
Figure 1.1 � Black-White Ratio in Democratic Vote for President, Selected States, 2004 and 2008 (N=25)

Source: Authors’ compilation based Roper Center (2004, 2008).
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Figure 1.2 � White-Black Median Income Ratios, Selected States, 2000 and 2010 (N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Figure 1.3 � White-Black Median Professional-Class Income Ratio, Selected States, 2000 and 2010 
(N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Figure 1.4 � White-Black Median Working-Class Income Ratio, Selected States, 2000 and 2010 (N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Figure 1.5  � Group Presence: Ratio of Percentage of Whites in Professional Class to Percentage of Blacks 
in Professional Class, Selected States, 2000 and 2010 (N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Figure 1.6 �T otal Income Inequality as Measured by Total Theil Index, Selected States, 2000 and 2010 
(N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Figure 1.7 � Between-Race Theil as Percentage of Total Theil (Percentage of Total Income Inequality 
Attributable to Black-White Income Disparity), Selected States, 2000 and 2010 (N=37)

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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Appendix: Data Used to Construct Charts

Table 1A.1 � Black-White Gap in Democratic Vote for President, Selected States, 2004 and 2008

2004� 2008 2004–2008

White  
(%)

Black  
(%)

Difference 
(%) Ratio

White  
(%)

Black  
(%)

Difference  
(%) Ratio

Change  
in  

difference  
(%)

Change  
in  

ratio

Alabama 19 91 72 4.8 10 98 88 9.8 16 5.0
Alaska 33 n.a. n.a. n.a. 33 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Arizona 41 n.a. n.a. n.a. 40 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Arkansas 36 94 58 2.6 30 95 65 3.2 7 0.6
California 47 81 34 1.7 52 94 42 1.8 8 0.1
Colorado 42 87 45 2.1 50 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Connecticut 51 n.a. n.a. n.a. 51 93 42 1.8 n.a. n.a.
Delaware 45 82 37 1.8 53 99 46 1.9 9 0.0
District of Columbia 80 97 17 1.2 86 97 11 1.1 –6 –0.1
Florida 42 86 44 2.0 42 96 54 2.3 10 0.2
Georgia 23 88 65 3.8 23 98 75 4.3 10 0.4
Hawaii 58 n.a. n.a. n.a. 70 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Idaho 29 n.a. n.a. n.a. 33 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Illinois 48 89 41 1.9 51 96 45 1.9 4 0.0
Indiana 34 92 58 2.7 45 90 45 2.0 –13 –0.7
Iowa 49 n.a. n.a. n.a. 51 93 42 1.8 n.a. n.a.
Kansas 34 n.a. n.a. n.a. 40 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Kentucky 35 87 52 2.5 36 90 54 2.5 2 0.0
Louisiana 24 90 66 3.8 14 94 80 6.7 14 3.0
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Table 1A.1  (Continued)

2004� 2008 2004–2008

White  
(%)

Black  
(%)

Difference 
(%) Ratio

White  
(%)

Black  
(%)

Difference  
(%) Ratio

Change  
in  

difference  
(%)

Change  
in  

ratio

Maine 53 n.a. n.a. n.a. 58 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Maryland 44 89 45 2.0 47 94 47 2.0 2 0.0
Massachusetts 59 n.a. n.a. n.a. 59 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Michigan 44 89 45 2.0 51 97 46 1.9 1 –0.1
Minnesota 50 87 37 1.7 53 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Mississippi 14 90 76 6.4 11 98 87 8.9 11 2.5
Missouri 42 90 48 2.1 42 93 51 2.2 3 0.1
Montana 39 n.a. n.a. n.a. 45 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Nebraska 33 n.a. n.a. n.a. 39 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Nevada 43 86 43 2.0 45 94 49 2.1 6 0.1
New Hampshire 50 n.a. n.a. n.a. 54 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
New Jersey 46 82 36 1.8 49 92 43 1.9 7 0.1
New Mexico 43 n.a. n.a. n.a. 42 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
New York 49 90 41 1.8 52 100 48 1.9 7 0.1
North Carolina 27 85 58 3.1 35 95 60 2.7 2 –0.4
North Dakota 35 n.a. n.a. n.a. 42 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Ohio 44 84 40 1.9 46 97 51 2.1 11 0.2
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Oklahoma 29 72 43 2.5 29 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Oregon 50 n.a. n.a. n.a. 57 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Pennsylvania 45 84 39 1.9 48 95 47 2.0 8 0.1
Rhode Island 57 n.a. n.a. n.a. 58 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
South Carolina 22 85 63 3.9 26 96 70 3.7 7 –0.2
South Dakota 37 n.a. n.a. n.a. 41 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Tennessee 34 91 57 2.7 34 94 60 2.8 3 0.1
Texas 25 83 58 3.3 26 98 72 3.8 14 0.4
Utah 24 n.a. n.a. n.a. 31 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Vermont 58 n.a. n.a. n.a. 68 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Virginia 32 87 55 2.7 39 92 53 2.4 –2 –0.4
Washington 52 73 21 1.4 55 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
West Virginia 42 83 41 2.0 41 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Wisconsin 47 86 39 1.8 54 91 37 1.7 –2 –0.1
Wyoming 28 n.a. n.a. n.a. 32 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Mean (unweighted) 41 86 48 2.5 44 95 54 3.0 5 0.4
Median 42 87 45 2.0 45 95 50 2.1 7 0.1
Standard deviation 

(unweighted)
12 5 14 1.1 14 3 16 2.1 6 1.2

N 50 30 30 30 50 27 27 27 25 25
Correlation .93 .91

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from Roper Center (2004, 2008).
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64        Beyond Discrimination 

Table 1A.2 � White-Black Gap in Median Income, Selected States,  
2000 and 2010

Difference Ratio

2000  
(dollars)

2010  
(dollars)

Change  
(%) 2000 2010

Change  
(%)

