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Abstract

Both W.E.B. Du Bois and Martin Luther King, Jr. repeatedly emphasized the critical impor-
tance of education in the fight for racial equity. Sadly, despite their and others’ efforts to in-
crease educational equality, U.S. public schools remain segregated and unequal. Although 
multiple scholars have noted that contemporary inequity is the product of residential 
segregation, charter and choice movements, academic tracking, and racialized discipline 
and teaching practices, none have examined how these mechanisms work together to per-
petuate educational inequity. Using a Du Boisian methodological approach, the present 
study begins to fill this gap by decomposing descriptive parameters to illuminate how each 
mechanism shapes racial inequality in Advanced Placement test scores. Results suggest 
that inequality between Black students and other students of color is primarily due to dis-
trict and school level differences. However, inequality between White and Black students is 
primarily due to intra-school dynamics, including racialized discipline practices and teacher 
interactions. We conclude by discussing the implications of these findings on future re-
search and policy.

[T]he Negro needs neither segregated schools nor mixed schools. What he needs is 
Education. What he must remember is that there is no magic, either in mixed schools 
or in segregated schools. A mixed school with poor and unsympathetic teachers, 
with hostile public opinion, and no teaching of truth concerning black folk, is bad. A 
segregated school with ignorant placeholders, inadequate equipment, poor salaries, 
and wretched housing, is equally bad.               —W. E. B. Du Bois (1935)

      
Historically, to keep Negroes in oppression they were deprived an education. In slave 
days it was illegal to teach a slave to read or write. With the ending of slavery and the 
emergence of quasi freedom, Negroes were only partially educated—sufficient to make 
their work efficient but insufficient to raise them to equality. It is precisely because 
education is the road to equality and citizenship that it has been made more elusive 
for Negroes than many other rights. The walling off of Negroes from equal education 
is part of the historical design to submerge him in second-class status.

      —Martin Luther King Jr. (1964)



59

For nearly two centuries, African 
Americans have argued that education 
is essential for Blacks’ political libera-
tion, social edification, and economic 
equity (Cooper 1892; Cooper 2017; Dou-
glass 1845; Drake and Cayton 1945; Du 
Bois 1935; King 1964). However, this es-
sential and basic right has repeatedly 
been denied Black children (Logan, et 
al. 2012; Rothstein 2015). The mecha-
nisms curtailing African American edu-
cation has changed over time, but the 
inequality persists.

During the 1800s, education was for-
bidden for enslaved Blacks and seldom 
provided to freed Blacks. After eman-
cipation, Blacks were educated in all-
Black, poorly funded schools with lim-
ited textbooks and undercompensated 
teachers (Anderson 1988; Ashley, et al. 
2004; King 1964). Efforts to challenge 
this educational inequality culminated 
in the 1954 Supreme Court case, Brown 
v. Board of Education, which formally 
outlawed racially segregated schools. 
Nevertheless, few schools desegregat-
ed until the 1968 Supreme Court case, 
Green v. County School Board of New Kent, 
which required districts to actively ad-
dress segregation (Reardon and Owens 
2014).

New busing programs and simi-
lar policies desegregated public pri-
mary and secondary schools. Within a 
mere five years, segregation in school 
districts declined by over half (Cole-
man, et al. 1975). However, as Du Bois 
(1935) astutely predicted, enrolling 
Black students into White schools with-
out addressing the racially problematic 
curriculum or White teachers’ racial 
prejudices did not eradicate educational 
disparities. Instead, it recreated them 

within the classroom (Butler-Barnes et 
al. 2018; Lewis 2003; Lewis and Dia-
mond 2015). Simultaneously, several 
other factors refashioned separate and 
unequal schooling for Black children, 
including the reorganization of school 
districts, relocation of White middle-
class families out of center cities, intro-
duction of advanced placement courses, 
and school choice programs (Fiel 2013; 
Lareau and Goyette 2014; Lewis and 
Diamond 2015; Orfield et al. 2014; Rear-
don and Owens 2014; Rothstein 2015; 
Wells et al. 2009).

In short, despite legal access, Black 
children are still denied holistic quality 
education (Patton et al. 2016; Lareau and 
Goyette 2014; Lewis and Diamond 2015; 
Logan, Minca and Adar 2012; Oakes 
2005; Wells et al. 2009). Through in-
depth case studies, researchers have il-
luminated how residential segregation, 
the charter and school choice move-
ments, advanced placement programs, 
and racialized treatment and discipline 
within the classroom work together to 
perpetuate educational inequities (e.g. 
Levine 2019; Lewis 2003; Lewis and 
Diamond 2015; Wells et al. 2009). How-
ever, few scholars have examined how 
these four mechanisms work together 
across the country to shape the contem-
porary status of Black education. The 
present study aims to address this gap 
in the literature by evaluating how ra-
cial segregation across school districts, 
between schools within the same school 
districts, between programs within the 
same school, and between students 
within the same classrooms, shapes 
the educational inequity between Black 
students and their non-Black peers. Ap-
plying a Du Boisian methodological 
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approach, we employ descriptive quan-
titative analysis to examine how contex-
tual demographics shape inequality. To 
this end, we begin by examining what 
proportion of racial inequality in edu-
cational outcomes is due to each of the 
four mechanisms. We then further ex-
plore the factors perpetuating inequal-
ity between peers within classrooms. 
Finally, we conclude by considering the 
academic and practical implications of 
this research. 

Mechanisms Shaping Black  
Students’ Access to Quality  
Education

Sociologists contend that contem-
porary racial disparities in educational 
outcomes are primarily due to four 
mechanisms: residential segregation, 
charter and school choice programs, 
advanced placement tracking, and ra-
cialized discipline and expectations. In 
what follows, we discuss the theoretical 
rationales and empirical evidence for 
each of these mechanisms. 

Residential Segregation

Following the 1968 Supreme Court 
decision in Green v. County School Board 
of New Kent, school districts implement-
ed busing and other programs to deseg-
regate the schools within their jurisdict-
ions (Reardon and Owens 2014). This 
decision was largely a success, as it cut 
overall school segregation in half (Cole-
man, Kelly and Moore 1975; Orfield et 
al. 2014; Reardon and Owens 2014; Wel-
ls et al. 2009). At the same time, howev-
er, White families increasingly reorg-
anized or relocated to predominately 

White school districts (Coleman, Kelly 
and Moore 1975; Fiel 2013; Orfield et al.
2014; Reardon and Owens 2014;
Rothstein 2015; Wells et al. 2009). 

The Supreme Court ruling mandat-
ed school districts desegregate schools 
within their district boundaries, but 
no such mandate was required to de-
segregate districts themselves. Given 
that suburban districts were predomi-
nately White because of historic racial-
ized housing restrictions (Jackson 1985; 
Massey and Denton 1993; Rothstein 
2015; Rothstein 2017), they became a 
magnet for White families fleeing racial-
ly diverse urban schools (Krysan 2002a; 
Krysan 2002b; Lareau and Goyette 
2014). Additionally, some urban school 
districts reorganized their school dis-
trict boundaries to maintain or increase 
racial segregation (Gotham 2002).

Beginning in the mid-1970s, the com-
bination of White families relocating 
to predominately White districts and 
reorganizing school districts along ra-
cial lines began the process of re-segre-
gating schools (Fiel 2013; Orfield et al. 
2014; Orfield and Frankenberg 2014; 
Reardon and Owens 2014). This process 
of re-segregation has been perpetuated 
in recent years by new court rulings that 
have diminished desegregation man-
dates, allowing segregation to increase 
within school districts (Orfield and 
Frankenberg 2014). Scholars disagree 
on whether current segregation levels 
surpass their pre-1968 levels, but all ac-
knowledge that school segregation is on 
the rise and has seen stark increases in 
the last two decades (Fiel 2013; Reardon 
and Owens 2014).

