the Neal-Johnson study
are largely specious. For example, Rod-
gers and Spriggs (1996) miss the point of
the Neal-Johnson article by “adjusting”
the test score by a later variable, such -
as schooling. But ability is known to be
an important determinant of schooling
(Cawley, Heckman and Vtylacil, 1998), so
it should be no surprise that “adjusting”
the score for later schooling eliminates an
important component of ability and that
adjusted scores play a much weaker role
in explaining black-white differentials.?

Only one point raised by Darity and
Mason concerning Neal and Johnson is
potentially valid—and this is a point
made by Neal and Johnson in their origi-

« nal article. Black achievement scores may
be lower than white scores not because
of the inferior environments encountered
by many poor blacks, but because of ex-
pectations of discrimination in the mar-
ket. If black children and their parents
face a world in which they receive lower
rewards for obtaining skills, they will in-
vest less if they face the same tuition costs
as whites. Poor performance in schools
and low achievement test scores may thus
be a proxy for discrimination to be expe-
rienced in the future.

There is solid empirical evidence

* that expectations about rewards in the
labor market influence human capital
investment decisions; for example, the
reward to skills held by black workers
increased following the passage of the
1964 Civil Rights Act, and a rapid
rise in college enroflment of blacks
followed (Donohue and Heckman, 1991}).
But the difficulty with the argument
in this context is that it presumes that
black parents and children operate under
mistaken expectations about the present
labor market. Although it was once true

that the retums to college education were
lower for blacks than for whites {Becker,
1957, U.S. Civil Rights Commission,
1986), the return to college education for
blacks was higher than the return for
whites by the mid-1970s, and continues to
be higher today. Some parallel evidence
presented by. Johnson and Neal {1998)
chows that the returns to (coefficient
on) AFQT scores for black males in an
earnings equation are now as high or
higher than those for whites, although
they ‘used to be lower in the pre-Civil”
Rights era. Given the greater return for
blacks to college education and ability, it
seems implausible to argue thata rational
fear of lower future returns is currently
discouraging black formation of skills.
Ability as it crystallizes at an early
age accounts for most of the measured
gap in black and white labor market
outcomes. Stricter enforcement of civil
rights laws is a tenuous way to improve
early childhood skills and ability? The
weight of the evidence suggests that
this ability and early motivation is most
easily influenced by enriching family and
preschool learning environments and by
improving the quality of the early years
of schooling.

THE IMPLICIT ASSUMPTIONS
BEHIND THE AUDIT METHOD

The method of audit pairs operates by
controlling for systematic observed dif-
ferences across pairs. It does this by at-
tempting to create two candidates forjobs
or loans who are “essentially” the same
in their paper qualifications and personal
characteristics, and then comparing their
outcomes in their dealings with the same
firm. Averaging over the outcomes at all

firms for the same audit pair produces an
estimate of the discrimination effect. An

average is often taken over audit pairs as
well toreportan “overall” estimate of dis-
crimination. More sophisticated versions
of the method will allow for some het-
erogeneity in treatment among firms and
workers or firms and applicants.

One set of difficulties arise, however,
because there are sure to be many unob-
served variables. As noted by Heckman
and Siegetmian (1993), given the current
limited state of knowledge of the deter-
minants of productivity within firms, and
given the small pools of applicants from
which matched pairs are constructed that
are characteristic of most audit studies,
it is unlikely that all characteristics that
might affect productivity willbe perfectly
matched. Thus, the implicit assumption
in the audit pair method is that control-
ling for some components of productivity
and sending people to the same firm will
reduce the bias below what it would be
if random pairs of, say, whites and blacks
were compared using, for example, Cen-
sus data. The implicit assumption that
justifies this method is that the effect of
the unobserved characteristics averages
out to zero across firms for the same au-
dit pair.

However, the mean of the differences
in the unobserved components need
not be zero and assuming that it is
begs the problem. Nowhere in the
published literature on the audit pair
method will you find a demonstration
that matching one subset of observable
variables necessarily imples that the
resilting difference in audit-adjusted
treatment between blacks and whites is

an unbiased measure of discrimination

—or indeed, that it is even necessarily
a better measure of discrimination than
comparing random pairs of whites and
blacks applying at the same firm or even
applying to different firms....
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Consider the following example. Sup-
pose that the market productivity of per-
sons is determined by the sum of two
productivity components. These two pro-
ductivity components are distributed in-
dependently in the population so their
values are not correlated with each other.
Both factors affect employer assessments
of employee productivity.* Suppose fur-
ther that average productivity of the sum
is the same for both whites and blacks;
however, blacks are more productive on
average on one component while whites
are more productive on average on the
other. Now consider an audit pair study
that equates only the first component of
productivity and equates firm effects by
sending the audit pair to the same firm.
Under these conditions, the audit estima-
tor is biased toward a finding of discrim-
ination, since in this example, only the
characteristic which makes black produc-
tivity look relatively high is being used to
standardize the audit pair. The condition
of zero mean of uncbservable productiv-
ity differences across race groups is not
especially compelling and requires a pri-
ori knowledge that is typically not avail-
able.