Alabama 13,197 15,450 17 1.4 1.5 8
Alaska 17,931 8,077 –55 1.5 1.2 –20
Arizona 13,526 14,065 4 1.4 1.4 2
Arkansas 8,901 12,066 36 1.3 1.5 15
California 19,092 20,473 7 1.4 1.5 5
Colorado 14,190 15,372 8 1.4 1.4 5
Connecticut 23,478 24,377 4 1.6 1.6 4
Delaware 15,480 13,214 –15 1.4 1.3 –4
Florida 14,190 15,000 6 1.4 1.5 4
Georgia 14,448 15,442 7 1.4 1.4 4
Hawaii 11,404 5,200 –54 1.3 1.1 –14
Illinois 17,338 18,665 8 1.4 1.5 8
Indiana 9,675 12,203 26 1.3 1.4 12
Kansas 11,610 15,191 31 1.3 1.5 12
Kentucky 6,063 10,017 65 1.2 1.4 15
Louisiana 17,196 21,300 24 1.6 1.8 9
Maryland 16,770 18,412 10 1.4 1.4 2
Massachusetts 19,866 21,393 8 1.5 1.6 4
Michigan 11,610 14,816 28 1.3 1.5 17
Minnesota 19,350 21,344 10 1.6 1.8 11
Mississippi 14,577 16,349 12 1.5 1.7 9
Missouri 10,062 12,656 26 1.3 1.5 12
Nebraska 9,056 17,537 94 1.3 1.7 34
Nevada 14,190 15,191 7 1.4 1.4 4
New Jersey 23,220 24,699 6 1.5 1.6 5
New York 17,802 17,278 –3 1.5 1.5 1
North Carolina 11,610 12,689 9 1.3 1.4 6
Ohio 12,900 15,634 21 1.4 1.6 15
Oklahoma 9,417 13,213 40 1.3 1.5 14
Pennsylvania 13,145 15,043 14 1.4 1.5 8
Rhode Island 17,415 20,416 17 1.5 1.7 11
South Carolina 12,900 15,047 17 1.4 1.5 10
Tennessee 7,482 10,000 34 1.2 1.3 10
Texas 16,383 18,678 14 1.4 1.5 6
Virginia 14,190 18,093 28 1.4 1.5 7
West Virginia 9,411 7,341 –22 1.4 1.3 –7
Wisconsin 15,480 19,153 24 1.5 1.8 20

Mean 14,177 15,705 14 1.4 1.5 7
Median 14,190 15,372 12 1.4 1.5 8
Standard deviation 4,096 4,443 26 0.1 0.1 9
N 37 37 37 37 37 37
Correlation 0.76 0.57

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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The End of “Race” as We Know It?      65

Table 1A.3 � Black-White Gap in Median Professional-Class Income,  
Selected States, 2000 and 2010

Difference Ratio

2000  
(dollars)

2010  
(dollars)

Change  
(%)

2000  
(dollars)

2010  
(dollars)

Change  
(%)

Alabama 19,866 14,179 –29 1.3 1.2 –9
Alaska 17,415 21,345 23 1.3 1.3 6
Arizona 15,609 7,985 –49 1.3 1.1 –11
Arkansas 21,285 17,452 –18 1.5 1.4 –7
California 24,510 26,191 7 1.3 1.4 2
Colorado 18,060 28,312 57 1.3 1.5 20
Connecticut 19,350 41,251 113 1.3 1.7 37
Delaware 19,092 3,038 –84 1.3 1.0 –20
Florida 23,336 20,057 –14 1.4 1.4 –5
Georgia 24,510 24,601 0 1.4 1.4 1
Hawaii 31,734 28,170 –11 1.6 1.5 –7
Illinois 24,252 14,452 –40 1.4 1.2 –13
Indiana 11,610 17,378 50 1.2 1.3 12
Kansas 13,739 15,551 13 1.2 1.3 3
Kentucky 9,701 10,164 5 1.2 1.2 1
Louisiana 22,962 24,800 8 1.4 1.4 0
Maryland 19,737 20,000 1 1.3 1.3 –2
Massachusetts 29,025 26,658 –8 1.5 1.4 –5
Michigan 14,267 10,736 –25 1.2 1.2 –3
Minnesota 12,900 17,478 35 1.2 1.3 7
Mississippi 16,641 23,377 40 1.3 1.5 13
Missouri 17,415 11,148 –36 1.3 1.2 –10
Nebraska 27,735 24,882 –10 1.7 1.6 –6
Nevada 15,196 16,000 5 1.3 1.3 1
New Jersey 32,250 33,673 4 1.5 1.5 2
New York 25,800 25,645 –1 1.4 1.4 –1
North Carolina 19,350 19,098 –1 1.3 1.3 1
Ohio 19,350 19,044 –2 1.3 1.3 1
Oklahoma 19,350 20,581 6 1.4 1.4 1
Pennsylvania 21,414 20,256 –5 1.4 1.3 –2
Rhode Island 15,480 24,307 57 1.2 1.4 15
South Carolina 21,414 24,348 14 1.4 1.5 6
Tennessee 23,220 16,148 –30 1.4 1.3 –9
Texas 20,640 26,716 29 1.3 1.4 8
Virginia 25,800 20,770 –19 1.4 1.3 –9
West Virginia 25,155 25,435 1 1.6 1.6 –2
Wisconsin 3,870 11,433 195 1.1 1.2 13

Mean 20,082 20,342 8 1.3 1.3 1
Median 19,737 20,256 1 1.3 1.3 1
Standard deviation 5,941 7,420 47 0.1 0.1 10
N 37 37 37 37 37 37
Correlation 0.55 0.52

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).
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66        Beyond Discrimination 

Table 1A.4 � White-Black Gap in Median Working-Class Income,  
Selected States, 2000 and 2010

Difference Ratio

2000  
(dollars)

2010  
(dollars)

Change  
(%)

2000  
(dollars)

2010  
(dollars)

Change  
(%)

Alabama 9,546 12,660 33 1.3 1.5 12
Alaska 12,513 3,050 –76 1.3 1.1 –20
Arizona 8,720 10,127 16 1.3 1.3 6
Arkansas 6,450 10,520 63 1.2 1.5 20
California 12,745 14,179 11 1.3 1.4 5
Colorado 9,030 10,164 13 1.2 1.3 6
Connecticut 15,609 18,295 17 1.4 1.5 9
Delaware 11,868 10,261 –14 1.3 1.3 –2
Florida 10,320 11,647 13 1.3 1.4 7
Georgia 10,320 10,056 –3 1.3 1.3 2
Hawaii 5,289 –800 –115 1.1 1.0 –14
Illinois 12,771 15,354 20 1.3 1.5 13
Indiana 8,385 9,656 15 1.2 1.3 8
Kansas 7,740 12,000 55 1.2 1.4 16
Kentucky 4,167 7,512 80 1.1 1.3 14
Louisiana 14,706 16,357 11 1.6 1.6 4
Maryland 10,320 11,181 8 1.3 1.3 2
Massachusetts 15,480 17,475 13 1.4 1.5 8
Michigan 10,315 12,502 21 1.3 1.5 16
Minnesota 15,480 16,727 8 1.5 1.7 10
Mississippi 12,900 12,623 –2 1.5 1.5 3
Missouri 7,043 10,128 44 1.2 1.4 14
Nebraska 6,192 13,736 122 1.2 1.6 31
Nevada 10,320 11,731 14 1.3 1.4 5
New Jersey 17,222 15,902 –8 1.4 1.4 –1
New York 12,900 11,738 –9 1.3 1.3 0
North Carolina 7,740 8,811 14 1.2 1.3 6
Ohio 11,223 13,559 21 1.3 1.5 15
Oklahoma 6,708 10,034 50 1.2 1.4 13
Pennsylvania 10,965 10,656 –3 1.3 1.4 2
Rhode Island 13,003 14,840 14 1.4 1.5 8
South Carolina 9,804 11,668 19 1.3 1.4 10
Tennessee 5,805 7,000 21 1.2 1.3 6
Texas 11,223 14,275 27 1.3 1.5 9
Virginia 9,030 10,127 12 1.3 1.3 3
West Virginia 7,353 5,279 –28 1.3 1.2 –7
Wisconsin 13,803 16,016 16 1.4 1.7 15