One of the key mechanisms enabling 
these increases in school segregation is 
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persistent residential segregation (Lar-
eau and Goyette 2014). Even today, 
White families with school-age children 
explicitly take into consideration the 
racial demographics of local schools 
when selecting homes (Bayer, et al. 
2007; Billingham and Hunt 2016; Lareau 
and Goyette 2014; Rowe and Lubien-
ski 2017) and routinely steer away from 
Black and Latinx communities (Goyette, 
et al. 2014; Iceland et al. 2010; Owens 
2017). White families are increasingly 
willing to live alongside and send their 
children to school with Asian families 
(Howell and Emerson 2018; Lee 2015; 
Lee and Zhou 2015). However, this will-
ingness to live amongst Asians is due 
to stereotypes associated with high so-
cioeconomic status Asians—who make 
up a large segment of the Asian immi-
grant population given the structure 
of U.S. immigration law (Lee 2015; Lee 
and Zhou 2015). Thus, the integration 
of White and Asian families and their 
continual segregation from Latinx and 
Black students further perpetuates re-
source inequities between schools (Fiel 
2013; Logan, et al. 2012; Orfield et al. 
2014).

This racial and socioeconomic seg-
regation corresponds to the unequal 
distribution of physical and personnel 
resources, which in turn perpetuates 
racial disparities in educational attain-
ment (Logan, et al. 2012; Reardon and 
Owens 2014; Rothstein 2015; Wells et al. 
2009). Much like the first half of the 20th 
century, Whiter school districts contin-
ue to have more funding for their mate-
rials, buildings, and teachers than their 
Black and Brown counterparts (Reardon 
and Owens 2014; Billingham and Hunt 
2016). A considerable proportion of this 

resource inequity across school districts 
results from local property taxes. The 
majority of U.S. school districts receive 
their funding through property taxes 
and property taxes depend on appraised 
home values, which remain highly cor-
related with neighborhood racial com-
position net of neighborhood socio-
economic characteristics (Howell and 
Korver-Glenn 2018). Homes in Whiter 
school districts are appraised higher, 
which in turn produces more revenue 
for their school districts. This inequality 
in revenue results in disparities in aca-
demic performance and attainment. 

Charter Schools and the School Choice 
Movement

Beyond residential segregation, ra-
cial disparities in education are also 
maintained through the charter and 
school choice movements (Billingham 
2015; Billingham and Hunt 2016; Ellison 
and Aloe 2018; Frankenberg et al. 2017; 
Kimelberg and Billingham 2013). Based 
on the notion that open market com-
petition produces improved products, 
school choice suggests that allowing 
parents to select schools will increase 
accountability, encourage entrepreneur-
ship, and diminish bureaucratic stale-
mates (Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; Chap-
man and Donnor 2015; Ellison and Aloe 
2018). However, the assertion that school 
choice will enhance educational quality 
relies on the assumption that parents are 
rational actors who have equal access to 
the information and skills needed to ne-
gotiate school choice processes (Ellison 
and Aloe 2018). In practice, information 
and skills are not equitably distributed 
and parents do not base their decisions 
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exclusively on available statistics.
Across racial groups, a school’s ra-

cial composition plays a significant role 
in families’ selection processes (Billing-
ham and Hunt 2016; Bischoff and Tach 
2018; Frankenberg et al. 2017). On av-
erage, White families desire their chil-
dren to attend schools where Whites 
students are the racial majority (Billing-
ham and Hunt 2016; Bischoff and Tach 
2018). Even when White families live in 
racially and socioeconomically diverse 
neighborhoods, they use charter and 
choice programs to send their children 
to majority White schools perpetuating 
school segregation (Chapman and Don-
nor 2015; Kimelberg and Billingham 
2013; Riel et al. 2018; Roda and Wells 
2013). Conversely, families of color de-
sire racially diverse, academically rigor-
ous, and safe schools (Frankenberg et al. 
2017). However, they quickly discover 
few racially diverse schools exist. Addi-
tionally, families of color and families of 
lower socioeconomic status often have 
less institutional knowledge, connec-
tions to relevant networks, and access 
to critical information that could assist 
them in negotiating school choice pro-
grams (Billingham and Hunt 2016; Pat-
tillo 2015; Phillippo and Griffin 2016). 
Thus, when they live in choice districts 
they experience the burden of having 
to choose schools without the benefit of 
getting their children into higher qual-
ity schools (Pattillo 2015).

Beyond increasing segregation, char-
ter schools and choice school districts 
have also exacerbated disparities in ed-
ucational achievement and obtainment 
(Chapman and Donnor 2015; Rich and 
Jennings 2015; Riel et al. 2018). Run by 
private organizations, charter schools 

and school choice programs have less 
oversight than traditional public schools 
and thus more variation in their instruc-
tional quality (Chapman and Donnor 
2015). Generally speaking, highly re-
sourced and engaged parents ensure 
their chosen schools provide quality ed-
ucation. Yet schools with fewer parental 
resources lack needed oversight, lead-
ing some to provide instruction of low-
er quality than their traditional public 
school counterparts. In sum, the charter 
movement and school choice programs 
have heightened school segregation lev-
els, which in turn has exasperated edu-
cational disparities (Riel et al. 2018).

Advanced Placement Tracking

Despite increasing segregation, some 
students do attend racially integrated 
schools. However, even these racially 
integrated schools recreate racial seg-
regation within their walls through 
academic tracking (Lee and Zhou 2015; 
Lewis and Diamond 2015; Lucas 1999; 
Tyson 2011). As early as kindergarten, 
academic tracking sorts students into 
categories based on their academic 
interest and aptitude. Once tracked, 
students receive different curriculum 
based on their assigned group. The 
stated purpose of these programs is to 
challenge students who are excelling 
academically (National Association for 
Gifted Children 2019). Nevertheless, 
these programs have repeatedly been 
shown to recreate racial segregation 
within schools and reinforce stereo-
types about students’ intelligence and 
academic aptitude (Lee and Zhou 2015; 
Lewis and Diamond 2015; Lucas 1999; 
Tyson 2011). Much of this inequality is 
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a result of how students are sorted into 
academic tracks.

Local schools each have their own 
procedures for tracking students but 
many include standardize tests and 
teacher recommendations. Despite the 
best of intentions, standardize test and 
teacher perceptions both enable racial 
biases to influence selection processes 
(Lee and Zhou 2015; Lewis and Diamond 
2015). For example, Asian students are 
repeatedly tracked into advanced place-
ment courses because they are simply 
assumed to be academically inclined—
particularly in mathematics and science 
(Lee and Zhou 2015). Conversely, Black 
and Latinx students are rarely placed in 
these courses even when they are excel-
ling as their success is often presumed 
to be a fluke and not evidence of their 
academic aptitude (Lee and Zhou 2015; 
Lewis and Diamond 2015).

Additionally, no matter the formal 
pathway, parents play a pivotal role in 
the selection of students into special-
ized education tracks—specifically in 
high school when students and their 
parents often get to select their own 
courses (Lucas 1999; Lareau 2011; Tyson 
2011; Lewis and Diamond 2015). In par-
ticular, White parents are more likely to 
successfully convince school adminis-
trators that their children deserve to be 
in advanced placement courses (Lewis 
and Diamond 2015). In fact, White fami-
lies often threaten to leave racially inte-
grated schools when their children are 
not enrolled in advanced placement 
courses because they recognize these 
programs receive more resources and 
higher quality teachers. Parental threats 
force school administrators to choose 
between losing White students or plac-

ing them in advanced placement cours-
es (Ibid). No matter their choice, school 
segregation is perpetuated.

