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- ABSTRACT

<

-

Previous studies indicate that Whites are more hostile toward
F  Blacks in settings where the percentage of Blacks ig higher,
Usually, the influence drawn from such studies is that the
Black pertentage is seen by Whites as a threat to their control
of desegregated settings. In a secondary analysis,of data
. collected for an evaluation of the Emergency Schépl Aid Act,
A—"this research.explores the relationship between the school Black
percentage and White students' hostility toward Blacks, using a
nationwide sample of desegregated elementary schools. “White
students appear to be most hostile toward Blacks in schools
between 40% and 60% Black. .That is, Whites seem most hostile
when neither racial group is clearly in control of the school.
This relationship holds up under controls for contextual
variables which represent constructs other than the control
threat to Whites, namely, the status threat posed by Blacks
(school SES), the 1ikelihood that racially separate friendship
‘networks will develop (schopl size), and the strength of
traditional norms favoring racial prejudfce.and discrimination
(ruralism, vegion, and sub-region of the South).” The.implica-.
tions of these findings for theory and policy are discussedt
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v " THE"CONTROL THREAT IN DESEGREGATED SCHOOLS: " J
EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL RACIAL , .
” COMPOSITION AND INTERGROUP HOSTILITY - °

*
- .

-

INTRODUCTION

' T s AN
Research in American race re]apjons indicates that Whites are more

hostile toward Blacks in settings where the b?rcéntaée o% Blacks is highe;.
This generalization haﬁ_emerged from sﬁuqies of White e]eciara] behavior in °
thé South (e.g., Wasserman & éega], 1973; wgight, 1977), studies.of White :
resistance to school desegregatiop (e.g., Dye, 1968; Pettiﬁrew & Craﬁer*
1959), studies of White flight from desegregated schools and neighborhoods
(e.q., Gies, 1978; Pryo(i?iQ?}), and studies of the racial attitudes and
sociometric choices of White students in desegregated §choo1§ (e.g., Fairchild,
19775 Shaw, 1973)., For example, in cross-sectiona] studies of White 0péositiop

¢

to Black voting (e.g., Matthews & Prothro, 1963), oppositfon has been stronge%

[

in Southern counties with a higher Black percentage. Iﬁ:1ongitqdina1'§tudies Nt
of White flight (e.g., Wegmann, 1975), the rate of ﬂhitengiéht has increased R
as the pgrcéntage of Blacks in*thg school or neighbo;hood has increased over g ¢
time. »

Sogg of’thesetstudies have indicated thét,ﬁhe relationship between the
Black percentage and White hosti]ity‘{s not 1fhear.“jnstead, at least two forms
of nonlinearity have emerged. ,In the first form, wh;te hosti]k}y has" sharply

'i;tensified(at some sbeciffc B}R;k percentage. _For example, in some studies ) »
of White opposition éo Black voténg (Matthews &‘Préthro,‘1963, 1966 Prfcé;'

1957), White opposition has_been mggﬁ stronger in couﬁzies aﬁexé\:\ggrfain Black ,
percentage. And in some studies of White f1tgﬁt (e.q,, Duncan &‘6unc;n, 1557); A?
White flight has sharply accelerated among schools or neighborﬁﬁodé past a ;

1

v certain Black percentage. This percentage’Eas usually been' located somewhere




-

between 20% to 40% Black. Figure 1 is a schematic#representation of this

~

L d

J curve form of nonlinearity.
\ The second form of nonlinearity appég;ed in a study of Jhite students’.

hostility toward B]acks in desegregated schools Bu](ock 1976@{ In this study,

White hostility 1nc;eased as the Black percentage approached 51-60% Black but

then decreased past that point, Figure 2 is a schematic representation of this

LY

inverted-U form of nonlinearity. (Since, i® this form, White hostility in - ~

i

majority-B1ack‘schoo1s is higher than it is in majority-White schools, the ’

linear relationship betweeh the BlacK percentage and 4hite hostility is still

H

positive).

To exﬁ]ain the pos%tive relationship between the é]ack percenéLge and
\g\ White hostility, most scholars have argued that Whites perceive a greafer
‘threat to their control in désegregatdd settings where the percentagg of Blacks
\\\is higher, That is, the B[ack percentage is tagen as a proxy for a specific

explanatory construct -- the perceived threat Fo White control.. "Control,"

t ¢ 4 -~

as conceptualized in'most studiés, is the ability of one racial group to
: regu1ate the behav1or or choices of another racial group.] According to Co
previous research (e.g., Rose, 1972, Drdke & Cayton 1945) Whttes assess their

‘control on the basis of indicators such as: which group regu]ates access to

certain facilities and activities (e.g., bars and playgrounds), which group's h

candidates or interests most often prevail in elections, and which group's
cudtural values seem pre-eminent in the setting (e.g., types of food served in

restaurants .and types of music played in the school cafeteria).
. ' *
Each form of nonlinearity has been posited as a special case of Whites'

-

response to the control threat posed by diacks (éig., by Bullock, 3976;4Downs,
1970; Kerckhoff, 1957; McDermott & Clark, 1955). To explain a sharp upswing in

+




J ' ’ e
White hostility, some scholars have argued that in settings between 20% to 40% B
‘Black many Whites believe that Blacks are stanting to take over. Consequently,
' Whites step up their own efforts to controi the setting, or they’rapid]& ahandon‘

it. ‘On th%\pther hand, to explain the decline in White hostility past 50% B]ack

Bu]]ock (1976) argued that,Wh1te hostility is highest wh&n contro] of the

setting is in dispute. In settings past 50-60% ‘Black, contro1 is c]ear]y held .

