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ABSTRACT 

1 investigate the influence of race upon high school student's approaches to 

education, sports participation, and high school test scores. The theoretical perspective 

employed suggests that the effect of race upon these items will vary across schools. To 

explain this school level variation, I employ two theories of race relations: competition 

theory and the cultural division of labor perspective. Using the National Longitudinal and 

Educational Study of 1988 (NELS: 88) and muhilevel model statistical procedures, 

support for both theories is found. I conclude that race relations in schools impact 

student's cultural activities and test scores. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

This dissertation is about the influence of race on high school students. What is 

unique about it is the attempt to take seriously the view that race is a group barrier that is 

constituted in social interaction and not completely reducible to nonracial processes or the 

past. The subjects of the study are individual high school students in many different kinds 

of schools. I will examine if race relations in schools influences racial differences in 

student's approaches to education, cultural activities, and academic development. 

The conceptual and empirical approach relies heavily upon the work of Frederik 

Barth, competition theory, and cultural division of labor. Barth (1969) offers the best 

account of how racial group barriers can be created through social interaction. The two 

theories used are consistent with Barth because they also maintain that the strengths of 

group barriers are in part determined by the nature of interactions among individuals. 

Consequently, both theories maintain that the significance of the group barrier varies in 

importance. I will briefly outline these theories here, leaving a more detailed formulation 

for chapter two. 

Competition theory (Blalock 1967; Olzak 1992) argues that group conflict results 

firom competition over valuable resources. Competition within an ecological unit will 

increase as the proportionate size of the subordinate group increases and the extent to 

which the two groups strive to gain the same resources. Racial hierarchy is the extent to 

which valuable roles and resources vary by race. When racial hierarchy is low, groups 

have relatively equal shares of valuable roles and resources in an ecological unit, and 
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competition between the groups is greater. The group barrier strengthens in competitive 

situations because groups recruit and mobilize fellow group members to aid in excluding 

outsiders from attaining items of value. 

Cultural division of labor (Hechter 1975; 1978) holds that the subordinate group's 

solidarity increases in response to racial group hierarchy. According to the theory, 

subordinate groups develop similar interests in eliminating the racial stratification system 

in the presence of large amounts of hierarchy. As a result, the subordinate group enforces 

the group barrier to gain from group solidarity to oppose the dominant racial group. 

The two theories offer alternative explanations for the occurrence of strong and 

weak racial group barriers. Competition theory predicts that both racial groups will work 

to strengthen the group barrier as competition increases. Competition increases as the 

relative size of the subordinate group increases and as racial hierarchy decreases. Cultural 

division of labor makes no prediction about proportionate size or about the dominant 

group. This theory predicts that as racial hierarchy increases, the subordinate group 

strengthens the group barrier. Notice that the theories predict opposite outcomes about 

racial hierarchy. According to competition theory, decreasing hierarchy strengthens the 

subordinate group's solidarity; while according to the cultural division of labor, increasing 

hierarchy strengthens the subordinate group's solidarity. 

This dissertation examines these theories of race relations in American high 

schools. These two theories have not been applied within schools. Most of the research 

concerning them has occurred within other contextual units. For example, researchers 

associated Avith competition theory have examined social contexts at the level of cities (see 
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for example, Olzak 1992; Olzak and Nagel 1986; Olzak and Shanahan 1994; Olzak, 

Shanahan, and McEneaney 1996), states (Soule and Van Dyke 1999), counties (Blalock 

1967; Soule 1992), nations (Quillian 1995), regions (Quillian 1996), and census tracks 

(Bergeson and Herman 1998; Herman 1999). Researchers associated with the cultural 

division of labor have mostly examined regions within European nations (Hechter 1975; 

Medrano 1994; Nielsen 1980; Ragin 1977; 1979). 

It is surprising that schools have not been examined using these two theories. 

American schools vary widely in the relative size of the subordinate group and the degree 

of racial hierarchy. High levels of segregation in schools is prevalent (Orfield and Eaton 

1996), but wherever racial groups attend together, racial hierarchy within the school 

appears. Understanding race relations within schools is important because schools and 

peer relations in schools shape the transition of young people into adults. For most youth, 

schools have replaced the church and the family as the most important institution in their 

socialization into adult roles. 

I test these theories in two areas with substantial racial differences: sports 

participation and cultural approaches to education. I examine if the proportionate size of 

the subordinate group and the level of hierarchy in schools affects the extent of difference 

between racial groups. 

My review of the literature on race and education indicates researchers largely 

ignore racial hierarchy, especially in studies using large-national data sets. Researchers 

studying limited numbers of schools usually consider class differences between racial 

groups in schools (e.g., Schofield 1982; Oakes 1985), and many researchers do study the 
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effects of the percentage of students in a school who are African American or Latina/o as 

a measure of school segregation. However, none of these studies are informed by the two 

theories I examine. 

For example, the approach of many studies on segregation has been to examine 

how much of racial differences and racial inequality can be attributed to differences 

between the schools attended by racial groups. This approach is worthwhile and has led 

to many important findings. Yet it ignores how the relative size of the subordinate group 

and the extent of racial hierarchy create racial differences and racial inequality within 

schools. Nearly every school has at least minimal amounts of racial diversity and racial 

hierarchy. The impacts of these items within schools are too prevalent to ignore. 

Outline of Dissertation 

Chapter two explains the two theories of race relations in more detail. This 

includes a discussion of how competition and hierarchy are likely to produce racial 

differences and racial inequality in schools. The predictions developed in chapter two are 

examined empirically in chapters four and five. Chapter three explains the technical details 

of applying the theories in the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS; 

88), and how hierarchical linear models (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992) are used to test 

these theories. 

In chapter 4,1 test the oppositional culture explanation of racial and ethnic 

differences in educational attairunent. This explanation of the racial gap in education 

posits that caste-like minorities (e.g., Afiican Americans, Mexican Americans, and Puerto 

Ricans) develop anti-academic approaches to education because of in-group pressure from 
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peers to not "act white." Recent analysis of this argument with the NELS data shows little 

evidence to support the oppositional culture position (Ainsworth-Damell and Downey 

1998; Cook and Ludwig 1997). However, none of these analyses are informed by theories 

that specify the conditions that promote racial group differences in culture. Even the main 

proponents of the oppositional culture view, Fordham and Ogbu (1986), do not specify 

which students or schools are prone to opposition. Competition theory and cultural 

division of labor provide predictions about the school contexts that are likely to create 

racial differences in attitudes to education. In this chapter, I also examine if these 

attitudes, levels of competition, and levels of hierarchy influence student's grades. 

Chapter five examines how school context influences racial differences in popular 

cultural activities in the school. This chapter extends theories of race relations to the 

phenomenon of racial segregation into different popular cultural activities. The form of 

popular culture I examine is sports because the extent of racial segregation in this activity 

is so extreme. I determine the contexts that associate with racial and ethnic groups 

participating m different cultural activities. 

This dissertation will teach us about the effects of hierarchy and competition upon 

race relations, racial differences, and racial inequality. The ways that racial groups respond 

to each other in schools potentially influences numerous parts of their life, not only in 

school but afterwards. I examine if these relations change how they approach education 

and the sports activities they play. It almost goes without saying that if racial group peer 

relations cause subordinate group members to oppose doing well in school, it will have a 

significant impact upon their future lives, either in higher education or in the labor market. 
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High levels of segregation in school sports probably reinforce segregation among peers 

during school, and may result in fewer integrated relationships after school as well. 
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Chapter 2 

Race-Relations Theories and School Racial Dynamics 

Introduction 

In this dissertation, I am interested in understanding how race influences 1) 

cultural approaches to education and 2) high school sports participation. By cultural 

approaches to education, I mean the values and behaviors students adopt that are directly 

related to their performance as students. It includes their attitudes toward school as well 

as behaviors like being on time, doing homework, not getting in trouble, etc. I focus on 

this topic because of an on-going debate within the sociology of education over whether 

Afncan American and Chicano students (as well as student's in other subordinate groups), 

have developed an 'oppositional culture' toward school that leads members of these groups 

to do worse in school. 

Sports participation is examined because of the tendency for people of different 

racial groups to participate in different sports. Although I will analyze five different 

sports, the central focus will be on swimming and basketball, where racial differences are 

expected to be the largest. The aim is to see whether race relations theories can address 

issues of race and popular culture. 

In this chapter, I argue that the effect of race on individual students should vary 

firom school to school, and this variation might be explained by competition theory and 

cultural division of labor. I break up the argument into three main sections. In the first 

section, I discuss the broad field of the sociology of race relations to define key terms and 

to situate this study within the broader field. I also discuss three specific theories of race 
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relations; Assimilation theory, competition theory, and cultural division of labor. 

Assimilation theory is discussed because it is the most prevalent theory dealing with race 

and culture. I will try to show that this theory offers a plausible approach for studying 

group differences in culture, but that it is not applicable to cultural differences between 

African Americans, European Americans, and some Chicanos. The discussion of 

Assimilation theory also serves as a point of comparison for illustrating the advantages of 

other theories. 

After discussing assimilation theory, I will discuss the work of Barth (1969) on 

group barriers. Not only is his approach to studying race and culture an improvement 

over assimilation theory, it also serves as a buildmg block for competition theory and the 

cultural division of labor perspective. These two theories are then explicated. 

The second major section reviews how race has been, and is, typically examined in 

the sociology of education and in the study of neighborhood effects. Although the main 

interest in this section is to determine what has been learned in this research, I also point 

out how it frequently ignores the influences of race relations between groups upon 

adolescent's lives, especially in the ways suggested by Barth, Competition theory, and the 

cultural division of labor perspective. 

The third section discusses the application of competition theory and cultural 

division of labor to schools. This section begins with a review of literature that deals with 

race and social interaction in schools to demonstrates that race is an effective and salient 

dimension of student's lives. The second part of this section discusses the nuances of how 

competition theory and the cultural division of labor are applied within schools, and how 
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they might explain which schools have larger racial differences than others in cultural 

approaches to education and sports participation. 

Theories of Race Relations 

Racial groups are socially constructed groups where there exists a popular or 

dominant ideology that races are inherently different kinds of people due to ancestral 

separateness or origin. Ethnic groups are also socially constructed groups based upon 

supposed ancestral separateness, but ideologies of inherent differences, in contrast, are not 

present. 

This definition of racial grous, unlike some others, does not posit that racial groups 

have physical markers and ethnic groups have cultural markers. In the definition I use, 

there is no one to one correspondence between the type of marker, phenotypic or cultural, 

and if the group is an ethnic or a racial group. Although in the United States, racial 

groups have physical markers and ethnic groups cultural ones, this is not universal. The 

meaning of any particular physical marker (e.g., skin color) may vary across countries and 

time. Also, there are cases where physically identical groups are racialized (Banton 1977; 

Takaki 1993). The most important aspect of the distinction between race and ethnicity 

lies in how the dominant group treats the subordinate group. Subordinate ethnic groups 

can be assimilated because they are not viewed as inherently different (Takaki 1993; 

Chapter 2). Moreover, even though most theories of race relations use other social 

processes to account for variation in the importance of race, race is not completely 

reducible to other phenomenon. As John Rex (1970) notes, "once a deterministic belief 

system is used to justify a particular stratification situation, that situation is itself changed 
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thereby and the belief system may set in motion wholly new social processes"(51). 

Racial conflict exists if interaction between members of groups is antagonistic and 

does not exist if interaction between them is amicable. Racial inequality exists if items that 

indicate rank, like wealth, income, honor, grades in school, and placement in curriculum 

tracks, vary by race. Racial differences are forms of difference that associate with race but 

are not ranked. These include forms of cultural differences, like differences in attitudes, 

values, language, musical tastes, or recreational activities. Cultural differences include 

situations where racial or ethnic groups rank items differently. 

One of the primary interests in the study of race relations regards the variable 

nature of racial conflict, inequality, and difference across place and time. Levels of 

prejudice, discrimination, conflict, and group solidarity vary by epoch and local. Most 

theories of race relations ground racial processes in other social processes to account for 

this variation. By doing this, these theories downplay or discount the view held by some 

analysts (e.g.. Van den Berghe 1981) that racial dynamics are created naturally through 

primordial urgings. Primordial explanations of race relations, although they may explain a 

constant potential for racial conflict, cannot explain variation in racial dynamics (Bonacich 

1991; Cox 1948; Olzak 1992; Wilson 1978). 

There are five widely recognized theories of race relations that attempt to explain 

the contextual situations that influence the importance of race; 1) Split labor market 

theory, 2) divide and conquer theory, 3) assimilation theory, 4) competition theory, and 5) 

cultural division of labor. The first two theories focus upon how labor markets and class 

conflict influence race relations. Although in theory such processes may affect race 
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relations among students in schools, my guess is that such processes are rare in the late 

twentieth century, mostly because they are illegal (Wilson 1978). 

Assimilation theory is discussed because it has developed important implications 

for the study of race relations, despite the theory's criticisms. Competition theory and 

cultural division of labor are the primary theories of interest because they can help us 

understand the variation in the effect of race on adolescents across different schools. 

Assimilation theorv 

Assimilation theorists argue that ethnic group boundaries are the result of common 

culture and common descent. Assimilationists have a broad conception of culture that 

includes diverse elements like religion, language, customs, nationality, political 

identification (Omi and Winant 1994: 15) and "ways of thinking, feeling, and acting that 

constitute the essence of culture" (Steinberg 1989: xiii). Descent is defined as a group's 

ancestral heritage. In the earliest versions of assimilation theory, descent is construed of 

as having a primordial base. Soon, descent became seen as a socially constructed item 

(i.e., Park 1950). 

The central focus of assimilation theory is captured by Park's question, what 

happens "when people of widely divergent cultures come into contact?" (1950: 5). Park's 

answer is the 'race relations cycle': contact, accommodation, assimilation, and 

amalgamation. Contact initially spurs conflict because of ethnocentrism (the evaluation of 

different cultures by one's own beliefs and values). Accommodation includes those 

changes in behavior made by either group to lessen this conflict. Assimilation, for Park, is 

a superficial presentation of oneself to outsiders, hiding deeper ethnic attitudes and ways 
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of life exhibited among in-group members. It thus represents acculturation in one sphere 

of life but not another. Amalgamation, the eventual outcome of all group contact, is the 

total disappearance of ethnicity and group barriers (1950: 91-92). According to Park, this 

cycle is irreversible, and thus often called, straight line theory. 

Researchers working within the assimilation paradigm agree that contact leads to 

acculturation. It is apparent to these researchers who have documented the changing life 

of European immigrants over time that the cultures of the immigrant generation have held 

less sway over succeeding generations (Steinberg 1989). European inmiigrant's ways of 

dressing, speaking, eating, and worshippmg have become Americanized. The importance 

of the immigrant's culture wanes over time and generation. 

These scholars also acknowledge that group patterns of adaptation to the US have 

varied by group. Different authors place more or less emphasis upon different qualities of 

groups that effect their arrival. Nevertheless, they agree that ethnic groups that are more 

similar to American whites in culture and appearance (including phenotype), and groups 

that posses greater skills for living in urban labor markets acculturate and assimilate more 

rapidly. Each ethnic group's process of incorporation is unique. 

However, there is disagreement upon if white ethnic groups amalgamate. 

Supporters of straight-line theory argue that America is a melting pot. They point out that 

the immigrant cultures hold few instrumental purposes for third and fourth generation 

ethnic groups (Gans 1979) and intermarriage rates are increasing (Steinberg 1989). 

Critics of straight line theory, in contrast, argue that social interaction remains ethnically 

segregated, especially in intimate relationships (Gordon 1964), or that ethnicity remains a 
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salient dimension of political mobilization and identity (Glazer and Moynihan 1970). 

However, despite these debates, it is clear that most white/ European ethnic 

immigrants and their offspring rapidly acculturated upon entering the US—indicating that 

culture is not only malleable but may not be very internalized. The interest in the cultures 

of immigrants has led recent theorists in the assimilation tradition to explore the roots of 

ethnicity. Whereas early researchers in this tradition tended to treat ethnicity as a given 

and often irrational influence on behavior, later researchers, especially Steinberg (1989) 

and Alba (1991), have begun to treat culture as a dependent variable before using it as an 

independent variable. As Steinberg says, 

That ethnic groups have a unique cultural character can hardly be denied. The 
problem, however, is that culture does not exist in a vacuum; nor is it fixed or 
unchanging. On the contrary, culture is in constant flux and is integrally a part of 
larger social process. The mandate for social inquiry, therefore, is that ethnic 
patterns should not be taken at face value, but must be related to the larger social 
matrix in which they are embedded. Though this principle itself is anything but 
controversial, its scrupulous application challenges many cherished ideas 
concerning ethnic phenomena...[This] Issue arises only when ethnicity [the essence 
of culture] is taken out of historical context and assumed to have independent 
explanatory power. The problem is fundamentally one involving the reification of 
culture. Reification occurs whenever culture is treated as a though it is a thing 
unto itself, independent of other sphere of life, (xiv) 

In Chapter Four and Chapter Five of this dissertation, I focus on the relation 

between race and culture. The interest is in studying differences in culture between whites 

and Afiican Americans or whites and Mexican Americans. Assimilation theory, it might 

be supposed, would suggest that Afiican Americans and Mexican Americans have 

persisted in maintaining their original ethnic cultures firom Afiica and Mexico. However, I 

believe this ignores a central finding in the paradigm: Groups (rather rapidly) acculturate 
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over time and generation. This being the case, then African Americans, who can trace 

their roots in America back longer than most whites, almost certainly are not under the 

influence of their immigrant cultures. The same is true for many Mexican Americans. 

Criticisms of assimilation theory 

Serious criticism of assimilation theory from outside the paradigm is abundant. 

For example, Rumbaut (1997) argues that assimilation theorists frequently go beyond 

science to ideology~or specifically, that assimilationists often make moral claims (e.g., 

"immigrants should assimilate") instead of objective claims (e.g., "immigrants assimilate"). 

Additionally, Omi and Winant (1994) argue that assimilationists ignore differences 

between ethnic and racial groups through an 'immigrant analogy.' Racial groups have 

experienced qualitatively different histories (e.g., slavery, reservations, intenunent, etc.) 

than European immigrants (also see Blauner 1972). 

Moreover, the historical experience of many racial groups in the US has not 

followed a straight line. For example, Lieberson (1980) shows that inequality between 

blacks and white ethnic groups in the North in the late nineteenth century was decreasing. 

However, as black migration from the South to the North grew, inequality between blacks 

and immigrants increased, contrary to the prediction of straight line theory. Even 

Northern bom blacks experienced downward mobility relative to European immigrants. 

Similarly, Acuna (1996) maintains that assimilation of Mexican Americans was 

more rapid 30 years ago than today. As evidence, he notes the increasing fluency in 

Spanish among people of Mexican origin, attacks on bilingual education programs, and the 

recent passage of proposition 187 in California, a statute intended to slow inunigration by 
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weakening the public resources available to illegal immigrants. Even though this statute 

applies only to illegal immigrants—most of whom are Mexican in Califomia—Acuna argues 

that it has repercussions for all Mexican Americans. At the very least, Acuna points out, 

these changes in California indicate a growing intolerance for all Mexicans and Mexican 

Americans. 

Moreover, many cultural differences between racial groups today have developed 

while these groups have been in contact. A clear example of this can be seen by 

combining the evidence of musical tastes presented by DiMaggio and Ostrower (1990) 

which is shown in Table 2-1 with the historical development of music styles unearthed by 

Peterson (1997). This data from DiMaggio and Ostrower comes from the Public 

Participation in the Arts, a survey administered to 17,254 Americans in 1982. 

Table 2-1. Percent of whites and blacks who 'like' a musical style. 

Music whites blacks white/black ratio 
likes classical or chamber music 29.5 15.7 1.88 
likes opera 10.4 5.7 1.82 
likes jazz 24.5 43.2 0.57 
likes soul, blues, etc. 23.1 61.1 0.38 
likes show tunes 25.6 12.2 2.10 
likes big band 35.7 18.5 1.93 
likes country-western 63.7 24.7 2.58 
likes bluegrass 28.3 5.1 5.55 
likes rock music 36.7 29.6 1.24 
likes easy listening 52.4 24.9 3.22 
likes folk music 28.0 8.7 3.22 
likes barbershop music 16.7 4.6 3.63 
Source: DiMaggio and Ostrower 1990. 