Now consider the case in which the ob-
served and unobserved components of
productivity are dependent. Int this case,
making the included components as alike
as possible may accentuate the differ-
ences in the unobserved components. As
a result, it can increase the bias over the
case where the measured components are
not aligned.

... [Tihink of pairing up black and
white high jumpers to see if they can
clear a bar set at a certain height. There is
no discrimination, in the sense that they
both use the same equipment and have
the bar set at the same level. Suppose
now that the chance of a jumper (of
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any race) clearing the bar depends on
two additive factors: the person’s height
and their jumping technique. We can
pair up black and white jumpers so that
they have identical heights, but we can't
directly abserve their technique. Let us
make the generous assumption, implicit
in the entire audit literature, that the
mean jumping technique is equal for
the two groups. Then, if the variance of
technique is also the same for white and
black high-jumpers, we would find that
the two racial groups are equally likely
to clear the bar, On the other hand, if the
variance differs, then whether the black
or white pair is more likely to clear the bar
will depend on how thebar is set, relative
to their common height, and which racial
group has a higher variance in jumping
technique. If the bar is set at a low level so
that most people of the given height are
likely to clear the bar, then the group with
the lower variance will be more likely to
clear the bar. If the bar is set at a very high
level relative to the given height, then the
group with a higher variance in jumping
technique will be more likely to clear the
bar. A limitation of the audit method is
readily apparent from this analogy: there
is no discrimination, yet the two groups
have different probabilities of clearing
the bars And if there is discrimination
—that is, the bar is being set higher for
blacks-—the differential dispersion in the
unobserved component could still cause
the minority group to clear the bar more
ofter.. The method could fail to detect
discrimination when it does exist.

Thus, depending on the distribution
of unobserved characteristics for each
race group and the audit standardization
level, the audit method can show reverse
discrimination, or equal treatment, or
discrifmination, even though blacks and
whites in this example are subject to the

same cutoff and face no discrimination.
The apparent bias depends on whether
the level of qualifications set by the audit
designer makes it more or less likely
that the applicant will receive the job,
and the distribution of variables that are
unobservable to the audit design. The
apparent disparity favoring Washington
whites in Table 1 may be a consequence of
differences in unobserved characteristics
between blacks and whites when there is
no discrimination.

Even more disturbing, suppose that
there is discrimination against blacks, so
the productivity cutoff used by firms is
higher for blacks than whites, Depending
on the audit designer’s choice of what
level of qualifications are given to the
auditors, the audit study can find ne
discrimination at all. However, whether
the qualifications make it relatively likely
or unlikely to get the job is a fact rarely
reported in audit studies. ...

Making audit pairs as alike as possible
may seem an obviously useful step, but
it can greatly bias the inference about
average discrimination or discrimination
at the margin. Intuitively, by taking
out the common components that are
most easily measured, differences in

hiring rates as monitored by audits

arise from the idiosyncratic factors, and
not the main factors, that drive actual
labor markets. These examples highlight
the fragility of the audit method to
untested and unverifiable assumptions
about the distributions of unobservables.

Similar points arise in more general .

nonlinear models that characterize other
employment decision rules.

THE BECKER MODEL

The papers in this symposium make the
erroneous claim that in Becker’s (1957)

-,

model, market discrimination disappears
in thelong run. It need not. Entrepreneurs
can consume their income in any way
they see fit. If a bigoted employer prefers
whites, the employer can indulge that
taste as long as income is received from
entrepreneurial activity just as a person
who favors an exotic ice cream can
indulge that preference by being willing
to pay the price. Only if the supply
of entrepreneurship is perfectly elastic
in the long run at a zero price, so
entrepreneurs have no income to spend
to indulge their tastes, or if there are
enough nonprejudiced emmrs to hire
all blacks, will discrimination disappear

% from Becker’s model.