¢

by 81acks, and most Whites reswgn themse]ves to that fact.
In summary, the Black percentage is sa1d to operate as a sa11ent

contextual character1st1c of desegregated sett1ngs,,represeut1ﬁg a controd

-

cE
threat to Wh1tes. Thus, in sett1ngs’where the Black percentage is higher, §§§

«

.Nhite’hosti1ity toward Blacks is h%gher Sometimes the relationship getween

the Black. percentage and wh1te hostility takes one of two non11near “forms.
b
In. e1ther case the proferred®explanation centers on the concept.of<a contro]

: tnreat 1n desegregated settmgs.2 - -

. L 3

The research reported here focuses on the re]at‘onsh1p between ‘the

B]ack percentage and White students' hosb111ty toward Blacks jn-‘desegregated

schools, w1th part1cu1ar attent1on to the possib111ty of nonlinearity in ‘ . .
that re]at1onsh1p The rat1ona1e for this research is that, despite the o
cons1stently posit1ve re]at1onsh1p between the B1ack percentage and various

1nd1cators ‘of White host111ty, the ‘causal s1gn1f1cance of the B]ack'bercentage

¢
»is not- conv1nc1nghy supported 1n prevfous,stud1es 3 This research exp]ores

the causal s1gn1f1£agce of the B]ack percentage in two ways. First, it examines
the re]at1onsh1p bet@een the Black percentage ‘and White hostility, w1th controls
for contextual var1ab1ef that represent constructs other than the contro} threat

to‘whites Second, it determines whether the control threat becomes more and

more salignt to Whites pas 50% Black or peaks at 50% Black and then declines. P




Details regarding the hackground for, and design'of; this research are

described below.
J

BACKGROUND

A 1
3

<

Some studies have reported the relationship between the B]acg'percentage

- ~ . A
. and White hostility and the occurrence of nonlinearity in that relatjonship as

more than just empirically derived generalizations.
‘4 A3

In both. scholarly and popular

accounts, thes

of human behavior.

Drawing on earlier work by Williams (1947),

Allport observed

generalizations have sometimes been described explicitly as "laws"

that White hostility is most intense when the "Negro dens1ty" is h1ghest and
characterized that relationship as a "soc1ocu1tura1 Jaw". (A11port 1958 220- 221)
.More recently, Ehrlith pssited a "pr1nc7p1e of v1s1b111ty" in race re]at1ons\‘
(Ehrlich, 1973: 77), whereby 1ncreases in the visibility of a rac1a1/ethn1c group
produce greater social distance between it and pther groups.xThe re]h;ivefsize of

4 M . T &
the group was said to—be one determinant of its visihility.

Likewise, nonlinearity (more specifically, the J-curve form) in the
relationship between the Black percentage and White hostility has been described
1 ' . "
as an inevitable consequende of desegrégation when the percentage of Blacks

exceeds a -certain point. Downs (1970) has described Whites' preference for

majority-White schools and neighborhoods as the "law of domiﬁ%nce "

"A vast majority of wR1tes ... would be w1111ng to send
their childrén to integrated schools or 1tve in integrated-.
neighborhoods, as long.as they were Sure thath-(Mhites]
would remain in the majority.... These whites. ... want to
be sure that the social, cu]tura], and economic milieu.:and

values of their own group dominate their ... env1ronment"‘
(Downs, 1970: 34; emphasis his).




»

" Struck by the,1mp11cations of such, def1n1t1ve claims, poT1cy-makers

4

have urged the use of racial quotas in desegregated sett1ngs -- usUally somewhere
between 15% and 50% B]acx. “Far examp}e to attract white Buyers, 3 hous1ng
development in Ph11ade1ph1a set a guota of ¢5% Black when the development ope@ed Y
,in the 1950'3 (Grfer & Grier, 1960) Po11cy~makers have recommended‘rac1a1 quotas

= «
~

for desegregated schools as we]] both to avoid tr1gger1ng an acceleration 'in
?

. White fltght and to avo1d 1ntens1fy1ng White students host111ty toward E1acks.