Although few individuals report they like most forms of music, frequencies vary by 

race. The findings are not wholly surprising because they generally conform to racial 
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stereotypes. Two forms of music on this list are particularly interesting, however. 'Soul, 

blues, etc.' is the most popular music among blacks while the most popular music among 

whites is country-western. These two types of music, additionally, have relatively extreme 

white/black ratios. The ratio for soul, blues, etc. is the lowest among all forms of music. 

Country-western music is the fourth highest ratio. 

Peterson (1997) explains that a little over one hundred years ago, these two styles 

were combined in a rural, racially mixed, working class, southern music. According to 

Peterson, blacks and whites frequently played music together in rural areas after slavery 

and before the onset of Jim Crow segregation in the rural South. In the 1920s and 1930s, 

record labels began to distinguish between 'race' music and 'country' music. Peterson 

argues that. 

This commercial decision, made at the high tide of fim Crow racism, had the effect 
of obscuring the common heritage shared by American-bom working class African 
Americans and whites and facilitated its separation into distinct streams...This act 
of segregation also set up the dialectic between black and white music in which 
innovators in country music from Jimmie Rodgers,..., and Elvis Presley on down to 
present-day performers are said, with surprise, to have been inspired by African 
American performers. It would be more accurate to say that both races had 
contributed to and drawn from a common rural working-class heritage. (235: note 
2) 

Moreover, 

This is not to say that the creation of the racially separate categories of records 
caused the splitting in two of the common reservoir of music. Rather it facilitated a 
process of segregation that was already taking place. The music industry officials 
were following the practice of the spreading Jim Crow laws of the time that were 
pressing segregation down the social-class scale and outward from the cities into 
ever smaller towns where contacts between the races had been more informal and 
their cultural sharing less self-conscious. (196, emphasis in original) 
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Musical tastes became more distinguished along racial lines over time, and given 

the evidence presented by DiMaggio and Ostrower, continue today. These examples of 

increasing inequality and increasing cultural difference are an anomaly to assimilation 

theory. Even though the paradigm recognizes that groups acculturate and assimilate at 

different rates, it offers no explanation for whv inequality or difference should increase 

over time during contact situations. 

How is it possible to reconcile the rapid acculturation and assimilation of ethnic 

immigrants with the variation in acculturation and assimilation experienced by blacks and 

others? Ultimately, I believe the problem with assimilation theory was to base the 

formation of ethnic groups upon common descent and common culture. The assimilation 

paradigm has demonstrated that the influence of descent or past culture wanes over 

succeeding generations, and thus, such items as length of residence in the US for 

immigrants and succeeding generations are necessary to consider as causes of inequality, 

conflict, and cultural difference. However, this waning influence of past culture is not 

uniquely ethnic, and probably occurs for all groups, minority or majority. The claim seems 

as simple as saying that culture changes from one generation to the next. If there is 

something else besides 'descent' or 'common culture' that ties groups together, however, 

then groups may persist despite acculturation. 

Moreover, the cause of the acculturation experienced by European immigrants is 

suspect. Straight line theory suggest that contact leads to acculturation, but, in reality, the 

initiation of group contact experienced by European immigrants occurred simultaneously 

with a change in the material conditions groups inhabit. Although Park was aware of this 
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in his writing, he may not have appreciated its full importance. Takaki (1993) points out 

that most European immigrants had to adjust from rural peasant backgrounds to the urban 

free wage labor system in the United States. Additionally, immigrants coming to the US 

were not all encouraged to assimilate to the same thing. Although it is common today for 

European immigrants to assimilate to white, early European immigrants, especially Irish 

immigrants in the middle of the nineteenth century, had to struggle to be accepted as white 

(Ignatiev 199S). Additionally, Africans, Asians, and Indians, although also becoming 

Americanized in many ways, are defined as non-white (Almaguer 1994; Blauner 1972; 

Takaki 1993). 

The persistence of groups over time indicates that to study processes of group 

conflict, inequality, and difference, it is necessary to ground group processes in something 

besides descent and culture. I turn now to explanations of such processes from 

competition theory and cultural division of labor. 

Group boundaries reconsidered 

Competition theory and cultural division of labor assume that race and ethnicity 

are the result of socially constructed group boundaries. Susan Olzak, a main proponent of 

competition theory, and Michael Hechter, who developed cultural division of labor, both 

rely heavily on the influential work of Frederik Barth in their understanding of group 

barriers. According to Barth (1969), a group barrier is the criteria of membership that 

marks off a continuing unit. In other words, a group barrier exists if among individuals 

(which are essentially identical) there is a set of criteria that distinguish them as members 

of groups. These criteria are not the sum total of all cultural and phenotypic differences 
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between groups, but "only those which the actors themselves regard as significant" (Barth 

1969: 14). They include the overt signals and signs that show identity as well as a group's 

basic value orientations. 

Barth argues boundaries influence processes of integration and differentiation. 

Integration occurs because, "the identification of another person as a fellow member of an 

ethnic group implies a sharing of criteria for evaluation and judgement." Differentiation 

occurs because, "a dichotomization of others as strangers, as members of another ethnic 

group, implies a recognition of limitations on shared understandings, differences in criteria 

for judgement of value and performance, and a restriction of interaction to sectors of 

assumed common understanding and mutual interest" (IS). Although processes of 

integration and differentiation pertain to all groups, race and ethnicity are superordinate, 

efifecting many parts of social life. As Barth notes, racial and ethnic boundaries also create 

a, 

principle that ethnic identity implies a series of constraints on the kinds of roles an 
individual is allowed to play, and the partners he may choose for different kinds of 
transactions. In other words, regarded as a status, ethnic identity is superordinate 
to most other statuses, or social personalities, which an individual with that 
identity may assume. In this respect ethnic identity is similar to sex and rank, in 
that it constrains the incumbent in all his [sic] activities, not only in some defined 
social situations...[ethnic status] is imperative, in that it cannot be disregarded and 
temporarily set aside by other definitions of the situation. (17) 

This principle, which I will call dichotomization. has a counter-intuitive element. 

Typically, contact among individuals, like that type that might occur among students in a 

school, could be expected to create greater homogeneity among the interactants. For 

example, early experiments on small groups suggest that interaction increases 
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interpersonal amity and cultural similarity (Homans 1950). In contrast, Barth argues that 

in the presence of a group barrier, values and behavior become differentiated, or more 

precisely, dichotomized along the group division. 

Dichotomization is obviously beneficial to dominant groups when the roles and 

activities are dichotomized such that positions and activities of privilege are assigned to 

the dominant group. In these situations, the dominant group may go to extreme measures 

to maintain these positions and the symbolic criteria that maintain the group boundary. 

John Dollard, in his classic study on a small Southern town, provides an example. Dollard 

notes, 

The tendency among students of culture to consider such acts as tipping the hat, 
shaking hands, or using 'Mr.' as empty formalisms is rebuked by experience in the 
South. When we see how severely Negroes may be punished for omitting these 
signs of deference, we realize that they are anything but petrified customs ([1937] 
1957: 178-9). 

Nevertheless, subordinate groups sometimes support the dichotomization of social 

life as well. As Hechter (1975: 37) notes, "Culture maintenance in the periphery [i.e., 

subordinate group] can be regarded as a weapon in that it provides the possibility of 

socialization, as well as political mobilization, contrary to state ends" or to, "assert the 

equal or superior value of their culture" (41). 

Given the possibility that both groups may support this dichotomization, it can be 

categorized as a principle flowing firom interdependence. Thus Barth argues that, "just as 

both sexes ridicule the male who is feminine, and all classes punish the proletarian who 

puts on airs, so also can members of all ethnic groups in a poly-ethnic society act to 

maintain dichotomies and difference" (18). 



30 

Barth argues that a group boundary leads individuals to establish their membership 

in a group through establishing an identity (identification), identifying in and out-group 

members (differentiation), behaving in ways suggested by their identity, and expecting 

others to behave in accordance with their identities (dichotomization). In the US, many 

researchers have documented parts of the superordinate status of race. For example, 

Feagin and Sikes (1994) demonstrate that Afiican Americans, regardless of their economic 

standing, have difficulty not being perceived as poor. Additionally, Acuna (1996) and 

Takaki (1993) show that Mexican Americans and Asians have difficulty not being 

perceived as immigrants, even though many can trace their family history back many 

generations in the US. Many of these assumed racial statuses are gender specific. For 

example, Jewish women are often dubbed JAPS (Beck 1995) and Asian American women 

are stereotypically seen as, "unliberated [women] who will supposedly be satisfied 

homemakers and be subservient to their husbands" (Lai 1995; 186). 

In this dissertation, I examine two situations where group barriers among peers 

may lead to a dichotomization of behavior along racial lines. The first, addressed in 

Chapter four, looks at cultural approaches to education. According to Ogbu and 

Fordham, two influential anthropologists, peers in subordinate racial groups chastise 

members of their own group for trying hard in school, which they associate with 'acting 

white'. The second, addressed in Chapter five, is the extent to which group barriers create 

a dichotomization of participation in different sports during high school. Afiican 

Americans have consistently been stereotyped as better basketball players, while whites 

have been stereotyped as relatively gifted swimmers. 
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Whereas assimilationists base group boundaries upon a group's culture and 

descent, Barth maintains that group boundaries are produced out of social interaction. 

Assimilationists view cultural differences between groups as the essence of the group 

barrier. Barth, on the other hand, views such differences as the result of the group barrier. 

Assimilation theory, by only focussing upon the impact of common descent and common 

culture from the country of origin, ignores how group barriers themselves create 

differences along racial lines. 

These three items that result from the group boundary—integration, differentiation, 

and dichotomization—however, are questionable in modem industrial societies. In Barth's 

studies in Swat, North Pakistan, the strength of the group barrier appeared constant. 

However, scholars of mdustrial societies view these outcomes as a variable. Olzak 

remarks that, "While ethnicity appears dominant in the types of preindustrial settings 

analyzed by Barth, its imperative character is open to question in modem settings. 

Because of this fact, I treat this issue as a question which asks under what condition 

ethnicity is likely to become predominant" (1992: 25). This is the central question that 

both competition theory and cultural division of labor address; What conditions create a 

stronger and weaker group boundaries? In my dissertation, I focus specifically on how 

structural characteristics within the school effect the strength of the group barrier within 

the school. 

Competition theorv 

Competition theory (e.g., Olzak and Nagel 1986; Olzak 1992; Blaiock 1967) 

argues that competition between or among groups increases group mobilization because 
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groups try to exclude outsiders from valuable resources. Competition will strengthen the 

group barrier because groups try to locate, recruit, and mobilize fellow group members. 

Competition exists to the extent that members of groups exploit the same resource niches-

-a situation referred to as niche overlap. If exclusion is not completely successful, group 

conflict ensues. In industrial societies, theorists have pointed to a number of resources 

groups compete over. These include housing, jobs, political power, status, and sex 

(Blalock 1967; Herman 1999; Olzak 1992; Olzak and Nagel 1986; Myers 1997; Soule 

1992; Soule and van Dyke 1999). Highly unequal societies may be the result of successful 

attempts to exclude subordinate group members from valuable resources (Olzak 1992). 

Competition over housing and jobs occurs when groups vie for the same houses 

and jobs. Thus, competition is greater when neighborhoods have low levels of segregation, 

and jobs are neither racially segmented nor racially hierarchical. Status competition results 

from group contact in situation where dominant and subordinate group's roles are not 

clearly defined as dominant and subordinate. For example, in relations such as slave and 

master, maid and family member, laborer and supervisor, unequal group statuses are 

supported by the roles defined in these situations. In other relations, for example those in 

public spaces like parks or streets, status differences are minimized. Dominant group 

members risk a decline in their higher status when they interact with subordinate group 

members in such situations (Blalock 1967: SI). Sexual competition occurs when groups 

vie for sexual relations across racial lines. Low levels of inter-racial sex indicate low levels 

of sexual competition. 
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According to the theory, competition, as measured by niche overlap, influences the 

behavior of both dominant and subordinate group members. Members of both groups turn 

to group organization to aid in the battle for resources. Thus, Medrano (1994) maintains 

that, "Ethnic competition theory applies both to economically advantaged and 

economically disadvantaged ethnic groups" (875). 

Beyond niche overlap, Blalock (1967) argues that the relative size of the 

subordinate group also determines the extent of economic and political competition. He 

argues that economic competition, the battle for valuable resources and jobs, increases 

when the subordinate group is a greater proportion of the population. This increase in 

competition however, is not linear. He argues that economic competition increases at a 

decreasing rate as the subordinate group's proportion of the population increases. Thus, 

racial inequality in strictly economic items, like that created by discrimination in labor 

markets, should increase at a decreasing rate with proportion subordinate. 

Political competition increases because proportionately more subordinate group 

members are a resource that subordinate groups can use for mobilization. Given that 

subordinate groups are not always able to translate larger proportions of the population 

into greater political power, Blalock also suggests that larger group proportions are a 

political threat. Quillian (1996) notes that this threat need not be real. According to 

Blalock, political competition, in contrast to economic competition, increases at an 

increasing rate as the proportionate size of the subordinate group increases. 

According to Blalock, political competition is responsible for three the peculiar 

differences between the South and the North. He argues that political competition in the 
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South led to a development of large-scale restriction of blacks political rights, an elaborate 

ideology of racism, and symbolic forms of subordination. 

Blalock argues that in the deep south, Jim Crow laws went beyond segregating 

material resources like schools and public facilities to segregating symbolic items, like 

entrances to public establishments, restrooms, and water fountains. The segregation of 

these items helped reinforce the group barrier by demonstrating that whites, regardless of 

their social status (e.g., in occupations, income, or education) were nevertheless superior 

to all blacks. Blalock argues that cultural differences between groups fall under the rubric 

of political competition, not economic competition. 

Banton (1983), who attempts to combine competition theory with a rational choice 

perspective, echoes the use of ideology to maintain dominant group solidarity. Banton 

maintains that racial ideologies control free riding on the part of dominant group members. 

White employers might be required by law or group pressure to reserve one kind 
of job for white workers and to pay them 2 [pounds] per hour, and to pay black 
workers 1 [pound] per hour for slightly less skilled work. Some black workers 
would be more skilled or more productive than some white workers, so it would 
be in the interest of the employer to breach the requirement (by creating an 
intermediate job category or introducing a bonus scheme). He could be prevented 
from doing so only by the threat of punishment or by being persuaded that evasion 
was against his long-term interests because of the other consequences likely to 
flow from it. A racial ideology may be more important as a way of keeping in line 
members of the privileged group than of trying to justify their privileges to 
outsiders or of trying to weaken the self-confidence of those whose abilities are 
disparaged. (119). 

Blalock's argument about how proportionate size influences the use racial symbols 

and ideologies is important because little research has been done comparing proportionate 

size and culture. A good deal of research has related proportionate size to white prejudice 
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(e.g., Quillian 1996), group mobilization (e.g., Olzak and Shanahan 1994; Olzak, 

Shanahan, and McEeaney 1996), and discrimination in labor markets (Cohen 1998; Grant 

and Parcel 1990; McCreary, England, and Farkas 1989; Tienda and Lii 1987). DiMaggio 

and Ostrower (1990) do apply competition theory to racial differences in musical tastes, 

but they do not examine the impact of proportionate size. 

Another line of research examines the relation between proportion black m 

counties and the number of lynchings in counties (e.g., Tolnay and Beck 1995; Soule 

1992). In this line of research, lynching is sometimes claimed to be a form of symbolic 

oppression. If Barth is correct in arguing that group barriers generate dichotomization of 

values, roles, and behaviors along racial lines, then it is reasonable to suppose that this 

dichotomization will vary with levels of proportionate size and niche overlap, the 

determinants of the group barrier according to competition theory. 

Criticism of competition theory 

Although competition theory has been criticized on different fronts, I focus on the 

criticism that has been most often advanced; that the theory cannot explain the behavior of 

subordinate groups. Quillian (1996), for example, argues that this group is more likely to 

be influenced by historical injustices. Additionally, Blalock (1967) never addresses the 

response of the subordinate group to the types of competitive pressures he discusses. 

Belanger and Pinard (1991) discuss the response of the subordinate group to competition 

more in detail. Th^ argue that competition theory offers no mechanism for subordinate 

group mobilization or antagonism aimed against the dominant group. Why, for example, 

would the subordinate group become more antagonistic to the dominant group in places 
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with relatively lower levels of hierarchy, especially if some subordinate group members are 

able to gain access to valuable positions on the basis of individual capacities rather than 

group pressure? Belanger and Pinard suggest that subordinate group members only 

become solidaristic in situations of perceived unfaimess—a position quite similar to the 

view of Quillian—and which Belanger and Pinard suggest, is more associated with cultural 

division of labor. I now turn to this theory. 

Cultural division of labor 

Cultural division of labor (Hechter 1975; 1978) attempts to account for variation 

in group formation across societies. According to Hechter, the concept of cultural 

division of labor addresses the variation over time and across nations in the extent that 

groups form along status or class lines. Hechter argues that solidarity of groups can be 

understood through research on small groups, which has shown that group formation 

results from interaction and shared interests. Interaction itself will tend to develop groups, 

but this process is made easier if the individuals share cultural similarities. 

Shared interests do not automatically follow from interaction. Instead, Hechter 

maintains that common interests develop within stratification systems. Where resources 

are distributed such that some persons are privileged and others are not, oppositional 

interests across the stratification line develop. Privileged persons have an interest in 

maintaining the stratification system, and subordinate persons in eliminating it. Whereas 

interaction among similar individuals creates groups, interaction across stratification lines 

results in hostility and antagonism because of these opposing interests. 
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Hechter, after establishing the consequences of interaction and stratification, notes 

that, "At this level of generality these propositions should apply to any arbitrarily defined 

sets of individuals. Thus, they should be capable of explaining variation in the 

cohesiveness of classes, status groups (including ethnic groups), age grades, or even the 

sexes"(298). Hechter, additionally, notes that the specific determinants of solidarity in any 

given society could theoretically be influenced by numerous things, including, "patterns of 

stratification and interaction in workplaces, neighborhoods, institutions, and voluntary 

associations of all kinds" (298). Hechter opts for an analysis of stratification and 

interaction within occupations, both because occupations influence many other parts of 

social life, and because information on persons in occupations is widely available. Most 

researchers in this tradition, for example Medrano (1994), have followed this choice as 

well. Nevertheless, the theory suggests that the principles of group formation advanced 

by the theory generate solidarity through other locations as well. The application of this 

theory to peer groups within schools is reasonable. 

Additionally, Hechter argues that the influence of hierarchy upon solidarity is 

greater in the subordinate ethnic group than the dominant ethnic group. He argues that. 

In general, the lower its position, the greater the probability that its members will 
come to think of themselves as sharing a conununity of fate...The range of life 
chances available to white Anglo-Saxon Protestant males in the United States is 
virtually limitless: no significant occupations—or rewards—are denied to anyone 
solely on account of his membership in this category. (1978: 298-99). 

Among subordinate group members, Hechter argues that a non-privileged status is 

likely to be perceived as a result of their ethnic label. In this situation, some individuals 

will attempt to integrate or assimilate into the dominant group by 'passing'. Obviously, 
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this process becomes rarer to the extent that a group barrier consists of phenotypic, rather 

than cultural, markers. When passing is impossible, subordinate group members 

emphasize their subordinate group status in order to benefit firom membership in this 

group. The subordinate group becomes more solidaristic due to a common interest in 

eliminating the racial stratification system. Subordinate group members, thus, not only 

emphasize a distinctive way of life, but an oppositional culture which they define as a 

'equal or superior" (1975: 41). 

In sum, subordinate group solidarity increases as the level of hierarchy between the 

subordinate and dominant groups increases. Group conflict results firom the subordinate 

group's opposition to the racial stratification system. Cultural differences are maintained 

by subordinate group's rejection of assimilation and acculturation. 

Comparison competition theorv and cultural division of labor 

Competition theory and cultural division of labor offer alternative explanations for 

the social contexts that determine the strength of group barriers. Competition theory 

predicts that both racial groups will work to strengthen the group barrier as competition 

increases. Competition increases as the relative size of the subordinate group and niche 

overlap increase. Cultural division of labor makes no prediction about the proportionate 

size of the subordinate group and no prediction about the dominant group. This theory 

predicts that as racial hierarchy increases, the subordinate group strengthens the group 

barrier. 