— However, even if the common mis-
interpretation of Becker’s model is ac-
cepted, it is far from clear that the pre-
diction of no or little discrimination in
the U.S. labor market in the long run
is false. The substantial decline over the
past 50 years in wage differentials be-
tween blacks and whites may well be
a manifestation of the dynamics of the
Becker model. It may take decades for the
effects of past discrimination in employ-
ment and schooling as it affects current
endowments of workers to fade out of the
labor market. But the evidence from the

current U.S. Jabor market is that discrim-

ination by employers alone does not gen-

erate large economic disparities between
blacks and whites.
/"_.—-u—'-"-‘—v-—...__
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APPENDIX

Implicit Identifying Assumptions
- in the Audit Method

Define the productivity of a person of race.

¥ € {1,0} at firm f, with characteristics
X = (X0, X2) as P(LX,r,f).r =1
corresponds to black; ¥ = 0 corresponds
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to white. Assume that race does not
affect productivity so we may write P =
P(_X,f). The treatmment at the firm f for
a person of race ¥ and productivity P
is T{P{.X,F).r). Racial discrimination
exists at firm f if

TPLX,fyr = 1) = TPLX,F), |

¥ = 0).

Asnoted in the text, audit methods mon~
itor discrimination at randomly selected
firms within the universe designated for
sampling, not the firms where blacks are
employed.

The most favorable case for auditing
assumes that T (or some transformation
of it) is linear in f and X. Assumme
for simplicity that P = X) + Xp + f
and T(P,r) = P+ yr. When ¥y < 0
there is discrimination against blacks. y
may vary among firms as in Heckman
and Siegelman (1993). For simplicity
suppose that all firms are alike. Audit
methods pair racially dissimilar workers
in the following way: they match some
components of X and they sample the
same firms. Let P[* be the standardized
productivity for the black member of the
pair; Py is the standardized productivity
for the white member. If Py = P,

T(Pf, 1) - TPy, 0) =y,

When averaged over firms, the average
freatment estimates the average y.

Suppose that standardization is incom-
plete. We can align the first coordinate of




Is There Discrimination in
U.S. Labor Markets?

Economists assume that markets are anonymous; that is, they assume that
rational economice actors would not take race, sex, religious affiliation, or any
other personal characteristic into consideration when buying or selling. Con-
sumers are trying to maximize their consumer satisfaction, while producers
are in the same marketplace trying to maximize their profits. Just as the often
paraphrased axiom of Adam Smith suggests: Each acting for his or her own
self-interest advances the well-being of the whole. In the Werd‘of neoclassical
economics, there is simply no room for discrimination. . - ‘

Yet the appearance of discrimination, if not the reality of discrimination,

is all around us, Why are unemployment rates for African Americans twice
those for white Americans? Why, on the average, do African American house-
holds eamn 60 cents for every dollar earned by white households? Why do
U.S. corporations, universities, courthouses, and even military officers’ clubs
have so many whites? And, more important, why do nearly 40 percent of
African American children suffer the life-altering effects of poverty? Is this
the product of market discrimination, or is it the consequence of deficient
skill levels for African Americans?

In addition to Heckman’s many contributions—he is perhaps the most
prolific contributor to this debate from the neoclassical position—we sug-
gest that you return to the source of his position, the work of Gary Becker,
who in 1957 wrote The Economics of Discrimination (University of Chicago
Press). Some of Heckman'’s other recent work is also highly recommended.
See, for example, his essay “Lessons from the Bell Curve,” Journal of Politi-
cal Economy (vol. 103, 1995), pp. 1091-1120, and the book chapter he wrote
with Peter Siegelman, “The Urban Institute Audit Studies: Their Methods,”
which appeared in Michael Fix and Raymond Struyk, eds., Clear and Convinc-
ing Evidence: Measurement of Discrimination in America (Urban Institute Press,
1993). Finally, you might read Heckman’s paper “The Value of Quantitative
Evidence on the Effect of the Past on the Present,” American Economic Review
(May 1997). ’

Darity and Mason have also contributed extensively to this literature. See,
for example, Mason’s “Male Interracial Wage Differentials: Competing Ex-
planations,” Cambridge Journal of Economics (May 1999). You might also look
for Darity and Samuel L. Myers, Jr.’s book Persistent Disparity (Edward Edgar
Publishing, 1999). Lastly, we suggest a coauthored essay by Darity, Jason
Dietrich, and David K. Guiikey, “Racial and Bthnic Inequality in the United
States: A Secular Perspective,” American Economic Review (May 1997).
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