Giles et al, (1975) suggested a quota of 30% B]ack to ‘avoid.an acce]erat1on

~ . . 2

in White flight from desegregated schools. T ‘-

"Setting racial quotas may be an -unsavory poticy for
some, but our findings suggest that it would be a
rational policy .frdm the standpoint of minimizing
resegregation and producing stable desegregat1on p
(Giles et al,, 1975: 92).
N ) ° . - . g
And St.' John has récommended that school enro11ments be kept under 46% Black,

not to prec1ude an acéeleration'ih White flight but to preclude an intensifi-
cation/dn.ﬁhjteYstudents} racié] hostility. She argued that a Black enro]]ment.
'over 40% B1ack would pose a "power threat" to Whites. (St. John, 1975 100).
Actua]]y, claims regarding the causa] significance of the Black percentage
{ and the rac1a1 quotas based on such claims seem premature for“the causal 11nk (ﬂ;'
betweeh the B]ack percentage and White hostility has not‘oeen conv1nc1ng1y
supported and de]ineated in previous studfes. 1s‘ass§rtion is based on two

po1nts. ;First it is npt at all zlear that the Black peréentage accounts for

any un1que portion of pne variance in whit% hostility after‘other contextual

variables are controlled; For, examp]e the Black percentage and White hostility

are both usua]]y h1gher 1n settTngs that are Southern, rura]ﬂ and low in aggregated

»
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. . . : - v . N
" socip-economie status (SES) ThuS', region, ruraTism, or SES could accoun+ for -

threat to Whites,

are intended to preclude an accekeration in White flight, but in af JEast one

-

the posi t1ve reTationship between the Black percentage anp White hostr11ty pr

for the occurrence of nonlinearity - 1n that re1at1onsh1p Some pr°V10LS =tud?e<

-

. have, 1n fact assessed the 1nf1uence of other contextua1 varnables, taken one }_\

.

or two at«a ttme, on the reTat1onsh1p between the B]ack percentage and White

,hostility. 'But no study has assessed the s1mu1taneQus-1nf1uence of several” ™
such varvab]es on. that re]at1onsh1p. . ‘ <« . . C
\ - ‘/
Moreover contextua] var1ab1es that cou]d account for-the re1ationsh1p

.,

between the B1ack percentage and wh1te hostility apparent1y represent constructs

¥ D

other than the perce1ved threat to White contro1 Reg1on and rura41sm appear

-
J -

to’ represent -the strength ‘of trad1trona1 norms regarding rac1a1 pre3ud1ce and .
A
discrimination (e. g., Giles., 1977; wright 1976). SES (e g., median county

educat1ona1 1eveJ) appears to represent the etatus threat wh1ch Blacks . pose for .
23
Nh:tes in desegregated sett1ngs (e ges Thomas, 1979) _ Thus, controls for such

| 7

var1ab1es will not just indicate whether or ndt “the Black percentage itse]f
arrounts for =ny var1at1on in Hhvte hostility.- Controls for such uariab]es will
also cTarify'the,causa] significance of the B1ack percentage because they would

remove the variation associated with variables that da not represent a control
4 " o f \ ‘

] I ¥

i ' «
. Second, racial quotas ranging from 14% Black to 50% Btack have been .

'recommended and implemented in many desegregated settings. Most o% these quotas

’

case a’ 40% Black quotarwas recommended specifically to avoid an intensification

in White students' hostility toward Blacks (St John, 1975), It is not clear, .
however that the re]ationsh1p between the B]ack percentage and White students'

.
.
/\‘ )
+
-y 4 , .
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4 host111ty can be§expected to accelerate across the\full rapge of the Black ! )
percentage. Most examp]es of nonJ1near1ty in Nh1te host111ty show the ' s
S curve form, that is, the form in which White - host111ty accélerates. But '*’}
' the only avai]ab]e examp]e of non11near1ty in White students host111ty )
. o~
shows the 1nverted U form, i.e., Nhixe host111ty peaks nedr 50% Black and ‘ 'i
. then dec11nes. In other words, it is net cJear that the J-curve form of,
non]ihbarity, on which the poﬁicy of racial ,quotas has. been based, is in i
fact,app]fcah]e‘tdﬁﬁhite studentsr hostility in desegregated schools. If o .
nonlinearity emerges in the inverted-U form, a reconsideration of policies T, T
T !, o ' ; - ! -
regarding racial quotas to minimize White students' hostiTity would be in order, ¢
. . L * . t .
4 . . - l .
RESEARCH DESIGN ' e N .
C This research constitutes a seéondary‘ana]ysis of data collected in . .
1978 79 as part of.an eva]uat1on of the Emergepcy School Aid Act The eva]uat1on
cavered 123 desegregated elementary schools in all parts of the country., TW '
data set for th]S eva]uat1on 1nc1udes six contextual variables. .
"e the school Black percentage' '
® school SES (a composite of\\5h001 means for studentsU
. verbal  and math achievement, school means for parents’ L .
educational level, and school rates of eligibility - . .
for free or reduced-pricé school lunch services); ) .
¢ school Size; ~ . / T
"~ ¢ “ruralism (district size) - '
. ® region\(a dummy vardable fbr South vs non-South); and
® sub -region of the South (a dummy variable for deep South N - W
- vs. .Upper South). , ) - . ) k
\«‘ - N “
) >, \ YN
alal o ' -
N : . e
\ . . - = S *
e 10 ‘ _—




v’ ) o~ : A )
The data se t =1sq 1ncludes three measures of Mhﬁt/ host111ty toward Blacks:
s 3 ¢ 7 ! B -
4 o, ﬂh1tes' attitudes toward desegregation {a six-wtem scale -
. t _,"&»measur1ng Whites' *willinghess to attend,desegregated
. Y schaools and their perceptions of the value of ot :
gLt ’ 'desegregat@d education); - _ _ )

+

.55: ) Wh1tes' fr1end11ness toward B1acks, as perce1ved by

- , "1 Blacks (a two-item scale asking Black students to - i
: a . H assess how. easy it is t6 make fr1ends w1th wh1tes
L . ! .in the schoo]), and :
é " . LAY ) . . v -
A Whites' att1tudes toward contact with Blacks fa ;- { .
, - three-item scale.asking White students to predict . -, .