The concepts of niche overlap and racial hierarchy are typically equated because 

they both refer to the extent to which valuable roles and resources vary by race. 
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However, notice that the theories predict opposite outcomes in regard to the effect of 

hierarchy. According to competition theory, decreasing hierarchy strengthens the group 

barrier; while according to the cultural division of labor, increasing hierarchy strengthens 

it. 

Additionally, the theories offer no leverage into the precise forms of racial/ethnic 

conflict, inequality, or difference that will arise in any particular society. For example, 

they do not specify whether or not conflict will take the form of riots, non-violent protest, 

or something else. Nor do they suggest, to take a concrete example I will study, which 

group will have a more favorable attitude toward education. Instead, the theories specify 

the contexts that strengthen the group barrier—that is, the conditions that lead to greater 

integration, differentiation, and dichotomization along racial/ethnic lines as opposed to 

some other element of social structure, like gender or class. If, for example, one racial 

group adopts a more positive attitude toward education, the theories cannot specify why 

this group developed a positive attitude, but the theories can explain where racial 

differences in attitudes are likely to be larger or smaller. Furthermore, the theories both 

identify contextual level, as opposed to individual level, factors. A contextual effect is an 

effect exerted at a level greater than individuals and cannot be reduced to a sum of 

individual effects. It is a property of the social context. 
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Race, education, schools, and neighborhoods 

Early research: Focus on desegregation 

As mentioned in Chapter one, these theories have not been applied within schools. 

Not so long ago, the literature on race relations was well incorporated into the sociology 

of education. In the 1960s and 1970s, many researchers studied race relations and 

education, especially as it pertained to desegregation of schools. 

Sociologists and social psychologists were interested in justifying desegregation 

and studying its consequences. Most research on desegregation surrounded the period 

from 1968-72, when levels of segregation decreased substantially in the US. In the first 

half of the twentieth century, African Americans were segregated by law under the legal 

doctrine of "separate but equal" in the South. In the North and West, segregation was de 

facto, and levels of segregation in schools were nearly as high (Lieberson 1980). In the 

Southwest, Mexican schools' were common as well, especially in rural areas where many 

Mexican Americans resided (Barrera 1978). 

In 1954, the Supreme Court of the United States in Brown v. The Board of 

Education of Topeka. Kansas overturned the constitutional standing of the doctrine of 

"separate but equal" by ruling that segregation was "inherently unequal." Although 

desegregation was supposed to proceed with "all deliberate speed", large scale 

desegregation did not begin until 1968. Actual desegregation, under the backdrop that 

segregation was now illegal, was probably influenced by numerous social, economic, and 

historical changes. These probably include protest activity, political opportunity, federal 

intervention into Southern politics, nation wide declines in white support for segregation. 
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and international pressure (McAdam 1982; Acuna 1976; Morris 1984; Wilson 1978; 

Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985). 

Desegregation was intended to have two consequences: to decrease racial 

inequality and improve race relations. Popular sociological research and theory in the 

1960s offered an intellectual justification for both. The three main justifications came 

fi"om Allport's, The Nature of Prejudice (1954), Coleman et al.'s Equalitv of Educational 

Opportunitv (1966), and research fi-om the Wisconsin school of status attainment. 

Allport argues that prejudice is an inaccurate, and thus 'irrational', attitude 

regarding out-group members learned through second hand information like the media. 

Direct contact with out-group members, according to Allport, would provide more 

accurate information and change these attitudes. However, contact in itself is not 

sufGcient to decrease prejudice. It is also important that this contact be between persons 

of equal status, cooperative, and supported by those in authority. Allport's theory thus 

implies that whites would become less prejudiced if school authorities supported 

cooperative behavior among students and treated them equally. 

Allport's view that interracial contact should improve group relations, albeit in 

limited situations, is partially grounded in early experiments on small groups that suggests 

that interaction increases interpersonal amity and cultural similarity (Homans 1950). As 

already mentioned, contact may spark opposite outcomes in the presence of a group 

barrier (Barth 1969). Additionally, assimilation theory, competition theory, and cultural 

division of labor all predict contact, under different conditions, creates conflict. 
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Moreover, critics of Allport's view argue that individual prejudicial attitudes are 

influenced by group dynamics as well as second hand information about others. One 

extremely consistent finding in research on prejudice is that the dominant group's attitudes 

worsen as the proportion of subordinate group members in the community increases (most 

recently, see Quillian 1994; 1996;). Second, prejudicial attitudes may be rational for 

groups. Group prejudice offers psychological benefits fi'om feeling superior (Bonilla-Silva 

1997; DuBois 1990 [1903]; Terkel 1992; Roediger 1991; Ignatiev 1995). Moreover, 

prejudice among whites maintains privileges in labor markets (Kirschenman and 

Neckerman 1991), housing markets (Massey and Denton 1993: Chapter 4), and may 

consolidate voting along racial lines. Allport also ignores the contextual effect of racial 

hierarchy on group relations proposed by the cultural division of labor. 

Although numerous studies were conducted using Allport's theoretical fi-amework, 

the impact desegregation had on race relations is not well understood. Schofield (1991), in 

a recent review of the literature on desegregation and race relations, finds that numerous 

reviews of the literature consistently claim three common themes, "First, most conclude 

that the literature is quite inconclusive. Second, most decry methodological problems in 

the literature. Third, they discuss the sony state of theory in desegregation 

Iiterature"(356). 

Coleman and his colleagues (1966) offer support for desegregation as well. They 

argue that "minority students" are more affected than white students are by "the strength 

or weakness of his [sic] school's facilities, curriculums, and teachers" (22), all of which 

are not as good in predominantly minority schools as in predominantly white schools. 
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Additionally, school peers effect the achievement of minority pupils. Coleman finds that, 

If a white pupil fi'om a home that is strongly and effectively supportive of 
education is put in a school where most pupils do not come fi-om such homes, his 
[sic] achievement will be little different than if he were in a school composed of 
others like himself But if a minority pupil fi'om a home without much educational 
strength is put with schoohnates with strong educational backgrounds, his 
achievement is likely to increase (22). 

The Wisconsin school of status attainment, which introduced social-psychological 

determinants of achievement to the status attainment paradigm, also helped justify 

desegregation. The status attainment model, in its generic form (e.g., see Blau and 

Duncan 1968), holds that a son's educational achievement is largely determined by liis 

father's occupation and level of education. These three items in turn determine the son's 

occupational achievement. The Wisconsin school of status attaiimient, as represented by 

Sewell, Haller, and Fortes (1994), argues that net of parental background, significant 

others influence individual's educational and occupational aspirations. These aspirations, 

in turn, influence actual levels of educational and occupational attaiiunent. A number of 

studies documented that important significant others include school peers (e.g., see 

Alexander and Campbell 1964; Campbell and Alexander 1965; and Duncan, Haller, and 

Fortes 1968). 

Ample evidence indicates that desegregation reduced racial inequality. Even 

though there are contradictory findings in regard to the effect of desegregation on race 

relations, most researchers agree that attendance at an integrated school benefits Afiican 

Americans academically without hurting European Americans. Jencks and Mayer (1991) 

offer a relatively recent review of evidence on the effects of desegregation on blacks and 
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whites college attendance and scores on standardized tests. They conclude that attending 

integrated schools improved black's college enroUment in the North but not in the South. 

Integration also improved black's reading skills, but not their math scores. It is not clear 

whether this finding holds in the South. The effect of integration on white students is 

uncertam. 

Additionally, inequality of schools that blacks and whites attend has decreased 

considerably. Grogger (1996), analyzing information on the high school classes of 1972 

and 1980, reports racial inequality in schools has decreased considerably. Among four 

measures of school quality—pupil-teacher ratio, school enrollment, percent of teachers 

with advanced degrees, and term length—he notes that, "these inputs already were nearly 

identical across blacks and whites by the early 1970s and did not deteriorate over 

time"(238). 

The approach taken by the status attainment literature has been influential in 

demonstrating the importance of family background, peers, and schools on differences in 

academic achievement between racial groups. However, the effect of race, at least 

theoretically, is ambiguous. It remains unclear why peer (or background and schools) 

influences have different effects along racial lines. The one mechanism offered by the 

Wisconsin school is that contact among peers creates greater homogeneity in aspirations. 

Coleman et al. (1966) argue that this effect works in one direction: by improving the 

achievement of low achieving youth, but not by worsening the achievement of high 

achieving youth. 



45 

This mechanism has questionable relevance in situations where there is a strong 

group barrier among peers however. According to Barth (1969), interracial contact will 

create greater heterogeneity along the group divide. Thus, schools with proportionately 

more subordinate group members and higher or lower levels of racial hierarchy will 

increase the strength of the group barrier, and produce dififerent outcomes for students in 

different racial groups. 

The Decline in Desegregation (Research") 

Research on desegregation has declined considerably since the 1970s, coinciding 

with actual declines in desegregation. After 1972, desegregation slowed considerably, and 

was completely offset by increased segregation in other areas. Levels of segregation for 

African Americans today are virtually identical to those in 1972. The most recent research 

on levels of segregation (Orfield and Eaton 1996) show a small trend toward increasing 

segregation of African Americans, and substantial increasing of segregation for Latino/as 

(although their levels of segregation remain lower than for African Americans). 

High levels of school segregation continue in part because of the Supreme Courts 

ruling in Millikin vs. Bradley in 1974. Here, the court severely limited the requirements of 

desegregation policy by arguing that desegregation across district boundaries is not 

required. The impact of this ruling is exacerbated by the amount of housing segregation 

experienced by African Americans and others. Most African Americans reside in 

segregated or "hypersegrated" neighborhoods, usually in inner cities and not suburbs 

(Massey and Denton 1993). Because district boundaries frequently follow neighborhood 

and municipal boundaries, too few white students live in the districts where most non-
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whites live to create integrated schools. Additionally, some white parents enroll their 

children in private schools if the available public schools have many non-white students 

(Arum 1996; note 3). Recent literature on racial inequality and cultural differences has 

looked to the influence of neighborhoods. 

The effects of neighborhoods on racial inequality and racial difference 

Neighborhoods are commonly believed to influence adolescent's behavior, 

attitudes, values, and opportunities because neighborhoods concentrate forms of privilege 

or a lack of it. If this is true, then neighborhood effects will explain some portion of racial 

inequality and racial difference. For example, Massey, Gross, and Eggers (1991) report 

that only 4.9% of whites in America's 50 largest cities lived in a census track that had a 

poverty rate greater than or equal to 20% in 1980. For Blacks and Hispanics, the 

corresponding figure is 43.6% and 31.5%, respectively. Even among poor people, racial 

differences in the types of neighborhoods people live in vary by race. Whereas 13.4% of 

poor whites live in neighborhoods with a poverty rate of at least 20%, 63.6% of poor 

blacks and 51.5% of poor Hispanics live in such neighborhoods. 

Neighborhoods are thought to affect a wide range of outcomes. These include 

unemployment, mother-headed families, teenage births, school-leaving, crime, childhood 

IQ, dilapidated housing, health, welfare, childhood death, and low academic achievement 

(Brooks-Gunn et al. 1993; Crane 1991; Massey and Denton 1993; Massey, Gross, and 

Eggers 1991; Wilson 1987). Additionally, some people argue that meanings of behaviors, 

or culture, are also transformed by neighborhoods. For example, Wilson (1987) argues 

that 
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As prospects for employment diminish, other alternatives such as welfare and the 
underground economy are not only increasingly relied on, they come to be seen as 
a way of life...The net effect is that joblessness, as a way of life, takes on a 
different social meaning; the relationship between schooling and postschool 
employment takes on a different meaning. (S7) 

Massey and Denton (1993), like Wilson, also argue that culture changes within 

concentrated poverty. They argue, largely basing their theoretical analysis on secondary 

sources, that concentrated poverty has resulted in an 'oppositional' culture that has 

'drifted' away from mainstream American culture. Among other things, Massey and 

Denton maintain that ghetto culture opposes success in school and increases the 

prevalence of Black English. 

Although neighborhood effects have been shown in the empirical analysis to 

explain a portion of black-white inequality and difference, the effect of race itself, at least 

in theory, plays a minor role. Indeed, the central point of the theoretical analysis is that 

part of racial inequality and difference can be reduced to neighborhood effects. None of 

the authors posit theoretical reasons why neighborhood efifects should differ for people of 

different racial groups. Neighborhood effects presumably influence everyone the same 

way. Wilson is most adamant about this claim. 

Complex problems in the American and worldAvide economies that ostensibly have 
little or nothing to do with race, problems that fall heavily on much of the black 
population but require solutions that confront the broader issues of economic 
organization, are not much more understandable by associating them directly or 
indirectly with racism. Indeed, because this term has been used indiscriminately, 
has so many definitions, and is often relied on to cover up lack of information or 
knowledge of complex issues it frequently weakens rather than enhances 
arguments concerning race. (1987; 12) 

Wilson thus nearly proposes that race, conceived of as an independent factor 
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affecting life chances, should be ignored because it is too confusing. Later, in direct 

relation to culture, Wilson is even more unequivocal, "Cultural values emerge from 

specific circumstances and life chances and reflect an individuals position in the class 

structure" (1987: 157). 

Massey and Denton (1993) do add an important racial component to Wilson's 

argument by demonstrating the importance of prejudice and discrimination in housing 

markets. However, they limit the applicability of race to this single dimension. When they 

discuss the consequences of living in ghettos, they do not note differences for blacks and 

whites. 

Massey and Denton, for example, rely heavily upon the work of Elliot Leibow and 

Elijah Anderson to explain the attitudes and norms about work and school in ghettos. In 

Leibow's now classic analysis of the culture of poverty, he argues that ghetto residents are 

socialized much like all Americans to believe that hard work results in gainful 

employment. However, in ghettos, these beliefs rarely come true, and residents develop 

an oppositional stance toward mainstream culture to protect their self-worth from their 

apparent failure of meeting the goals of larger society. Leibow's argument is material. 

Race never influences behavior or culture independently of unemployment. 

The work of Anderson (1990), which Massey and Denton rely on heavily, has 

become influential in it's own right as one of the best ethnographies on ghetto culture. He 

studied two adjoining neighborhoods called the 'Village' and 'Northton'. Unlike Massey, 

who largely ignores the effect of race on culture, Anderson unequivocally argues that 

cultural differences are the result of class, and thus material conditions, and not race. He 
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writes that. 

In the Village-Northton, at least two distinct but overlapping cultures give the 
appearance of coexisting in relative peace. The first comprises middle class white, 
along with a small number of middle class blacks and others. In many respects, 
their values are those associated with the "great tradition" of Western 
Culture...Since whites predominate in this culture, they are generally viewed as its 
most authentic agents, and "outsiders", particularly lower-income blacks, are 
inclined to label the culture, "white". Essentially, though, it is a middle class 
culture; it attempts to incorporate both whites and blacks who share such values, 
and it tolerates others who might be marginal with respect to their own "native" 
ethnic groups or lifestyles.... (The second culture comprises) the large black ghetto 
ofNorthton just across the street. (1990: 237-239). 

Just like Wilson, culture and disadvantage created in the ghettos is not influenced 

by an effect of race. The material conditions of ghettos along with individual or family 

economic resources create a culture different than mainstream culture. The race of 

individuals, relations between races, unequal treatment of blacks and whites in larger 

society, levels of solidarity of racial groups, or other types of racial factors, are not 

discussed as potential influences on behavior, values, beliefs, languages, or lifestyles. 

This framing of neighborhood effects in terms of economics rather than race is 

clearly seen in empirical studies that examine the strength of neighborhood effects on 

individuals. For example, Massey, Gross, and Eggers (1991) analyzed the efifect of 

poverty rates in neighborhoods upon individual male joblessness and teenage motherhood. 

Not only is there no discussion of possible racial differences, there is also no empirical 

examination of racial differences. Although other studies of neighborhood effects do look 

for interactions with race (Crane 1991; Brooks-Gunn et al 1993), when they are found, 

they are treated only as empirical findings and their theoretical implications are not 

discussed. 
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Additionally, Orfield and Eaton (1996) maintains that the most harmful 

consequences associated with segregation in schools is the concentration of poverty. 

Schools whose students are mostly African American or Latino tend to cluster poor 

students because these groups are more likely to be poor than others. However, Orfield 

and Eaton also does not consider ways that race relations within schools may cause racial 

inequality and racial differences within neighborhoods. 

Race Relations and students in schools 

Racial |zroup boundaries among school peers 

The central argument being put forth in this chapter is that racial group barriers, 

depending upon their strength among students, can create racial inequality and racial 

differences within schools. Competition theory and cultural division of labor are employed 

because these theories may be able to explain which schools have stronger racial group 

barriers than others. However, prior to discussing how these theories will be applied 

within schools, it will be helpful to demonstrate the existence of a group barrier among 

students. Recall that a group barrier is defined as a set of markers that social interactants 

attend to and that marks group members. In the US, the primary marker is skin color 

(e.g., black, white, and brown). Although no research exists that measures the extent to 

which students in schools attend to these markers, research has documented some of the 

outcomes associated with its existence in social interaction and conflict. 

For example, research shows that interracial contact is meager. Schofield (1991), 

who studied a school about sixty percent African American and forty percent white, coded 

seating arrangements in the cafeteria for an entire school year. She found that, "on a 



typical day, when seating positions of approximately 2S0 students during any particular 

lunch period were recorded, fewer than 15 of them sat next to someone of the other race" 

(369). 

Perhaps the best evidence on the amount of interracial contact in schools comes 

from the work of Hallinan and Williams (1989) using the High School and Beyond data 

set. Here, sampled students were asked to name three friends. Because a number of 

students in each school are sampled in this data set, Hallinan and Williams could determine 

the race of friendship pairs for 8,660 pairs of high school sophomores. Of these, a scant 

174 are interracial friendships (71). Even though methodological issues limit the 

conclusions that can be drawn from this kind of information (see Granovetter 1986), it is 

clear that friendships sharply follow racial group boundaries. 

Research pointed to a number of factors that create low levels of interracial 

contact. Patchen (1982) reports that racial groups tend to cluster in separate 

extracurricular activities in integrated schools. Also, groups are segregated among classes 

via school tracking systems (Hallinan and Williams 1989; Oakes 1985).^ Others have 

argued that many teachers break up students within classes by ability level, leading to 

racial segregation within classes (Schofield 1982; Epstein 1985). Schofield's (1991) review 

of these patterns also reports that studies have found that students self-segregate 

^The extent to which racial segregation via tracking is due to 'race' is controversial. In 
one widely cited study, Oakes (1985) argues that race plays a substantial independent role 
in determining track placement. However, evidence from the High School and Beyond 
data set indicates that African Americans are more likely to self-report that they are in a 
college preparatory track than whites, once effects of academic ability and class 
background are held constant (Gamoran 1989). 
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themselves in the school's spaces (e.g., hallways, cafeterias, etc.). However, Hallinan and 

Williams's (1989) attempt to control for factors influencing interracial friendship, including 

such items as opportunity, reciprocity, extracurricular participation, and school tracking 

systems, only decreased the effect of race by one third. 

It is not unexpected that within group interaction is more prevalent than between 

group interaction. All social interaction appears to be guided by the principle of 

homophily, the tendency for people who are alike on social structural attributes to interact 

together more often than persons without a similar attribute (Miller and Smith-Lovin 

1987). However, the extent of interracial avoidance in schools may go beyond this. 

Blalock (1986) suggests that "avoidance" is a strategic solution to race-relations problems 

within schools. School administrators Avish to stop any violent out-breaks of racial 

conflict. Such situations frequently create significant and unwanted media attention. 

Teachers, students, and parents also seem to prefer a lack of contact to decrease the 

possibility of any violence. Some parents, additionally, are even more afraid of another 

consequence of contact—namely, romantic intimacy. Thus, hostility (or intimacy) is a 

possible outcome resulting from contact that many prefer to avoid. Blalock's remark is 

plausible given evidence from ethnographies of integrated schools. Schofield (1991: 335-

336) summarizes that, 

all studies found some significant degree of resegregation within desegregated 
schools. In addition, virtually all of the studies indicated that desegregation led to 
heightened attention to maintaining order and avoiding conflict. All of the 
ethnographers reported some racial tensions, although none found any serious 
racially motivated violence during the course of their studies. Rather, students 
generally appeared to handle tensions by avoiding each other or taking care to try 
to "make it work," "get along," and "not make trouble" (Scherer and Slawski 
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1979). In one case these efforts led to the development of a norm of "polite 
cooperation" (Clement et al., 1979); in another they led to a virtual taboo against 
explicitly mentioning race (Schofield 1982). 

