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Introduction


In 1890, Louisiana passed a law that required blacks to ride in separate railcars from whites. Homer Plessy along with a group of political activists staged a deliberate breaking of this law and created a legal challenge to the law in doing so (Klaman, 2004). The case reached the Supreme Court of the United States and for various reasons, detailed in Bernstien (1963), the court found in favor of the Louisiana statute. The Supreme Court ruling established what is known today as the "separate but equal" doctrine which was interpreted as segregation is legal so long as the separation does not lead to denial. Therefore, states began enacting laws that created significant racial segregation (Klarman, 2004). Notably, schools became the exemplar of this trend. However, because state officials did not distribute educational funds equally with respect to racial segregation, the schools in white neighborhoods provided a significantly better education than those in black neighborhoods (Klarman, 2004). So while the service of a free public education was equal the actual quality of the service was demonstrably disparate. 

In 1952, there were five cases that were combined into one case presented to the Supreme Court of the United States challenging segregation in the school system. This case became known as Brown vs. Topeka Board of Education (Klarman, 2004). The Supreme Court ruled on the case in 1954 finding that separate educational facilities were inherently unequal (Birzer & Ellis, 2006). The court opted for a gradual implementation on desegregation in order to preserve unanimity (Klarman, 2004). The Brown v. Board of Education case is known today as a watershed moment in American history and helped to quicken the pace of desegregating public schools in the United States. 

According to Byron Lutz (2011), desegregation of school systems was meant to "…improve the educational and life outcomes of black children," lead to increased black educational attainment, and "decreased rates of criminal offending by black youth." It is the aim of this case study to gauge the effects of desegregation on the life outcomes of black children as measured by income disparities with their white counterparts in adulthood. It may also prove useful to examine educational outcomes as research indicates such outcomes have a large impact on income (O'Neill, 1990). The effect of desegregation on incomes is important to all Americans because of the effect of earnings on the macroeconomic scale. Because of the idea of individuals having a decreasing marginal propensity to consume as their incomes increase and the idea that real (adjusted for inflation) gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, one of the best measures of an economy, is most influenced by spending, it is beneficial to have less income disparity in the labor force. For this reason, income disparities based on anything other than merit need to be eliminated and it is therefore important to all Americans to investigate the effects of desegregation on incomes. 
Using Difference to Oppress

Since the institution of slavery became centered around race in the United States, there have been two very prominent social constructions at play regarding race. The oppressors constructed themselves as paragons of virtue and good and called themselves "white." Simultaneously, the oppressors labeled their slaves as subhuman, stupid, and unworthy of trust. This sort of construction was not singular in its source and has drawn upon many wells over time like the legacies of government policies against Asians, Mexicans, and Native Americans (Lipsitz, 1995). De jure segregation and slavery were not the only weapons used to oppress. For example, the Federal Housing Act of 1934 created the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), but tactics employed by the  FHA administrators funneled most of the funds away from colored neighborhoods thereby condemning the colored population to renter status (Lipsitz 1995). This is important because inherited wealth is a large factor in educational outcomes and future income for children (Ashenfelter, Collins, & Yoon, 2006). Similarly, the Wagner Act (which gave workers the right to unionize) and the Social Security Act excluded farm workers. Farm workers of the time were overwhelmingly people of color (Lipsitz, 2005). All of these things came out of a social construction of inferiority of non-white races. 

While there are many factors that can be considered as reasons for racial income disparity, many of the factors are engrained in society through social construction or were created by defacto racism in historical institutions. De jure segregation of educational facilities was one of the mechanisms used to oppress that could be changed in a manner that would not require several generations to pass in order to observe tangible results. People born between 1938 and 1947 would have graduated shortly after the Brown v. Board of Education  (presumably attending a mostly segregated educational system) decision and their incomes show up in the 2002 data gathered. The later portion of this cohort would have graduated in 1965 just as desegregation efforts exploded. There was actually not much desegregation that took place between the time of the decision in 1954 and the signing of the Civil Rights Act in 1964 (Ashenfelter, Collins, & Yoon, 2006). Desegregation court filings increased dramatically when the Civil Rights Act of 1964  included language to reduce funding to discriminatory public institutions and allowed the attorney general to sue segregated school districts and a U.S. Supreme Court ruling required the elimination of identifiably black and white schools within districts (Ashenfelter, Collins, & Yoon, 2006). Consequently, subsequent age cohorts will have experienced a much higher level of school integration, at least when considering national aggregate numbers. 