These findings underscore that aca-
demic tracking not only allows for ra-
cial segregation to be maintained within 
schools but also that the resources and 
educational quality are unequal across 
these tracks. In short, even when stu-
dents are attending the same school, 
racial disparities persist as Black and 
Latinx students do not receive equal ac-
cess to their school’s best teachers and 
curriculum.

Racialized Discipline and Expectations

Finally, educational racial disparities 
are also due to unequal treatment with-
in the classroom. Ethnographic studies 
find that teachers’ racial assumptions 
shape how they interact with their stu-
dents, what material they assign, and 
their willingness to re-explain concepts 
(Crenshaw, et al. 2015; Lee and Zhou 
2015; Levine 2019; Lewis 2003; Morris 
2016; Warikoo et al. 2016). Teachers are 
more likely to academically challenge 
White and Asian students while pro-
viding less assistance to their Black and 
Latinx peers (Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; 
Lee and Zhou 2015; Levine 2019; Lewis 
2003; Lewis and Diamond 2015; Morris 
2016). In short, what emerges within the 
classroom is a tiered system where stu-
dents’ education is stratified by race.

Additionally, school discipline is 
not equally distributed across racial 
groups (Crenshaw, et al. 2015; Levine 
2019; Lewis and Diamond 2015; Mor-
ris 2016; Morris and Perry 2016; Rob-
bins 2005). Black and Latinx students 
are repeatedly given harsher disciplines 
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for comparable offenses. Whether they 
are going to the restroom without a 
proper hall pass, committing dress code 
violations, or speaking to teachers in a 
tone perceived as disrespectful, Black 
and Latinx students are more likely to 
be corrected and punished (Crenshaw, 
Ocen, Nanda 2015; Levine 2019; Lewis 
and Diamond 2015; Morris 2016). Con-
versely, Lewis and Diamond (2015) 
demonstrate how White students who 
violate rules are often excused without 
punishment as their actions are framed 
as honest mistakes not requiring puni-
tive consequences.

Racial inequity in school discipline 
directly affects racial disparities in 
educational outcomes, as disciplinary 
consequences require students to miss 
instructional time (Morris 2016). It also 
indirectly influences inequalities in ed-
ucational outcomes. The aggregated ef-
fect of harsher discipline for Black and 
Latinx students reinforces the notion 
that all Black and Latinx students are 
academically unfit (Butler-Barnes et al. 
2018; Morris 2016; Lewis and Diamond 
2015). This notion not only influences 
how teachers instruct their students, 
but also how students view themselves 
and what they believe they are able to 
achieve (Morris 2016). Together, the ra-
cialized treatment and discipline of stu-
dents reinforces racial hierarchies with-
in the classroom, which in turn shapes 
students’ academic achievements.

In summary, the literature demon-
strates that these four mechanisms—
residential segregation, charter and 
choice school movements, academic 
tracking, and racialized treatment and 
discipline—perpetuate racial stratifica-

tion in U.S. public schools (Chapman 
and Donnor 2015; Fiel 2013; Lee and 
Zhou 2015; Lewis and Diamond 2015; 
Reardon and Owens 2014; Riel et al. 
2018). However, to what extent each 
of these mechanisms is responsible for 
contemporary gaps in educational out-
comes remains unclear. In what follows, 
we outline how we will begin to answer 
this question.

Data and Methods

The data for this study comes from 
the Department of Education’s restrict-
ed 2013-2014 Civil Rights Data Collec-
tion (CRDC) school-level data. Col-
lected biannually, this data includes 
information on the racial demographics, 
advanced placement courses, disciplin-
ary action, and documented learning 
disabilities in every U.S. public educa-
tional agency, including public schools, 
charter schools, alternative schools, ju-
venile justice facilities, and schools serv-
ing only students with disabilities. Us-
ing this data, we calculated information 
on school and district level racial segre-
gation, tracking programs, discipline, 
and educational outcomes.

Using the National Center for Edu-
cation’s Statistics School Attendance 
Boundary Survey catchment areas, we 
aggregated census tracts up to their as-
sociated school district. We then used 
information on these census tracts’ resi-
dents from the American Community 
Survey 2011-2015 to calculate the pro-
portion of the catchment area living be-
low the federal poverty line and adults 
with a bachelor’s degree.
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Educational Outcomes

To differentiate between the four 
mechanisms presented in the litera-
ture—residential segregation, charter 
and choice programs, academic track-
ing, and racialized discipline and treat-
ment—we need to investigate a nation-
ally comparable educational outcome 
influenced by all four mechanisms. In 
other words, we could not use state-
specific standardized tests or school-
specific grade point averages. To solve 
this, we use the rate of students passing 
Advanced Placement (AP) tests. These 
rates are the total number of students 
who passed at least one AP test in any 
subject divided by the total number of 
students. These tests are administered 
and evaluated by an external, not-for-
profit organization; are comparable 
across the entire nation; and are as-
sociated with an advanced placement 
course. The CRDC includes not only the 
passing rates for each race but the racial 
demographics of students enrolled in 
the associated courses. Thus, this data 
provides us with a unique opportunity 
to differentiate racialized tracking from 
racialized dynamics within classrooms.

An additional advantage of the AP 
test is that, unlike other high school as-
sessments, it has direct implications on 
students’ post-secondary educational 
attainment. Many U.S. colleges grant 
students credit hours for passing AP 
tests. Successfully passing these tests 
while still in high school gives students 
credits towards their associates or bach-
elor’s degrees. Therefore, AP tests are 
both a measure of educational achieve-
ment and a proxy for future educational 
attainment.

It must be noted that critics have 
argued that the AP tests’ format, lan-
guage, examples, and questions cater to 
the experiences of White middle-class 
students. Thus, the test itself is arguably 
a racialized process. With this data, we 
are unable to differentiate how the test 
itself contributes to observed racial in-
equalities, yet even with this limitation, 
AP passing rates provide us the best 
estimation possible of a nationally con-
sistent educational outcome influenced 
by residential segregation, charter and 
choice programs, academic tracking, 
and racialized discipline and treatment.

Operationalization of Mechanisms 
Shaping Educational Inequality

Below we outline how we measure 
each of our four theoretically relevant 
mechanisms.

Residential Segregation. Residents 
moving to particular school districts 
have become the key way residential 
segregation has perpetuated school seg-
regation (Fiel 2013; Orfield et al. 2014; 
Reardon and Owens 2014; Rothstein 
2015; Wells et al. 2009). Thus, we opera-
tionalize this mechanism as racial segre-
gation between school districts.

Charter and Choice Programs. Char-
ter and school choice movements have 
enabled the re-segregation of schools 
within school districts (Chapman and 
Donnor 2015; Kimelberg and Billing-
ham 2013; Riel et al. 2018; Roda and 
Wells 2013), so we measure this mech-
anism as racial segregation between 
schools within the same school district.

Academic Tracking. Academic track-
ing often facilitates racial segregation 
within schools (Lee and Zhou 2015; 
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Lewis and Diamond 2015; Lucas 1999; 
Tyson 2011). We measure this by exam-
ining the racial distribution of students 
within advanced placement courses 
compared to the racial demographics 
of their peers in traditional courses. Al-
though the processes of student place-
ment into AP cources varies across 
schools, we argue it directly and indi-
rectly reflects early academic tracking 
in elementary and middle school as well 
as teacher and parental involvement in 
student course selection.