In this dissertation, the focus is on racial differences in cultural approaches to 

education and sports participation. According to Barth, such differences are an outcome 

of the group barrier because group barriers dichotomize values, beliefs, roles, and 

activities along racial lines. The evidence from research on race relations in schools shows 

that race can be a powerful force among students in schools. However, little is known 

about which schools tend to have stronger racial group barriers. 

One recent ethnography attempts to document how social relationships in a school 

can influence cultural differences between racial groups. Perry (1998), in an ethnography 

of two high schools, has demonstrated that white youth's cultural practices vary with the 

proportion of black students in the school. One school she examined was predominantly 

white. In this school, white students did not distinguish black culture and white culture. 

Nor did they have developed identities as 'whites'. In the other school, which was more 

racially integrated, students often made reference to cultural practices as 'black' or 'white.' 

These white students were also much more cognizant of having a white identity, and 

signaled it to others by behaving in ways they felt were consistent with their identities. 

Competition theorv and cultural division of labor within schools 

In this section, I will discuss competition theory and cultural division of labor 

specifically within the context of schools. The lack of application of these theories to 

schools creates a number of questions about how applicable they are. 
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Competition theory maintains that groups compete when they are in a position of 

niche overlap. A niche consists of the roles and strategies available to a group for 

gathering resources within a local environment (Olzak 1992; 26). A realized niche is the 

actual roles and resources a group monopolizes. Niche overlap, or analogously, racial 

hierarchy occurs when two groups occupy the same realized niche. 

As mentioned previously, studies of competition theory have been conducted at 

numerous levels (see Chapter one), but not at the level of schools. The proper unit of 

analysis at which to measure niche overlap, obviously, is the niche. However, in practice, 

niche overlap is measured at units for which data is available (e.g., cities, states, regions, 

etc.). 

Schools offer a reasonable approximation of a niche. Schools offer a repertoire of 

roles and strategies for gaining resources that are available to students in the school but 

not to students outside the school. Although adolescents can also be in niches outside of 

their school, some of which may influence levels of competition, students spend a great 

deal of time at school away from their families and the larger social system outside the 

school. As a result, 'adolescent society*, to use Coleman's term (1960), operates in a 

rather distinct way from the rest of society. 

Cultural division of labor is frequently studied at larger levels of analysis than 

schools, but this is the result of an interest in understanding macrolevel events, and not a 

theoretical requirement. The theory is developed from literature on small groups. The 

mechanism of group formation among the subordinate group is individual's perception of 

inequality. When persons perceive race as the cause of their subordinate position in 
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society, then racial group solidarity will form around the common interest in eliminating 

the stratification system. According to the theory, a person's immediate social 

relationships are considered to be a primary source for the formation of these interests. 

Racial hierarchy is the extent to which valuable roles and resources vary by race. 

Among adults, researchers have typically considered such items as housing and 

occupations as the items of value. Students within schools are also highly aware of 

inequality among students in valuable roles and resources, but among their peers, different 

items are seen as important. 

According to Coleman's (1960) early research, the most important items among 

students, in contrast to adults, include such things as good grades, enrollment in 

advantageous curriculum tracks, being star athletes (especially for boys), developing 

romantic relationships (especially for girls), and in having status and popularity among 

their peers. Status and popularity, however, are closely linked to student's material 

possessions. Coleman finds that having access to a car and wearing fashionable clothes, 

for example, are ways that students become popular among their peers. Racial hierarchy 

in schools is considered the extent to which these items vary by race. 

Figure 2-1 summarizes the predictions competition theory and cultural division of 

labor. Racial dichotomization is the extent to which culture varies by race, or put another 

way, the effect of race on culture. 
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Figure 2-1. Expected influence of proportion subordinate and racial hierarchy on racial 
dichotomization, by theory. 

Theory Racial Dichotomization in the school 

Competition theory 
Proportion subordinate + 
in the school • 

Racial hierarchy -
in the school 

Cultural division of labor 
Racial hierarchy + 
in the school • 

According to competition theory, in schools where these items of value are equally 

distributed between racial groups, competition between groups over resources leads them 

to enforce the group barrier. This is shown in Figure 2-1 by the negative effect of group 

hierarchy on racial dichotomization. Processes of identification and differentiation become 

more prevalent as groups attempt to mobilize to gather resources. According to Barth, 

the group barrier makes individuals more likely to encounter social pressure (e.g., 

expectations) to conform to values, behaviors, and roles that are viewed as appropriate for 

a person of their racial group membership. Thus, competition theory predicts that the 

importance of race in creating cultural differences, for example, in approaches to 

education and in sports participation, will be greater in schools with low levels of racial 

hierarchy than schools with high levels of hierarchy. 

Cultural division of labor expects the opposite effect of hierarchy, as the positive 

relationship between racial hierarchy and racial dichotomization in Figure 2-1 illustrates. 

Cultural Approaches to Education 

Sports Participation 

Within Basketball and Swimming 

Between Sports 
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The group barrier will strengthen in schools where these valuable roles and resources are 

unequallv distributed between racial groups. This occurs because members of the 

subordinate group are expected to become more solidaristic due to a shared interest in 

eliminating the racial stratification system. Cultural differences between groups will 

increase because subordinate group members emphasize distinctive and oppositional 

culture. Cultural division of labor predicts that racial differences in culture will be greater 

in schools with high levels of racial hierarchy compared to schools with low levels of 

hierarchy. 

Competition theory also predicts that competition between subordinate and 

dominant group members will increase where the subordinate group is a larger proportion 

of the students. In these schools, whites, the dominant group, will encounter more 

competition from the subordinate group over valuable roles and resources. As a result, 

this theory predicts that racial differences in cultural approaches to education and sports 

participation will be larger in schools with proportionately more subordinate group 

members than in schools with proportionately fewer subordinate group members. This is 

shown in Figure 2-1 by the positive relationship between proportion subordinate and racial 

dichotomization. 

However, within the school context, it may be reasonable to consider the 

possibility that whites are not always the dominant group. As I explain below, this has 

substantial theoretical implications. When competition theory is applied to the US, whites 

are assumed to be the dominant group. Outside of schools this assumption is justified 

because whites control such large amounts of economic and political power. However, it 
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may be um-easonable to consider whites the dominant group m schools that are, for 

example, 90% African American. 

Competition theory, as espoused by Blalock (1967), maintains that competition 

increases as the relative size of the subordinate group increases. Economic competition 

increases at a decreasing rate and political competition increases at an increasing rate. 

However, competition is never thought to decline as proportion subordinate increases. 

This is because as the proportionate size of the subordinate group increases they become 

more competitive with the dominant group. 

In a situation where neither group is assumed to always be dominant, competition 

will peak when the two groups are approximately equal proportions of the population. 

This implies that there is a curvilinear relationship between the relative size of the 

subordinate group and competition. As the proportionate size of the subordinate group 

increases, competition will increase and then decline. 

Considering the relative dominance of racial groups in schools is very di£5cult. 

Numerous factors, such as the kinds of capital students may bring to school, the amount 

of support they have from parents or other people and institutions outside the school, and 

the amount of support they may receive within the school, could influence how powerful 

one group is vis-a-vis another. 

Rather than discuss these relevant considerations, I will treat this issue as an 

empirical question. Under the assumption that whites are always the dominant group, 

competition theory predicts that racial differences in culture will increase (either at an 

increasing rate or a decreasing rate) as proportion subordinate increases. If findings reveal 



59 

that racial differences increase and then decrease as the proportionate size of the 

subordinate increases, then the assumption that whites are always the dominant group in 

the school may be incorrect. 

Conclusions 

This chapter reviews theories of race relations that can be applied to racial 

inequality and racial difference among students within schools. I argue that assimilation 

theory has established that some ethnic differences, specifically, those that are attributable 

to difference in ancestral origin, wane over time. However, the theory cannot account for 

increases in racial inequality and racial differences that occur while groups are in contact. 

To understand the persistence of racial group boundaries and how the importance 

of race can increase over time, I rely on the work of Frederik Barth. He argues that 

groups persist because individuals construct them in social interaction. In the presence of 

a set of markers that mark off collectivities, individuals integrate into groups, differentiate 

between themselves and outsiders, and dichotomize social life along racial lines. 

However, in complex industrial societies like the US, group barriers are variable in 

importance. Understanding the conditions that, in these types of societies, create strong 

and weak group barriers is one of the central question in the area of race relations. In 

order to understand where the processes of integration, differentiation, and 

dichotomization are more powerful in guiding social interaction, I turn competition theory 

and cultural division of labor. Competition theory maintains that social life becomes more 

racialized where the subordinate group is a greater proportion of the population, and 

where there is greater niche overlap. In contrast, cultural division of labor maintains that 
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racial conflict and racial differences are larger in areas with more racial hierarchy. 

Both of these theories, I have shown, are applicable and useful for understanding 

group dynamics within schools. The literature on race in the sociology of education has 

largely ignored the theoretical approach I have taken. Although the literature on status 

attainment and neighborhood effects identifies important nonracial items that explain a 

portion of the effect of race, they ignore how group relations are capable of creating racial 

differences and racial inequality. In chapters four and five, I will test whether proportion 

subordinate and racial hierarchy in a school effects racial differences in cultural approaches 

to education and sports participation net of nonracial factors. In Chapter three, I explain 

these tests in more detail. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

In the last chapter, I argue that schools are a suitable location to study competition 

theory and cultural division of labor. By studying these theories in these locations, it is 

possible to gain insight into the ability of these theories to explain racial dynamics. I also 

argue that this approach will help determine whether researchers in the sociology of 

education who study race need to attend to variation in the effect of race across schools, 

and if race relations within schools influence levels of racial inequality and racial 

differences. 

In this chapter, I explain the methods I will use to test these theories of race 

relations. Although the best methodological approach to any investigation is a 

triangulation of methods, I limit this research to a quantitative analysis of survey data. I 

rely upon reviews of literature as a strategy for incorporating knowledge acquired through 

the use of other methods. 

A typical strategy for investigating race with quantitative data from surveys is to 

examine how much of the effect of race can be reduced to, what I will refer to as, 

nonracial factors. For example, in the status attainment tradition, analysts may be 

interested in determining how much the effect of race on educational achievement can be 

explained by different backgrounds of students, different schools enrolled in, and different 

peers. Another example would be people who study the underclass. The^e analysts may 

see how much of the effect of race can be attributed to living in different neighborhoods. 

A factor is considered nonracial if theories employed do not suggest that the influence of 
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these items will vary by race. 

The approach taken here is different. The strategy followed does not attempt to 

explain all of the effect of race. Rather, I assume that all nonracial factors cannot 

completely explain the effect of race. Race has an independent effect on racial inequality 

and racial difference net of all nonracial factors. This occurs, as discussed in Chapter two, 

because race is a socially constructed group barrier that prescribes the appropriateness of 

values, roles, and behaviors differently for people with different racial group memberships. 

Even in the absence of laws and ordinances, these prescriptions can be reinforced m social 

interaction. 

However, the impact of race can not be assumed to be equal in all places. Because 

race is socially constructed, its influence on individuals will vary in the extent to which the 

social structure strengthens or undermines the group barrier. Competition theory predicts 

that the individual effect of race will be greater in places with proportionately larger 

subordinate groups and low levels of racial hierarchy. Cultural division of labor makes no 

prediction about the proportionate size of the subordinate group and predicts the opposite 

effect of hierarchy. This Chapter defines the procedures I use to determine whether these 

theoretical perspectives can help explain variation in the effect of race across schools. 

The optimal data set to examine this would have a large number of schools and a 

large-representative sample of students in each school. The National Educational 

Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS: 88) is reasonably well suited given the large number 

of schools included in the data set. In the base-year of the study, the NELS: 88 contains a 

sample of 1035 schools that responded after being randomly selected. The probability of 
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selection was set proportional to the size of its eighth grade student population. 

The number of students per school in the NELS: 88 is relatively large. From these 

original 1035 schools, 26,432 eighth grade students were randomly selected and 24,599 

students responded. In the base-year, an average of 23 students are sampled within each 

school. These students are surveyed again in 1990, 1992, and 1994. One more follow-up 

was planned for 1997 or 1998. 

As students are followed over time, some students are lost and the remaining ones 

disperse into a larger number of schools. Even though the sample of students is freshened 

in each wave, each follow-up contains fewer students and more schools. For example, 

among eligible students in the first follow up, 75% of the students (19,568) were attending 

23% of the schools (908). The remaining students were distributed among 3,059 schools 

(National Center for Education Statistics 1992: 38). For this reason, the base-year is best 

suited for estimating a school's impact on the individual effect of race. Sample size is also 

important because the statistical procedure employed, multilevel modeling, requires a large 

number of cases per school from each racial group to estimate variation of race effects 

across schools. 

However, later waves allow for the use of longitudinal information. The theories I 

employ suggest that the group barrier among peers in the school influences the effect of 

race in the school. It can be advantageous to use information from multiple waves to 

control for racial differences that existed before students enrolled in their school. 

This data set also has the advantage of containing information at multiple levels. 

Many studies of these race-relations theories use either individual-level data without 
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contextual information (e.g., DiMaggio and Ostrower 1990), or they examine aggregate-

level data with no information about individuals (e.g., Olzak 1992). A few studies have 

simultaneously examined the effects of group proportions with controls for individual 

effects (Cohen 1998; McReary, England, and Farkas 1989; Tienda and Lii 1987). Only 

one study has examined both group proportions and group hierarchy simultaneously with 

individual and contextual information (Medrano 1994). 

NELS: 88 contains survey information from students, parents, teachers, and 

principals. Questionnaires were administered to parents in the base-year and in second 

follow-up and to teachers and principals in the first three waves. This information can be 

mapped onto individual student records. These multiple sources of information allow me 

to study how the school context (e.g., percent Afiican American and amount of racial 

hierarchy) influences the effect of race among individuals net of nonracial factors. 

In chapter four, where I examine the effect of race on student's cultural approaches 

to education, the analysis uses the base-year wave and combines information from the 

student, teacher, parent and principal questionnaires. This wave is the only one with a 

large enough sample of Chicanos to include them in the multilevel analysis. In Chapter 

five, I examine the effect of race on sports participation. In this chapter, I use the first 

follow-up wave because it is the only one with information on sports participation by 

sport. Information from the parent and principal questiormaires is included. Additionally, 

using the tenth grade wave allows for including a measure of eighth grade sports 

participation as an independent variable (although it is not sport specific). The appendix to 

this dissertation, which examines the student's test scores, uses the first and second follow-
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up waves. These waves are best suited for examining the effect of school's on students 

test scores because one can measure these school effects as if all students had equal test 

scores in the tenth grade. 

Measurement of race, proportionate size of the subordinate group, and racial hierarchy 

The effect of race is defined as the effect of bemg in one group instead of another, 

all else being equal. Operationalizing the effect of race is easily done with dummy 

variables for the groups of interest. In Chapter four and five, I am interested in differences 

between whites and blacks. Here, I use a dummy variable, called 'Afiican American' (1 = 

yes) for all students who choose their race as "black, not of Hispanic origin". In chapter 

four, I also examine Chicano-white differences, so I use a dummy variable for students 

who choose both "Hispanic, of any race" and "Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano" as 

the best description of their background. 

Whites are the omitted category in all analysis. Student's who are neither white, 

Afiican American, nor Chicano are deleted fi^om the data set in Chapter four. In Chapter 

five, I include a dummy variable for all persons that are neither white nor Afiican 

American, in order to maintain a large sample. 

Although the dummies for Afiican American and Chicano easily estimate the effect 

of being in one group rather than another, it is difiScult to make the estimates unbiased. 

Unbiased estimates are estimates that are net of all nonracial factors. By including all 

nonracial factors as control variables, the estimated effect of race is "all else equal." In the 

section of this chapter on control variables, I will discuss how thoroughly the analysis will 

be able to create estimates of the effect of race firee firom specification bias. 
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Proportionate size of the subordinate group. The proportionate size of the 

subordinate group is operationalized as the percentage of students in the school who are 

members of the respective subordinate group. This information is taken from the 

principal's questionnaire. The measure of percentages is more precise in the first-follow 

up than in the base-year. In the first-follow up, principals reported the percentage of 

whites, blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americans with the instruction that they 

must sum to 100%. In the base year, the information is categorical (e.g., 0% white, 1% 

white, 2%-4% white, 5%-10% white, etc.). I transform this categorical information into a 

continuous variable by taking midpoints of the categories. However, the categorical 

nature of this data introduces measurement error. 

As discussed m Chapter two, Blalock (1967) argues that competition between 

groups is not linearly related to percentage subordinate. As percentage subordinate rises, 

economic competition increases at a decreasing rate and political competition increases at 

an increasing rate. Adding a quadratic efifect of percentage subordinate tests for 

curvilinear relationships. 

In chapter five, I use the percent of students who are Afiican American in the 

school as reported by the principal of the school. Although there are other groups 

subordinate to whites, my interest in this chapter is on differences between Afiican 

Americans and European Americans. In order that percentage Afiican American estimates 

the proportion of black students to whites students, I also control for the percentage of 

students in any group besides white or black. 
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In chapter four, I also use percentage Hispanic as a measure of the proportionate 

size of the subordinate group. In this chapter, percentage Hispanic is used as a proxy for 

percentage Chicano because NELS: 88 does not contain school percentages for individual 

nationalities. Percent Hispanic measures the percent of students in the school belonging to 

Chicanos' pan-ethnic group. 

Competition theory suggests that the proportionate size of the subordinate group 

will influence the subordinate and dominant group differently. The purpose of including 

percentage Hispanic is to determine if it can explain differences between Chicanos and 

whites within schools. It is reasonable to suppose that whites and Chicanos will respond 

in a similar fashion to both percentage Hispanic and percentage Chicano. In practice and 

in discourse, distinctions within the larger panethnic group are rare, especially by out-

group members (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; note 4). Additionally, Portes and Hao (1998) 

report that all Hispanic nationalities respond similarly to a school's percent Hispanic in 

regard to Spanish language maintenance. 

In chapter four, I also use the percentage of students in other groups (i.e., all those 

who are not white, black, or Hispanic) as a control variable to hold this constant. This 

makes the effect of percentage black and percentage Hispanic similar to proportional 

measures of group size. It would equal the effect of group proportions if there were no 

measurement error in this variable. 

Racial hierarchv. Racial hierarchy is the extent to which valuable roles and 

resources within schools are ranked by race. In order to operationalize this concept 

among students in schools, it is necessary to consider what students see as valuable within 
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their schools. Coleman (1960) reports that high school students are not only interested in 

gaining resources and roles that lead toward greater achievement after school, but also in 

resources and roles that provide status among their peers. The most important items 

include getting good grades, being in classes that might lead to enrollment in college or 

good jobs after school, occupying key roles in athletics (especially for boys), being 

popular with members of the opposite sex (especially for girls), having material 

possessions that provided status (e.g., a car, nice clothes, etc.), being a member of central 

student organizations (e.g., government, newspaper, year book, etc.), and being part of 

the leading crowd. 

Determining the extent to which all these items are distributed along racial lines 

could create a reasonably valid measure of racial hierarchy. NELS: 88 contains 

information on many or all of these items, but unfortunately, does not contain a large 

enough sample of students in each school. Thus, even if a valid measure were 

constructed, it would lack reliability and precision. 

However, these roles and resources are largely determined by student's economic 

backgrounds. Coleman noted that students with more economic privileges are more likely 

to be popular among peers, be in student organizations, be part of the leading crowd, and 

to get good grades. More recently, researchers have shown that economic background 

predicts grades, enrollment in college curriculum classes, and popularity (Gamoran 1989; 

Ainsworth-Damell and Downey 1998). 

Although Coleman (1961) argued that economic background associates with 

greater status in general, he also noted one area where this relationship is weaker. He 
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argued that participation in athletics is an avenue for male students from less privileged 

economic backgrounds to gain high status positions in schools. Even here though, 

Coleman does not argue that it is advantageous to be economically unprivileged. Rather, 

he argues that economic background is less important in athletics than in other areas. 

Coleman's findings are replicated in more detail in Chapter five of this dissertation. I find 

that students with more privileged economic backgrounds are more likely to participate in 

basketball, swimming, soccer, and cheerleading than students from less privileged 

backgrounds. In football and baseball/softball, there is no relationship between 

participation and students economic background. 