As the finding of Brown v. Board of Education was that "separate is inherently not equal," we should expect to find that as school systems become more integrated with  respect to race, the difference in educational outcomes of blacks with respect to whites will narrow over time and therefore lead the racial income disparity to narrow as well. This phenomenon may manifest itself in white incomes lowering toward flat black incomes, black incomes increasing toward white flat incomes, or a combination of the two.  This conclusion is and is not supported by research. It is supported by research in that reducing demonstrable differences in educational quality does lead to a reduction in income inequality. However, equalization of black educational facilities started happening nation wide as early as the 1940's and by the mid 1960's the benefits that could be gained from equalization were negligible (O'Neill 1990). In fact, there is a marked increase in Black-White weekly wage ratios for men from 1940 to 1980. Black men aged 25 to 34 made 48.9% of the weekly wages of men in 1940 and 79.4% in 1980. Census Bureau data shows a slowdown in the closing of the gap between 1950 and 1960. Black men age 45 to 54 made similar gains from 1940 to 1980 going from 40% of white men's earnings to nearly 67% in 1980 (O'Neill, 1990). O'Neill (1990) explains the use of men's weekly wages instead of that of both sexes was because of the radical changes in the labor market for women that had occurred in the recent past and the difference between white female wages and black female wages had been 10% or less for the last decade (1980 to 1990). She goes on to explain that the increase in wages relative to white males for the older cohorts had to be explained by a phenomenon other than school quality because school quality holds constant within an age cohort. O'Neill then goes on to conclude that because blacks are less likely to attend college and the labor market started (in the 1980's) paying more for higher "skilled" labor and less (in real dollars) for lower "skilled" labor, is what caused the ratio of Black-White weekly wage earnings to decline in the 1980's and further concludes that because educational equalization has essentially been achieved, further gains from desegregation will not be observed in the future.

This conclusion is exactly what we find in the Census Bureau data from 2002 to 2012. For the collection of data for this paper, annual income was used instead of weekly wages. Weekly wages/earnings have the drawback of over exaggerating income because they assume the weekly wage is constant over a long period of time. This phenomenon can become especially pronounced at the bottom of the scale if a worker only makes the reported weekly wages for a few months out of the year like tax preparers or produce pickers. Table 1 shows the income of five age cohorts (15-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, and 55-64) of black workers with respect to similar age cohorts of white workers. Incomes are considered with sexes separate and combined. Most analysis will consider the sexes combined as the data indicates that there is significant disparity between black and white women as well.  Figures 1, 2, and 3 show the graph of both sexes of blacks as compared to both sexes of whites, male blacks as compared to male whites, and female blacks as compared to female whites over the period 2002 to 2012. This particular time period is useful because the age cohorts in 2002 should be nearly identical compositionally to the age cohorts in 2012 ten years older. That is to say the 25-34 year olds in 2002 should be almost exactly the same people as the 35-44 year olds in 2012. This is important because this data can be used to see if gains made by a particular age group persist throughout their lives.

Unfortunately, the data from Table 1 and Figures 1-3 indicate that any gains do not persist. If we study the 15-24 age cohort where the closest income parity seems to exist, we find that black workers lose about 17 more percentage points of relative income over the next ten years. That is to say that the median income of black workers aged 15 to 24 was 89% of their white counterparts in 2002. In 2012, the income of the same group of workers fell 17 percentage points to just 72 percent of the same white counterparts. The data for the 15 to 24 year old groups is the most indicative that, for the most part, primary and secondary schooling are on par for both white and black workers. It is when workers are this age that they seem to have the closest incomes. This is most likely because the other workforce signals of worth, post-secondary education and experience, have not had time to impact incomes. There is still some difference in incomes but it is not nearly as pronounced. In fact, looking at real incomes of this group (Figure 4) indicates that the median incomes of white females, black females, and black males have been within $400 to $600 of each other since 2009.

However, after age 25, once education outcomes are essentially set, black incomes do not increase at the same rate as white incomes as is evidenced by the data in Table 2. Furthermore, this phenomenon increased over time as evidenced by the distinctly downward trend of the other age cohorts in Figure 1. As O'Niell suggested in the beginning of work life there is generally a less than 10% difference in the incomes of white and black females. However, with older cohorts, the gap widens quickly and has gotten worse over time as evidenced by Figure 3.

Discounting the highly erratic 15-24 group, if we look again at Table 2 and Figures 4 to 13 (which are the real median and real mean incomes of a particular age group over time), the real incomes for many groups is on a long-term downward slope, even white males. With the shrinking of real white incomes and the widening of the black-white income gap, there is evidence that real black incomes are contracting faster than for white counterparts. Again, because educational quality is essentially set after age 25, there must be some explanation for the change in incomes than an effect of desegregation.

According to Byron Lutz in his 2011 article, The End of Court-Ordered Segregation, since 1980's there have been no new desegregation lawsuits brought to court. Three Supreme Court cases in the early 1990's culminated in a hostile environment for continuing court ordered desegregation plans and made it more difficult to continue voluntary desegregation plans. As such, since 1993 there have been 55 school desegregation cases dismissed. Lutz then measures a dissimilarity index (read as the portion of black students that need to bussed around) and exposure index (read as the percentage of interracial contact). Lutz finds that dismissal of a desegregation case has a causal relationship to resegregation of that district over time and erases approximately 60% of a plan's effect.
 
Finally, educational outcomes need to be examined as these are the secondary aspirations of desegregation and because the outcomes can heavily affect income. Table 3 lists data for educational attainment. There is data for the years 1997, 2002, 2007, and 2012. The examination of this data reveals that there is a negative trend in the percentage of the population that has undesirable educational outcomes such as not attaining a high school degree or equivalent, having only a high school degree, or having some college education with no post-secondary degree. This negative trend exists across all ages and race groups. For these measures, it is important to note that there is a consistently higher percentage of blacks in these categories than whites. In the desirable measure of educational outcomes, defined as having any post secondary degree, there is a positive trend across all age and race groups. Again it is important to note that whites have a consistently higher percentage of their population with these post-secondary degrees.
Ramifications


Parity of incomes between people of the same knowledge, skills, and abilities is an admirable goal. However, as evidenced by this case study, there is not one single solution. The circumstances that created this income disparity are many and varied. Desegregation of the school system was an important step in reaching this goal. Yet, desegregation did not necessarily have the main intended effect, at least not directly. As is evidenced by O'Neill (1990), the work of equalizing educational quality was mostly done by the time desegregation prevalent. Furthermore, the gains in income equality due to this equalization were substantive. 


