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Social Determinants of Inequality and Associational Redistribution
Equality-enhancing policies are generally formulated in terms of transfers of money or in kind assistance.
Locations within the social/economic structure can be affected by policy.
I have called this “associational redistribution”.



Social Determinants of Inequality and Associational Redistribution
Examples
• affirmative action
• busing for integration
• charter schools/magnet schools
• zoning - “Mt. Laurel Doctrine”



Social Determinants of Inequality and Associational Redistribution
Normative Issues
• competing ethical claims
• political feasibility
• supply side approach



Social Determinants of Inequality and Associational Redistribution
Comment on Political Efficacy
Bottom Line: Such policies are immensely unpopular, when they are demand side (language due to Loury, I believe).



Social Determinants of Inequality and Associational Redistribution
Possible alternative: Supply Side Associational Redistribution
Implement policies that only indirectly redistribute memberships. 
Charles Moskos and John Sibley Butler have argued the military does this.
A possible interpretation of early childhood education increases!



MTO



Moving to Opportunity
Kling, Liebman, and Katz (Econometrica, 2007) – Experimental Analysis of Neighborhood Effects
Households in Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York randomly assigned housing assistance:
• Control group received no new assistance, but continued to be eligible for public housing. 
• Section 8 group received a traditional Section 8 voucher, without geographic restriction. 
• Experimental group received a Section 8 voucher, restricted for one year to a census tract with a poverty rate of less than 10 percent, and mobility counseling. 
Sample consists of 4248 households assigned from 1994-97 at the five sites.



Moving to Opportunity
• Poverty rates for the control group and non-compliers (those offered assistance who did not accept) are quite similar to each other
• Experimental compliers lived in neighborhoods with significantly lower poverty rates than did controls
• Section 8 compliers also lived in lower-poverty neighborhoods, but their density is shifted by a more modest amount



Source: Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007)



Moving to Opportunity
Intent-to-treat (ITT) effects: differences between treatment and control group means. Treatment-on-treated (TOT) estimated using the offer of an MTO voucher as an instrumental variable for MTO voucher use
• Effect on mental health for the experimental group of much larger magnitude than the others (only adult estimate statistically significant at the 5 percent level); no significant effects on adult economic self-sufficiency or physical health
• For results pooling all youth, the direction of effects is positive for mental health and education, and negative for physical health and risky behavior
• Large positive effects on mental health and risky behavior for female youth, and large negative effects on physical health and risky behavior for male youth



Source: Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007)



Source: Kling, Liebman, and Katz (2007)



Even among experimental compliers, relatively little time logged within integrated low-poverty settingsSource: Clampet-Lundquist and Massey (2008)



Moving to Opportunity
Sampson (AJS, 2008) - Moving to Inequality: Neighborhood Effects and Experiments Meet Social Structure 
• MTO induced residential outcomes over the long run that differ in poverty but not necessarily in racial integration or other factors
• For destination tracts, the experimental reduction in poverty rate was from 42% to 37%
• Vast majority of destinations close by disadvantaged communities



Source: Sampson (2008)



Location of MTO participants at the end of the last follow-up evaluationSource: Sampson (2008)



Moving to Opportunity
• Destination neighborhoods still highly segregated
• Dynamics:

• Disadvantage decreasing over time in Chicago, but the rate of decrease was lower for the experimental group than for the controls
• When trajectories of neighborhood change are the outcome criterion, the MTO experiment did not result in the experimental group ending up in better-off neighborhoods



Source: Sampson (2008)



Source: Sampson (2008)



Moving to Opportunity
• Both experimental and control group members often still ended up in disadvantaged areas
• Very little racial exchange across areas



Source: Sampson (2008)



Source: Sampson (2008)



Source: Sampson (2008)



Moving to Opportunity
Chetty et al. (2015) - The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children: New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity Experiment
• Moving to a lower-poverty neighborhood significantly improves college attendance rates and earnings for children who were young (below age 13) when their families moved
• No effect on adult earnings



Source: Chetty et al. (2015)



Source: Chetty et al. (2015)



Source: Chetty et al. (2015)



Source: Chetty et al. (2015)



Affirmative Action



Affirmative action
Card and Kruger (ILRR 2005) - Would the elimination of affirmative action affect highly qualified minority applicants? Evidence from California and Texas
• Between 1996 and 1998 California and Texas eliminated the use of affirmative action in college and university admissions
• Admission rates of Black and Hispanic students to top state schools fell relative to others
• However, no evidence that highly qualified Black and Hispanic students changed SAT-score-sending behavior (correlated with application)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Source: Card and Krueger (2005)



Affirmative action
Kahlenberg (2012) - A Better Affirmative Action: State Universities that Created Alternatives to Racial Preference
Higher education admissions policies not specifically tied to race:
Texas
• Top 10% at each HS guaranteed admission to public u. of choice
• Considers factors such as SES, home language, and single-parent status 
California
• Top 4% at each HS guaranteed to UC system
• Considers socioeconomic factors



Source: Kahlenberg (2012)



Source: Kahlenberg (2012)



Affirmative action
Miller (2015) – The Persistent Effects of Temporary Affirmative Action
• Firms with sizeable contracts or subcontracts with federal gov’t must make “good faith” effort to employ minorities at rates (at least) proportional to their shares of the local and qualified workforce. 
• Regulation is dynamic, only applying when gov’t contracts in effect
• Miller exploits this to show that even after deregulation of a firm, minority share increases



Source: Miller (2015)



Source: Miller (2015)



Source: Miller (2015)