Due to the importance of student's economic backgrounds in obtaining valuable 

roles and resources within schools, I use the average SES of students, by race, as an 

indicator of a group's hierarchical position in the school. SES is an index designed for 

the NELS: 88 by the National Center for Education Statistics to measure student's 

socioeconomic status. This index uses information about parent's education and 

occupation, and household income and possessions to create a single SES measure for 

each student. Missing data on SES is minimal because values are measured from student 

questionnaires when parent questionnaires are missing. By design, this index has a mean 

of zero and a standard deviation of one. 

Black-White hierarchy is measured by subtracting the average SES of black 

students from the average SES of white students in each school. Chicano-White hierarchy 

is measured the same way. Black-Chicano hierarchy is measured by taking the absolute 

value of this di£ference (see the explanation in Chapter four). As I explain below, missing 
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data on the racial hierarchy measure is a significant problem. I estimated the level of racial 

hierarchy in all schools for which there is at least one member of both racial groups in the 

school. 

The process of constructing this measure creates issues of measurement error and 

missing cases. Measurement error may be problematic for two reasons. First, in some 

schools, the number of students available to estimate this measure is small, creating 

imprecision. Second, there is a danger that the students who are sampled within each 

school are not representative of the student's in the school. 

Determining the consequences of this measurement error is difScult because the 

exact nature of the error is unknown. The available evidence suggests that the error is 

likely to be random. In the base-year, students were randomly selected fi'om the students 

in the school. As a result, they should be representative of student's in their school. As 

the students in the sample change schools over time they potentially become less 

representative of the student's in their school. Of course, this sampling strategy does little 

to improve the precision of the measurements, but does suggest the error is not biased. If 

the error is not biased, then estimates of the effect of racial hierarchy will not be biased as 

well. The consequence ofimprecision is an over-estimation of the variance. This will 

make hypothesis tests too conservative, and raise questions about whether insignificant 

results are perhaps caused by measurement error. 

Missing cases on this variable occur for two reasons. First, many students attend a 

school where there is no racial hierarchy. For example, schools do not have racial 

hierarchy between whites and blacks if there are no white or black students that attend the 
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school. Second, missing data results from instances where there is not at least one 

member of each racial group sampled from that school. In Table 3-1, the number of 

students with a score for racial hierarchy is shown. The sample sizes reported in tliis table 

equal the ones used in later chapters, not the total sample in the NELS: 88. 

Table 3-1. Samples and missing data for racial hierarchy. 

Type of racial 
hierarchy 

Students in the 
sample 

Students in a 
Schools with this 
type of hierarchy 

Students with a 
measure of this 

type of hierarchy 

Percent of 
students 

measured 
Base-year 20,318 

black-white 14,184 9,688 68.3% 

Chicano-white 11,418 6,339 55.6% 

black-Chicano 9,462 3,631 38.3% 

First Follow up 13,072 

Black-White 10,200 5,100 50% 

Notice that a large number of students do not have a particular kind of racial 

hierarchy in their school. For example, of the 20,318 students used in the base-year, only 

14,184 go to a school that both blacks and whites attend. Of these 14,184, the measure 

of black-white hierarchy could be calculated for 9,688 students (68.3%). The number of 

missing cases is more problematic where Chicanos are involved because there are fewer 

Chicanos sampled overall. Also, the percentage of cases with an estimate of racial 

hierarchy declines in the first-follow up. In this wave, students are more dispersed across 

schools. 
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There are a number of different strategies for dealing with missing values. These 

include deleting cases with missing values, mean substitution, predicted value substitution 

(as with regression), and spline functions. Under certain assumptions about the missing 

data, some techniques are better than others (Dormer 1982). Unfortunately, it is 

extremely difficult to decipher the validity of these assumptions with so many missing 

cases. 

Deletion of missing cases is ruled out because of the large number of cases with 

missing values. Mean substitution with this many missing cases is problematic because the 

variance will decrease substantially. I attempted predicting the value of racial hierarchy in 

OLS regression and substituting missing values with these predicted ones. However, I 

opted not to use these in the analysis. Not only is the equation extremely complex (using 

numerous interactions and quadratic effects), it is also unable to explain a substantial 

portion of the variation in racial hierarchy (adjusted R-squared = . 15). 

Thus, I preserve cases with missing values on the racial hierarchy measure using a 

spline function. All students with missing values, whether the data is missing because the 

school does not have that kind of hierarchy or because it could not be calculated, are 

assigned a score of zero on the racial hierarchy variable. A dummy variable called, "no 

hierarchy" (1 = no hierarchy) is used to flag these cases. With this procedure, 

interpretation of the efTect of racial hierarchy among the nonmissing cases is based upon 

the coefficient for this variable. Interpretation of the effect for the missing cases is based 

on the dummy variable (Donner 1982). 
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Control variables: Estimating unbiased effects of race 

The main purpose of using control variables is to estimate unbiased and precise 

estimates of the key variables; race, percentage subordinate, and racial hierarchy. 

Controlling for items that correlate with the key independent variables and the dependent 

variable creates unbiased estimates. Controlling for items that relate to the dependent 

variable, even if they do not relate to the key independent variables, creates precise 

estimates. 

If any variables that associate with the effect of the key independent variables and a 

dependent variable are missing, the estimates of key variables will be biased. I believe that 

the models presented in Chapters four and five exhaust the possibilities avialable in the 

NELS: 88 data set. A full description of independent and dependent variables used is 

presented in the empirical chapters. In general, models control for individual-level factors 

like socioeconomic background and sex, school-level factors like student to teacher ratio 

and public or private, as well as more macro-level factors like type of place and region. 

In addition, lagged dependent variables are used when they are available. This 

occurs in Chapter five and the tables that predict test scores. Lagged dependent variables 

are useful in two regards. First, they account for a substantial portion of the variance in 

the dependent variable, making estimated effects of all other variables more precise. 

Second, they control for differences between students that are created by past influences 

that cannot be controlled in the analysis. 

Although numerous control variables are used in all statistical analysis, estimates of 

key variables may be biased by not including measures of family or household wealth and 
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neighborhood poverty rates. NELS; 88 contains measures of family income, parent's 

education, and parent's occupation. I control for these in statistical models. However, 

blacks and Hispanics have less wealth than whites net of differences in education, income, 

and occupation (Oliver and Shapiro 1995). As Oliver and Shapiro (1995) show, wealth 

helps people get more out of their income. For example, people are able to pay less of 

their income on housing and cars if they are able to make down payments, and people 

from wealthy families often do not need to pay off loans for higher education. 

It is difficult to speculate about how much omitting this variable biases the key 

independent variables. The consequences of wealth possession are not well understood in 

general, but it is possible that they could influence cultural approaches to education, sports 

participation, or test scores. 

No adequate measure of neighborhood poverty rates is available in the NELS: 88. 

As discussed in Chapter two, Hispanics, and especially, African Americans are more likely 

than whites to live in neighborhoods with high poverty rates. Neighborhood poverty rates 

are thought to influence a number of items, mcluding cultural approaches to education, 

sports participation, and test scores (see Chapter two, four, and five for more detail on 

this). 

The best measure of neighborhood poverty rates available in the NELS: 88 is the 

percent of students in the school receiving a free lunch. This measure approximates the 

percent of students in a school who are poor because free lunch programs are means 

tested by income. In schools where most or all students attend the school because of 

neighborhood restrictions, this measure will correlate with neighborhood poverty rates. In 
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schools where attendance is not, or only moderately, governed by neighborhood 

restrictions, this measure is unlikely to be correlated with neighborhood poverty rates. In 

this situation, the percent of students on free lunch still proxies poverty levels among 

students in the school, but it is an erroneous measure of neighborhood poverty rates. 

What is needed is information about where students live, so that census track or zip code 

level information can be mapped onto theu* records. 

Unfortunately, researchers have not yet determined how well percent of students 

on free lunch in school proxies neighborhood poverty rates (Jencks and Mayer 1991). As 

a result, it is not known whether the measurement error is biased or random. As 

mentioned earlier, under the assumption that the error is not biased, the estimated effects 

of the variable are not biased either. Instead, the variance of the effect is over-estimated, 

making hypothesis tests too conservative. 

Percentage subordinate may correlate with neighborhood poverty rates as well. As 

mentioned above, blacks and Hispanics have less wealth controlling for income 

differences. It is possible, therefore, that percentage African American and percentage 

Hispanic captures variation due to students living in neighborhoods where people have 

very little wealth, net of poverty rates in the neighborhood. However, theory suggests 

that the effects of group proportions and the effects of neighborhoods are not equivalent. 

The effects of group proportions should vary by race (Blalock 1967; Olzak 1992), while 

the effects of neighborhoods should be constant across race (Massey and Denton 1993; 

WUson 1987). 
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Statistical analysis 

Research on race-relations in sociology maintains that the efifect of race varies over 

time and place. In the analysis here, the primary interest is to investigate whether the 

efifect of race varies across schools, and if the proportionate size of the subordinate group 

and the level of racial hierarchy determine this variation. 

I use multilevel models (Goldstein 1995) to test this. These models are sometimes 

referred to as hierarchical linear models (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992). The popularity of 

these models has grown in sociology and other disciplines due to the realization that 

individuals (or some other micro-level unit) are often clustered in larger units. NELS: 88 

data contains numerous forms of clustering (for example, students in classes, schools in 

states, etc.). My theoretical interest is in identifying if the individual effect of a student's 

race is influenced by school context. For this reason, my models are at the levels of 

students and schools. Student-level models use individuals as the unit of analysis, and 

school-level models use schools as the unit of analysis. An advantage of multilevel models 

is that these are estimated simultaneously. 

At the student level, the main interest is in the effect of a student's race on the 

outcome variable. The typical strategy for modeling this relationship is to use ordinary 

leased squares regression with individuals as the unit of analysis to estimate an unbiased 

efifect of race. This approach estimates an efifect of race that is fixed for all individuals and 

schools in the sample. Of course, the efifect of race for a particular individual may be 

different firom the average efifect for all students, but the error term in OLS accounts for 

these unique differences across individuals. 
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However, race-relations theories suggest that the effect of race for an individual 

will not be equivalent across schools. This will occur if the group barrier among students 

is stronger in some schools than in others. If this is true, error terms among individuals in 

the same school are likely to be more similar than error terms among individuals in 

different schools. 

OLS could be used to model this relationship, but not efiBciently. In time-series 

models (Hamilton 1994), dummy variables for each year are incorporated to account for 

correlated errors across years. A similar procedure could be used here with a dummy 

variable for each school. By interacting each of these school dunrniies with race, separate 

race effects could be computed for each school. This method is inefBcient in the NELS: 

88 because it requires numerous degrees of freedom to estimate these effects for over 

1,000 schools in the data set. 

In multilevel models, the variation in the effect of race can be modeled without the 

use of numerous dummy variables. In multilevel models, the student-level effect of race, 

as well as other individual-level parameters, are tieated as random effects that are allowed 

to vary across schools. In these data, race can be treated as a random effect at the school 

level because the NELS: 88 contains a representative sample of race effects from the 

population of all schools. 

In the school-level models, the primary interest is to determine if the proportionate 

size of the subordinate group and racial hierarchy can explain the variation in the effect of 

race across schools. Treating the effect of race as an outcome variable and percentage 

subordinate and racial hierarchy as independent variable in the school-level models does 
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this. 

Below I present a simplified exposition of these models to show how they relate to 

the theoretical interests. The models that are actually estimated are shown in the empirical 

chapters. 

It will be helpful for the discussion of these models to draw distinctions among the 

different kinds of independent variables. The first kind includes individual-level variables 

like race, family income, parent's education, etc. The second kind includes school-level 

variables like private, as well as variables about where the school is, like region, rural, etc. 

Control variables should also be distinguished fi'om race-relations variables. Control 

variables are those that effect all students equally regardless of their race (e.g., parent's 

education, percentage of students on fi-ee lunch, etc.). They operationalize the nonracial 

factors discussed earlier. Race-relations variables are percentage subordinate and racial 

group hierarchy. According to either Competition theory or cultural division of labor, 

these variables should influence the effect of race. This is equivalent to saying that the 

influence of race-relations variables upon an individual depends upon their race, and the 

influence of control variables does not. 

I present the models with only two parameters that vary across schools: the 

intercept and the effect of race. Other individual-level parameters could also be allowed 

to vary. If the sample of students in each school were large enough, all individual-level 

parameters could be allowed to vary across schools. However, my experience with this 

data set indicates that the relatively small number of students sampled in each school limits 

the number of these parameters that can be modeled in school-level equations. 
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I also substitute a more general variable called "race" in the presentation of these 

models for specific dummy variables like "Afiican American" and "Chicano." "Race" I use 

as a generic term that could be replaced with a dummy variable fi'om any group, save 

whites. Whites are considered the omitted catagory. I follow Singer's (1997) approach by 

presenting the models at both levels of analysis and then substituting the school-level 

models into the student-level model. Given these specifications, the student-level model is 

written as, 

Yij = poj + Pij race + Zp, Xq+ ry 

where Y is one of the outcome variables (i.e., cultural approaches to education, sports 

participation, or test scores), and X represents the q individual-level control variables (for 

example, parent's education, family income, etc.) whose effects are fixed across 

individuals and schools. The error term, r„, is the error associated with the i-th individual 

in the j-th school. The intercept and the effect of race have subscript], denoting that they 

vary across the j schools. 

The two varying effects are modeled in school-level equations. Their values are 

set equal to a school-level intercept, effects of school-level parameters, and a school-level 

error term. These equations can be written as, 

Poj = Yoo + 2P2V2 + IFmZn, + Hoj 

Pij = Yio + 2P2V2 + |J.ij 

where Z denotes the m school-level control variables (e.g., percent of student's on fi'ee 

lunch, private, etc.) and V is the two race-relations variables, percentage subordinate and 
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racial hierarchy. Unlike the control variables, the race-relations variables are entered into 

both equations. If they influence all individuals equally, they will be significant in the 

model predicting the intercept. If they influence the effect of race, they will (also) be 

significant in the models predicting Pij. 

The school-level equations are substituted back into the student-level equation so 

that, 

Yij = Yoo + SPnVa + Sr^Zm + |iOj + (YiO + SPnVn + Hlj)raCe + SPq X<,+ ry 

that can be interpreted more easily by multiplying through and collecting error terms. This 

leads to, 

Yij = Yoo + £PnV„ + Zr^Zm + Yio race + SPnVn race + Ip, Xq+ |ioj + |iij race + ry 

which is the form that is presented in results tables. The parameter YOO is the average value 

of Y for whites across schools when all other independent variables equal zero, and the 

parameter yio is the average effect of race across schools when all other independent 

variables equal zero. The number of students in each school does not weight these 

averages. As a result, they do not always equal the average effect of race among 

individuals that would be computed in OLS. The estimates are only equivalent if students 

are equally distributed across schools or if there is no variation in the effect across schools. 

Because all control variables at the school level and the individual level are included, the 

effect of race is as unbiased as possible with the NELS:88. 

The race-relations variables appear in the model as main effects and as interactions 

with race. If the main effects are significant, then they influence whites level of Y. If the 
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interactions between race and the race-relations variables are not significant, then the 

effects of the race-relations variables do not influence the effect of race. Or equivalently, 

the influence of the race-relations variables does not depend upon race. If the interactions 

between race and the race-relations variables are significant, then percentage subordinate 

or racial hierarchy influences the effect of race. The direction of these interactions reveal 

if the predictions firom competition theory or cultural division of labor are supported. 

Notice that the final model includes two school-level error terms. The first, |Joj, is 

the error associated with being in the j-th school. The second, Hij race, is the error ui the 

effect of race associated with being in the j-th school. An individual's effect of race is 

modeled as the average effect of race across all students, plus some deviation fi-om the 

average that occurs because the student is in a particular school, plus the individuals 

deviation firom the average within their school. The addition of the school-level error term 

eliminates the correlation within the individual-level error terms that is due to students 

attending the same school. Each school-level error term is assumed to be independent and 

normally distributed. Jointly, they are assumed to have a variance-covariance structure, 

Too 

foi Til 

These taus are also estimated and can be revealing. The hypotheses that Too and tu 

> 0 tests if the value of the intercept and the effect of race vary across schools. The 

covariance between the taus, toi, indicates if the level of Y for whites in a school is related 
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to the effect of race in the school. Estimates of all model parameters are created 

iteratively with restricted (residual) pseudo-likelihood in SAS PROC MIXED (Wolfinger 

and O'Connell 1993, as cited in Littel et al 1996). 

Summary 

This chapter describes the methods used to determine if the proportionate size of 

the subordinate group and racial hierarchy influence the effect of race in a school. The 

NELS;88 proves to be reasonably well suited for this investigation because it contains a 

large number of schools and a representative sample of students in each school. The 

multiple sources of information within the NELS:88 allows me to measure the influence of 

school context upon race net of nonracial factors. 

The key concepts, race, percentage subordinate, and racial hierarchy, can be 

measured within the data set, although the measure of racial hierarchy may be imprecise 

and has many missing values. A spline function is used to estimate separate effects for 

students without missing values and students with missing values on this variable. Most 

variables that relate to the independent and dependent variables are controlled, although 

no measure of wealth and no adequate measure of neighborhood effects are available, 

possibly biasing estimates of key variables. 

Multilevel models are well suited for the analysis. They allow the effect of race to 

vary across schools and be predicted by school-level effects. In this way, it is possible to 

estimate the influence of percentage subordinate and racial hierarchy on the effect of race. 

As far as I know, this is the first study that combines measures of percentage subordinate, 

racial hierarchy, and multilevel models together. 
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Chapter 4 

The Effect of Race on Cultural Approaches to Education 

among Blacks, Chicanos, and Whites 

In this chapter, I apply the race-relations perspective to a controversial debate over 

racial differences in cultural approaches to education. Central to this debate is the work of 

anthropologists John Ogbu and Cynthia Fordham. They maintain that adolescent peers in 

caste-like minority groups (such as blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Indians)^ create 

an oppositional culture that sees trying hard in school as 'acting white'. The work of these 

scholars has been highly influential in sociology (e.g., Massey and Denton 1993: chapter 6; 

Farkas 1996) and the popular press (see discussion by Cook and Ludwig 1997). This 

influence has occurred even though the main claims of the theory have yet to undergo 

careful testing. 

Attempts to test this theory have led to mixed results. Analysts have examined 

black-white differences among individual student's educational attitudes, habits, skills, and 

styles (Ainsworth-Damell and Downey 1998, Cook and Ludwig 1997; Farkas 1996; 

Mickelson 1990). Not only do these approaches to school impact students' grades, racial 

differences on these cultural approaches to school are large net of controls, although not 

always in the direction predicted by Fordham and Ogbu. 

However, these studies assume that the effect of race is fixed or constant across all 

^ I use the labels 'black', 'Chicano' and 'white' in this chapter because they are the terms 
used in the oppositional culture literature. I use 'Chicano' to refer to males and females. 
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schools. The race relations perspective adopted here does not assume this, but views it as 

a variable whose strength varies by school. In this chapter, I examine if the effect of race 

varies by school, and use competition theory and cultural division of labor to identify 

schools where the group barrier among peers is stronger. By doing so, one can identify 

whether opposition among subordinate groups is present in schools where peer relations 

are likely to be racially organized. 

Although black-white differences have received the bulk of attention in this debate, 

there are good reasons to consider additional groups. In this chapter, I examine the 

attitudes, skills, habits and styles of blacks, whites, and Chicanos. Whereas black-white 

educational inequality has declined in recent years, Chicanos have fared more poorly 

(Romo and Falbo 1996). 

In this chapter, I find that differences in attitudes and expectations between 

subordinate groups (e.g., blacks and Chicanos) and whites are largest in schools where 

competition theory and cultural division of labor expect the group barriers between these 

groups to be strongest. However, these attitudes and expectations are more positive 

among the subordinate groups, contrary to the prediction firom oppositional culture 

perspective. 

I also find that the skills, habits, and styles of blacks are not worse than those of 

whites. The one exception concerns teacher's evaluations of students' behavior in class. 

Teachers evaluate black's classroom behavior worse than whites in schools with greater 

hierarchy between whites and blacks. This suggests an oppositional culture may result 

fi-om racial inequality within schools. Chicanos' skills, habits, and styles are consistently 



85 

worse than those of whites, but differences are not larger in schools where one expects a 

strong group barrier among peers. These racial differences are probably unrelated to peer 

groups. If peer groups within schools are responsible for creating different cultural 

approaches to school, evidence indicates it works to make the attitudes and expectations 

of blacks and Chicanos more positive than those of whites. 