Racialized Discipline and Treatment. 
To measure the racial inequity within 
classrooms (Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; 
Lewis 2003; Lewis and Diamond 2015), 
we compare educational outcomes be-
tween students within the same AP 
courses in the same school.

Measures and Models

Adopting a Du Boisian methodologi-
cal approach, we examine the differenc-
es in the descriptive parameters. That 
is, much like Du Bois’ empirical sociol-
ogy, we argue our question can best be 
answered by primarily examining de-
scriptive statistics. Using the entire pop-
ulation of U.S. students, we decompose 
how much of the observed inequalities 
are due to each mechanism. Additional-
ly, like Du Bois, we centralize the expe-
rience of Black students by comparing 
each racial group to Black students.

To this end, we first calculate the 
national inequality between Black stu-
dents passing AP test and the other ra-
cial groups:

where NeB  is the number of Black 
high school students enrolled across 
the nation, NeG  is the number of high 
school students within the racial group 
in question enrolled across the nation,   
is the number of Black high school stu-
dents who passed an AP test across the 
nation, and   NpG is the number of high 
school students within the racial group 
in question who passed an AP test across 
the nation. For instance, when calculat-
ing the inequality between White and 
Black students, we simply calculate the 
difference between the percent of White 
and the percent of Black high school 
students who passed an AP test.

To identify the proportion of the 
overall inequality due to each mecha-
nism discussed above, we decompose 
the national inequity using the follow-
ing equation:

where D is the particular subarea in 
question and the rest of the notation is 
the same as above. Similar to our calcu-
lation for the overall national inequality, 
this equation begins by comparing the 
rate of Black and other student groups 
who passed the AP test. For this equa-
tion, however, we calculate inequality 
for each subarea—for example, school 
district                        .    We then multiply this  
 
inequality by the total students within each 
subarea to create a weighted average. 
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Finally, we sum all the districts and 
divide by the tota number of students 
in the nation. This produces the pro-
portion of the overall inequality that is 
attributable to the chosen subarea. Us-
ing these two equations, we are able to 
calculate the inequality between Black 
students and their White, Asian, Latinx, 
and Native American counterparts as 
well as what proportion of the inequal-
ity is due to inequality between dis-
tricts, inequality between schools with-
in the same district, inequality between 
academic tracks, and inequality within 
classrooms. After completing this de-
scriptive investigation that answers our 
key research question, we take our in-
vestigation one step further to explore 
the mechanisms that are contributing to 
inequality within classrooms.

Based on previous ethnographic 
studies (Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; Lew-
is 2003; Lewis and Diamond 2015), we 
know racial inequality between stu-
dents within the same classroom is the 
product of their previous racialized ex-
periences in school, racial disparities in 
discipline, the racial composition of the 
classroom, and broader socioeconomic 
factors. To distinguish between these 
factors, we use multiple ordinary least 
squares regressions to examine the re-
lationship between racial disparities in 
the AP test and racial inequality in regis-
tration for the AP test, passing rates in 8th 
grade algebra, and being disciplined with 
multiple suspensions,3 as well as classroom 
racial proportions, the percent of the catch-
ment area that lives below the federal pov-
erty line, and the percent of the cachment 
area with a bachelor’s degree.

For these models, we only examine 
schools that offer AP classes and whose 
student population is at least one per-
cent Black and one percent the other race 
in question. We examine  all schools that 
meet this condition, so we do not have a 
random sample but the full population 
of interest. This means that inferential 
statistics are not applicable, as we are 
not using a random sample to make in-
ferences about a population. Given this, 
we do not present p-values, but we do 
standardize the coefficients so that read-
ers can compare their magnitudes.

Results

Racial Inequalities in AP Passing Rates: 
Differentiating Between the Four 
Mechanisms 

In the 2013-2014 school year, 
15,777,607 students were enrolled in 
U.S. public educational facilities. Fifty-
three percent of these students identi-
fied as non-Hispanic White (hereafter, 
White), twenty-two percent identified 
as Hispanic (here after Latinx), sixteen 
percent non-Hispanic Black (here after 
Black), five percent non-Hispanic Asian 
(here after Asian) and one percent non-
Hispanic Native American (here after 
Native American). Unsurprisingly, the 
public school population has more stu-
dents of color than the total U.S. popula-
tion. Yet, this diversity is not reflected in 
the students passing Advanced Place-
ment (AP) tests.

Of the nearly one million (995,045) 
students who passed an AP test in 
the 2013-2014 school year, 66 percent 
were White, 14 percent were Latinx, 
14 percent were Asian, 4 percent were 
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Black and only 0.1 percent were Na-
tive American. Given the overall racial 
demographics displayed in Figure 1, it 
is evident that Whites and Asians are 
overrepresented among students pass-
ing AP tests, while Black, Latinx, and 
Native American students are under-
represented. In fact, as visualized in Fig-
ure 2, 17 percent of the Asian students 
and 8 percent of the White students 

passed an AP test, while only 4 per-
cent of Latinx, 2 percent of Black, and 
1 percent of Native American students 
passed an AP test. In other words, com-
pared to Black students, Asian students 
were eight times more likely to pass 
an AP test, White students were four 
times more likely, and Latinx students 
were twice as likely. These proportions 
illuminate stark inequalities across the 

63Junia Howell and Alannah Caisey

demographics displayed in Figure 1, it 
is evident that Whites and Asians are 
overrepresented among students pass-
ing AP tests, while Black, Latinx, and 
Native American students are under-
represented. In fact, as visualized in Fig-
ure 2, 17 percent of the Asian students 
and 8 percent of the White students 
passed an AP test, while only 4 per-
cent of Latinx, 2 percent of Black, and 

1 percent of Native American students 
passed an AP test. In other words, com-
pared to Black students, Asian students 
were eight times more likely to pass 
an AP test, White students were four 
times more likely, and Latinx students 
were twice as likely. These proportions 
illuminate stark inequalities across the 
racial groups. This observed racial in-
equality could be due to residential 

Figures 
Figure 1. Racial Demographics of Public Schools and Their Students 

  

Figure 2. Racial Demographics of Students Who Passed Advanced Placement Tests 

Figure 3. Proportion of Each Race Passing Advanced Placement Tests 

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

Black White Latinx Asian Native American

63Junia Howell and Alannah Caisey

demographics displayed in Figure 1, it 
is evident that Whites and Asians are 
overrepresented among students pass-
ing AP tests, while Black, Latinx, and 
Native American students are under-
represented. In fact, as visualized in Fig-
ure 2, 17 percent of the Asian students 
and 8 percent of the White students 
passed an AP test, while only 4 per-
cent of Latinx, 2 percent of Black, and 

1 percent of Native American students 
passed an AP test. In other words, com-
pared to Black students, Asian students 
were eight times more likely to pass 
an AP test, White students were four 
times more likely, and Latinx students 
were twice as likely. These proportions 
illuminate stark inequalities across the 
racial groups. This observed racial in-
equality could be due to residential 

Figures 
Figure 1. Racial Demographics of Public Schools and Their Students 

Figure 2. Racial Demographics of Students Who Passed Advanced Placement Tests 

Figure 3. Proportion of Each Race Passing Advanced Placement Tests 

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

Black White Latinx Asian Native American



69

racial groups. This observed racial in-
equality could be due to residential 
segregation, charter and school choice 
movements, academic tracking, or ra-
cialized discipline and treatment. That 
is, the overall inequality in AP passing 
rates might be attributable to White and 
Asian students disproportionately re-
siding in well-resourced school districts 
with higher passing rates, White and 
Asian families using charter and choice 
programs to select more academically 
rigorous schools, White and Asian stu-
dents being tracked into AP courses, or 
how White and Asian students are treat-
ed within the classroom. To differentiate 
between these possible mechanisms, we 
use the equations discussed above.