Unfortunately, the phenomenon described by Lutz (2011) of districts resegregating after dismissal of their court ordered desegregation plans may be at least in part responsible for the further widening of the race income gap found in the data collected. It is most likely that this new segregation along with the lower exposure to other races it entails is a reason that the 15-24 age group in 2002 was unable to retain the income ratio when they became the 25-34 age group in 2012. Conversely, resegregation would not explain the widening of the income gap for older age cohorts as they were not necessarily affected by desegregation dismissal.


It appears that the widening income gap for older cohorts is related to systemic racism in the workplace in the past. Sexism also plays a role. This would explain the clustering of real incomes of black females, black males, and white females in older age cohorts (Figures 4-13). Historically, these groups were allowed into the workforce with occupations that had much lower possibility for promotion or increased wages. As was noted earlier, the labor market has a trend of paying more than it had previously for "highly skilled" labor and paying less than it had previously for "low skilled" labor. Therefore, the real incomes of these groups will decline faster than those of white male counterparts.


When it comes to educational outcomes, all the signals are promising. Negative outcomes are on the decline and positive outcomes are on the incline. However, there are a disproportionate number of blacks as compared to whites in the negative outcomes and a disproportionate number whites as compared to blacks in the positive outcomes. Part of this had to do with quality of education. However, that particular phenomenon exerts little influence over the current data. This, again, is more likely the result of historical and institutional racism as wealth and parental educational attainment influence post-secondary attendance more heavily (O'Neill 1990). 


In the future, this study could be expanded to follow more specific age cohorts over time. There is room for further research into aggregating and deconstructing income equalities for specific groups of people. This study focused on the income differences on white (non-hispanic) Americans, and black (alone or in combination) Americans with a small amount of educational outcome consideration. Income is not the only measure of prosperity in an economy. Income was used in this study to test for the effects of desegregation. If homogenous prosperity distribution is the goal, then other measures like the ability to pass on wealth and personal health also need to be considered. 


In the end, the goals of desegregation were and were not realized. The goal of equal primary and secondary education had mostly been realized by the time desegregation was widespread and therefore the expected convergence of white and black incomes had occurred well before the test period. However, desegregation did have a secondary effect to socializing white and black children which allowed for some deconstruction of the negative social construction placed on blacks. Furthermore, educational outcomes are also improving for black Americans, though since they are also improving for white Americans, it is unlikely to be a result of desegregation.
Appendix 1: Tables
Table 1

Income as a Percentage of White Counterpart Income

	
	
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	Category
	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	89.1%
	87.7%
	84.5%
	96.6%
	91.6%
	90.0%
	92.3%
	92.5%
	97.1%
	88.3%
	95.3%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	75.8%
	74.4%
	74.4%
	71.5%
	75.9%
	75.3%
	76.3%
	72.1%
	69.1%
	71.1%
	71.8%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	78.0%
	77.0%
	75.3%
	77.4%
	78.3%
	76.5%
	75.0%
	76.0%
	75.3%
	74.4%
	75.4%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	71.2%
	70.3%
	72.9%
	69.1%
	70.7%
	75.6%
	71.0%
	70.6%
	66.6%
	66.0%
	67.0%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	72.3%
	70.6%
	70.7%
	68.8%
	68.3%
	69.1%
	69.6%
	65.6%
	68.6%
	65.9%
	65.3%

	Black Males
	15-24
	85.6%
	85.5%
	80.6%
	94.2%
	94.2%
	93.6%
	89.0%
	86.1%
	96.5%
	81.9%
	88.3%

	Black Males
	25-34
	72.3%
	73.0%
	71.2%
	67.0%
	72.8%
	71.6%
	68.8%
	64.1%
	63.5%
	69.5%
	67.3%

	Black Males
	35-44
	68.1%
	70.0%
	67.3%
	68.2%
	64.5%
	63.8%
	62.9%
	69.1%
	63.2%
	62.5%
	67.4%

	Black Males
	45-54
	59.4%
	64.2%
	64.6%
	62.0%
	61.8%
	69.8%
	62.8%
	61.2%
	59.9%
	59.6%
	60.3%

	Black Males
	55-64
	64.6%
	63.0%
	61.9%
	61.7%
	63.8%
	65.0%
	62.4%
	64.5%
	60.2%
	55.5%
	62.3%

	Black Females
	15-24
	93.8%
	93.3%
	90.1%
	100.3%
	91.7%
	89.2%
	97.5%
	100.0%
	97.3%
	95.2%
	103.6%

	Black Females
	25-34
	87.8%
	84.1%
	88.8%
	81.5%
	82.1%
	80.8%
	81.8%
	81.9%
	76.6%
	73.7%
	75.3%

	Black Females
	35-44
	93.5%
	91.8%
	93.9%
	97.7%
	95.7%
	96.3%
	91.1%
	88.5%
	92.4%
	90.1%
	91.6%

	Black Females
	45-54
	87.2%
	84.5%
	87.0%
	83.8%
	85.3%
	83.8%
	85.9%
	86.5%
	82.0%
	81.4%
	79.3%