Race and cultural approaches to school 

Fordham and Ogbu (1986) maintain that racial and ethnic group differences in 

educational achievement are in part driven by different responses to education by the 

groups themselves. They argue that caste-like minorities, those groups incorporated into 

the US against their will, are pessimistic about their opportunities for gainful employment. 

Unlike whites, caste-like minorities have historically experienced little reward from 

education because of discrimination in labor markets. According to this perspective, these 

groups respond by developing a collective orientation that questions the dominant 

ideology that individuals gain high status by way of educational achievement. Due to 

whites' historical role as the oppressor of these groups, caste-like minorities perceive the 

dominant ideology as Svhite' and chastise members of their groups who behave according 

to the dominant ideology. Caste-like minorities who are achievement oriented in school 

risk being berated for 'acting white' by in-group peers. Thus, Ogbu and Fordham maintain 

that part of the lower educational achievement of caste-like minorities is due to the 

responses of these groups to the racial stratification system. 

The empirical evidence provided by Ogbu and Fordham for their assertions is 

primarily ethnographic and does not satisfy many of their critics. Fordham and Ogbu 
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(1986) provide testimonials from black high school students that their peers chide them for 

doing well in school. Critics point out that social class is not carefully controlled in their 

studies (Amsworth-Damell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1997). Ethnographic 

evidence provided by Willis (1977) and Foley (1990) reveals that working class whites 

frequently berate achievement-oriented students as well. 

Two recent studies (i^sworth-Damell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 

1997) of black's and white's attitudes towards education show that blacks' attitudes are 

more positive than whites, holding social class constant. These findings, based on the 

NELS; 88, replicate earlier studies that labeled this empirical phenomenon the 'attitude-

achievement paradox' (Coleman 1966; Mickelson 1990). 

Two other findings reflate claims of the oppositional culture position. First, these 

studies with the NELS: 88 reveal that black students have higher occupational 

expectations than whites, suggesting they do not believe that the US labor market is 

restrictive. Second, these studies with NELS; 88 data show that good students are more, 

not less, popular among their peers, replicating one of Coleman's classic findings (1960). 

According to the oppositional culture perspective, this link should be weaker among 

blacks than whites, but evidence from the NELS; 88 suggests the opposite is true. Blacks 

who report being seen as good students are more likely than similar whites to report they 

are popular. 

Although these findings invalidate key claims of the oppositional culture 

perspective, Ogbu maintains that what blacks and other caste-like minorities say and what 

they do are very different. Caste-like minorities, Ogbu claims, frequently say th^r believe 
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in the basic precepts of the dominant ideology, but that they display their opposition 

through their behavior. 

It is true that in spite of the historical experience of blacks in the 
opportunity structure, black folk theories of getting ahead stress the 
importance of education. But this verbal endorsement is not to be 
accepted at face value. It is often not accompanied by appropriate or 
necessary effort. (1994: 289 emphasis added) 

One approach to understanding student's behavior, proposed by Farkas (1996), is 

by examining students' skills, habits, and styles. Farkas claims that students learn a 

repertoire of skills, habits, and styles in their families that they rationally select from 

depending upon the reward structures created by peers and teachers at school. Farkas 

maintains, in support of Fordham and Ogbu's contentions, that black and Hispanic peers 

sanction in-group members for exhibiting the skills, habits, and styles that lead to success 

in school. 

Empirical evidence from the NELS; 88 about student's skills, habits, and styles 

offers greater support for Fordham and Ogbu's claims. Even though blacks report better 

attitudes toward school, they also report doing less homework, and their teachers report 

they give less effort, and are more disruptive than whites, net of controls. As Ogbu and 

Fordham suggest, when student behaviors are examined, blacks are less likely to show 

"appropriate or necessary effort." Unfortunately, neither of these studies examines 

Chicano attitudes, skills, habits, and styles, even though they are clear examples of caste

like minorities who do poorly in school. 

Considering race relations 
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Ogbu and Fordham claim that subordinate group peers chastise members of theu* 

group who attempt to do well in schools as 'acting white.' This argument assumes 

homogeneity of beliefs and behavior along racial lines. According to Barth (1969), such 

behaviors are the outcome of a racial group barrier. Group barriers produce processes of 

identification, differentiation, and dichotomization (see chapter 2). 

In the presence of strong group barriers, not only does social interaction organize 

more along racial lines, but behavior and beliefs become more homogenous within groups 

and dichotomized between groups (Molohon, Paton, and Lambert 1979). In caste 

systems, the group barrier dominates all interaction, beliefs, and behavior. In complex 

industrial societies, researchers treat the strength of the group barrier as a variable 

(Hechter 1975; 1978; Olzak 1992). From this perspective, the question becomes one of 

identifying the kinds of social formations that strengthen the group barrier. Here, I focus 

on the predictions from competition theory and cultural division of labor to determine in 

which schools peer relations will be structured by the racial group barrier. 

Competition theory. According to competition theory, as group competition for 

resources increases, the racial group barrier becomes stronger. According to the theory, 

the extent of competition between groups depends upon the proportionate size of the 

groups and the extent of hierarchy between the groups. 

Blalock (1967) proposes two reasons why proportionate size influences the 

strength of the group barrier. He argues that as the proportionate size of the subordinate 

group increases, 1) the competition for valuable roles and resources increases, and 2) the 

threat of mobilization by subordinate group members increases. These are called 
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'economic competition' and 'political competition', respectively. ^ 

When competition theory is applied to the US case, whites are considered the 

dominant group regardless of their proportion of the population, and competition 

increases as the subordinate group (e.g., blacks or Chicanos) increases in size (Blalock 

1969; Banton 1983; Quillian 1996). In schools, this implies that competition with whites 

from blacks or Chicanos will increase as the proportion of the respective subordinate 

group increases in size. Peer relations are more likely to split along racial lines in schools 

with proportionately more blacks and Chicanos, thereby producing the oppositional 

culture Ogbu and Fordham expect. 

Competition theory can also be applied to relations among subordinate groups. 

Some of the earliest work on competition theory did not presume one group as dominant 

(Barth 1969). Recent investigators of competition theory have applied this model to 

relations among subordinate groups in the US (Bergeson and Herman 1998; Bobo and 

Hutchings 1996). Among relatively equal groups, competition theory predicts that 

competition should peak when the two groups are approximately equal in size. In schools, 

this implies that as the proportionate number of blacks to Chicanos in schools becomes 

more equal, competition between blacks and Chicanos in a school will increase. Because 

competition will strengthen the group barrier, cultural approaches to education between 

^ According to Blalock, the proportionate size of the subordinate group increases 
economic competition and political competition, but at different rates. As proportion 
subordinate increases, economic competition increases at a decreasing rate while political 
competition increases at an increasing rate. Even though different outcomes are expected 
from proportion subordinate for each form of competition, most empirical applications of 
the theory involve a mixture of both forms of competition. 
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blacks and Chicanos will diverge where there proportions become equal. 

Economic competition, the extent to which groups compete over valuable roles 

and resources, can also be measured more directly as racial hierarchy (Medarano 1994; 

Tohiay and Beck 1992). When levels of hierarchy are low, groups compete more for the 

same resources and positions. When levels of hierarchy are high, one group has 

monopolized an unequal share of valuable resources and positions by successfully 

excluding the other group, reducing economic competition. For this reason, m schools 

with little hierarchy, peers are more likely to organize along racial lines, and cultural or 

attitudinal differences between racial groups will be greater. 

Cultural division of labor. Cultural division of labor (Hechter 1975; 1978) is often 

studied alongside competition theory. Although cultural division of labor makes no 

prediction about proportionate size, it predicts the opposite effect of group hierarchy. 

Whereas competition theory predicts that low levels of hierarchy make the group barrier 

stronger, cultural division of labor predicts that large levels of hierarchy strengthen the 

group barrier. According to the cultural division of labor, subordinate group members 

develop a common interest in eliminating the racial stratification system where groups' 

resources and roles are unequal. This common interest leads to the development of 

solidarity among the subordinate group, which attempts to promote their own distinctive 

culture in opposition to the dominant culture. In schools, cultural division of labor 

predicts that cultural approaches to education will differ by race more as the level of 

hierarchy between the dominant group (whites) and the subordinate groups (blacks or 

Chicanos) increases. Cultural division of labor makes no prediction about relations 
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between subordinate groups. 

Cultural division of labor and the oppositional culture perspective both maintain 

that the subordinate group responds to large levels of inequality. Cultural division of labor 

diJSers from oppositional culture by placing greater emphasis on variation in the effect of 

race across individuals and locations rather than on small levels of hierarchy. Ogbu and 

Fordham maintain that caste-like minorities respond to the racial stratification system, but 

do not consider cases where individual members of subordinate groups may not perceive 

hierarchy from their immediate surroundings. 

Cultural division of labor maintains that race effects vary across both space and 

time because hierarchy is perceived within ones immediate social context as well as at the 

aggregate level. People testing claims from cultural division of labor thus look for 

variation in race effect across different sub-units (e.g., Belanger and Pinard 1991; 

Medrano 1995). Moreover, cultural division of labor cannot predict the content of a 

subordinate group's culture. Ogbu and Fordham maintain that opposition takes the form 

of rejecting school or educational norms. Opposition, however, can take numerous forms. 

For example, during the civil rights movement and the Chicano movements of the 1960s, 

opposition took the form of demanding equal education by eliminating segregation and 

discrimination (Acuna 1996; Bell 1992). 

Cultural division of labor and competition theory offer predictions about which 

schools will have peer influences that are likely to differ along racial lines. If the attitudes, 

skills, habits, and styles of students differ along racial lines most in the schools identified 

by these theories, then it is likely that racial group barriers among peers cause these 
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behaviors. 

Method 

These issues are examined with the base year of the NELS: 88 when students are 

eighth graders. This wave is best suited in the NELS: 88 to investigate variation in the 

effect of race across schools because the longitudinal nature of the data creates a greater 

dispersion of students across schools over time. The statistical analysis, hierarchical linear 

models, requires a large number of cases from each racial group to estimate variation of 

race effects across schools. 

The selected sample includes native bom blacks, whites, and Chicanos. Other 

groups are excluded from the sample primarily because of few cases. The excluded 

groups include other caste-like minorities, like Indians and Puerto Ricans, as well as 

possible voluntary immigrants (Asians and other Hispanics). Those Hispanics who are not 

Chicano are excluded because preliminary resuhs revealed heterogeneity among Hispanic 

nationalities in their cultural approaches to education. Foreign bom are excluded because 

Ogbu and Fordham claim that immigrants are more likely to compare their labor market 

prospects to people from their country of origin than to whites. 

Measuring attitudes, skills, habits, and stvles 

Using the base year sample requires that I use slightly different measures of 

attitudes, habits, skills, and styles than previous studies. Table 4-1 presents Measures and 

Alphas for nine indexes. The first two measures, expected occupation and usefulness of 

education, address student's beliefs about the labor market and the dominant ideology that 

education leads to success. Expected occupations are coded with Duncan's S£I as 
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reported in the NELS; 88 documentation (National Center for Education Statistics 1996). 

This measures the status of the expected job of students. Students who do not choose one 

of the listed occupations (including those who pick 'don't know', or 'other') are treated as 

missing for models with this dependent variable. 

'Teaching' is an index created from six attitudes. Ainsworth-Damell and Downey 

(1998) examine this index as two separate attitudes called attitudes 'toward teaching' and 

attitudes 'toward teachers'. I combine the two factors here because Ainsworth-Damell 

and Downey find that race plays a similar role in both attitudes and because results from 
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Table 4-1. Measurement of student's attitudes, skills, habits, and styles. 

Expected 
Occupation (SEI) 

Usefulness of 
education 

Attitudes 
Look forward to 
class 

Teaching 

What kind of work do you expect to be doing when 
you are 30 years old? 

Students response to (1) math, (2) English, (3) 
social studies, and (4) science will be useful in my 
future (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
agree, 4 = strongly agree). 

Students response to (1) I usually look forward to 
mathematics, (2) English, (3) social studies, and (4) 
science class (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 
= agree, 4 = strongly agree). 

Student response to (1) students get along well with 
teachers, (2) teachers are interested in students (3) 
the teaching is good, (4) when I work hard on 
schoolwork, my teachers praise my effort, (5) in 
class I often feel "put down" by my teachers 
(reverse coded), and (6) most of my teachers really 
listen to what I have to say (0 = strongly disagree, 1 
= disagree, 2 = agree, 3 = strongly agree). 

Skills, habits, and stvles 

Not in Trouble' Student response to 'has any of the following things 
happened to you? (1) I was sent to the ofBce 
because I was misbehaving, (2) I was sent to the 
oflBce because of problems with my school work, 
(3) I got into a physical fight with another student. 
(0 = never, 1 = once of twice, 2 = more than twice), 
and (4) Other students see you in class as a trouble
maker (0 = very, 1 = somewhat, 2 = not at all). All 
items are reverse coded. 

Eigenvalue 
alpha 

1.98 
0.66 

1.77 
0.58 

3.00 
0.79 

2.07 
0.68 



95 

Table 4-1 continued. Measurement of student's attitudes, skills, habits, and styles. 

eigenvalue 
alpha 

Skills, habits and stvles continued 

On task Teacher's response to'student performs below 1.87 
ability' (2) 'student is inattentive in class', and (3) 0.76 
'student is frequently disruptive' (0 = yes, 1 = no). 
The average of both teachers is used when the 
information is available. 

Prepared for class Student's response to "How often do you come to 1.87 
class and find yourself WITHOUT these things?' 0.69 
(1) 'Pencil or paper (when needed)', (2) books 
(when needed)', and (3) 'your homework done 
(when assigned)' (0 = usually, 1 = often, 2 = seldom, 
3 = never). 

Student's responses to (1) How many days of 1.39 
school did you miss over the past four weeks?' (2) 0.42 
"How many times were you late for school over the 
past four weeks?' (Both coded as 0 = none, 1= 1 or 
2 days, 3 = 3 or 4 days, 4 = 5 to 10 days, and 5 = 
more than 10 days), and (3) 'How often do you cut 
or skip classes?' (0 = never or almost never, 1 = 
sometimes, but less than once a week, 2 = not every 
day, but at least once a week, and 3 = daily). 

Punctual 
Attendance* 

Hours of homework Composite created from summing student responses 
per week to, 'in the following subjects, about how much time 

do you spend on homework EACH WEEK?' 

* Factor scores are used because the intervals are not consistent across items. 
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factor analysis show only one underlying factor with an eigenvalue greater than one. This 

suggests that students do not perceive two different attitudes underlying the six items. All 

indexes are the sum of the underlying items except for those indexes labeled 'not in 

trouble' and 'punctual attendance'. Item scores were weighted to account for the items in 

these two indexes having unequal units. Weights for these items are calculated to 

maximize the commonality among the individual items using principal components factor 

analysis. 

All nine dependent variables are coded so that more positive values correspond 

with a more positive educational outcome. Table 4-2 shows mean scores for these items 

by race. Other research has shown that similar indexes correlate with positive outcomes in 

education (Mickelson 1990; Farkas 1996; Portes and Wilson 1976). Although 

demonstrating the importance of these cultural approaches to education is not the primary 

aim of this chapter, an appendix contains the resuhs of hierarchical linear model regression 

of student grades onto these nine indexes and selected independent variables. As 

expected, cultural approaches to education improve student grades in the expected 

direction. It is worth emphasizing that both what students "say" (i.e., expectations and 

attitudes) and what they "do" (i.e., skills, habits, and styles) matters in these regressions. 
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Table 4-2. Means and standard deviations for student's expectations, attitudes, skills, 
habits, and styles, by race. 

Blacks Chicanos Whites 

Expected occupation 54.14 53.45 54.45 
(17.61) (17.23) (17.49) 

Usefulness of 8.53 8.23 7.75 
Education (2.49) (2.31) (2.31) 

Teaching 11.42 11.21 11.00 
(3.10) (2.99) (3.19) 

Look forward to class 7.41 6.88 6.25 
(2.34) (2.38) (2.35) 

Hours of homework 5.84 4.93 6.44 
(4.57) (3.99) (5.26) 

Not in trouble -0.08 -0.20 0.03 
(0.94) (1.18) (0.98) 

On task 2.15 2.21 2.46 
(0.93) (0.91) (0.79) 

Punctual Attendance -0.13 -0.26 0.05 
(1.15) (1.11) (0.95) 

Prepared for class 9.28 9.00 9.39 
(2.13) (2.22) (1.88) 

n 2,847 1,648 15,823 

Measuring race relations variables 

Race relations variables used here are variables about group proportions and group 

hierarchy. These variables, according to competition theory and cultural division of labor, 

should influence race effects. The proportion of student's in a subordinate group is 
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measured with two independent variables: percent black and percent Hispanic. Percent 

Hispanic is used rather than percent Chicano because NELS: 88 does not contain school 

percentages for individual nationalities. Percent Hispanic measures the percent of students 

in the school who belong to Chicanos' larger pan-ethnic group. Although this is not 

preferable, it is reasonable to suppose that whites and Chicanos will respond in a similar 

fashion to both percentages. In practice and in discourse, distinctions within the larger 

panethnic group are rare, especially by out-group members (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; 

note 4). Additionally, Portes and Hao (1998) report that all Hispanic nationalities respond 

similarly to a school's percent Hispanic in regard to Spanish language maintenance. The 

percentage of students in other groups (i.e., all those who are not white, black, or 

Hispanic) is used as a control variable. 

Black-White hierarchy is measured by subtracting the average SES of black 

students from the average SES of white students. Chicano-White hierarchy is measured 

the same way. Black-Chicano hierarchy is measured in a different manner because the 

average SES for these two groups is much more similar. Blacks have higher SES in some 

schools while in other schools, Chicanos do. According to competition theory, 

competition will be greatest when there is no hierarchy (i.e., average SES difference 

equals zero), and competition will decrease as hierarchy increases, regardless of which 

group has higher SES. For this reason, I use the absolute value of the difference in 

average SES for blacks and Chicanos to measure black-Chicano hierarchy. Absolute 
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values are not used to measure hierarchy between dominant and subordinate groups/ 

Although in a few schools, Chicanos' and Blacks' average SES is higher than whites', 

whites are assumed to be the dominant group. In the regression analysis, all race-relations 

variables are centered at their grand mean.' 

Measuring control variables 

Control variables are different from race-relations variables in that they should not 

influence the effect of race. Instead, they are used to account for differences among 

students and make the estimate of race effects unbiased. All statistical models include the 

following individual-level control variables: the status of the highest occupation of both 

parents, the highest-level of education of both parents, total family income, size of the 

family, both parents present (1 = yes), and female (1 = yes). School-level control variables 

include student teacher ratio, percentage of students receiving free lunch, rural (1 = yes), 

suburban (1 = yes), private (1 = yes). North Central (1 = yes), West (1 = yes), and South 

(1 = yes). In the statistical analysis, female and all continuous variables are centered at 

their grand mean. Measures of total family income, parental education, family size, and 

family structure are only available from the parent questionnaire and as a result have many 

^ In Chapter three, I discuss how a spline function is used to handle the large number of 
missing cases for this measure. However, models are also examined where missing cases 
on this variable are deleted. These models tend to have larger standard errors, which is 
expected because fewer cases are used, but the pattern of results for the key independent 
variables are very similar to the ones I report, except in the model predicting punctual 
attendance. Findings from this alternative model are discussed in the results and 
conclusion section. 
' Although it would appear that including all three measures of hierarchy simultaneously in 
models would lead to autocorrelation problems, it is actually not problematic. Results 
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missing cases. To keep these cases in the analysis, I use a dummy variable to flag these 

missing cases and code their value as zero on the variable of interest (Donner 1982). 

Statistical Analysis 

Most studies of racial differences in attitudes, skills, habits, and styles have 

employed ordinary leased squares regression (OLS) with individuals as the unit of analysis. 

The primary advantage of this model is that multiple covariates can be introduced to 

estimate an unbiased effect of race. However, this model can not efBciently determine if 

the effects of race vary by school, a major theoretical claim of interest here. An alternative 

statistical modeling strategy is to take advantage of the sampling procedure used to create 

the NELS: 88 data set. The base-year cross section of the NELS: 88 is a random sample 

of schools, and hence, of race effects, making it possible to treat the effect of race as a 

random effect. 