Mean 10,406 11,542 14 1.3 1.4 7
Median 10,320 11,668 14 1.3 1.4 7
Standard deviation 3,221 3,908 38 0.1 0.1 9
N 37 37 37 37 37 37
Correlation 0.70 0.64

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.).

Harris.indb   66 5/6/2013   8:29:06 AM



The End of “Race” as We Know It?      67

Table 1A.5 � Group Presence: Ratio of Percentage of Whites in Professional 
Class to Percentage of Blacks in Professional Class, Selected 
States, 2000 and 2010

Difference (%) Ratio

2000 2010
Change 

(%) 2000 2010
Change 

(%)

Alabama 12 11 –8 2.8 2.2 –21
Alaska 7 7 10 1.5 1.5 1
Arizona 12 11 –2 1.8 1.7 –7
Arkansas 10 10 1 2.8 2.3 –20
California 15 14 –5 2.0 1.9 –8
Colorado 12 13 12 1.7 1.8 4
Connecticut 18 16 –8 2.5 2.1 –17
Delaware 14 14 –3 2.3 2.1 –9
Florida 14 14 1 2.6 2.3 –8
Georgia 14 13 –4 2.3 2.0 –14
Hawaii 14 9 –39 2.5 1.5 –39
Illinois 13 13 3 2.1 2.0 –2
Indiana 8 9 12 1.8 1.9 1
Kansas 9 11 29 1.7 2.1 19
Kentucky 8 8 7 2.1 2.0 –5
Louisiana 14 13 –4 3.2 2.7 –17
Maryland 15 15 3 1.9 1.8 –6
Massachusetts 13 16 23 1.8 2.0 12
Michigan 10 11 12 1.9 2.0 7
Minnesota 7 11 53 1.5 1.9 27
Mississippi 13 14 12 3.6 3.3 –6
Missouri 9 9 6 1.9 1.9 –1
Nebraska 9 9 –3 2.0 1.8 –11
Nevada 9 9 –4 1.9 1.8 –5
New Jersey 15 15 0 2.0 2.0 –3
New York 12 14 14 2.0 2.2 7
North Carolina 13 14 8 2.6 2.4 –7
Ohio 10 10 –3 2.0 1.9 –7
Oklahoma 10 10 –2 2.3 2.0 –13
Pennsylvania 10 12 22 1.9 2.1 9
Rhode Island 11 16 53 1.9 2.8 47
South Carolina 15 15 –3 4.1 3.0 –27
Tennessee 10 11 13 2.1 2.1 1
Texas 15 16 4 2.3 2.2 –5
Virginia 16 17 7 2.4 2.2 –9
West Virginia 4 3 –41 1.5 1.2 –20
Wisconsin 10 11 18 2.0 2.3 12

Mean 12 12 5 2.2 2.1 –4
Median 12 12 3 2.0 2.0 –6
Standard deviation 3 3 18 0.5 0.4 15
N 37 37 37 37 37 37
Correlation 0.83 0.76

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and ACS 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census Bureau 
n.d.).
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68        Beyond Discrimination 

Table 1A.6 �T otal Income Inequality as Measured by Total Theil Index, 
Selected States, 2000 and 2010

2000 2010 Change (%)

Alabama 0.36 0.36 –1
Alaska 0.26 0.28 9
Arizona 0.36 0.37 3
Arkansas 0.37 0.37 –1
California 0.40 0.40 1
Colorado 0.35 0.37 6
Connecticut 0.41 0.44 7
Delaware 0.32 0.34 6
Florida 0.42 0.43 2
Georgia 0.38 0.37 –1
Hawaii 0.37 0.33 –12
Illinois 0.36 0.39 7
Indiana 0.30 0.31 5
Kansas 0.32 0.35 9
Kentucky 0.37 0.36 –2
Louisiana 0.37 0.36 –3
Maryland 0.32 0.34 6
Massachusetts 0.36 0.39 8
Michigan 0.31 0.34 7
Minnesota 0.32 0.36 12
Mississippi 0.38 0.37 –2
Missouri 0.35 0.36 4
Nebraska 0.32 0.33 2
Nevada 0.36 0.36 –2
New Jersey 0.35 0.39 10
New York 0.42 0.47 11
North Carolina 0.36 0.39 8
Ohio 0.32 0.34 4
Oklahoma 0.35 0.37 6
Pennsylvania 0.35 0.36 4
Rhode Island 0.33 0.34 3
South Carolina 0.34 0.36 5
Tennessee 0.39 0.39 0
Texas 0.38 0.39 1
Virginia 0.35 0.36 1
West Virginia 0.36 0.34 –5
Wisconsin 0.30 0.33 11

Mean 0.35 0.36 3.5
Median 0.36 0.36 3.8
Standard deviation 0.0 0.0 5.0
N 37 37 37
Correlation 0.87

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census  
Bureau n.d.).
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Table 1A.7 � Between-Race Theil as Percentage of Total Theil (Percent-
age of Total Income Inequality Attributable to Black-White 
Income Disparity), Selected States, 2000 and 2010

2000 (%) 2010 (%)
Change (percentage 

points)