Centralizing the experience of Black 

students, we compare each racial group 
to Black students’ experiences. As seen 
in Figure 3, the gap between Black and 
Asian students is the largest, followed 
by the gap between White and Latinx 
students. The difference between Black 
and Native American students is nega-

tive, meaning Native American students 
pass at lower rates than Black students. 
Figure 4 illuminates that this inequality 
between Black students and other stu-
dents of color is primarily due to resi-
dential segregation across districts. That 
is, 66 percent of the inequality between 
Black and Asian students is attributable 
to the fact that Asian students are en-
rolled in districts with higher AP pass-
ing rates than Black students. Likewise, 
74 percent of the inequality between 
Black and Latinx students and 72 per-
cent of the inequality between Black 
and Native American students is due 
to school district distinctions. However, 
only 38 percent of the inequality be-
tween White and Black students is due 
to district segregation. To be sure, this 

proportion is still substantial. Residen-
tial segregation has substantial influ-
ences on the educational inequality be-
tween Black students and their White, 
Asian, and Latinx peers. However, this 
segregation is only part of the story.
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As previous scholars have conjec-
tured (Billingham 2015; Billingham 
and Hunt 2016; Ellison and Aloe 2018; 
Frankenberg et al. 2017; Kimelberg and 
Billingham 2013), segregation between 
schools within the same district which 
is a product of neighborhood segre-
gation, charter schools, and choice 
programs is also contributing to racial 
inequality. This is particularly true 
when considering the inequality be-
tween Asian and Black students. Ten 
percent of the gap between Black and 
Asian student AP passing rates is due 
to school segregation within districts. 
Likewise, seven percent of the differ-
ence between Black and White students 
is due to segregation within school 

districts. However, only two percent 
of the inequality between Black and 
Latinx students and one percent of the 
inequality between Black and Native 
American students is due to segrega-
tion within districts. This finding is not 
surprising, given that Latinx, Black and 
Native American students often face 
the same structural limitations when 
negotiating charter and choice pro-
grams (Billingham and Hunt 2016; Pat-
tillo 2015; Phillippo and Griffin 2016). 
What is surprising is that combining 
between and within district segregation 
explains 76 percent of the inequality be-
tween Black students and their Latinx 
and Asian peers but only 45 percent 
of the inequality between Black and 
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White students. Put another way, the 
vast majority of the inequality between 
Black students and other students of 
color is due to their enrollments in 
different schools, whereas the major-
ity of the inequality between White 
and Black students is due to processes 
within schools.
 Specifically, six percent of the inequal-
ity between White and Black student 
passing rates is due to White students 
being tracked into AP courses at 
higher rates than Black students. The 
remaining 49 percent of the inequal-
ity between White and Black students 
is between students within the same 
classrooms. This is a startling figure, 
especially considering that only 17 
percent of the inequality between Black 
and Asian students and only 22 per-
cent of the inequality between Black 
and Latinx students is due to intra-
classroom dynamics. In short, much 
like Du Bois hypothesized in 1935 and 
recent ethnographers have illuminated 
(Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; Lewis 2003; 
Lewis and Diamond 2015), even within 
the same classrooms, where resources 
are hypothetically equal, White stu-
dents receive preferable treatment and 
education.
 As the literature conjectures, existing 
educational inequality is the product 
of residential segregation across school 
districts, segregation between schools 
within the same school districts, aca-
demic tracking programs, and racial-
ized treatment and discipline within 
the classroom. More specifically, in-
equality between Black students and 
other students of color is primarily 
due to segregation across schools and 
school districts. Conversely, the ineq-

uity between White and Black students 
is primarily attributable to inequities 
that arise within schools. To further 
examine these factors, we turn to our 
multiple regression analysis.

Factors Contributing To Racial 
Inequity within the Classroom

Comparing between students en-
rolled in the same classes within the 
same schools, on average, 24 percent 
more White students pass their AP tests 
than their Black classmates (see Table 1). 
This gap is nine percent higher than the 
gap between Asian and Black students 
(0.15) and three times greater than the 
gap between Black and Latinx students 
(0.08). Following the general trend 
across the nation, Native American 
students are slightly less likely to pass 
the AP test than their Black classmates. 
To begin to elucidate how this racial-
ized process unfolds within the class-
room, we explore how various racial 
inequities contribute to these observed 
achievement gaps.

First, we consider the inequality be-
tween students who register for the AP 
test. Students who take AP courses are 
not automatically registered for the na-
tional test. In fact, on average, 19 per-
cent more White students take the test 
than their Black classmates. Likewise, 
12 percent more Asian students, 5 per-
cent more Latinx students, and 2 per-
cent fewer Native Americans register 
for the test than their Black classmates. 
Students might not register for the test 
due to a multitude of reasons, including 
not receiving equitable information re-
garding the benefits of taking the test, 
structural and economic barriers in ne-
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gotiating the process, as well as their in-
ternalized beliefs about their capability 
to pass the test. What is clear is that this 
process is racialized and can have long 
term implications on students’ educa-
tion, as the test is a requirement for stu-
dents desiring university credit. Addi-
tionally, and arguably more important 
for our investigation, this racial inequal-
ity in test registration has a considerable 
impact on the overall racial inequality 
in AP passing rates.

As seen in Table 2, the inequality be-
tween White and Black students regis-
tering for the test has the largest influ-
ence on the inequality in passing rates 
both across the racial groups and across 
all the factors considered. In other 
words, one of the key factors contrib-
uting to the large inequality between 
White and Black students passing the 
AP test is White students registering for 
the tests at higher rates. In supplemen-
tal models (available upon request) we 
find that the same factors contributing 
to racial disparities in AP passing rates 
are contributing to the racial differen-
tials in AP test registration. This sug-

gests, as with racial inequality in AP 
passing rates, that students’ experiences 
with teachers, discipline, and the racial 
dynamics in the classroom contribute 
to their decisions to take the formal AP 
test.

Racial inequality in early academic 
tracking also contributes to the ob-
served differentials in AP passing rates. 
That is, Whites and Asians are more 
likely to be placed in and pass advanced 
courses in middle school—particularly 
middle school algebra. This advanced 
instruction early on aids children’s 
later academic success and confidence. 
In fact, as seen in Table 1, an average 
6 percent more White students, 5 per-
cent more Asian students, and 1 per-
cent more Latinx students pass middle 
school algebra than their Black class-
mates. Holding other factors constant, 
this inequity explains a tenth of a stan-
dard deviation increase in the White-
Black inequality in AP passing rates, 
a sixteenth of a standard deviation in-
crease in the Asian-Black inequality, and 
a fourteenth of a standard deviation in-
crease in the Latinx-Black inequality. In 
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other words, the racialized process of 
tracking students into advanced classes 
in middle school has lasting influences 
on Black students’ achievement even af-
ter they are later tracked into advanced 
placement courses.

We also consider how racialized 
discipline influences students’ perfor-
mances on the AP test. Black students 
are suspended at higher rates than ev-
ery other racial group. On average, 
Black suspension rates are 0.05 higher 
than Asian students, 0.04 higher than 
White students, 0.03 higher than Latinx 
students, and 0.02 higher than Native 
American students. These higher sus-
pension rates negatively influence their 
academic achievement—especially the 

inequality between White and Black 
classmates. In schools where Black stu-
dents are disproportionately punished, 
Black students lag further behind their 
White classmates in AP passing rates. 
To clarify, students enrolled in AP 
courses are not necessarily being sus-
pended. However, even if they are not 
being disciplined themselves, being in a 
school that disproportionately punishes 
Black students has negative impacts on 
the academic achievement of all Black 
students.