* v their frierds' reaCtions to comtact with B]acks < "
; . X in voluntary soc1a1 1nteract1on) .
~ ' s
) F1na11y§ tne data set 1ncludes one measuré of racial hostitity that
ot . - .

\ M s not spec1f1ca]1y White host111ty tHe teachgrs' est1mate of the Tevel

-~
-

/o of intergroup conflict “in the. schoot.- Responses from White students (for o ’
- (
att1tudes.toward desegregat1on and att1tudes toward contact) from Black
/

students (for fr1end11ness), and from teachers (for 1ntergroup conflict)

were a re ated to produce a mean on each measure, for each school. -
g , .

~

Since the quest1onnatre by whiqh studentd' eesponses were obtained

uas designed to assess intergrouﬂ\re]ations at the'schoo?’]eve], items on -

”‘ -* N ,’ ) . . N : * A ¢
the'questionnaire-did not specifica11y call for students™uttitudes and

‘behavior toward wh1tes, B]acks, Hispanics, and other groups. The items
simply askedkfor students’ attitudes .and behavior toward "students of the
“{ame race or chn1c ‘group as you" and toward "students ofj& d1fferent rage ‘ , -
or ethnic gr;up’than your However, in 89 of the 123 schoo]s, Whites and
Blacks comprised at least 90% of tyestota1 enpollmenri_hfor these 8? schools,
it is reasonabTe to assume that (1) unites\ intergroup experiences at school "¢’ o
are essentia11&,experience§ with B]acks, end (2) when items ask%ébout relations

\ . . - . . \

. - . . .
- with "students of a different race or ethnic group than you," Whites' responses

pertain specifically to Blacks, and vice versa. ‘Accordingly, -these 89 schools ' .
~ ‘ \ o . A B

provide the data set for this research, ‘
< ) . c 2 s
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The first step in this analysis was to identify the bivariate relation-

' ships between the Blacklperdentage and White hostility and between the Black

: : percentaoe and intergrogp conflict., Equation 1 in Table 1 1ists:gfor,éach" .
. relationship, the simple regression coefficients for the Black percentage and
! - ) .

the amount gf variance for which the Biack percehtage accounts.’ Eqdation 2 in
_Table 1 adds the quadratic term (the squared Black percentage5 and records
: ) . .

4 .
the variance accounted for by both terms.6 If the linear and quadratic terms .

are both ﬁositive, then the re1ation5h1p between the Black percentage and

. rac1a1 .hostility would®appear in the J-curvg form, If the 1inear‘term is

2 pos1t1ve and the quadratic term.1s negat1ve then that re]at1onsh1p wou1d appear

N . %

- it the inverted-U fort. . R 2

-

Turning to Equation 1,—the findings indicate that the Black percentage

is s1gn1f1cant1y and linearly related to Whites's fr1end11ness toward Blacks, :

4

and to Whites .att1tudes toward contact with B]acks.’ Equation 2 indicates. that
the Black perceotage is sxgn1f1cant1y and nonlinearly related to Whites' 4

att1tudes toward desegregat1on, Whites' friendliness toward B1aq§s, and 1ntergroup

‘conflict. The zgéns for ea quadrat1c term are negative, 1ndicat?ng that the

.relationship follows the 1nverted u form, i e., 1t_4§rstiincreases and

' subsequent]y decreases. The Rz's -indicate that the non1inear predictions

2]

) prov1de a better f1t to the data, even for Whites' fr1end11ngss toward BJacks .

€

A

(foy whioh the 11near term alone was also s1gn1f1cant) coe P

v
:

ﬂiscuss:hn of these findings is deferred for the moment, since (as'

noted above) other contextual variables éou]d account for the findinjs. The'

next step in the ana]ysﬁs was, , according]y, to enter the o?her cohtextua1
\
L4 -

.
. .
.- . g ) } . . R

LS




variables into these equations and see what unique contribution Js made by

. . 3 . ’
the Black percentage. An examination of zero-order correlations among the
contextua] variables avai]ab]e for this résearch-(TaE]e 2) found the expected