Alabama 2.9 4.0 1.1
Alaska 0.5 0.4 –0.2
Arizona 0.5 0.7 0.1
Arkansas 1.4 2.3 0.9
California 1.7 2.0 0.3
Colorado 0.7 0.9 0.3
Connecticut 2.1 2.7 0.5
Delaware 3.0 2.9 –0.1
Florida 2.8 3.4 0.6
Georgia 4.3 5.0 0.7
Hawaii 1.1 0.7 –0.5
Illinois 2.3 2.6 0.3
Indiana 0.5 1.0 0.5
Kansas 0.5 1.2 0.7
Kentucky 0.3 0.6 0.3
Louisiana 4.9 7.1 2.2
Maryland 4.0 4.5 0.5
Massachusetts 0.9 1.5 0.6
Michigan 0.9 1.7 0.9
Minnesota 0.5 1.0 0.5
Mississippi 5.0 7.2 2.2
Missouri 0.8 1.4 0.6
Nebraska 0.4 1.4 0.9
Nevada 0.9 2.0 1.1
New Jersey 3.3 3.6 0.3
New York 2.7 3.0 0.3
North Carolina 3.1 3.7 0.5
Ohio 1.2 2.2 1.0
Oklahoma 0.9 1.7 0.8
Pennsylvania 1.1 1.8 0.6
Rhode Island 0.9 2.2 1.2
South Carolina 4.4 5.2 0.8
Tennessee 1.1 1.8 0.6
Texas 2.9 4.0 1.2
Virginia 3.3 3.7 0.4
West Virginia 0.3 0.3 0.1
Wisconsin 0.5 1.3 0.8

Mean 1.9 2.5 0.6
Median 1.1 2.0 0.6
Standard deviation 1.4 1.7 0.5
N 37 37 37
Correlation 0.96

Source: Authors’ compilation of Census 2000 and 2010 IPUMS Microdata (U.S. Census  
Bureau n.d.).
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mobilized in response to crises, including crises in race inequity and injus-
tice. The resources and capacities available to the political executive means 
that the American state can deliver concentrated policy attacks. The con-
tent and success or failure of national policy initiatives turns on how, if at 
all, a new policy or heightened policy activism in response to a crisis is 
sufficient, first, to overcome the constraints of separated powers in the U.S. 
polity and second, relatedly, to resolve the crisis circumstances (table 2.1). 

The major laws enacted in the 1960s, including the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and, to a lesser extent, the Fair Housing 
Act of 1968, are the prototype in creating new standards by which equal 
rights of citizenship and other measures are upheld. These new rights need 
not just to be promulgated but also to be enforced, which requires other 
types of American state activity. But the key aspect of this type of action is 
the creation of touchstone standards that citizens can look to the American 
state to provide. That it took almost two hundred years and a massive civil 
rights movement struggle to get the standards established is indicative of 
how precious they are for democratization.

Coercive state power involves speedy executive action in response to 
specific threats. The executive uses powers and resources it possesses in-
dependently of judicial or congressional challenges. Examples include 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s executive order establishing a Fair Em-

Table 2.1 �A merican State Responses to the Race Inequity Crises of 
the 1950s and 1960s

Response Crisis

Does crisis 
overcome 
separated 
powers? 

Is policy 
activism 

sufficient to 
end crisis?

Creating new  
state standards

Civil Rights Act of 1964; Voting 
Rights Act of 1965; Fair 
Housing Act of 1968

Yes No

Coercive state  
power

Fair Employment Practices 
Commission, 1941; Little Rock, 
Arkansas, 1957; Public order in 
cities, 1965 and 1966; Attorney 
General Robert Kennedy 
and Alabama; Mississippi 
university education

Yes Yes

State-led societal 
reform

School desegregation; housing 
desegregation

No No

Source: Author’s compilation.
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black applicants to highly selective institutions, where 65 percent of all 
students who are admitted score 1,400 or higher on their SATs (Krueger, 
Rothstein, and Turner 2006, 290–92). 

Racial segregation and racial inequality in public education remain 
highly correlated in numerous ways; moreover, racial segregation contin-
ues to ensure that the socioeconomic and academic composition of the 
peer group surrounding a typical black student is very different from the 
peer group of the typical white student. But several rigorous new studies 
provide the strongest evidence yet of a causal link between racial segrega-
tion and the achievement gap. David Card and Jesse Rothstein (2007) use 
College Board data on SAT scores to estimate the impact of metropolitan-
level racial segregation on the black-white test-score gap. They find that 
the gap is larger in more heavily segregated cities, even when a rich set of 

Figure 3.1 � Black-White Gap in SAT Scores, 1975–1976 to  
2007–2008

Source: Authors’ compilation based on U.S. Department of Education (2009, 208, table 143); 
U.S. Department of Education (1996, 127, table 126).
Note: Figures for all years represent average black scores minus average white scores. Data 
are not available for 1976–1977, 1985–1986, 1995–1996, and 1997–1998.
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strained way, began in the years following the Supreme Court’s 1978 
Bakke decision, and it started to unravel only two decades later, when the 
Regents of University of California moved to ban affirmative action in the 
mid-1990s.

The unequal conditions in public education that originally spurred the 
establishment of race-conscious affirmative action are still very much with 
us today. Although recent critics continue to urge American colleges and 
universities to adopt a “color-blind” system of admissions, educational 
opportunities today are far from color blind. The legal and constitutional 
foundations of race-conscious affirmative action have been significantly 
undercut since it was initially established, but race continues to mark a 
distinctive form of inequality that pervades not just education but almost 
every other sphere of life in the United States. That is why taking race into 
account in undergraduate admissions remains a powerful and relevant 
way of adding diversity to the mix of experiences that admitted students 
bring with them to highly selective American colleges and universities. It 
is also why racial considerations in college admissions continue to have no 
real substitutes.

Racial Inequality and the College 
Pipeline before Affirmative Action
To understand and appreciate the underlying motivations of the college 
administrators who launched race-conscious affirmative action, one might 
begin with a simple but essential observation about the college pipeline at 
mid-century: American public education at every level was highly segre-
gated and highly unequal, and segregation and inequality were strongly 

Table 3.1 �A verage Percentage of Black Students Enrolled Full-Time at 
Selective Institutions, by Type of Institution, 1951 to 1998

Type of institution 1951 1967 1970 1976 1986 1998

Private universities (N = 11) 0.3 1.8 4.0 5.6 5.3 7.0
Liberal arts colleges (N = 10) 1.0 2.8 5.7 6.0 5.1 6.1
Public universities (N = 4) 1.0 1.4 2.8 3.9 4.8 6.6

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Clotfelter (2004, 159).
Note: Private universities: Columbia, Duke, Emory, Northwestern, Princeton, Rice, Tufts, Tu-
lane, University of Pennsylvania, Vanderbilt, and Yale. Private liberal arts colleges: Bryn 
Mawr, Denison, Hamilton, Kenyon, Oberlin, Smith, Swarthmore, Wellesley, Wesleyan, and 
Williams. Public universities: Miami of Ohio, Michigan, Pennsylvania State, and the Univer-
sity of North Carolina. For the year 1976, we report data from Clotfelter’s column labeled 
“1976b.” Further details on his exact sources are available in Clotfelter (2004, 159).
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This racial difference in peer characteristics was also amply evident in 
Coleman’s data (table 3.3). Compared with the average white student, the 
average black student was surrounded by a lower proportion of peers 
whose mothers had received at least a high school education; a lower pro-
portion of peers who lived with their biological fathers; and a lower pro-
portion of peers whose households subscribed to a daily newspaper or had 
access to more than a hundred books. Clear measures of wages, earnings, 
and income were not available, but there was indirect evidence that the 
average black student was exposed to a higher proportion of low-income 
peers than the average white student. The average black student was less 
likely than the average white student to have peers who belonged to a 
household with a telephone, car, or vacuum cleaner. Finally, black students 
tended to be exposed to peers with higher drop-out rates and lower college 
attendance rates than white students. 