Beyond racial inequality in regis-
tering for the AP test, early academic 
tracking, and suspension rates, the ra-
cial and socioeconomic demograph-
ics of the classroom also play a role in 
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Table 2. Coefficients from Regression Predicting Inequality between Black
Students AP Passing Rates and Their Peers in the Same Classrooms. 

Note: All variables are standardized and thus the magnitudes of their coefficients can be compared. P-values are
            not displayed because we have a complete population of relevant schools, not a sample. Hence, we do not
            need to utilize probability to estimate the likelihood of our sample coefficients representing population
            coefficients because they are the population coefficients. However, we do display the standard errors in
            parentheses for interested readers.
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the observed inequalities. White-Black 
inequality is highest in predominately 
Black classrooms where White students 
are the minority. Additionally, White-
Black inequality is higher in catchment 
areas with less poverty and more col-
lege-educated adults. At first these find-
ings seem counterintuitive. Why might 
inequality rise when classrooms only 
have a few White students and these 
classrooms are in wealthier and more 
educated areas? However, given previ-
ous ethnographic research in classrooms 
(Butler-Barnes et al. 2018; Lewis 2003; 
Lewis and Diamond 2015), we know 
teachers often give more preferential 
treatment to White students when they 
are in the minority and when their par-
ents are wealthier and more educated.

Socioeconomic dynamics play a 
similar role in Asian-Black inequality. 
That is, less poverty and more college-
educated adults correlate with more in-
equality between Asian and Black stu-
dents. However, classrooms with more 
Asian and fewer Black students pro-
duce more, not less, inequality between 
Asian and Black student achievement.

Conversely, when it comes to in-
equality between Black students and 
their Latinx and Native American peers, 
racial and socioeconomic dynamics are 
less of a predictor and have divergent 
influences. The proportion of the catch-
ment area with bachelor’s degrees still 
has a positive influence on inequality 
between Latinx and Black students but 
barely influences inequality between 
Black and Native American students. 
Likewise, poverty has no substantively 
significant influence on inequality be-
tween Black students and their Latinx 
and Native American peers. Addi-

tionally, disproportionately Black and 
Latinx classrooms produce more ineq-
uity between Black and Latinx peers. 
However, more important than these 
specifications is the overall variation in 
inequality these two models explain.

As seen in Table 2, less than ten per-
cent of the inequality between Black 
students and their Latinx and Native 
American peers is explained by the 
controlled factors, as compared to 20 
percent of the variation in White-Black 
inequality and 17 percent of the varia-
tion in Asian-Black inequality. These 
proportions illuminate two important 
findings. First, the mechanisms driving 
the differences between Black students 
and their Latinx and Native American 
counterparts are distinct from those in-
fluencing the inequality between Black 
students and their Asian and White 
peers. Second, in all four models these 
mechanisms only explain a relatively 
small proportion of the racial inequal-
ity observed within the classroom. In 
other words, racial inequality within 
the classroom is due to racialized AP 
registration patterns, racialized early 
academic tracking, racialized disci-
pline, and racial and socioeconomic de-
mographics of the students. However, 
much of the inequality is due to other 
racialized processes not captured by 
these control variables. Some of this in-
equality is certainly due to how larger 
racialized processes have influenced the 
individual socioeconomic and familial 
lives of these students, but much of this 
inequality is likely due to how students 
are treated within the classroom and 
how they internalize racialized expecta-
tions regarding their academic success.
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Conclusion

Black scholars have long warned 
of the cascading effect that the lack of 
quality education for Black children will 
have on their political liberation, social 
edification, and economic equity (Dou-
glass 1845; Drake and Cayton 1945; Du 
Bois 1935; King 1964). However, despite 
decades of activism, educational in-
equality persists. Using the Department 
of Education’s 2013-2014 CRDC data, 
we examine the mechanisms responsi-
ble for this persistent inequity. Specifi-
cally, we examine the extent to which 
inequalities in AP passing rates are the 
product of residential segregation, char-
ter and school choice movements, ad-
vanced placement tracking, and racial-
ized treatment and discipline.

Our findings suggest that Black and 
Native American students are the least 
likely to pass AP tests because they are 
segregated into schools and school dis-
tricts with fewer academic resources 
and lower AP passing rates. Yet even 
in integrated schools, Black and Na-
tive American students are less likely 
to be tracked into advanced placement 
courses. Additionally, when tracked 
into these classes, students of color are 
less likely than their White classmates 
to thrive. Part of this inequity is due to 
lasting influences of racialized tracking 
programs in elementary and middle 
school, racial disparities in discipline, 
racial inequity in AP test registration, 
and the classroom’s racial and socio-
economic status. However, our results 
demonstrate this inequity is also due to 
unequal teacher attention and internal-
ized racialized expectations. Together, 

this analysis suggests persistent educa-
tional inequities are simultaneously the 
product of macro segregation patterns 
and micro interactions within the class-
room.

Using data from all publically fund-
ed schools, this research is able to il-
luminate how both micro and macro 
segregation contribute to persistent in-
equality. However, given our compre-
hensive examination of all schools, we 
are not able to fully unpack the mecha-
nisms perpetuating these inequities. 
Future scholarship needs to investigate 
these dynamics further; specifically, 
how classroom dynamics within ad-
vanced placement courses reproduce 
racial inequity and how these dynam-
ics might be addressed. Likewise, re-
search should examine the degree to 
which the inequities across school dis-
tricts are due to unequal resources and 
how resource distribution might be re-
configured to foster educational equity. 
Yet, even without these future studies, 
this research demonstrates the necessity 
for educational inequity to be simulta-
neously addressed at macro and micro 
levels.

Writing in 1935, Du Bois argued that, 
“race prejudice in the United States to-
day is such that most Negroes cannot re-
ceive proper education in White institu-
tions” (28). He goes on to say that Blacks 
are merely tolerated but not educated in 
White institutions. The present study 
finds that not only was Du Bois correct, 
but also that not much has changed in 
the ensuing eight decades. Across dis-
tricts, schools, and classrooms, Black 
students receive inferior education. This 
would be appalling anywhere in the 
world, yet as King (1964) noted, in the 
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richest country in the world it is sim-
ply unacceptable. “The richest nation 
on Earth has never allocated enough 
resources to build sufficient schools, 
to compensate adequately its teachers, 
and to surround them with the prestige 
our work justifies. We squander funds 
on highways, on the frenetic pursuit 
of recreation, on the overabundance of 
overkill armament, but we pauperize 
education.” Until we confront this real-
ity and our nation’s persistent racism, 
we will continue to be plagued with 
social unrest, economic instability, and 
public health crises.

Endnotes

 1Here and throughout this article, 
we intentionally capitalize “Black” and 
“White.” Capitalizations are used to 
denote proper nouns. Racial categories 
such as “Caucasian,” “African Ameri-
can,” “Latinx,” and “Asian” are consider 
proper nouns while words like “white” 
and “black” are seen as descriptive ad-
jectives. Echoing Du Bois’ (1899) argu-
ment that, “I shall, moreover, capitalize 
[Negro], because I believe that eight 
million Americans are entitled to a capi-
tal letter” (pg. 1 footnote 1) and aligning 
with other contemporary race scholars 
(e.g Roth 2016), we reject the notion that 
Whiteness and Blackness are generic de-
scriptors. Instead, we treat these socially 
constructed categories as proper nouns 
which refer to specific groups defined 
by their shared sociohistorical heritage 
and psychological attributes.

