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I told him, however, that Google has no way of knowing which businesses are minority owned (large or small) 
and that its algorithm doesn’t and in fact can’t consider this factor. In the context of its local algorthim, 
Google’s increasing bias is in favor of local, small businesses and against larger, wealthier entities (e.g., 
aggregators, directories). But let’s assume for a moment that some sort of empirical study found that minority 
owned businesses were in fact disproportionately “less visible” in Google search results. 

What would the “remedy” be? We quickly get into analogies to affirmative action, which would be 
problematic for all involved. Would search engines need to rectify imbalances by offering privileged status to 
certain types of results. This would bring a massive outcry. 

To reveal my own bias, I support affirmative action but feel that any program that sought to favor certain kinds 
of businesses or search results would fail on multiple fronts. The problem, if there is one, is better addressed in 
the “real world” in terms of monitory business programs and access to capital. But it may be worthwhile to 
determine whether search engines and SERPs do in fact show “bias” or have a “disparate (adverse) impact” on 
minority owned businesses. 

Postscript: I received an email after posting this story that makes the valid point that entities with more 
resources for website design and promotion are going to rank better than those that have fewer resources. This 
is a very legitimate point. The argument is this bias toward “well designed” sites ultimately disadvantages 
smaller companies vs. larger ones. It’s another question as to whether there’s a specifically “disparate impact” 
or adverse effect on minority owned businesses. 

 
 

 

Greg Sterling is a Contributing Editor at Search Engine Land, and writes a personal blog Screenwerk, 
examining the broader world of media and advertising. He also posts at Internet2Go, which is focused on the 
mobile Internet.  
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