Table 3.2 � Black-White Achievement Gap at the Sixth, Ninth, and 
Twelfth Grades, Fall 1965, by Region

Standard deviations below Grade levels behind

6 9 12 6 9 12

Region Verbal ability

Northeast 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.6 2.4 3.3
Midwest 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.7 2.2 3.3
South 1.3 1.4 1.5 2.0 3.0 4.2
West 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.9 2.6 3.9

Reading comprehension

Northeast 0.8 0.9 0.8 1.8 2.6 2.9
Midwest 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.8 2.3 2.8
South 0.9 1.1 1.2 2.1 3.0 3.9
West 0.9 1.1 1.2 2.1 3.1 3.8

Math achievement

Northeast 1.1 1.0 1.1 2.0 2.8 5.2
Midwest 1.1 0.9 1.0 2.1 2.5 4.7
South 1.3 1.1 1.2 2.4 3.1 5.6
West 1.3 1.1 1.1 2.4 3.1 5.3

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from Coleman (1966, 274–75). 
Note: The reference group is whites living in the metropolitan Northeast.
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Table 3.3 � Peer Characteristics in Selected Metropolitan Areas, by Race and Level, Fall 1965 (percentage)

Northeast Midwest West

Peer characteristic Black White B – W Black White B – W Black White B – W

Mother completed high school or more education
Elementary 39 55 –16 36 49 –13 35 48 –13
Secondary 51 63 –12 49 58 –9 53 60 –7

Biological father living at home
Elementary 68 82 –14 63 84 –21 60 75 –15

Schoolmates have following items in home
Car

Elementary 70 87 –17 77 95 –18 80 93 –13
Secondary 72 84 –12 88 97 –9 90 93 –3

Telephone
Elementary 79 91 –12 79 90 –11 83 93 –10
Secondary 89 94 –5 93 94 –1 91 94 –3

Vacuum cleaner, secondary 78 90 –12 79 94 –15 82 88 –6
Household receives a daily newspaper

Elementary 75 85 –10 70 84 –14 67 83 –16
Secondary 91 91 0 86 91 –5 81 83 –2

One hundred or more books in home, secondary 41 53 –12 36 43 –7 37 41 –4
Drop-out rate, secondary 23 10 13 19 7 12 12 5 7
College attendance rate of preceding year’s 
graduating class

33 54 –21 33 41 –8 49 52 –3

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from Coleman (1966: 188, 190, 196). 
Notes: The data for whites are drawn from Coleman’s “W/N” columns, which basically report information on white children living in counties 
with the highest concentration of black children. This has the tendency to understate any racial differences that may exist.
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of large metropolitan areas remain the most extremely segregated. Nearly 
2.5 million black students were enrolled in such schools in 2001–2002. 
These schools, for the average black student, were overwhelmingly minor-
ity (Orfield and Lee 2004, 34–35).

Black students also exhibit higher exposure to poverty than their white 
counterparts. This is partly because black poverty rates are higher than 
white poverty rates, and racial segregation concentrates exposure to pov-
erty in segregated black schools. The typical black student in 2005–2006 
attended a school in which 59 percent of the students were poor, whereas 
the average white student went to a school in which 31 percent of the 
students were poor (Orfield and Lee 2007, 19). Moreover, black students 
are much more likely than white students to attend a high poverty or ex-
treme poverty school (table 3.5). In 2005–2006, more than a million black 
students, or 13 percent of black students nationwide, attended extreme 
poverty schools, where the poverty rate among students was above 90 
percent. A little more than a quarter of a million white students were en-
rolled in such schools, amounting to only 1 percent of the country’s white 
students. Nearly two-thirds of all black students attended a school in 
which at least half of the students were poor, compared with less than a 
quarter of whites. Twenty percent of white students attended an extremely 

Table 3.4 � Black Students Attending Segregated and Highly 
Segregated Schools, Various Years, 1968 to 2001 
(percentage)

Region 1968 1988 1991 2001

50–100 percent minority 

South 80.9 56.5 60.1 69.8
Border 71.6 59.6 59.3 67.9
Northeast 66.8 77.3 75.2 78.4
Midwest 77.3 70.1 69.7 72.9
West 72.2 67.1 69.2 75.8

90–100 percent minority 

South 77.8 24.0 26.1 31.0
Border 60.2 34.5 34.5 41.6
Northeast 42.7 48.0 49.8 51.2
Midwest 58.0 41.8 39.9 46.8
West 50.8 28.6 26.6 30.0

Source: Orfield and Lee (2004, 20), reprinted with permission.
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low poverty school, compared with 5 percent of black students (Orfield 
and Lee 2007, 22).

Although they have fluctuated somewhat in size over time, racial gaps 
in academic achievement continue to exist at every grade level. Data from 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) indicate that the 
black-white gap among seventeen-year-olds in reading and mathematics 
fell by roughly 0.5 standard deviations from the early 1970s to the late 
1980s (Jencks and Phillips 1998, 3). But the gaps today are still substantial. 
The reading gap in 2009 for twelfth graders was 27 points, and the math 
gap was 30 points, which translates roughly into a difference of 0.8 stan-
dard deviations (National Assessment of Educational Progress 2009, 11, 
27). This is comparable to the magnitude of the gaps identified in the Cole-
man Report. Perhaps most troubling from the perspective of college ad-
missions is the continuing black-white gap in SAT scores (figure 3.1). The 
gap in verbal and math scores narrowed progressively from 1975 to 1990, 
but the gap for the period 2007 to 2008 is roughly 100 points on the verbal 
portion and 110 points on the math portion. 