2 Data by specific test subject is not 
available.

3 In the CRDC data, schools report 
how many students (by race and gen-

der) were suspended once, suspended 
multiple times, and expelled. We con-
sidered each of these variables in our 
models and found the results compara-
ble. We elected to use multiple suspen-
sions as it had the strongest empirical 
and theoretical connection to overall ra-
cial inequity in the schools.

___________________________________

References

Altenhofen, Shannon, Mark Berends, 
and Thomas G. White. 2016. 
“School Choice Decision Making 
Among Suburban, High-Income 
Parents.” AERA Open 2(1): 1-14. 
doi:10.1177/2332858415624098.

Anderson, James D. 1988. The Education 
of Blacks in The South, 1860-1935. 
Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press.

Ashley, Dwayne, Juan Williams, and 
Adrienne Ingrum. 2004. I’ll Find A 
Way Or Make One: A Tribute To His-
torically Black Colleges And Univer-
sities. New York: Amistad Press.

Bayer, Patrick, Fernando Ferreira, and 
Robert Mcmillan. 2007. “A Unified 
Framework for Measuring Prefer-
ences for Schools and Neighbor-
hoods.” Journal of Political Economy 
115(4): 588-638.

Billingham, Chase M., and Matthew 
O. Hunt. 2016. “School Ra-
cial Composition and Parental 
Choice: New Evidence On The 
Preferences Of White Parents 
In The United States.” Sociol-
ogy of Education 89(2), 99-117. 
doi:10.1177/0038040716635718.



77Junia Howell and Alannah Caisey

Billingham, Chase. 2015. “Parental 
Choice, Neighbourhood Schools, 
and the Market Metaphor in 
Urban Education Reform.” 
Urban Studies 52(4): 685–701. 
doi:10.1177/0042098014528395

Bischoff, Kendra and Laura Tach. 
2018. “The Racial Composition 
of Neighborhoods and Local 
Schools: The Role of Diversity, In-
equality, and School Choice.” City 
and Community 17(3): 675-701. doi: 
10.1111/cico.12323.

Brown v. Board of Education. 1954. 347 
U.S. 483.

Butler-Barnes, Sheretta T., Charles H. 
Lea, Seanna Leath, and Rosa Co-
lin. 2018. “Voluntary Interdistrict 
Choice Program: Examining Black 
Girls’ Experiences at a Predomi-
nately White School.” The Urban 
Review 1-28. doi:10.1007/s11256-
018-0464-y.

Chapman, Thandeka K. and Jamel K. 
Donnor. 2015. “Critical Race The-
ory and the Proliferation of U.S. 
Charter Schools.” Equity and Excel-
lence in Education 48(1): 137-157.

Coleman, James S., Sara D. Kelly and 
John A. Moore. 1975. “Trends 
in School Segregation 1968-73.” 
Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute.

Cooper, Anna Julia. (1892) 1970. A Voice 
from the South Authorized Facsimile. 
Ann Arbor: The Aldine Printing 
Press.

Cooper, Brittney C. 2017. Beyond Re-
spectability: The Intellectual Thought 
of Race Women. Champaign: Uni-
versity of Illinois Press

Crenshaw, Kimberle Williams, Priscil-
la Ocen, and Nanda Jyoti. 2015. 
“Black Girls Matter: Pushed Out, 

Overpoliced, and Underprotect-
ed.” African American Policy Forum 
and the Center for Intersectional-
ity and Social Policy Studies. New 
York: Columbia Law School.

Douglass, Frederick. 1845 (1993). Narra-
tive of the Life of Frederick Douglass. 
Boston: Bedford Books of St. Mar-
tin’s Press.

Drake, Donald, St. Clair, and Horace R. 
Cayton. 1945. Black Metropolis: A 
Study of Negro Life in a Northern 
City. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Du Bois, W.E.B. 1935. “Does the Negro 
need Separate Schools?” The Jour-
nal of Negro Education 4(3): 328-335.

DuBois, W.E.B. (1899) 1996. The Philadel-
phia Negro: A Social Study. Phila-
delphia: University of Pennsylva-
nia Press.

Ellison, Scott, and Ariel M. Aloe. 2018. 
“Strategic Thinkers and Posi-
tioned Choices: Parental Deci-
sion Making in Urban School 
Choice.” Educational Policy 1–36 
doi:10.1177/0895904818755470.

Fiel, Jeremy E. 2013. “Decomposing 
School Resegregation: Social 
Closure, Racial Imbalance, and 
Racial Isolation.” American So-
ciological Review 78(5): 828–48. 
doi:10.1177/0003122413496252.

Frankenberg, Erica, Stephen Kotok, Kai 
Schafft, and Bryan Mann. 2017. 
“Exploring School Choice and 
the Consequences for Student 
Racial Segregation within Penn-
sylvania’s Charter School Trans-
fers.” Education Policy Analysis 
Archives, 25(22): . doi:10.14507/
epaa.25.2601.

Gotham, Kevin Fox. 2002. “Beyond In-



Phylon 5678

vasion and Succession: School Seg-
regation, Real Estate Blockbust-
ing, and the Political Economy of 
Neighborhood Racial Transition.” 
City & Community 1(1): 83-111. doi: 
10.1111/1540-6040.00009.

Goyette, Kimberly, John Iceland, and 
Elliot Weininger. 2014. “Moving 
for the Kids: Examining the Influ-
ence of Children on White Resi-
dential Segregation.” City & Com-
munity 13(2): 158-78. doi:10.1111/
cico.12058.

Green v. County School Board of New 
Kent. 1968. 391 U.S. 430.

Holme, Jennifer Jellison. 2002. “Buy-
ing Homes, Buying Schools: 
School Choice and the Social 
Construction of School Qual-
ity.” Harvard Educational Review 
72(2): 177-206. doi:10.17763/
haer.72.2.u6272x676823788r.

Howell, Junia and Elizabeth Korver-
Glenn. 2018. “Neighborhoods, Race, 
and the Twenty-First-Century Hous-
ing Appraisal Industry.” Sociology of 
Race and Ethnicity. 4(4): 473-490. doi: 
10. 1177/2332649218755178

Howell, Junia and Michael O. Emer-
son. 2018. “Preserving Racial 
Hierarchy amidst Changing Ra-
cial Demographics: How Neigh-
bourhood Racial Preferences Are 
Changing While Maintaining 
Segregation.” Ethnic and Racial 
Studies. 41(15): 2770-2789. doi: 
10.1080/01419870.2017.1398833.

Iceland, John, Kimberly A. Goyette, 
Kyle Anne Nelson, and Chaow-
en Chan. 2010. “Racial and Eth-
nic Residential Segregation and 
Household Structure: A Research 
Note.” Social Science Research 

39(1): 39-47. doi:10.1016/j.ssre-
search.2009.06.006.

Jackson, Kenneth. 1985. Crabgrass Fron-
tier: The Suburbanization of the 
United States. New York: Oxford 
University Press.

Kimelberg, Shelley Mcdonough, and 
Chase M. Billingham. 2013. “At-
titudes toward Diversity and the 
School Choice Process: Middle-
class Parents in a Segregated 
Urban Public School District.” 
Urban Education 48(2):198–231. 
doi:10.1177/0042085912449629.

King Jr., Rev. Martin Luther. 1964. “Edu-
cation and Equality” United Teach-
er. April 23, 1964.