	Black Females
	55-64
	90.7%
	85.6%
	85.2%
	84.7%
	80.1%
	79.2%
	78.3%
	75.7%
	79.1%
	80.4%
	71.9%


Percentages are based on comparison to like group of white workers. Black Both Sexes is compared to White Both Sexes, Black Males is compared to White Males, and Black Females is compared to White Females. White group data was always taken as White alone non-Hispanic. Black group data was always taken as Black alone or in combination.
Table 2
Real Median Incomes from 2002 to 2012 (in 2012 dollars)

	Category
	Age
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	15-24
	10389
	10342
	10293
	10337
	10769
	10902
	10344
	10100
	9514
	10106
	10143

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	25-34
	37118
	36601
	36194
	35534
	35790
	35799
	34474
	34241
	33949
	33121
	33532

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	35-44
	41058
	42050
	42357
	42394
	43554
	44364
	42899
	42176
	42656
	41849
	41555

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	45-54
	44632
	45094
	43817
	44430
	45511
	44507
	42397
	42467
	42542
	41886
	41465

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	55-64
	36440
	37708
	36967
	37591
	39571
	39956
	37721
	37425
	37611
	37357
	37121

	White Males
	15-24
	11210
	11705
	11392
	11473
	11916
	11789
	11287
	10670
	9893
	10829
	10661

	White Males
	25-34
	43353
	41949
	42937
	41243
	41590
	41479
	40707
	40738
	38993
	38301
	39120

	White Males
	35-44
	53623
	53537
	54650
	53824
	56848
	56139
	54295
	52771
	52676
	52179
	51263

	White Males
	45-54
	57387
	58189
	56560
	57472
	57766
	56012
	53946
	53626
	53893
	52993
	52111

	White Males
	55-64
	50129
	51284
	50676
	50711
	51474
	51310
	49131
	48773
	48187
	48170
	47195

	White Females
	15-24
	9605
	9176
	9264
	9342
	9669
	9999
	9350
	9518
	9182
	9419
	9598

	White Females
	25-34
	29610
	30083
	28760
	29085
	29753
	30337
	29034
	28908
	29812
	29395
	28974

	White Females
	35-44
	29976
	31208
	30708
	30775
	31381
	32801
	31820
	32722
	32829
	32120
	31963

	White Females
	45-54
	33395
	33925
	33143
	33476
	34409
	34117
	32392
	32848
	31987
	31748
	31753

	White Females
	55-64
	25325
	26655
	26079
	27295
	29210
	29568
	28648
	28481
	28422
	28365
	29524

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	9262
	9072
	8700
	9989
	9862
	9807
	9550
	9338
	9236
	8921
	9667

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	28154
	27224
	26943
	25421
	27177
	26950
	26301
	24687
	23445
	23543
	24060

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	32020
	32377
	31895
	32811
	34084
	33932
	32159
	32068
	32113
	31138
	31321

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	31761
	31701
	31937
	30681
	32197
	33631
	30092
	29987
	28322
	27663
	27792

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	26364
	26620
	26134
	25869
	27038
	27593
	26264
	24552
	25799
	24616
	24248

	Black Males
	15-24
	9597
	10011
	9187
	10804
	11224
	11031
	10050
	9182
	9549
	8870
	9411

	Black Males
	25-34
	31327
	30612
	30555
	27617
	30280
	29688
	27991
	26097
	24779
	26609
	26338

	Black Males
	35-44
	36508
	37451
	36792
	36708
	36669
	35819
	34135
	36468
	33302
	32610
	34555

	Black Males
	45-54
	34098
	37351
	36510
	35630
	35691
	39091
	33875
	32812
	32286
	31582
	31421

	Black Males
	55-64
	32405
	32331
	31357
	31288
	32860
	33369
	30636
	31460
	29007
	26719
	29389

	Black Females
	15-24
	9005
	8565
	8351
	9373
	8862
	8916
	9115
	9515
	8931
	8966
	9948

	Black Females
	25-34
	25995
	25295
	25527
	23711
	24428
	24514
	23749
	23670
	22827
	21668
	21820

	Black Females
	35-44
	28025
	28663
	28842
	30057
	30041
	31587
	28985
	28951
	30336
	28931
	29284

	Black Females
	45-54
	29111
	28678
	28842
	28049
	29355
	28597
	27831
	28398
	26224
	25827
	25182

	Black Females
	55-64
	22963
	22821
	22221
	23126
	23398
	23404
	22423
	21561
	22482
	22797
	21225


Table 3
Educational Outcomes for 1997, 2002, 2007, and 2012

	
	
	
	
	
	
	1997
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less Than 9th Grade
	High School
	College
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Some College No Degree
	Associate Degree
	Bachelor's Degree or more
	
	
	
	

	Category
	Age
	
	9th to 12th Nongrad
	Graduate (Incl GED)
	
	Total
	Bachelor's Degree
	Master's Degree
	Professional Degree
	Doctorate Degree
	No High School Degree
	Any College Degree