Racial differences in average performance can translate into large racial 
disparities in absolute numbers at the high end of the test score distribu-
tion. This disparity seems to exist. As noted by Krueger, Rothstein, and 
Turner (2006, 290), roughly 250 white students in 2000 attained a perfect 
score, compared with only 2 black students. Almost 22,000 white students 
earned a score of 1,400 or higher, compared with only 322 black students. 
These differences have serious implications for the competitiveness of 

Table 3.5 � Percentage Distribution of Students at Schools of Varying 
Poverty Levels, by Race, 2005 to 2006

Percentage poor students White Black

  0–10 20% 5%
11–20 17 5
21–30 16 7
31–40 14 9
41–50 12 11
51–60 9 11
61–70 6 12
71–80 3 13
81–90 2 14
91–100 1 13

Source: Orfield and Lee (2007, 22) a portion of which is reprinted with permission.
Note: Poverty levels are measured by Orfield and Lee as the percentage of students receiving 
free or reduced-price lunch.
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Conclusion
Colleges and universities have become substantially more racially diverse 
since the 1950s. Yet the inequalities in K–12 education that prompted the 
development of affirmative action in the early 1960s still stubbornly per-
sist. Not surprisingly, this contributes to an enduring racial gap in four-
year college enrollment and graduation rates (Espenshade and Radford 
2009, chap. 10; Kurlaender and Flores 2005, 26). 

Given these persistent gaps, what is the future of race-conscious affir-
mative action? Has it reached the end of its usefulness as a policy to bring 
true diversity to our nation’s college campuses, or is it still necessary? Is it 
still politically viable, or has the American public grown intolerant of poli-
cies that it perceives as insufficiently color blind in their application? 

Despite their modesty by historical standards, current race-conscious 
affirmative action programs remain hugely controversial. Affirmative ac-

Table 3.6 �S tandardized Measures of the Black-White Achievement 
Gap in Selected Studies for Selected Grades

Raw differences in means

Grade Study Math Reading

K (fall) Fryer-Levitt (2006) –0.66 –0.40
K Fryer-Levitt (2006) –0.73 –0.45
K Murnane et al. (2006) –1.00 –1.18
1 Fryer-Levitt (2006) –0.76 –0.52
1 Bali-Alvarez (2004) –0.55 –0.35
3 Fryer-Levitt (2006) –0.88 –0.77
3 Hanushek-Rivkin (2009) –0.70
3 Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) –0.78 –0.71
4 Phillips-Chin (2004) –0.90 –0.83
4 Bali-Alvarez (2004) –0.50 –0.45
4 Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) –0.82 –0.76
5 Hanushek-Rivkin (2009) –0.73
5 Murnane et al. (2006) –1.03 –1.09
5 Stiefel et al. (2007) –0.81 –0.73
5 Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) –0.79 –0.77
8 Phillips-Chin (2004) –1.06 –0.85
8 Hanushek-Rivkin (2009) –0.76
8 Stiefel et al. (2007) –0.84 –0.78
8 Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) –0.81 –0.78

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009, 399, 402).
Notes: This table includes the gaps reported in Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009).
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history, blacks made up only one-third of prisoners (Stuntz 2008). Since 
then, racial disparities have mushroomed. Incarceration of all citizens has 
seen alarming expansion in the past few decades, but black incarceration 
has exploded. Incarceration has increased by a factor of six since the early 
1970s, and blacks make up more than half of this overall growth (Gott-
schalk 22006). 

Data from the Historical Statistics of the United States on state and federal 
prison admissions present racial distributions in prison admissions. Figure 
7.1 depicts the racial composition of people admitted to prison each year 
since 1926, the earliest year for which the data exist. For most of the na-
tion’s history, whites made up the vast majority of prisoners and the per-
centage of blacks was only slightly higher than their share of the general 
population. The trend lines steadily converge until 1988, when, during the 
height of the war on drugs, blacks made up a larger share of those admit-
ted to prison (even while their share of the general population increased 
only slightly). The racial composition of people admitted to prison has 
inverted over time. This magnitude of racial disparity in the criminal jus-

Figure 7.1 � Prison Admissions, by Race, 1926 to 1996 (percentage)

Source: Author’s compilation based on Eckberg (2006, table Ec309–27). 
Note: For prison admissions from 1970 to 1985, “blacks” is actually nonwhites.
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tice system is a relatively recent phenomenon. Mass incarceration was 
driven in large part by blacks.

Figure 7.2 depicts the increase in imprisonment (that is, the number of 
prisoners sentenced to at least a year behind bars) separately by race since 
1960, using data from the Census Bureau and from the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics. Consistent with the trend in prison admissions, blacks also con-
stitute a greater share of the daily population in state and federal prisons. 
The overall increase in prisoners regardless of race is substantial, but the 
black male incarceration rate (as a share of the total black male population) 
has increased tremendously since 1980 and is nearly seven times the rate 
of incarceration for white men. Among men in state and federal prisons 
and local jails in 1997, 6,838 black men per 100,000 (6.8 percent of black 

Figure 7.2 �S entenced Prisoners in State and Federal Prisons, by Race, 
1960 to 2008

Sources: Author’s compilation based on U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics (various years); 
Cahalan (1986).
Note: Sentenced prisoners are those sentenced to a year or more. Data for the years 1981 and 
1998 are not available. The reason for the drop in incarceration for whites and blacks from 
1997 to 1999 is that before 1999, the Bureau of Justice Statistics did not distinguish Hispanics 
by race; in 1999 and forward, Hispanics are enumerated separately and so are not counted as 
black or white in the figure after that date.
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tor vehicle theft, whites actually served longer sentences behind bars than 
blacks. The right-hand side of the figure shows what happened by 2005. 
Blacks served more time behind bars than whites across all offense catego-
ries, and for certain crimes, the disparity is glaring. 

What can explain the rapid rise of black incarceration and the diver-
gence between the races in a period of ostensibly greater racial equality? 
Two factors are widely assumed to explain disproportionate black impris-
onment: criminality and bias and discrimination within the justice system. 
But on close examination, both of these fall short. 

Such disparities and their increase over time cannot be explained by 
criminality. The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reports 
(on which are based the Historical Statistics of the United States 2006; Statisti-
cal Abstracts of the United States; and Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics) 
present data on the racial distribution of arrests collected over time. Ar-
rests are an imperfect proxy for crime and contain an unknowable amount 

Figure 7.3 �C urrent or Former Felons and Prisoners among the Adult 
Population (percentage)

Source: Author’s compilation based on Uggen, Manza, and Thompson (2006, tables 1 and 2). 
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of racial bias themselves. However, they are the only measure collected 
over time that can show whether blacks were committing a greater share 
of offenses (or getting picked up for a greater share) each year, which may 
explain their greater likelihood of going to prison. 