Krysan, Maria. 2002a. “Community Un-
desirability in Black and White: 
Examining Racial Residential 
Preferences through Community 
Perceptions.” Social Problems 49(4): 
521-543.

Krysan, Maria. 2002b. “Whites Who Say 
They’d Flee: Who Are They, and Why 
Would They Leave?” Demography 
39(4): 675-696. doi:10.2307/3180826.

Lareau, Annette and Kimberly Goyette. 
2014. Choosing Homes, Choosing 
Schools. New York: The Russell 
Sage Foundation.

Lareau, Annette. 2011. Unequal Child-
hoods: Class, Race and Family Life. 
Oakland: University of California 
Press.

Lee, Erika. 2015. The Making of Asian 
America: A History. New York: Si-
mon & Schuster.

Lee, Jennifer and Min Zhou. 2015. The 
Asian American Achievement Para-
dox. New York: Russell Sage Foun-
dation.



79Junia Howell and Alannah Caisey

Levine, Rhonda F. 2019. When Race Meets 
Class: African Americans Coming of 
Age in a Small City. Abingdon-on-
Thames: Routledge.

Lewis, Amanda. 2003. Race in the School-
yard: Negotiating the Color Line in 
Classrooms and Communities. New 
Brunswick: Rutgers University 
Press.

Lewis, Amanda E. and John B. Dia-
mond. 2015. Despite the Best Inten-
tions: How Racial Inequality Thrives 
in Good Schools. New York: Oxford 
University Press

Logan, John R., Elisabeta Minca, and 
Sinem Adar. 2012. “The Ge-
ography of Inequality: Why 
Separate Means Unequal in 
American Public Schools.” Soci-
ology of Education 85(3): 287–301. 
doi:10.1177/0038040711431588.

Lucas, Samuel Roundfield. 1999. Track-
ing Inequality: Stratification and 
Mobility in American High Schools. 
New York: Teachers College Press

Massey, Douglas and Nancy Denton. 
1993. American Apartheid: Segrega-
tion and the Making of the Under-
class. Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press.

Morris, Edward W. and Brea L. Per-
ry. 2016. “The Punishment Gap: 
School Suspension and Racial Dis-
parities in Achievement.” Social 
Problems 63(1): 68-86. doi: 10.1093/
socpro/spv026

Morris, Monique W. 2016. Pushout: The 
Criminalization of Black Girls in 
Schools. New Haven: The New 
Press.

National Association for Gifted Chil-
dren. 2019. “Goals and Priori-
ties.” Retrieved March 27, 2019 

(https://www.nagc.org/about-
nagc/goals-priorities).

Oakes, Jeannie. 2005. Keeping Track: How 
Schools Structure Inequality, 2nd Edi-
tion. New Haven: Yale University 
Press.

Orfield, Gary, and Erica Frankenberg 
with Jongyeon Ee and John Kus-
cera. 2014. “Brown at 60: Great 
Progress, a Long Retreat, and an 
Uncertain Future.” Los Angeles: 
Civil Rights Project/Proyecto 
Derechos Civiles.

Orfield, Gary, and Erica Frankenberg. 
2014. “Increasingly Segregated 
and Unequal Schools as Courts Re-
verse Policy” Educational Adminis-
tration Quarterly. 50(5): 718-734. 
doi: 10.1177/0013161X14548942

Owens, Ann. 2017. “Racial Residen-
tial Segregation of School-Age 
Children and Adults: The Role of 
Schooling as a Segregating Force.” 
The Russell Sage Foundation Journal 
of the Social Sciences 3(2): 63–80.

Pattillo, Mary. 2015. “Everyday Poli-
tics of School Choice in the 
Black Community.” Du Bois Re-
view 12(1), 41-71. doi:10.1017/
S1742058X15000016.

Patton, Lori D. Kimberlé Crenshaw, 
Chayla Haynes and Terri N. Wat-
son. 2016 “Why We Can’t Wait: 
(Re)Examining the Opportunities 
and Challenges for Black Women 
and Girls in Education.” Jour-
nal of Negro Education 85(3): 194-
198. doi: 10.7709/jnegroeduca-
tion.85.3.0194

Phillippo, Kate L., and Briellen Griffin. 
2016. “The Social Geography Of 
Choice: Neighborhoods’ Role In 
Students’ Navigation Of School 



Phylon 5680

Choice Policy In Chicago.” The Ur-
ban Review 48(5): 668-695. 

Reardon, Sean F., and Ann Owens. 2014. 
“60 Years After Brown: Trends and 
Consequences of School Segrega-
tion.” Annual Review of Sociology 
40(1): 199–218. doi:10.1146/an-
nurev-soc-071913-043152.

Rich, Peter M., and Jennifer L. Jennings. 
2015. “Choice, Information, and 
Constrained Options.” American 
Sociological Review 80(5): 1069-098. 
doi:10.1177/0003122415598764.

Riel, Virginia, Toby L. Parcel, Roslyn 
Arlin Mickelson, and Stephen 
Samuel Smith. 2018 “Do Magnet 
and Charter Schools Exacerbate 
or Ameliorate Inequality?” Soci-
ology Compass 12(9). doi:10.1111/
soc4.12617.

Robbins, Christopher G. 2005. “Zero 
Tolerance and the Politics of Racial 
Injustice.” Journal of Negro Educa-
tion 74(1): 2-17.

Roda, Allison, and Amy Stuart Wells. 
2013. “School Choice Policies and 
Racial Segregation: Where White 
Parents’ Good Intentions, Anxiety, 
and Privilege Collide.” American 
Journal of Education 119(2): 261-93. 
doi:10.1086/668753.

Roth, Wendy D. 2016. “The Multiple Di-
mensions of Race.” Ethnic and Ra-
cial Studies 39(8): 1310-1338.

Rothstein, Richard. 2015. “The Racial 
Achievement Gap, Segregated 
Schools, and Segregated Neigh-
borhoods: A Constitutional In-
sult.” Race and Social Problems 7(1): 
21-30. doi:10.1007/s12552-014-
9134-1.

Rothstein, Richard. 2017. The Color of 
Law: A Forgotten History of How 

Our Government Segregated Ameri-
ca New York: Liveright.

Rowe, Emma E., and Christopher Lu-
bienski. 2017 “Shopping for 
Schools or Shopping for Peers: 
Public Schools and Catchment 
Area Segregation.” Journal of Edu-
cation Policy 32(3): 340-56. doi:10.1
080/02680939.2016.1263363.

Phan, Tai. 2015. “Documentation for the 
School Attendance Boundary Sur-
vey: School Year 2013-14 (NCES 
2015-118).” U.S. Department of Ed-
ucation. Washington, DC: National 
Center for Education Statistics. 
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch.

Tyson, Karolyn. 2011. Integration Inter-
rupted: Tracking, Black Students, 
and Acting White After Brown. New 
York: Oxford University Press.

U.S. Department of Education Office of 
Civil Rights. “Civil Rights Data 
Collection 2014-2014 (2013-14 
CRDC).” U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. Washington, DC: National 
Center for Education Statistics. 
ocrdata.ed.gov.

Warikoo, Natasha, Stacey Sinclair, Jes-
sica Fei and Drew Jacoby-Senghor. 
2016. “Examining Racial Bias in 
Education: A New Approach.” Ed-
ucational Researcher 45(9): 508-514. 
doi:10.3102/0013189X16683408

Wells, Amy Stuart, Jennifer J. Holme, 
Anita T. Revilla, and Awo K. 
Atanda. 2009. Both Sides Now: 
The Story of School Desegregation’s 
Graduates. Berkeley: University of 
California Press.