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	25-34
	0.8%
	4.9%
	30.8%
	20.2%
	10.0%
	33.4%
	26.0%
	5.3%
	1.4%
	0.6%
	5.7%
	43.4%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	35-44
	0.8%
	5.4%
	34.0%
	18.7%
	10.4%
	30.8%
	21.2%
	6.4%
	1.9%
	1.3%
	6.2%
	41.2%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	45-54
	1.5%
	4.9%
	31.4%
	18.7%
	9.7%
	33.8%
	20.0%
	9.4%
	2.3%
	2.1%
	6.5%
	43.5%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	55-64
	3.1%
	8.1%
	38.5%
	16.7%
	6.0%
	27.6%
	15.1%
	8.0%
	2.4%
	2.1%
	11.2%
	33.6%

	White Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Males
	25-34
	0.9%
	6.0%
	33.2%
	19.4%
	9.4%
	31.0%
	24.2%
	4.6%
	1.4%
	0.8%
	6.9%
	40.4%

	White Males
	35-44
	1.1%
	6.3%
	34.1%
	18.3%
	9.0%
	31.1%
	20.9%
	6.1%
	2.5%
	1.6%
	7.4%
	40.1%

	White Males
	45-54
	2.0%
	5.6%
	27.7%
	18.7%
	9.3%
	36.7%
	21.1%
	9.4%
	3.2%
	2.9%
	7.6%
	46.0%

	White Males
	55-64
	4.0%
	7.9%
	35.3%
	15.9%
	5.0%
	31.8%
	16.7%
	8.4%
	3.6%
	3.2%
	11.9%
	36.9%

	White Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Females
	25-34
	0.6%
	3.7%
	28.0%
	21.0%
	10.7%
	36.0%
	28.1%
	6.1%
	1.4%
	0.5%
	4.3%
	46.7%

	White Females
	35-44
	0.5%
	4.3%
	33.8%
	19.1%
	11.9%
	30.5%
	21.6%
	6.7%
	1.2%
	0.9%
	4.8%
	42.4%

	White Females
	45-54
	1.0%
	4.1%
	35.5%
	18.6%
	10.2%
	30.5%
	18.7%
	9.4%
	1.2%
	1.2%
	5.2%
	40.7%

	White Females
	55-64
	2.0%
	8.4%
	42.2%
	17.8%
	7.2%
	22.4%
	13.2%
	7.4%
	1.0%
	0.7%
	10.4%
	29.6%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	0.8%
	8.8%
	38.7%
	25.9%
	8.5%
	17.3%
	14.0%
	2.3%
	0.7%
	0.3%
	9.6%
	25.8%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	1.4%
	10.5%
	38.8%
	23.1%
	8.6%
	17.5%
	13.5%
	3.0%
	0.8%
	0.1%
	11.9%
	26.2%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	3.8%
	12.6%
	34.9%
	19.3%
	7.0%
	22.5%
	13.8%
	6.9%
	1.0%
	0.8%
	16.4%
	29.5%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	7.9%
	21.1%
	33.6%
	15.1%
	5.1%
	17.3%
	8.8%
	7.2%
	0.7%
	0.6%
	29.0%
	22.4%

	Black Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Males
	25-34
	1.0%
	10.4%
	42.3%
	24.2%
	6.4%
	15.7%
	12.8%
	2.1%
	0.6%
	0.2%
	11.4%
	22.1%

	Black Males
	35-44
	1.6%
	11.7%
	40.8%
	22.4%
	6.8%
	16.7%
	14.3%
	1.5%
	1.0%
	0.0%
	13.3%
	23.5%

	Black Males
	45-54
	5.2%
	14.3%
	32.4%
	20.9%
	5.4%
	21.7%
	13.8%
	5.4%
	1.3%
	1.2%
	19.6%
	27.1%

	Black Males
	55-64
	11.4%
	17.1%
	35.7%
	15.2%
	5.6%
	15.0%
	6.5%
	6.5%
	1.2%
	0.9%
	28.5%
	20.6%

	Black Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Females
	25-34
	0.6%
	7.4%
	35.5%
	27.4%
	10.4%
	18.7%
	15.2%
	2.5%
	0.7%
	0.3%
	8.0%
	29.1%

	Black Females
	35-44
	1.3%
	9.5%
	37.1%
	23.7%
	10.2%
	18.2%
	12.9%
	4.4%
	0.7%
	0.3%
	10.8%
	28.4%

	Black Females
	45-54
	2.6%
	11.1%
	36.9%
	17.9%
	8.2%
	23.2%
	13.8%
	8.2%
	0.8%
	0.5%
	13.7%
	31.5%

	Black Females
	55-64
	5.0%
	24.4%
	31.8%
	15.0%
	4.7%
	19.3%
	10.8%
	7.8%
	0.1%
	0.4%
	29.4%
	24.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less Than 9th Grade
	High School
	College
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Some College No Degree
	Associate Degree
	Bachelor's Degree or more
	
	
	
	

	Category
	Age
	
	9th to 12th Nongrad
	Graduate (Incl GED)
	
	Total
	Bachelor's Degree
	Master's Degree
	Professional Degree
	Doctorate Degree
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	25-34
	0.7%
	4.5%
	27.3%
	19.5%
	10.6%
	37.3%
	28.2%
	6.8%
	1.6%
	0.8%
	5.2%
	47.9%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	35-44
	0.7%
	5.0%
	31.3%
	18.0%
	11.1%
	34.0%
	23.0%
	7.8%
	1.9%
	1.3%
	5.7%
	45.1%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	45-54
	0.8%
	3.7%
	30.5%
	18.8%
	10.3%
	35.8%
	21.6%
	10.1%
	2.2%
	1.9%
	4.5%
	46.1%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	55-64
	1.6%
	5.5%
	32.5%
	18.2%
	8.5%
	33.8%
	18.4%
	10.8%
	2.2%
	2.4%
	7.1%
	42.2%