-re]at1onsh1ps between the Black percentage and school SES (negative), region

" (positive), and sub-region (posgt1ve¥. Fexpected]y, the schoo] &4ack pencentage

was not related as expefted (i. é., poéit1ve1y) to rura11sm. The s1gn1f1can;
re]at1onsh1ps were not h1gh .enough to suggest theedanger of mu1ti-co11inearit§‘
in the regre;s1on equations. . But there is an obvious 1inean dependence betwee;
region and sub-region (cbrre]at1dﬁ§ not shown). Thus, for equations in this

ana]ys1s, reg1on and sub-reg1on were comb1ned into a single variable, South

with three va]ues \\‘9 non=- South‘ (1) upper South, and (2) deep. South. S

#

' Equat1ons T\and 2 in Table 3 present the results of an ana]ys1s in
- ¥

wh1ch4the alacﬁ'percentage (1inear term nn equat1on 13 1inear plus’ guadratic
in equation 2), sChoo] SES, Sou;h §choo$?s1ze and rura11sm are-used as
pred?tto:s of White hostility and intergroup conf11ct. The B]ack percentage
ﬁb 1onger>contributes to the.predictien of Whites' attitudes toward contact,
but .it does‘coqtribute signtficant]y_to the prediction of Whites' attitudes
) towaid.desegregatfon; thteg' friendliness toward Blacks, and intergroup.. '
conf]fctfl.The unique relationship Between the Black percentage andftnese

. variagle; remains nonlinear, in the invertedeU form.‘ (The quadratic term
‘ton whitec' friendliness is only margina11y significant, but it does clarify
the relationship between the Black percentage and Hhttes' friend]iness, as

. e L. S~ . &
indicated by the improvéd R2 in equation 2.)7 See Figures 3 to 5..

‘?:‘ﬁ

At this juncture, two findings can be highlighted. First, the inverted-U *

+ form of non1inearity, rather than the J-curve form, has clearly emerged here.

k]
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. Nhiiés' attitudes toward desegregation become more hostile as the school Black
percentage inttreases to 41%, and~then they become 1ess hostile as the Black
percentage increases further, Whites become less friendly toward Blacks'as ' U
. . the Black percentage dncreases to é?% and then they becohe more friendly-
as the Black percentage increases further. In others words, Whites' attitudes
toward desegregat1on are least favorable when the1r control’ of the school is ~
tenuous. But WHites seem least fr1end1y toward B]acks when control of the
school (s held, tenuously, by Blacks. The point of greatest intergroup ) ’
conflict was 44%r81ack1 This'variable, as a]ready noted, is not specificaTﬂy
a measure of White hosti(ity“ But\it does spggest thgt intergroup hostility,
like Whites' attitudes toward desegregation, is at its worst when White control
. of, the school s tenuous, )
' Seéond while the nonlinear trends for these variables are statistically
s1gn1f1cant there is not a lot of var1at1on in.the re]at1onsh1p between the

-

Black percentage.and Nh1te hostility or between the B]ack percentage and

intergroup conf]ict F?uctuat1on‘1n each measure, across the full range of

the B]acé’percentage, is rather‘

;i~ Ana]yses w1thin contextual subsets of schools (e g., low-SES schools, ~
. H

Sohthern schools) may shed more 1ight oq these findings. Analyses of school

—~ - subsets were prompted by both emp1r1ca1 and theoret1ca1 questions. First,

J

‘%?some prev1ous studies have uncovered 1nteract1ve re]at1onsh1ps between the
" Black percentage and other contextua] variables. The Black percentage has
had a stronger re]at1onsh1p to White hostility in schoo]s with a 1ower aggregate f

SES (Thomas, 1979), sett1ngs in the South (G11es, 1977), settings 1n the upper

South (e g., Wright, 1977; Knoke & Kyriazis, 1977 *Wrinkle & Po11ncard 1973),

-

:
£ o F
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schools that are larger (Fairchild, }977), and‘settings that are more rural

(e.q., wright 1976 Pettigrew, 1957) Ihese'ffndxhgs prompt a particular

" empirical question: Is the Black percentage a stronger pred1ctor of White

-

.

[
and upper-South schools.

o

" students! hdsti]ity toward Blacks in schools that are low in SES, located in /

the Southgﬁ]ocated in the upper South; larger, or Tocated in rural areas? . .

Second, the fheoret1ca1 quest1ons which can be addressed here arise from the
substant/ve mean1ng of these contextual var1ab1es. More spec1f1ca11y, the
1nteract1on between the Blagk percentage and aggregate-SES prompts this’

question: Is the control threat more salient to -Whites in schoo1s where

Blacks also pose a status threat to Whites? The ihtez;ction between the Black

percentage and region; sub-region, and ruralism prompts another gquestion: .