To measure black incarceration over time, I rely on data collected by the 
National Prison Statistics since 1926 on the race of people admitted to prison 
by year. Figure 7.5 overlays the portion of all people admitted to prison who 
were black with blacks as a percentage of all arrests. First, arrest rates do not 
explain the level of black incarceration. More important, greater black incar-
ceration was not the result of changes in the distribution of criminal offend-
ing: blacks did not make up a greater portion of offenders in 2006 than they 

Figure 7.4 �M edian Time Served, by Race and Offense, 1964 and 2005 
(months) 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Bonczar (2003, table 11); Cahalan (1986, table 3-28). 
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did in the past. In 1960 blacks represented 30 percent of all arrests and 32 
percent of admissions to prison. In the years that followed, a wide gap 
opened up between arrests and prison admission, with blacks’ share of ad-
mission to prison exceeding their share of arrests; by 1992 blacks still consti-
tuted one-third of arrests but were half of prison admissions. Second, large 
racial disparities in the criminal justice system are relatively recent. Contact 
with criminal justice was not always a “routine life event” for black men 
(Western and Wildeman 2009, 231). Although blacks were always more 
likely to be incarcerated, as late as 1960 blacks constituted a share of the 
prison population commensurate with the racial distribution of offenses. In 

Figure 7.5 � Blacks’ Share of Arrests and Prison Admissions, 1926 to 
2006 (percentage)

Sources: Author’s compilation based on Eckberg (2006, table Ec309-327); Bonzcar (2011); U.S 
Census Bureau (various years); Maguire (n.d.). 
Note: For prison admissions from 1970 to 1985, “blacks” is actually “nonwhites.” For prison 
admissions after 1997, includes both new court commitments and parole revocations but does 
not include federal prison admissions. Arrests by race are the number of individuals, not the 
number of arrests. The results do not depend on which of these units of measurement is used.
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Figure 7.6 �S tate and Local Criminal Justice Expenditures, 1960 to 
1979 (millions of dollars)

Source: Statistical Abstract (U.S. Census Bureau, various years). Compiled by author and 
converted into 2005 constant dollars using the GDP. 
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grants made sure states would follow the federal government in increasing 
their commitment to criminal justice, putting criminal justice on a path 
with a strong logic of growth.1

The LEAA windfall had an immediate impact that has not been appreci-
ated: it made punishment much cheaper for states. Safe Streets was re-
sponsible for awakening sleepy state systems of criminal justice to an in-
terest in reform. Safe Streets increased the importance of criminal justice 
on state agendas and stimulated state expansion in criminal justice, result-
ing in bursts of change in state criminal codes and waves of technological 
innovation and vitally increasing their capacity to arrest, monitor, and 
punish. 

The LEAA generated momentum at the state level for dramatic invest-
ments in punishment. As states received hundreds of thousands of grants 
to update their criminal justice systems, there was an unprecedented level 
of reform, and the content of reform bent in a punitive direction. Before 
Safe Streets, states rarely amended their criminal codes and sentencing 
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policies. In the decade after the start of the LEAA, every single state altered 
its sentencing policy in some fashion. The LEAA-inspired State Planning 
Agencies (SPAs), developed in every state as a condition of the grants, 
were charged with planning for criminal justice reform within the state’s 
borders. More than 80 percent of SPAs designed and drafted legislative 
proposals; many were given the explicit responsibility of drafting bills and 
revamping the state’s penalty structure. New money from the LEAA, fed-
eral requirements, and aggressive state planning agencies led to a wave of 
change across the states in sentencing policies and penalty structures. An 
analysis of state changes in nine states found that the frequency of sentenc-
ing laws increased, its content became more punitive, and the scope of 
behaviors defined as crimes expanded (Jacob 1985). 

According to summary of the state changes from 1971 to 1981 by the 
National Institute of Justice, penalties were increased in a majority of states 
and decreased in none: the majority of states passed habitual offender laws 
or increased their severity; all but two states enacted mandatory minimum 
sentences; half of the states restricted parole eligibility, and parole was 
completely eliminated in eight states; and “good time” provisions for early 

Figure 7.7 �S tate and Local Criminal Justice Employees, 1960 to 
1979 

Source: Author’s compilation of U.S. Census Bureau (various years).
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release were decreased in twelve states. Figure 7.8 depicts these changes in 
sentencing policy. By 1981 fifteen states had abandoned indeterminate sen-
tencing for determinate, fixed sentences, and seven had initiated sentenc-
ing guidelines. Many others enacted time-served requirements, sentence 
enhancements for crimes involving drugs and weapons, and victim resti-
tution, and thirty-five passed capital punishment laws. By the end of the 
decade, early release was largely abolished, mandatory minimum penal-
ties were attached to most offenses, and juvenile waivers meant that kids 
were tried and incarcerated as adults. These state policy changes resulted 
in rises in sentence length, time served, and risk of imprisonment. More 
people were incarcerated and for longer spans.

Soon after these reforms were enacted and began to take shape, custo-
dial populations swelled. After declining for eight years, the population in 
the nation’s prisons and jails rose. From the beginning of the LEAA to its 
demise, the U.S. prison population grew from 196,429 to 487,593. The pa-
role population grew from 155,100 in 1974 to 225,827 in 1980. Every single 
state in the union increased its prison population from 1970 to 1980; in 
some states, including North Carolina, Texas, and Florida, the prison pop-
ulation doubled. Crime predicted only a small portion of the increase; in-
stead, the flurry of policy changes expanding penalties were responsible 

Figure 7.8 �S entencing Reforms in the States, by Type 

Source: Author’s compilation based on Shane-DuBow, Brown, and Olsen (1985). 
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large other forms of inequality: the substantial black-white disparity in 
marriage would be cut in half without incarceration (Western, Lopoo, and 
McLanahan 2004); the black-white gap in infant mortality would be de-
creased by 23 percent if incarceration had stayed at its 1973 level (Wilde-
man 2012); and incarceration explains approximately 70 percent of racial 
health disparities such as AIDS (Massoglia 2008).4 There is also evidence 
that the large number of black unwed mothers is a function of the incar-
ceration of black males. One such study finds that in certain areas of Wash-
ington, D.C., where incarceration is concentrated, for every 100 women 
there are only 62 men (Braman 2004). All of these effects—more poverty, 

Figure 7.9  � Fathers’ Contact with Welfare State and Criminal Justice System 
(percentage), 2003 to 2006

Source: Author’s analysis of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (2003–2006). 
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portance and sustaining disparate resources and cultural discourses (Del-
gado and Stefancic 2001; Brooks 2009). This kind of racism is ordinary, 
encoded in the day-to-day life transactions (Delgado and Stefancic 2001). 
For that reason, it is useful to study neighborhood retailers and advertising 
precisely because they are routine aspects of daily living. 