Multilevel models are used to incorporate a random effect of race into an 

individual-level model. The race-relations perspective proposes that the effect of being in 

one group rather than another, all else being equal, is determined by the strength of the 

group barrier among peers in the school. Multilevel models examine this relationship by 

allowing individual-level intercepts and slopes are allowed to vary across schools and 

predicting their magnitudes with school-level factors. The student-level model is, 

Yij = Poj + Pij Black + Pjj Chicano + Zp, Xq+ ri,-

where Y is one of the nine measures of attitudes, skills, habits, and styles, X represents the 

q individual-level control variables (for example, parent's education, family income, etc.) 

from excluding any of the three measures are substantively identical. 



101 

whose effects are fixed across individuals and schools, and nj is the error associated with 

the i-th individual in the j-th school. The betas with subscript j—the intercept, the effect of 

being black, and the effect of being Chicano—vary by school. 

The three varying effects are modeled in school-level equations. Their values are 

set equal to a school-level intercept, effects of school-level factors, and a school-level 

error term. These equations, which as yet do not contain the race-relations variables, are 

Poj = Too + SFrnZn, + Hoj 

Pij = Yio + ^ij 

Psj = 720 + M.2j 

where YOO, YIO, YZO the average values of the betas across all schools when other 

variables in the equation equal zero and Z denotes the m school-level control variables 

(e.g., student teacher ratio, percent of students on fi-ee lunch, etc.). The average value of 

the student-level intercept, yoo, is interpreted as the average value of the dependent 

variable across all schools when all variables are set to zero. Specifically, it equals the 

level of the dependent variable for whites (the left out category) when continuous 

variables and female are at their means (because of grand mean centering), and when 

dummy variables equal zero. The average effect of being black (or Chicano) compared to 

white, Yio (or Y20), is the average difference between whites and blacks (or Chicanos) 

across schools. School-level control variables, Z, are only included in the intercept 

equation because theories do not suggests they should influence the effects of race. 

The school-level equations are substituted into the student-level equation to 
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produce the model to be estimated, 

Yij = Yoo + + Hoj + (YIO + Hij)Black + (720 + |i2j)Chicano + 2p, X„+ nj 

which is labeled '(1)' in Table 4-3 and Table 4-6. Because all control variables, both at 

the school level and the individual level, are included, the effects of race are unbiased (but 

see note 4). The error terms from the school-level models (i.e., the error associated with 

the j-th school), are denoted |ioj, |iij, and |i2j- They are assumed to be normally distributed 

with a variance-covariance structure, 

Too 

Xoi Til 

T02 Ti2 T22 

Given that all control variables are included in the model, the hypotheses that TH 

and Ti2 > 0 tests if the effect of race varies by school. Covariances reveal if the average 

level of whites' attitudes, skills, habits, and styles (the intercept) in a school, is related to 

the effect of being black or Chicano in a school. Significant covariances imply that one 

racial group's cultural approach to school is affected by other racial group's approaches in 

the school. 

To include race relations variables, the student-level model is identical, but race 

relations variables are entered into the school-level equations, so that 
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Poj = YOO + SPNVN + 2R,„ZM + HOJ 

Plj = YlO + SPnVn + |iij 

P2j = Y20 + SPnVn + \l2} 

where V denotes the n race relations variables dealing with group proportions and group 

hierarchy. Unlike control variables, they are entered into all three equations. By doing so, 

one can examine whether they influence all individuals equally. If so, they will be 

significant in the model predicting the intercept. If they influence the effect of race, they 

will be significant in the models predicting Pij and Pzj- Additionally, the race relations 

variables in the school-level equations explain a portion of the variance in race across 

schools and estimates of tau are likely to be smaller in model 2 than model 1. 

As previously shown, the school-level equations are substituted back into the 

student-level equation, 

Yij = Yoo + SPnVn + SFrnZm + Jioj + (YIO + SPnVn + (iij)Black + (Y20 + 2PnVn + 

|j.2j)Chicano + ZP, Xq+ nj 

which is labeled '(2)' in Table 4-3 and Table 4-6. Notice that the effects of V appear three 

times in the model. If the dummy variables Black and Chicano are multiplied through, 

then the race relations variables would appear as a main effect, as an interaction with 

black, and as an interaction with Chicano. This is how results are reported. Probability 

tests of these interaction terms determine if the race-relations variables influence the effect 

of race. Estimates of betas, standard errors, and taus are created iteratively with restricted 

(residual) maximum likelihood in SAS PROC MIXED (Wolfinger and O'Connell 1993). 
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Results 

The primary interest is to determine if cultural approaches to school vary by race in 

schools where peer relations are most likely to be structured along racial lines. The 

discussion of results is broken into two sections, depending upon whether the dependent 

variable corresponds to what students "say" or what students "do". Other studies have 

shown that whites are disadvantaged with regards to attitudes but advantaged with 

regards to behaviors. I find that race relations in schools also matter in different ways for 

attitudes and behaviors. 

Table 4-3 presents the results fi'om the multilevel model estimates of slopes (top of 

the table) and variances (bottom of the table) for models predicting expectations and 

attitudes. Effects of control variables are not shown. As discussed above, two models are 

presented for each dependent variable. The first model omits the race-relations variables 

to determine the average effect of race and whether the effect of race varies by school. 

Race-relations variables are used to determine which schools have larger or smaller race 

effects. In addition. Table 4-4 shows the effect of each race-relations variable on each 

group for which there is an expected relationship. This is done to identify situations when 

race-relations variables effect a group in absolute terms but not relative to other groups. 

Race, schools, expectations, and attitudes 

Caste-like minorities, according to the oppositional culture perspective developed 

by Ogbu and Fordham, should be less likely than whites to believe they will have 
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Table 4-3. Effects of group proportions and group hierarchy on student's expected occupation and attitudes 
toward education and school, net of other independent variables.* 

Expected Occupation Usefulness of Education 
Variable (1) (2) (1) (2) 
Intercept 53.27*** 52.62*** 7.58«*« 1.51*** 
Black 2Ai*** 2.31*** 0.12*** 0.41«*« 
Chicano 2.i5*** 0.82 0.45*** 0.09 
Group Proportions 
% Black/100 -1.22 0.25 
% Black X Black/100 2.57 0.19*** 
% Black X Chicano/100 5.29 0.04 
% Hispanic/100 2.20 0.15 
% Hispanic x Black/100 0.27 0.53 
% Hispanic x Chicano/100 5.3i*** 1.00»«» 
Group Hierarchy 
White-Black 0.75 -0.04 
White-Black x Black -0.47 0.09 
White-Black x Chicano -1.42 -0.01 
White-Chicano 0.26 0.04 
White-Chicano x Black 0.83 0.21 
White-Chicano x Chicano 0.21 0.28* 
Black-Chicano 0.38 -0.11 
Black-Chicano x Black -1.60 0.20 
Black-Chicano x Chicano -0.12 0.02 
Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 3.16*** 3.75"» 0.14*** 0.13*** 
2. Black 0.03b 0.69 0.26** 0.20* 
3. Chicano 11.99 7.24 0.18 0.14 
1 and 2 -3.69»» -3.79 -0.14**» -0.13** 
1 and 3 -1.41 -1.39 -0.03 -0.05 
2 and 3 12.66 11.66 0.24 0.23 
N 13,492 13,492 18,581 18,581 



106 

Table 4-3 continued. Effects of group proportions and group hierarchy on student's expected occupation 
and attitudes toward education and school, net of other independent variables.* 

Teaching Look Forward to class 
Variable (1) (2) (1) (2) 
Intercept 11.12*** 10.95*** 6.18*** 6.11*** 
Black 0.65*** 0.48*** 0.99*** 0.74*** 
Chicano 0.45*** 0.26*** 0.58*** 0.43*»* 
Group Proportions 
%Black/lGG -0.49 0.14 
% Black X Black/100 0.81** 0.76** 
% Black X Chicano/100 0.74 0.87 
% Hispanic/100 0.48 0.27 
% Hispanic x Black/100 0.03 -0.04 
% Hispanic x Chicano/100 0.43 0.47 
Group Hierarchv 
White-Black -0.29** -0.02 
White-Black x Black 0.37** 0.02 
White-Black x Chicano -0.15 -0.37 
White-Chicano 0.15 0.13 
White-Chicano x Black 0.06 0.03 
White-Chicano x Chicano 0.47** 0.14 
Black-Chicano -0.03 0.02 
Black-Chicano x Black 0.24 0.25 
Black-Chicano x Chicano -0.44 -0.28 
Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept l.Ol*** l.OO*** 0.35*** 0.35*«* 
2. Black 0.44* 0.38 0.30** 0.25* 
3. Chicano 0.36 0.31 0.45*»* 0.38** 
I and 2 -0.40*** -0.36*** -0.20*** -0.18*** 
1 and 3 -0.24 -0.28 -0.30*** -0.28*** 
2 and 3 0.13 0.10 0.33** 0.26 
N 18,840 18,840 18,682 18,682 
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed tests, respectively. 

One tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two tailed test and a prediction is 
made. 
* All models control for parent's occupation and education, &mily income, sex, family structure, 
region, place, and family size (see method section for a full description). 
SAS PROC MIXED sets variances equal to zero when the estimates become very small. To 

avoid this, I set a lower bound value for this variance at 1 e-4. This procedure effects this variance 
but not other parameters. 



Table 4-4. Impact of eroup proportions and group hierarchy for each racial group. 
Expected Usefulness Of Teaching look forward Hours of Not in On task Punctual Prepared for 

Occupation Education to class Homework Trouble AwnHanty 

Average score net of controls, bv race 
Whites 
Blacks 
Chicanos 

52.62 b 
54.93 
53.44 

Effect of Percent Black/100 
Whites -1.22 
Blacks 1.35 

7.57 b 
7.98 
7.66 

0.25 b 
1.03*** 

Effect of Percent Hispanic/lOO 
Whites 2.20 c 0.15 c 
Chicanos 7.58»»* 1.15»*« 

10.95 b 
11.43 
11.21 

-0.49 b 
0.32 

0.48 
0.91*« 

Effect of Percent black/100 relative to percent Hispanic/100'' 
Blacks 
Chicanos 

-1.12 
-3.52 

0.35 c 
-0.86 

Effect of Black: White hierarchy on 
Whites 0.75 -0.04 
Blacks 0.28 0.05 

Effect of Chicano:White hierarchy on 
Whites 0.26 0.04 c 
Chicanos 0.46 0.32* 

Effect of Black:Chicano hierarchy on 
Blacks -1.22 0.09 
Chicanos 0.26 -0.09 

-0.19 
-0.66 

-0.29»* b 
0.08 

0.15 c 
0.62*** 

0.20 c 
-0.47 

6.11 be 
6.85 c 
6.54 

0.14 b 
0.90»»» 

0.27 
0.74*** 

0.67 
0.27 

-0.02 

-0.004 

0.13 
0.27* 

0.28 c 
-0.26 

6.13 c 
6.08 c 
5.56 

-0.79 
0.14 

-0.26 
0.66 

1.18c 
-1.17 

0.07 
0.13 

0.01 
0.18 

0.45 
-0.06 

-0.20 c 
-0.24 
-0.35 

0.01 
0.11 

-0.01 c 
0.32«»» 

0.34 
0.06 

0.01 
0.001 

0.04 
-0.01 

0.03 
0.04 

2.28 be 
2.11 
2.21 

-0.16»*b 
0.11 

-0.00 
0.18 

0.08 
-0.24 

-0.01b 
-0.10** 

0.03 
0.03 

0.06 
0.01 

-0.14 b 
-0.04 c 
-0.23 

-0.33»*» 
-0.37**» 

-0.15 
-0.20 

0.06 
-0.07 

0.01 
-0.03 

•0.03 
0.01 

-0.01 
0.01 

9.13 c 
9.21c 
8.84 

-0.02 
0.004 

-0.39** c 
0.26 

0.00 
-0.83 

-0.05 
-0.05 

0.14*» 
0.32»» 

-0.18 
-0.03 

Notes: indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 and .01 on tvto-tailed tests respectively. One tailed tests arc used when ciEnifirann^ is not 
reached on a two tailed test and a prediction is made. 
b and c indicate the effect is different for blacks and Chicanos, respectively. 
d Estimated effects are computed from coefiicients reported in table 4-3 through 4-6. Standard errors are computed fix)m the variance-covariance 
matrix. Significance is determined from the formula t = bj - b2 /sqrt (var b| + var bj - 2cov b, b2) and t = b| + ^ /sqrt (var b, + var bj + 2cov b| bj). 
Effect of %Black relative to % Hispanic for blacks = (%Black + %Black x Black) - (%Hispanic %Hispanic x Black). 
Effect of % Black relative to % Hispanic for Chicanos = (%Black + %Black x Chicano) - (%Hispanic + %Hispanic x Chicano). 
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rewarding jobs, that their education will be rewarded in labor markets, and less likely to 

have positive attitudes toward education. However, careful tests for racial differences in 

students' expected occupations and attitudes toward education find that blacks' attitudes 

are better than those of whites (Coleman 1966; Mickelson 1990; Amsworth-Damell and 

Downey 1998). These tests used a random sample with proper controls. 

In model one in Table 4-3, findings for the status of students expected occupation 

and each attitude show that the coefBcients representing the average effect of race for 

Blacks and Chicanos across schools are positive. This indicates these subordinate groups 

expect better occupations and have more positive attitudes towards education than similar 

whites. 

According to the race-relations perspectives, the effect of race should vary by 

school. In most models, the intercept and the effect of black vary across schools. 

Evidence for this is shown with the estimates of taus at the bottom of Table 4-3. In all 

models, the value of the intercept varies across schools, showing that the value of the 

dependent variable varies by school for whites. The effect of black varies across schools 

except for the model predicting expected occupation. When significant, this indicates that 

that the magnitude of the difference between blacks and whites varies by school. The 

effect of being Chicano varies across schools in the model predicting how much students 

look forward to class but not in other models. 

As mentioned earlier, multilevel models require large sample sizes to estimate the 

variances of slopes. Given noticeably fewer Chicanos (n = 1648) than blacks (n = 2847) in 

the sample, it is not surprising that the variance of the effect of black is significant more 
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often than the effect of Chicano. Recall also, that many cases are omitted in the 

model predicting expected occupation, which makes variation in the slopes across schools 

hard to detect. The frequency with which race significantly varies by school, especially 

when a large number of cases are used, confirms that scholars should treat race effects as a 

variable whose magnitude fluctuates by school (or some other meaningful ecological unit). 

Covariances show whether attitudes of one group are related to attitudes of other 

groups in their school. Covariances are likely to be significant if attitudes become 

dichotomized such that they are seen among peers as more or less appropriate depending 

upon a person's race. In most of the models, results reveal that the value of the intercept 

(the average value of the dependent variable for whites) covaries negatively with the effect 

of being black and Chicano. This negative covariance is significant for blacks and whites 

in the models predicting all measures of attitudes.^ It is also significant between whites 

and Chicanos in the model predicting look forward to class. Covariances between the 

effect of being black and the effect of being Chicano, in contrast, are never negative. This 

estimated covariance is actually positive in the model predicting how much students look 

forward to class. 

The negative covariance between the effect of black (or Chicano) and the intercept 

indicates that in schools with larger differences between blacks (or Chicanos) and whites, 

^ The models predicting expected occupation and hours of homework reported in model 
one have the variance of at least one slope or intercept set to zero to allow for 
convergence. It is not necessary to set these equal to zero in models labeled 2. It is 
preferable to be able to estimate all parameters in order to have a correctly specified 
model, but it means that variances/covariances cannot be compared across models. The 
estimates of variances and covariances of race effects in model 2 are equal to the total 
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there are more negative attitudes among whites. The positive covariance between the 

effect of being black and the effect of being Chicano indicates that in schools where the 

effect of being black is larger, so is the effect of being Chicano, and vice versa. Given that 

these covariances are significant in many of the models predicting attitudes, especially in 

cases using larger samples, it appears that groups' attitudes are affected by those of other 

racial groups in the school. 

Which schools have larger race effects? Competition theory predicts a stronger 

group barrier will occur in schools with proportionately more subordinate group members 

and low levels of hierarchy. Cultural division of labor makes no prediction about 

proportionate size, and predicts the opposite effect of hierarchy. 

Findings reveal, as competition theory predicts, that schools with proportionately 

more blacks and proportionately more Hspanics have larger black-white and Chicano-

white differences, respectively. As seen by the positive interactions between percent 

black and black in the corresponding models (see Table 4-3), the presence of 

proportionately more black students increases the advantage blacks have over whites. 

These advantages occur in how important they believe education will be in the future 

(.79), in how much they look forward to class (.76), and in their attitudes towards 

teaching (.81). This interaction does not reach significance in the model predicting 

expected occupation (^ = .23). Blacks may hold a constant advantage over whites in job 

expectations across schools independent of proportions, or the sample is too small in this 

model. 

unbiased effects minus that portion explained by the race-relations variables. 
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Chicanos' cultural approach to school, in terms of attitudes and expectations, is 

better in schools with more Hispanic peers. There is evidence from the coeflBcients in 

Table 4-3 show that in schools with more Hispanic peers, Chicanos' advantage over whites 

increases, as Competition theory predicts. This occurs for two indexes: status of expected 

occupation (S.39) and usefulness of education (1.00). For the other two indexes, attitudes 

toward teaching (.91) and look forward to class (.74)), an increasing proportion of 

Hispanic peers improves Chicanos attitudes, although not relative to those of whites (see 

Table 4-4). On these two attitudes, the prediction from competition theory is supported 

for Chicanos (not whites). In sum, the evidence shows a trend where the attitudes and 

expectations of subordinate group members improve in schools with more in-group peers, 

both relative to their peers in other schools, and relative to white peers in similar schools. 

The effects of group hierarchy on race are also consistent in models predicting 

expectations and attitudes, although more for the effect of Chicano than black. In all cases 

where effects are significant, the direction supports the prediction from the cultural 

division of labor and not the opposite one from competition theory. As the interaction 

between Chicano-white hierarchy and Chicano in Table 4-3 shows, the advantages 

Chicanos have over whites in beliefs about the usefulness of education (.28) and attitudes 

toward teaching (.47) are greater in schools where the hierarchy between whites and 

Chicanos is greater. Chicanos also look forward to class more in schools (.27) with 

greater Chicano-white hierarchy (see Table 4-4). In sum, Chicanos not only have more 

positive attitudes than whites about education and school, their attitudes are even more 

positive in schools where Chicanos are more subordinated relative to whites. 
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Only in one model does black-white hierarchy influence the effect of black. This 

occurs in the model predicting attitudes toward teaching. Here, the advantage of blacks 

over whites increases in schools with more hierarchy between blacks and whites (.37). 

This finding also supports the prediction from the cultural division of labor. Racial 

hierarchy does not influence the status of students' expected occupation. This indicates 

that either racial differences in expectations are independent of group hierarchy or the 

sample is too small to identify the effect. 

In the special case of differences between two subordinate groups (blacks and 

Chicanos), competition theory predicts a curvilinear effect of group proportions and group 

hierarchy. Differences in attitudes and expectations should be greatest when a) 

proportions are equal and b) when hierarchy is low. Curvilinear effects of group 

proportions are examined by including quadratic terms for proportions in school-level 

equations (e.g., percent black squared). These models are not shown because results 

reveal no evidence of curvilinear relationships. There is some evidence that these race-

relations variables explain some of the differences in attitudes between blacks and 

Chicanos. Table 4-4 shows that schools with more black peers improve blacks' belief in 

the usefulness of education (.35) relative to Chicanos (-.86) in the same school. Also, in 

schools with greater hierarchy between blacks and Chicanos (regardless of which group is 

advantaged), blacks advantage over Chicanos in attitudes toward teaching is relatively 

higher. Although racial differences between blacks and Chicanos on these indexes vary by 

the hierarchy and proportions between these groups, differences do not accord with 

theoretical predictions. Racial differences are not larger in the schools where the group 
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barrier among peers is likely to be stronger, suggesting peer influences are probably not 

responsible for these differences. Competition between blacks and Chicanos in schools 

does not appear to influence their attitudes and expectations. 