Is the‘gdntro] threat mor® salient to Whites in schools where traditiona] norms
favorihg'racia13prejudice and discrimination are.stronger?8 SES, school s1ze,
and ruralism (district size) were dichotomized at their meigy' producing sets
of low=-SES schools, high=-SES schools, small schools, 1arge schools, rural schoo]s,

and urban schools. The two other contextual var1ab1es, region and sub-region,

produced sets of Southern schools, non-Southern schoo1s, deep-South schools,
7

»

' The results of analyses within these subsets will stmp1y be summarized

here. First, significant ré?ationships again emerged for Whites' attitudes

toward desegregation, hhites' friend]iness toward Blacks, and intergroup conflict,
but not for Whites' att1tudes toward contact with Blacks. The pattern in thege
relationships indicates that the B1ack percentage is a stronger predictor of wh1te

hostility in Tow-SES schools than ‘in high~SES schools, stronger in large schools

H

I
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than in small schools, stronger in rural disfpicts than in urban districts,

stronger in Southern schools than in non-Southern schools, and stronger in

*

deep-South schools than in Upper-South‘schoo1s.9 Each of these differences

is consistent with previous reseérch, except for the difference between deep- ~
\0

South and upperjgouth schools. Apparent]y, White students 1n,the deep South

are responsive to variability in the Black percentage, perhaps more respons1ve

than Whites in the upper South. (See footnoxe 8.) A

M 'S 2
Second; the fluctwation in White:hostility was wider (i.e., the

]

regression weights were 1arger) in contexts where the Black percentage was more
\
salient, In other words, the B]ack percentage has&cons1derab1e predéct1ve

%ower in certain contexts, Its pred1ct1ve power was greatest for wh1tes

attitudes toward desegregatzon41n the deep Southg See F1gure 6.
[} - $ - = ’
Ihird, the significant relationships in these contexts were consistently
¥ - - .
nonlinear in the inverted-U form.q In no case,did nonlinearity emerge in the
. ~

J-curve form, This pattern strong1y suggests that the Black percentage is v
most sa11ent to Nh1tes when control is not q1ear1y held by one or the other

\ racial grogp. The fact that th1s pattern a;erged both in 1ntergroup conflict
and in White hostility is part1cular1y conwincing, since the measures for

- these variables were’based on different respondents and different item formats.

Fourth, points of greatest hostiljty in the contextual subsets were
—atways ba“ween 40% to 50% Black for Whites' att}tudes toward desegregation
and were always between 50% to 60% Black fof Whites' friendiiness toward Blacks.
(For intergroup conf1ict, the point of greatest hostility was once below 50%
Black and twice above 50% B1§ck.) It isfha;d to know what to make of these
patterns, But the‘fact that one of the neasures of White hostility concerns

/s " dhites’ attitudes and the other concerns Whites' behaVior suggests that Whites'

¢

-
- . . o
N\ .- .
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.
s att1tudes and behavior toward B]acks "rESpond" a bit different]y to the Black

-

percpntage. Perhaps wh1tes arezJeast favorable to desegregat1on when they

v feel that their codtré] of the schod! is yuite tenuous: But Whites' attual

behavior toward B]acks~1s 1east friendly when Whites are just barely outnnmbered
by B]acks, i.e., when Whites are bare]y hot 1n ‘control. This speculation ”.

goes beyond the data, of course. But more ggnerally, the key finding here

seems to é‘ the ocCuQxence of max1ma1 hostility in schools between 40% to

60% Black. Notab]y,ﬁtne greater saliencefof the Black percentage in some contexts

d1d not "move" the point of greatest hostility 0 a Tower Black percentage

—— or susta1n host111ty at its max1mum across a wider B]ack-percentage .range.

[ 4

Reﬂat1onsh1ps between the Black percentage and” White host111ty in these contexts

were more pronounded, but they appeared in the same essent1a1 ﬁorm as they

-~

did in the full set of schoolss(as a comparison of Figures 3 and 6 indicates).
Fina]]y; the Black percentage was not a,signiticant predictor oi Whites'
attitudes toward contact with B]acks in any.of these contexts, Perhaps Whites
in schools with:a higher"B]ack perceatage recognize that it is hard to avoid
contact with Biackséand are therefore not more likely to disapprove of friends
&ﬁgh they see in the prox1m1ty of B]acks The fact that the Black percentage is

Q-

corre]ated with schoo] SES and with South appears, in this case, to account for

the gignificant,bivariate relationship (1n-Tab1e 1) between the B]ackmpercentage
g g 2 A

hites' attitudes toward contact with Blacks.

. | ¢

and }

(S
-1




CONCLUSIONS - R ‘ . I,
‘ The emergence of cons1stent1y s1gn1f1§ant relationships between the

3

~  Black percentage and White hosf111ty suggests that the'B{ssf percentaﬁe is 1n

» AY

\ .
fq;t(g sa11ent contextual characteristic in desegregated schools, This relation-
held up under controls for contextual variables that represent constructs

ship

other than the Eontro] threat to Whites, suggesting further that White hostility

is in part a response to the control threat posed by the Black pe}centage.

wh}te students' respond to this threat.@bét E]ear]y in.low-SES schools, large

schools, rural schopls, Southern schools, and deep-South schools. It should

be‘emphasized that the control threat is, of cour%e, Whitesd Eercé%tion of a !¢

threat -- Qerception that can existhether or not Blacks in the school’

actually operate as a unitary.bloc or intend to "take over." An interesting o K
topic'for further resgarch would, in fact, be the convergi of this topiqﬁ