Figure 10.1 shows some of the interrelationships among agents, prac-
tices related to marketing, and socioeconomic mediators that interact and 
ultimately compromise communal physical and mental health. The figure 
is not meant to depict a linear trajectory of individual consumption pat-
terns, though some of the health outcomes are, in part, a reflection of 
health behaviors (for example, dietary and alcohol intake). I also do not 
mean to suggest that health outcomes are the inexorable result of struc-
tural conditions that remove any decision-making capability from in
dividuals. The focus here is on the interrelationships between structural 
factors that work in concert to produce and reproduce social inequalities—
which shape both the density of vice products and disparities in health 
outcomes.

Agents, in this case, create marketing strategies directed at black audi-
ences and create and support conditions that foster these strategies. Like 
other media domains, they also create representations—depictions and 
framing of black people in the dominant society. Representations are cru-
cial in defining access to political and social power (hooks 1992) and act as 
deeply embedded frames in our psyche that make it difficult to use or 

Figure 10.1 �S tructural Factors Underlying Vice Product Marketing, 
Inequality, and Health
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Remaking Fast Food as Black Food
When fast food emerged in the postwar era, McDonald’s and most other 
chains studiously avoided central cities, concentrating instead on the sub-
urbs (Levenstein 2003). Ray Kroc, the founder of the McDonald’s fran-
chise conducted location siting from a helicopter, looking for “schools and 
church steeples.” He opened his first Chicago-area location in the far-flung 
suburb of Des Plaines (Kroc 1977), and chose as the image of the late-1950s 
McDonald’s a tanned, hip, middle-class Californian (Kincheloe 2002). Mc-

Figure 10.2 � Black-Owned McDonald’s Franchises in Chicago,  
2010

Source: Map created by author. Data from Black McDonald’s Operators Association, “Our 
Locations” (www.bmoachicagoland.org/locations.php).
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areas and attracts affluent clientele. But outside of gentrifying areas, foodie 
fast food remains largely absent in black spaces.

Ultimately, this discrepancy subordinates black people by designating 
fast food with higher perceived quality as compatible only with white 
space and by relegating the least desirable fast food establishments to 
black space. Moreover, many of the less desirable restaurants ply their 
goods with few frills; bulletproof glass, restricted seating, and rude kitchen 
facilities are commonplace. These ramshackle fast food outlets are often 
the only game in town for many blocks around, a condition that has per-
sisted for decades (figure 10.3). Although the cheaper rents and other fac-
tors that make black neighborhoods attractive to fast food operators should 
be equally attractive to a diverse set of restaurant types, these areas are 
effectively redlined by retailers, particularly chain stores (D’Rozario and 
Williams 2005). In Atlanta, low- and high-income predominantly black 
census tracts had less access than predominantly white tracts matched to 
a number of resources, including restaurants that were not fast food (Hellig 
and Sawicki 2003).

Retail redlining results in part from industry characterizations about 

Figure 10.3 �R amshackle Fast Food Outlets in Brooklyn, 1980s

Source: PropertyShark.com, reprinted with permission.
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kin and Block 1981; Mastro and Atkin 2002; Schooler, Basil, and Altman 
1996); findings suggest that certain themes such as sex and romance ap-
pear much more frequently in black than in white neighborhoods (Altman, 
Schooler, and Basil 1991). Still, despite the volume of data on outdoor al-
cohol advertising in African American communities, little research has 
closely investigated the semiotic content of the ads. 

Representations determine not only how outgroup members view indi-
viduals but also how ingroup members think about themselves (hooks 
1992). In the United States, representations of black people are overwhelm-
ingly negative and challenge beliefs about their intrinsic worth. Black rep-
resentations frequently depict primitiveness indicated by reliance on baser 
instincts and sexuality, unusually strong corporeal constitution, and pred-
atory violence. Also common are representations centering on less sophis-

Figure 10.4 �A nnual Expenditures on Liquor for Home Consumption 
in Selected New York City Neighborhoods, 2006

Source: The data in this figure, which are based on the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 
Consumer Expenditure Survey 2006, were purchased by the author and form the basis of the 
map, which was created by the author.
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ticated psyches and inferior intellect (Guthrie 1998; Thomas and Sillen 
1991). I focus on two themes found to be common in New York City ads: 
sex and romance and socioeconomic mobility. These themes, and the rep-
resentations of blackness inscribed in them, make racial inequality and 
subordination a highly visible feature of the built environment in black 
neighborhoods.

Representing Blackness in Alcohol Ads
Lauren Rosewarne (2007) argues that sexist outdoor advertisements re-
semble “pin-ups,” images that are forbidden in workplaces because they 
constitute sexual harassment. But audiences cannot avoid being exposed 

Figure 10.5 �C ommunity Responses to Alcohol Advertising, Brooklyn, 
2005

Source: Author’s collection.

Harris.indb   332 5/6/2013   8:29:20 AM



334        Beyond Discrimination 

Rhymes, who released the hit song “Pass the Courvoisier” in 2002, was 
hailed by industry leaders as a catalyst in increasing cognac sales among 
black consumers. Indeed, in 1997 the percentage of white drinkers who 
consumed cognac was 8.6 percent, while it was 14.6 percent among black 
drinkers; by 2003, consumption had decreased to 5.6 percent of whites, 
and had increased to 21.1 percent among blacks (Adams Business Research 
2003). 

The promise of socioeconomic mobility undergirds racialized market-
ing for cognac. Marketing specialists recognize that black consumers can 
affirm their full participation and membership in U.S. society through 
their purchasing choices (Lamont and Molnar 2001), and alcoholic bever-
age companies are well aware of this fact: “It is difficult not to see these 
alcohol media entreaties as an invitation to participate in the ‘good life’ of 
the greater society. Admission seems to be available for the purchase price 

Figure 10.6 �O utdoor Advertising for Colt 45 Malt Liquor, Harlem, 
New York City

Source: Author’s collection.
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Effects of Racialized Marketing on  
Well-Being in Black Neighborhoods
Racialized marketing acts as an institutional filter that sustains disparate 
resources. The disproportionate density of these commodities is essen-
tially a spatial representation of racial hierarchy and marks neighborhoods 
as the ghetto, thereby furthering disinvestment. That is, an abundance of 
alcohol ads and fast food outlets are evident in a neighborhood perceived 
to be the ghetto; but it is also the case that the ghetto is perceived to be an 
area where those marketing practices are deployed heavily. As indicated 
in figure 10.1, racialized marketing negatively affects socioeconomic con-
ditions in black neighborhoods, and the resultant conditions feed back-
ward to incite further racialized marketing. Because investors and policy 
makers tend to infer community predilections from extant infrastructure 
in black neighborhoods, the marketing of alcohol and fast food mitigates 

Source: Author’s collection.

Figure 10.7 �O utdoor Advertising for Courvoisier Cognac, Harlem, 
New York City
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