	White Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Males
	25-34
	0.9%
	5.5%
	30.0%
	19.8%
	9.5%
	34.3%
	26.5%
	5.4%
	1.7%
	0.8%
	6.4%
	43.8%

	White Males
	35-44
	0.8%
	6.0%
	32.3%
	17.6%
	9.2%
	34.1%
	22.8%
	7.4%
	2.3%
	1.6%
	6.8%
	43.3%

	White Males
	45-54
	1.0%
	4.5%
	29.5%
	19.1%
	8.4%
	37.5%
	22.7%
	9.2%
	3.0%
	2.5%
	5.6%
	45.9%

	White Males
	55-64
	2.0%
	6.0%
	28.5%
	17.5%
	7.8%
	38.2%
	20.2%
	11.1%
	3.2%
	3.6%
	8.0%
	45.9%

	White Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Females
	25-34
	0.5%
	3.4%
	24.3%
	19.3%
	11.8%
	40.7%
	30.1%
	8.3%
	1.5%
	0.8%
	3.9%
	52.5%

	White Females
	35-44
	0.5%
	3.8%
	30.2%
	18.4%
	13.2%
	33.9%
	23.2%
	8.3%
	1.5%
	1.0%
	4.3%
	47.2%

	White Females
	45-54
	0.5%
	2.8%
	31.7%
	18.6%
	12.4%
	33.9%
	20.3%
	11.1%
	1.4%
	1.2%
	3.4%
	46.4%

	White Females
	55-64
	1.0%
	5.0%
	37.0%
	18.9%
	9.3%
	28.8%
	16.3%
	10.5%
	1.0%
	1.0%
	6.0%
	38.0%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	1.1%
	7.5%
	35.7%
	27.1%
	8.2%
	20.4%
	16.3%
	3.2%
	0.7%
	0.2%
	8.6%
	28.6%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	1.3%
	8.5%
	37.1%
	21.4%
	9.6%
	22.1%
	16.4%
	4.2%
	0.9%
	0.5%
	9.8%
	31.8%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	2.9%
	10.3%
	33.5%
	21.4%
	9.1%
	22.7%
	15.2%
	5.8%
	1.0%
	0.8%
	13.2%
	31.9%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	5.6%
	12.7%
	31.9%
	19.4%
	9.0%
	21.4%
	12.1%
	6.9%
	0.9%
	1.3%
	18.3%
	30.3%

	Black Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Males
	25-34
	1.8%
	7.0%
	39.7%
	25.8%
	7.0%
	18.7%
	15.7%
	2.3%
	0.4%
	0.3%
	8.8%
	25.7%

	Black Males
	35-44
	1.6%
	9.0%
	40.2%
	20.5%
	7.9%
	20.8%
	16.6%
	2.9%
	0.8%
	0.5%
	10.6%
	28.7%

	Black Males
	45-54
	3.6%
	11.2%
	34.6%
	22.7%
	7.7%
	20.3%
	13.5%
	4.7%
	1.1%
	1.0%
	14.8%
	28.0%

	Black Males
	55-64
	7.2%
	12.8%
	33.3%
	19.0%
	7.0%
	20.7%
	11.9%
	4.8%
	1.6%
	2.6%
	20.0%
	27.7%

	Black Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Females
	25-34
	0.5%
	7.9%
	32.4%
	28.1%
	9.2%
	21.8%
	16.7%
	4.0%
	1.0%
	0.1%
	8.4%
	31.0%

	Black Females
	35-44
	1.1%
	8.0%
	34.5%
	22.0%
	11.1%
	23.3%
	16.3%
	5.3%
	1.0%
	0.5%
	9.1%
	34.3%

	Black Females
	45-54
	2.3%
	9.6%
	32.6%
	20.3%
	10.4%
	24.9%
	16.6%
	6.8%
	0.8%
	0.6%
	11.9%
	35.3%

	Black Females
	55-64
	4.5%
	12.6%
	30.9%
	19.6%
	10.5%
	21.9%
	12.4%
	8.6%
	0.6%
	0.3%
	17.0%
	32.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2007
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less Than 9th Grade
	High School
	College
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Some College No Degree
	Associate Degree
	Bachelor's Degree or more
	
	
	
	

	Category
	Age
	
	9th to 12th Nongrad
	Graduate (Incl GED)
	
	Total
	Bachelor's Degree
	Master's Degree
	Professional Degree
	Doctorate Degree
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	25-34
	0.5%
	4.0%
	25.3%
	18.7%
	11.1%
	40.4%
	29.5%
	8.6%
	1.5%
	0.8%
	4.5%
	51.4%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	35-44
	0.7%
	3.4%
	27.5%
	18.0%
	11.2%
	39.2%
	25.7%
	9.9%
	2.1%
	1.5%
	4.1%
	50.4%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	45-54
	0.8%
	3.6%
	31.6%
	17.6%
	11.5%
	34.9%
	21.9%
	9.5%
	2.1%
	1.5%
	4.3%
	46.4%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	55-64
	1.0%
	3.2%
	28.2%
	18.9%
	10.0%
	38.7%
	21.7%
	11.8%
	2.5%
	2.7%
	4.2%
	48.6%