Qow &o Blacks perceive and responJ to the ;&ntro1 threat posed by Whites in

desegregat.ed schoc‘ﬂs? % |

-

Regarding racial quotas to minimize White hostility, the form of these

relationships between thg Black percentage and White hostility suggests that

maximum Black quotas will not minimize White hosti]i%y: '&hite hostility is g
R (reaative1y high in school$®between 40% to 60% Black. _But Whites in majority-
l B]acé schod&s are not necessarily more hostile éoward Blacks than Whites in

majb}ity-white schools, ~ Thus, considering only the purpose of minimizing White

- hostility, it may be advisable to avoid placing Whites in racially balanced
schools. But Whites can perhaps be placed in schools where Blacks predomiga{e;
without intensifying their hostility towa¥d Blacks beyond the level that exists
in schonls whe}e Hhitgs predominate, There‘&gsi‘gitgggrse? other féctors to

~
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be considered in establishing ;choo1 racial homppsitiog,‘e.g., thé‘e?fecf of
4 . ' racial proportions on White flight and bn norms related to academic achieVemgnf

and the equitability of burdens }mposed og each race in desegregation plans

(ssch as travel time tb and from ;choo]). Policy-makers must surely consider

such factors in developing the parameters o} viab]e,deseg}egation plans. . N

But this research suggests that the purpose of minimizing White students' '

-hostility toward Blacks might best Zf'served by placing White students in

predominantly White schools or in predominantly Black schools. : . (:/ﬂ
p
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. FOOTNOTES .
‘ 0 . ¢

1. This definition of control closely parallels Cohen's (1980) definiti&n .
of power in desegregated schools. It also parallels Schermerhorn's (1956)
brpader definition of power in intergroup_relations:

. o
,  "the asymmetrical relationship betwééh two [groupsi
in which a perceptible prpbability of decision

) wresides in one of the two [groups], even over the .
(:::) resistance of the other [group]" (Schermerhorn,
* 1956: 54), _— '

A
i RN . . ) :
. ! éﬁ; White electoral behavior, White resistance to school desegregation, whitq
flight, and White students' racial attitudes and sociometric choices . y
. ~ are certainly not "pure" indicators of White hostility, since they are
__;____///f affected by non-racial variables (e.g., class prejudice and the financial
abjlity of Whites to move). But this research, like previous research,
- assumes that White electoral behavior, White resistance to school
\ desegregation, and the like, capture at least a good part of the variation
in the underlying construct, White hostility, and are therefore useful
as indicators of White hostility. i
. «

«3. The causal significance of a variable is perhaps most clearly established
through an experimental design. This research is not intended to demonstrate
the causal significance of the Black percentage. ﬁather, it is intended to
explore the viability of the inference that the Black percentage is causally
related to White hostility because it represents a control threat to Whites.

A Y
4, The Black percentage does not represent purely the threat to Wkite control.

As Bullock (1967) has observed, when Whites believe that Blacks are competing

with them for jobs, the Black percentage can rgpresent an ecanomic threat to

Whites. And even when the Black percentage mor®sclearly represents a |

control thkreat to Whites (e.g., in electoral politics), the Black percentage

is linked empirically witk variables like region and aggregate SES, which-
suggests that the Black percentage also repregents, to some extent, the
constructs for which.these other variables arejproxies. In short, the Black,
percentage is part of a nexus of contextua} conditions that are conceptually
distinct but empirically tangled. However, this analysis, by focusing on &

setting (desegregated schools) in which the Black percentage represents .

primarily a cghtrol threat (e.g., Cohen, 1980; Bullock, 1976} and by

removing the fariation which the Black percentage shares with these other

variables, effectively isolates that part of:the vari;%ﬁon‘in the Black

percentage yhich most clearly represents the control threat. :

4

5. In 62 of the Black/White schools, non-BTack minority students were also
.present. /However, the percentage of Black or-White students well exceeded

th® percgntage of non-Black minority students in all of these schools” For
instancg, in two of the Black/White schools, Hispanics comprised 9% of the
enrollgent. But Blacks or Whites comprised at least 24% of the enroltment .
in thgke two schools. Thus, even schodls where non-Black-minority students
are efirolled are essentially Black/White schools.

L}

-

ana————
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6. Kerlinger & Pedhazur (1973) suggest the use of t-tests or F-tests in

calculating the statistical significance of linear-terms in: regression

, equations. The§ suggest using F-tests to assess stat1st1ea1\51gn1f1cance

(increment in R“) when quadratic terms are added.tdb such eqiatfons. These
suggestions are fo]]owed here, For equations with-a linear term on]y, .
t-tests are used, Sjince pravious studies clearly. supporﬁ the prediction

Pl

one-tailed tests of s1gdﬁf1cance are used for the thregnmeasures of WY

For equations with both Tinear and quadratic terms,. F-tests are used to
assess the statistical significance of each term. (F-tcsts do not assume,
d1rect1ona11ty ) Since collinearity between the linear and ‘quadratic s,
terms (r=.959) could obscure the statistical significance of the Black®
percentage in the nonlinear regressions, F-tests are also used to assess

the statistical significance of the increment in R4 accounted for by the
< . linear and quadratic terms combined, ’