	White Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Males
	25-34
	0.6%
	5.2%
	29.9%
	19.1%
	10.2%
	35.0%
	27.0%
	6.0%
	1.2%
	0.7%
	5.8%
	45.2%

	White Males
	35-44
	0.8%
	4.1%
	29.5%
	17.8%
	9.6%
	38.2%
	25.1%
	9.0%
	2.5%
	1.7%
	4.9%
	47.8%

	White Males
	45-54
	1.0%
	4.5%
	33.7%
	16.8%
	9.8%
	34.1%
	21.4%
	8.2%
	2.6%
	1.9%
	5.5%
	43.9%

	White Males
	55-64
	1.0%
	3.7%
	25.5%
	18.3%
	9.1%
	42.3%
	23.3%
	11.9%
	3.6%
	3.5%
	4.7%
	51.4%

	White Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Females
	25-34
	0.5%
	2.6%
	20.0%
	18.3%
	12.1%
	46.5%
	32.3%
	11.5%
	1.9%
	0.8%
	3.1%
	58.6%

	White Females
	35-44
	0.5%
	2.6%
	25.2%
	18.2%
	13.1%
	40.4%
	26.4%
	11.0%
	1.7%
	1.2%
	3.1%
	53.4%

	White Females
	45-54
	0.5%
	2.5%
	29.3%
	18.5%
	13.3%
	35.8%
	22.5%
	10.9%
	1.5%
	0.9%
	3.0%
	49.2%

	White Females
	55-64
	1.0%
	2.7%
	31.2%
	19.6%
	10.9%
	34.6%
	19.9%
	11.6%
	1.3%
	1.7%
	3.7%
	45.5%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	0.8%
	7.6%
	33.5%
	24.3%
	9.4%
	24.4%
	18.7%
	4.9%
	0.4%
	0.3%
	8.4%
	33.8%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	1.4%
	7.6%
	32.5%
	22.2%
	11.7%
	24.8%
	17.0%
	6.1%
	0.9%
	0.7%
	8.9%
	36.5%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	1.4%
	8.0%
	34.3%
	22.6%
	10.2%
	23.5%
	16.5%
	5.3%
	0.7%
	1.0%
	9.4%
	33.7%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	2.7%
	9.7%
	33.8%
	18.8%
	10.3%
	24.7%
	14.5%
	7.8%
	1.5%
	0.9%
	12.4%
	35.0%

	Black Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Males
	25-34
	1.0%
	8.5%
	36.1%
	22.0%
	7.2%
	25.2%
	20.1%
	4.2%
	0.6%
	0.3%
	9.5%
	32.4%

	Black Males
	35-44
	2.1%
	8.6%
	36.7%
	22.0%
	9.6%
	21.0%
	15.1%
	4.5%
	0.7%
	0.6%
	10.6%
	30.6%

	Black Males
	45-54
	2.1%
	9.9%
	35.5%
	21.4%
	8.9%
	22.2%
	14.9%
	5.5%
	0.7%
	1.1%
	12.0%
	31.1%

	Black Males
	55-64
	3.7%
	9.8%
	33.9%
	19.1%
	10.5%
	23.0%
	13.4%
	6.2%
	2.4%
	1.0%
	13.5%
	33.5%

	Black Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Females
	25-34
	0.6%
	6.8%
	31.2%
	26.2%
	11.3%
	23.7%
	17.6%
	5.5%
	0.3%
	0.4%
	7.5%
	35.0%

	Black Females
	35-44
	0.8%
	6.7%
	28.8%
	22.3%
	13.4%
	28.0%
	18.6%
	7.5%
	1.0%
	0.9%
	7.4%
	41.4%

	Black Females
	45-54
	0.8%
	6.4%
	33.3%
	23.7%
	11.3%
	24.6%
	17.8%
	5.2%
	0.6%
	0.9%
	7.2%
	36.0%

	Black Females
	55-64
	1.9%
	9.7%
	33.8%
	18.6%
	10.2%
	25.9%
	15.3%
	9.1%
	0.8%
	0.8%
	11.6%
	36.1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Less Than 9th Grade
	High School
	College
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Some College No Degree
	Associate Degree
	Bachelor's Degree or more
	
	
	
	

	Category
	Age
	
	9th to 12th Nongrad
	Graduate (Incl GED)
	
	Total
	Bachelor's Degree
	Master's Degree
	Professional Degree
	Doctorate Degree
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	25-34
	0.5%
	3.3%
	21.9%
	18.0%
	12.1%
	44.2%
	31.9%
	9.6%
	1.3%
	1.4%
	3.8%
	56.3%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	35-44
	0.5%
	2.8%
	23.9%
	17.2%
	12.6%
	43.0%
	26.9%
	11.8%
	2.2%
	2.1%
	3.3%
	55.6%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	45-54
	0.6%
	3.2%
	28.7%
	16.5%
	12.5%
	38.5%
	24.7%
	10.2%
	1.8%
	1.8%
	3.8%
	51.0%

	White Both Sexes (non-Hispanic)
	55-64
	0.7%
	2.3%
	28.4%
	17.8%
	11.7%
	39.2%
	22.0%
	12.0%
	2.5%
	2.7%
	3.0%
	50.8%

	White Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Males
	25-34
	0.6%
	4.1%
	25.9%
	19.2%
	10.7%
	39.5%
	30.3%
	6.4%
	1.4%
	1.3%
	4.7%
	50.1%

	White Males
	35-44
	0.7%
	3.2%
	26.7%
	18.6%
	10.8%
	40.0%
	25.7%
	9.6%
	2.4%
	2.2%
	3.9%
	50.8%

	White Males
	45-54
	0.8%
	3.9%
	30.4%
	15.8%
	11.0%
	38.0%
	24.1%
	9.5%
	2.2%
	2.2%
	4.7%
	49.1%

	White Males
	55-64
	0.7%
	2.6%
	29.1%
	17.7%
	10.0%
	40.0%
	22.4%
	11.0%
	3.2%
	3.4%
	3.2%
	50.0%

	White Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White Females
	25-34
	0.4%
	2.5%
	17.3%
	16.6%
	13.7%
	49.5%
	33.6%
	13.3%
	1.1%
	1.6%
	2.9%
	63.3%

	White Females
	35-44
	0.2%
	2.3%
	20.6%
	15.5%
	14.7%
	46.7%
	28.4%
	14.4%
	1.9%
	2.0%
	2.5%
	61.4%

	White Females
	45-54
	0.3%
	2.5%
	26.8%
	17.3%
	14.0%
	39.1%
	25.3%
	11.1%
	1.4%
	1.4%
	2.8%
	53.1%

	White Females
	55-64
	0.7%
	2.0%
	27.7%
	17.9%
	13.5%
	38.3%
	21.5%
	13.1%
	1.7%
	1.9%
	2.7%
	51.7%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	25-34
	1.7%
	6.4%
	29.8%
	24.8%
	11.4%
	26.0%
	19.2%
	5.3%
	0.8%
	0.7%
	8.1%
	37.3%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	35-44
	1.7%
	5.4%
	28.9%
	22.8%
	11.1%
	30.1%
	18.8%
	9.5%
	1.1%
	0.7%
	7.1%
	41.2%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	45-54
	2.0%
	5.7%
	31.5%
	21.2%
	12.3%
	27.3%
	17.6%
	7.7%
	0.9%
	1.0%
	7.7%
	39.5%

	Black Both Sexes (AOIC)
	55-64
	2.1%
	6.6%
	32.8%
	21.7%
	11.0%
	25.8%
	15.3%
	8.1%
	1.0%
	1.4%
	8.7%
	36.8%

	Black Males
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Males
	25-34
	2.0%
	7.6%
	34.3%
	24.9%
	9.4%
	21.8%
	17.4%
	3.2%
	0.4%
	0.8%
	9.7%
	31.1%

	Black Males
	35-44
	2.4%
	5.9%
	32.6%
	21.3%
	11.1%
	26.7%
	17.0%
	7.7%
	1.1%
	0.9%
	8.3%
	37.8%

	Black Males
	45-54
	2.2%
	7.9%
	33.7%
	21.0%
	10.5%
	24.7%
	15.9%
	7.0%
	0.7%
	1.2%
	10.1%
	35.2%

	Black Males
	55-64
	1.9%
	7.6%
	35.0%
	21.0%
	11.6%
	22.9%
	12.2%
	7.6%
	1.3%
	1.8%
	9.5%
	34.5%

	Black Females
	15-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Females
	25-34
	1.5%
	5.2%
	25.7%
	24.6%
	13.2%
	29.8%
	20.8%
	7.2%
	1.1%
	0.7%
	6.7%
	43.0%

	Black Females
	35-44
	1.1%
	4.9%
	25.8%
	24.2%
	11.1%
	33.0%
	20.4%
	11.0%
	1.0%
	0.5%
	6.0%
	44.1%

	Black Females
	45-54
	1.8%
	3.9%
	29.6%
	21.4%
	13.7%
	29.5%
	19.1%
	8.4%
	1.1%
	0.9%
	5.7%
	43.2%

	Black Females
	55-64
	2.3%
	5.7%
	31.0%
	22.2%
	10.5%
	28.3%
	17.9%
	8.5%
	0.8%
	1.0%
	8.0%
	38.8%


Appendix 2: Figures

Figure 1
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Figure 2

[image: image2.emf]Income as a Percentage of White Income Over Time: Black Male to White Male
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Figure 3

[image: image3.emf]Income as A Percentage of White Income Over Time: Black Female to Whte Female
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Figure 4

[image: image4.emf]Real Median Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 15-24
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Figure 5

[image: image5.emf]Real Median Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 25-34
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Figure 6
[image: image6.emf]Real Median Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 35-44
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Figure 7

[image: image7.emf]Real Median Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 45-54
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Figure 8

[image: image8.emf]Real Median Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 55-64
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Figure 9

[image: image9.emf]Real Mean Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 15-24
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Figure 10

[image: image10.emf]Real Mean Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 25-34
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Figure 11

[image: image11.emf]Real Mean Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 35-44
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Figure 12

[image: image12.emf]Real Mean Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 45-54
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Figure 13

[image: image13.emf]Real Mean Incomes (2012 dollars) Age 55-64
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Appendix 3: Notes

The complete spreadsheet used for analysis in this case study is available at http://mindofisaac.com/data/Racial.Income.Disparity/ or alternatively you can click here. Data in the spreadsheet was compiled by myself using PINC-01 tables from census.gov for income and PINC-04 tables for educational outcomes. Real incomes were calculated using Consumer Price Index data from the Statistical Abstracts of the United States.
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