. i

s s e

The re]atﬂonsh1ps between other contextual variables and wh1¥e host111ty
are not of primary concern here, But, as predicted, White host1fity is
greater in schools that are low in SES, schools that are more “Southern,
and schools that are more rural. School size was not re]ated to any T
measure of White hostility or to intergroup confiict, 3 **g

aditional racial norms are prodably stronger in the deep South than in iée
the upper South. VYet, the Black percentaye has more predictive power jn o
the upper South. Previous research (e’g., Wright, 1977) suggests that this
i3$’because Whites in the deep South)do not notice and respond to var1ab111ty
in the Black p®rcentage as much as pper-South Whites do. That is, White

Black pércentage in the immediate context (e. g., schn01 or: gounty% N -
An examjnation of means and ranges for all contextual var1ab1es in gach .

of these subsets of schools indicates that significdnt relat#dniships in -
these subsets are nqt artifacts produced by some other contextual variabley

For example, the s12nif1cant relationships in l1ow-SES schools are apparently

not due to the fact that there are proportionately more Tow-S$ES schao)s in

the South than outside the South,

-

of a positive relationship between the Black percentage”and’:White host111ty,g* ]

te ,
hostility. A two-tailed_test is used for the measure of intergroup conféqct. E

hostility is more uniformly high -if the deep South, regard]ess df- the 4,

-
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REGRESSION OF WHITE HOSTILITY AND -

TABLE 1

INTERGRQUP CONFLICT ON THE SCHOOL BLACK PERCENTAGE

{
. -
v T
H .
T~ & ’
.
2 “ ' . . Attitudes - ‘
~ . Toward
Desegregation
7 Eq 1 £q 2
Black Perégntage 221 4 015+
Square Black . ’ : §
Percentage X =4,214%%x
R? . .004 ,096
86

K §\' 86

*p<,05
“xkpe QO “
*#%*n<, 005 -

Xvariation not in equation

-

-4

1

Friendliness

. Toward
- Blacks
" Eq 1 ‘Eq 2°
.303* 1.552%*
X -1.320*
.039 .097
87 87

1

t

Attitudes
Toward Contact
Eq 1

321

X
.031
. 86

With Blacks

Eq 2
204
130

.032
x86

Intergroup

Conflic

\ .
[ 4

Eq 1

-.163

Eq 2‘

' 1.618%*

X -1.904**

.008
81

<4

074
1)
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' : ' ez o
" CORRELATION MATRIX POR. CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES
M . : ’

. . ' - . ]

. §é§;ol Sub- . . School District
o s/ , Region Region 0 South Size . Size

Black v . Y L

Percentage - 464k Jd30 b 327+ .229* 047 078

School SES . L -l224% - 4128 33ga -.095 - .03

{ ) .

Regioni‘ £ X X - ,130 ] .126
.'1‘ j,?‘ . 6 -
Sub- , - L : R b~ .
reglon Y S T
. . M A * T .
shnt : A , 138 212
. ' . ) 3 _ _ _ .
?—‘ k) .a. . .' ‘ - ; ~ }}’

g5chool R

1Size i s \ ’ ) o i .012;/1;5
*p ) ' oot
***p : ggs // ) . %‘ . . . \ . )
[ i N R & \/
. Xcorrelation not compulf ) , . o
30-Non-South 1=South . : - : . ~
K b0=Upber South 1=Deep.§Buth . ‘

CdE?Non—South 1=Upper South .2=Qeep South Lo -
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Black
Percentage E

Square Black
Percentage

School
- SES

Southb

school
Size

District
. Size

F-test for

increment in R
accounted for by

the Black percentage
(Vinear plus quadratic
terms)

*p<,05
*%pe, 0}
***p<,005

3pc.1 4

.

«,000006%* -~,000006** -.000001

J77%%x

86

-

" TABLE 3

REGRESSION OF WHITE HOSTILITY AND
INTERGROUP CONFLICT ON THE SCHOOL BLACK PERCENTAGE,
SCHOOL SES, SOUTH, SCHOOL SIZE, AND DISTRICT SIZE

Auimdﬁ‘ \
Tovard ’
Desegregation
Eq 1} Eq 2
-.318 2.925%
X ~3,567%%xY
~,069* -.069*
,205* J174*
AN
. ”~
-,0002 -,0001,

Fa7 87 %%+

.2411151
86

>

bO-Hop-South 1=Upper South 2=Deep South
Xyariable pot in equation

“ERIC

Friendliness Attitudes
Toward Toward Contact
Blacks N With Blacks
EQ1°  Eq2 Eg1 = Eq2
196 1.284*% -.027 -.562
x -1,143? x .594°
-.013 -.013 <f>‘:7039-* -.045%+
,038 .031 14g%%% RETLLL
~.0003 -.0002 -.goo1 -.q901
-.,0000009 -.000002*  -.000002*
Fe4,91%% ¢ F=2.44
- 486 27 ,266%%% 1287 %%%
86 86 86 ‘86
- hd 7
.0
’ 28

Intergroup
Conflict
Eq 1 2
-.082 1.834%+
X -2.068%*
\
-.007
-.0n
-,00003  -,00007
,000001 000002
‘ .F=5,83%#
¢
.043 116
81 . 81
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