Table 4-S shows how much of the variances in intercepts and effects of race are 

explained by the race-relations variables. Results from the model predicting expected 

occupation might be erroneous (see note 4 and note in Table 4-3). For the three indexes 

measuring students' attitudes, the race-relations variables explain moderate amounts of 

variance in the race effects (12% to 23%). They explain very little of the variance in the 

intercept (1% to 3%). This is not surprising because race-relations variables should 

explain the effect of race. Most variables used to explain variation in the intercept are 

included in model one. 
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Table 4-S. Percent of school level variation in intercepts and slopes explained by including 

race-relations variables. 

Variance of 

Intercept Black Chicano 

Expectations and Attitudes 

Expected occupation' 0.0 0.0 39.6 

Usefliiness of education 2.6 23.4 18.2 

Teaching 1.2 12.0 13.5 

Looks forward to class 2.8 13.7 15.2 

Skills. Habits, and Stvles 

Hours of Homework' 

Not in trouble 0.0 0.0 9.0 

On task 2.5 0.0 7.0 

Punctual Attendance 4.6 13.2 7.6 

Prepared for class 2.5 0.0 13.9 

Note;' Some variances are fixed at zero. See note 6. 
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Race, schools, skills, habits, and styles 

The findings regarding how race influences students' skills, habits, and styles are 

fi'equently different from expected. The literature on racial differences in skills, habits, and 

styles suggests that black students should have worse practices than similar whites. 

Findings in Table 4-6, which presents the estimates fi'om models predicting skills, habits 

and styles, challenge this. The average effect of being black across all schools is only 

negative in the one model predicting how often students are on task, as reported by 

students' teachers. Model one for each dependent variable in Table 4-6 shows that the 

average effect of being black does not influence hours of homework, not in trouble, 

punctual attendance, or being prepared for class. 

In contrast, Chicanos' skills, habits, and styles are worse than those of whites, all 

else being equal. CoefiBcients firom model one in Table 4-6 show that in the average 

school, Chicanos do less homework, get in trouble more often, and have worse attendance 

than similar whites. In the models predicting on task and preparation for class, the dummy 

variables for Chicano are only negative in model two (-.07 and -.29, respectively). This 

indicates that in schools with mean levels of group proportions and group hierarchy, 

Chicanos are on task less and less prepared for class than similar whites. 

These effects of being black and Chicano, as the race relations perspective 

suggests, firequently vary by school. In the average school similar blacks and whites have 

equal skills, habits and styles on most measures. However, black-white differences vary 

across schools except in hours of homework per week (see estimates of variances at the 



116 

Table 4-6. Estimated effects of group proportions and group hierarchy on student's skills, habits, 
and styles, net of other independent variables.* 

Hours of Homework Not in Trouble On Task 
Variable (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) 
Intercept 6.62*** 6.13*** -0.15*** -0.20*** 2.33*** 2.28*** 
Black 0.09 -0.05 -0.02 -0.04 -0.15*** -0.17*** 
Chicano -0.45*** -0.57** -0.09** -0.15*** -0.04 -0.07* 
Group Proportions 
% Black/100 -0.79 0.01 -0.16** 
% Black X Black/100 0.94 0.10 0.27** 
% Black X Chicano/100 0.28 0.37 0.10 
% Hispanic/100 -0.26 -0.01 -0.00 
% Hispanic x Black/100 -0.77 -0.21 0.02 
% Hispanic x Chicano/100 0.92 0.33** 0.19 
Group Hierarchv 
White-Black 0.07 0.01 -0.01 
White-Black x Black 0.07 -0.01 -0.09* 
White-Black x Chicano 0.29 -0.05 0.03 
White-Chicano 0.01 0.04 0.03 
White-Chicano x Black 0.27 -0.02 -0.03 
White-Chicano x Chicano 0.17 -0.04 -0.00 
Black-Chicano 0.08 0.03 0.00 
Black-Chicano x Black 0.37 -0.00 0.06 
Black-Chicano x Chicano -0.13 0.01 0.01 
Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 1.96*** 2.18*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
2. Black 0.55 0.77 0.04* 0.04** 0.08*** 0.08*** 
3. Chicano 0.00c 0.34 0.08** 0.08** 0.04** 0.04* 
1 and 2 -0.73** -1.07** -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 
1 and 3 0.00c -1.62** -0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 
2 and 3 0.00c 1.63** 0.001 0.001 0.01 0.01 
N 18,642 18,642 18,934 18,934 18,691 18,691 
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Table 4-6 continued. Estimated effects of group proportions and group hierarchy on student's 
skills habits, and styles, net of other independent variables.' 

Punctual attendance Prepared for class 
Variable (I) (2) (1) (2) 
Intercept -0.16*»* -0.14*** 9.14*** 9.13*** 
Black -0.01 0.10** 0.07 0.08 
Chicano -0.09*** -0.09 -0.10 -0.29*** 
Group Proportions 
% Black/100 -0.33*** -0.02 
% Black X Black/100 -0.04 0.03 
% Black X Chicano/100 0.07 -0.54 
% Hispanic/100 -0.15 -0.39** 
% Hispanic x Black/100 -0.28 0.40 
% Hispanic x Chicano/100 -0.05 0.66** 
Group Hierarchv 
White-Black 0.01 -0.05 
White-Black x Black -0.04 0.01 
White-Black x Chicano -0.13 0.07 
White-Chicano -0.03 0.14** 
White-Chicano x Black 0.06 0.08 
White-Chicano x Chicano 0.04 0.18 
Black-Chicano -0.02 -0.13 
Black-Chicano x Black 0.01 -0.06 
Black-Chicano x Chicano 0.03 0.16 
Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 
2. Black 0 06*** 0.06*** 0.17** 0.18** 
3. Chicano 0.06* 0.05* 0.12 0.10 
1 and 2 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
1 and 3 -0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 
2 and 3 0.01 -0.01 -0.06 -0.03 
N 18,802 18,802 18,657 18.657 
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed tests, 

respectively. One tailed tests are used if significance is not reached on a two tailed test 
and a prediction is made. 
* All models control for parent's occupation, parent's education, family income, sex, family 
structure, region, place, and family size (see method section of this chapter for a fuller 
description). 

This model cannot be estimated without assuming that this parameter equals zero. 
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bottom of Table 4-6). The effect of being Chicano also varies significantly across schools 

in models predicting not in trouble, on task, and punctual attendance, but not in those 

predicting hours of homework or preparation for class. Resuhs regarding hours of 

homework are complicated and unique, and these will be discussed in more detail below. 

The relatively small sample of Chicanos may account for why the effect of black varies 

from across schools more than the effect of Chicano. These findings add further evidence 

to the race-relations perspective that suggests that the effect of race will vary by school. 

Except for hours of homework, covariances are not significant. The lack of 

relationship among the variances indicates that students' skills, habits, and styles are not 

influenced by those of other racial groups in their school. According to competition 

theory, black-white and Chicano-white differences should be larger in schools where the 

proportionate number of blacks and Chicanos are larger, respectively. This prediction 

receives little support in the models predicting student's skills, habits, and styles. 

Although the coefficients testing these hypotheses (black x % black and Chicano x % 

Hispanic) are significant in a few cases, they tend to be in the wrong direction. 

For example, black-white differences in being on task are smaller in schools with 

proportionately more Afiican American students. This is shown by the positive interaction 

between percentage black and black (.27) in Table 4-6. The main effect of percentage 

black (-. 16) shows that this occurs primarily because teachers evaluate white students 

worse in schools with proportionately more blacks. The presence of proportionately more 

Hispanic peers also decreases Chicano-white differences in getting in trouble and 

preparation for class. For the index not in trouble, the decline in racial difference occurs 
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because the presence of proportionately more Hispanics peers helps Chicanos get in 

trouble less relative to whites (.33, Table-4-6) and relative to Chicanos in schools with few 

Hispanics (.32, Table 4-4). For the index prepared for class, racial differences decline 

because whites become less prepared for class in schools with relatively more Hispanic 

peers (-.39, Table 4-6). Although racial differences vary with group proportions for these 

skills, habits, and styles, schools where peer relations are likely to be organized along 

racial lines are not the ones with greater racial differences. 

Students attending schools with proportionately more black students also miss 

school or are tardy more often (see main effect of percentage black in Table 4-6 and 

effects of percentage black in Table 4-4). This affects whites, blacks, and Chicanos 

equivalently (because the interaction term is not significant) and thus supports the 

prediction fi'om competition theory for blacks but not others. 

However, an alternative interpretation from this finding is likely. Possibly, 

percentage black in this model is capturing a neighborhood effect. An increase in 

percentage black will correlate with an increase in the percentage of people who are 

economically disadvantaged. Although the percentage of students on free lunch is held 

constant, free lunch programs are means tested with regard to income (also see note 4). 

Blacks also posses less wealth than whites, controlling for income (Oliver and Shapiro 

I99S). A clustering of people with little wealth in neighborhoods (Massey and Denton 

1993; Wilson 1987) or schools (Orfield and Eaton 1996) might effect all students 

regardless of race. Group proportions are expected to have different effects on different 

racial groups (Blalock 1967). 
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Models predicting punctual attendance that delete missing cases on the racial 

hierarchy measure are different from those reported in Table 4-6 as well. They indicate 

that Chicano-white differences in attendance are greater in schools with proportionately 

more Hispanic students, supporting the prediction from competition theory. They also 

show that blacks and Chicanos are less punctual relative to whites in schools with greater 

levels of Black-white hierarchy. This is the only instance where black-white hierarchy 

influences Chicanos. Because black students report more punctual attendance than whites 

in the average school, this finding for blacks means that the worsening of blacks 

attendance patterns in schools with greater hierarchy decreases the racial gap between 

whites and blacks. This finding supports the prediction from competition theory. 

Only in two cases does hierarchy influence students' skills, habits, and styles. First, 

black's disadvantage compared to whites in being on task less often is larger in schools 

where the hierarchy between blacks and whites is greater, as the interaction between black 

and black-white hierarchy in Table 4-6 shows (-.09). This finding supports the prediction 

from the cultural division of labor. Second, the coefiBcient in Table 4-6 show that whites 

are more prepared for class in schools with more Chicano-white hierarchy (.14), but Table 

4-4 shows that Chicanos are effected even more by this hierarchy (.32), thus closing the 

gap with whites in schools with more hierarchy. This finding supports the prediction from 

competition theory, for Chicanos (not whites), that racial differences will be larger at low 

levels of hierarchy. 

Table 4-S shows how much of the variances in intercepts and effects are explained 

by the race-relations variables. Results from models predicting hours of homework are 
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not shown (see note 4 and notes in Table 4-6). For the other indexes of students' skills, 

habits, and styles, the magnitude of the estimated variance for the efiTect of race changes 

little when the race-relations variables are included. Variances in the effect of race decline 

by zero the 13.9%. This also suggests that race-relations among peers do not influence 

student's skills, habits, and styles as much as they influence student's attitudes towards 

education. 
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Table 4-7. Estimated efifects of group proportions on student's hours of homework, net 
of other independent variables.* 

Variable 

Intercept 6.17*** 
Black -0.07 
Chicano -0.52** 
Group Proportions 
% Black/100 -1.31 
% Black/lOO^ 0.74 
% Black/100 X Black 1.03 
% Black/100^ X Black -0.22 
% Black/100 X Chicano -2.65 
% Black/100^ X Chicano 4.70 
% Hispanic/100 -0.77 
% Hispanic/100^ 0.75 
% Hispanic/100 x Black -2.42 
% Hispanic/100^ x Black 2.38 
% Hispanic/100 x Chicano 1.34 
% Hispanic/100^ x Chicano -0.69 

Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 2.18*** 
2. Black 0.78 
3. Chicano 0.29 
1 and 2 -1.07** 
1 and 3 -1.60** 
2 and 3 1.44** 
N 18,642 

Notes: *, **, and *** indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed 
tests, respectively. 
One tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two tailed test and a 
prediction is made. 
* Besides variables shown here, all models control for parent's occupation, parent's 
education, family mcome, sex, family structure, region of the country, 
suburban/rural/urban, family size (see method section of this chapter for a fuller 
description), racial group hierarchy, and racial group hierarchy interacted with 
black and Chicano. 
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Hours of homework. The model predicting hours of homework is more 

complicated and requires greater elaboration (also, see note 6). In model 2 predicting this 

variable, the effect of black and the effect of Chicano, do not vary across schools. The 

estimates of these variances are very small, even though the model has a relatively large 

sample size. Results suggest null findings in regards to variances. 

However, all covariances are significant. There is a negative covariance between 

the intercept (e.g., the average hours of homework per week for whites) and the effect of 

being black or Chicano. This indicates that in schools where whites do more homework, 

the effect of being black or Chicano is more negative, and vice versa. Net of control 

variables, in schools where white students do less homework, black and Chicano students 

do more, and vice versa. The positive covariance between the effects of black with the 

effect of Chicano indicates that in schools where black-white differences in homework are 

large (small), so are Chicano-white differences. Racial group's average hours of 

homework are influenced by other groups' hours of homework within their school. 

There is additional evidence that race relations among peers influence students' 

hours of homework. Recall that competition theory predicts a curvilinear effect of group 

proportions in the case of two subordinate groups. In the model predicting hours of 

homework, but not other models, this prediction is supported. Recall that curvilinear 

relationships between the dependent variable and group proportions are modeled by 

including quadratic effects of group proportions in school-level models. Table 4-7 shows 

the results of this multilevel model. By subtracting the effect of percentage Hispanic fi'om 
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the effect of percentage black for each racial group/ it is possible to compute the effect of 

changes in percentage black relative to percentage Hispanic. The following equations 

show the expected hours of homework for each group as a function of percentage black 

relative to percentage Hispanic: 

Blacks' hours of homework = 6.10 + 2.91 x % black/100 - 2.62 x % black/100^ 

Chicanos' hours of homework = 5.65 - 4.53 x % black/100 + 5.38 x % black/100^ 

Notice that the effect of percentage black is positive for blacks and negative for 

Chicanos, while the effect of percentage black squared is negative for blacks and positive 

for Chicanos. This indicates that the advantage blacks have over Chicanos increases and 

then decreases over the range of percentage black. The largest difference between the two 

groups occurs at 35%^ black in the school, where Chicanos are estimated to do 1.7 fewer 

hours of homework than blacks. 

This result suggests that in schools where black-Chicano competition creates a 

strong group barrier between these groups, hours of homework is a behavior that becomes 

dichotomized along racial lines. Having relatively equal numbers of blacks and Chicanos 

^ Effect of % black and % Hispanic for blacks and Chicanos are calculated by summing the 
main effects plus the interactions for the respective group. For example, the effect of % 
black for blacks, called pb:black is calculated as: (% black + % black x black) + (% black^ 
+ % black^ X black). To calculate the effect of % black relative to % Hispanic for blacks: 
pb:black - ph:black, where phrblack is calculated the same as pb:black except % Hispanic 
and % Hspanic^ are substituted for % black and % blacl^. The equation for blacks = 
intercept + black +[(% black + % black x black) - (% Hispanic + % Hispanic x black)] + 
[(% black^ + % black^ x black) - (% Hispanic^ + % Hspanic x black)]. The equations 
presented in the text are calculated as just described. 
' The maximum difference between blacks and Chicanos in the equations presented in the 
text occurs when % black/100 = .47. However, % black is mean centered, so to get the 
actual percentage where blacks and Chicanos are most different along this dimension, it is 
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in schools reduces number of hours Chicanos spend on homework relative the hours spent 

by blacks. 

Summary and discussion 

This chapter applies a framework for studying race relations to a debate about 

whether peers in subordmate groups form an oppositional culture toward school and 

education. Consistent with other studies, findings show that blacks expect higher status 

occupations and have more positive attitudes toward school than whites. Findings also 

extend earlier studies by showing that this is also true of Chicanos. As Ainsworth-Damell 

and Downey (1998) and Cook and Ludwig (1997) point out, these findings invalidate 

Fordham and Ogbu's claim that subordinate groups develop an oppositional culture 

towards schooling because they perceive discrimination in labor markets. 

Unlike earlier studies (Ainsworth-Damell and Downey 1998; Farkas 1996), 

findings do not show that black's skills, habits, and styles are worse than those of similar 

whites. The one exception is teacher's evaluations of students' behavior in class. 

Teachers report that black students are on task less often than similar white students. 

However, Chicanos' skills, habits, and styles are consistently worse than those of 

similar whites in hours of homework per week, getting in trouble, and having punctual 

attendance. Chicanos are also on task less (according to teachers) and are less prepared 

for class in some schools (those with approximately mean levels of group proportions, 

group hierarchy, and other variables). 

necessary to subtract the mean of % black (12%). 
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By applying the race-relations perspective, I am able to determine if racial 

differences in cultural approaches to education vary by school, and if they are larger in 

schools where the racial group barrier among peers is stronger. In this way, I am able to 

examine if racial differences are likely to be peer driven, as proponents of the oppositional 

culture perspective suggest. 

Findings reveal that racial differences vary across schools. Although this variation 

is not always significant, it is significant most often when a larger sample of students is 

available. The variation in race effect across schools should alert researchers studying 

race using large data sets with numerous schools to keep in mind that their findings might 

relate to average or aggregate levels only. Their findings will not apply to some schools. 

This result is also relevant for ethnographers who choose a single school or a small 

number of schools as a sample for study. Although such studies offer are usefiil in many 

ways, the variation in the effect of race across schools documented here suggests that 

generalizations should be made cautiously. 

The central finding of this chapter is that those schools where peer relations are 

expected to be racialized are those where the educational attitudes of subordinate group 

members are the best relative to those of whites. The implication fi-om this finding is that 

student relations between whites and subordinate groups have their strongest effect on 

cultural approaches to education by improving the attitudes of subordinate group 

members. Because this pattern does not generally hold for skills, habits, and styles, it 

implies that racial group barriers among students influence attitudes, not skills, habits, and 

styles. 
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Evidence for this claim is extensive. Not only do subordinate groups have better 

attitudes and expectations than whites, but also the differences are biggest in schools 

where competition theory (in regards to group proportions) and cultural division of labor 

(in regards to group hierarchy) predict the strongest group barrier among peers. 

As the proportion of Hispanic peers across schools increases, Chicanos' advantage 

over whites in having better attitudes and expectations grows, as competition theory 

predicts. Blacks, similarly, hold their largest advantage over whites in schools with 

proportionately more blacks, although only for attitudes, not job expectations. 

Additionally, Chicano's advantage over whites in attitudes is greater in schools with larger 

hierarchy, as cultural division of labor predicts. Schools with more hierarchy between 

blacks and whites increase the advantage blacks have over whites in being more positive 

about teaching and teachers, but not other attitude measures. This finding also supports 

the prediction from the cultural division of labor. 

This impact of group hierarchy on attitudes is not intuitive. One might expect that 

black's and Chicano's attitudes about their school would be worse in schools where they 

are more economically disadvantaged relative to white peers. It would seem that such 

inequalities would create negative attitudes toward education and their school. Results 

reveal the opposite. In schools with high levels of inequality Chicano's and (for one 

attitude) black's advantage over whites is greater. 

Investigating covariances yields more evidence that peers influence racial 

differences in attitudes. Student's attitudes are influenced by the attitudes of other racial 

groups in their school. This finding is more consistent in regard to blacks and whites than 
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Chicanos and whites, although possibly because of a relatively small number of Chicanos 

in the sample. 

These resuhs suggest a consistent trend. Schools with stronger barriers between 

the subordinate groups and the dominant group are also the schools with larger differences 

in attitudes and expectations between them. Students form attitudes in part due to the 

attitudes of persons in other racial groups. Attitude differences between subordinate and 

dominant group members are greater in schools with proportionately more subordinate 

group members and greater hierarchy between the groups. 

In regard to skills, habits, and styles, group barriers among peers seem less 

important. On most skills, habits, and styles, there are no black-white differences in any 

schools. The main exception is teacher's evaluation of students' behavior in class. 

According to teachers, black-white differences are larger in schools with greater black-

white hierarchy, a location cultural division of labor expects peer relations to be racially 

structured. It is possible, therefore, that an oppositional culture among blacks results from 

an accurate appraisal of racial inequality among peers at school. Ogbu and Fordham claim 

that an oppositional culture results from perceived discrimination in labor markets. Yet 

the findings in this paper suggest an oppositional culture observed in class behavior may 

come from hierarchy between racial groups at school. Additionally, in the model 

predicting punctual attendance which deletes missing cases on the racial hierarchy 

measure, findings reveal that blacks and Chicanos have worse attendance practices relative 

to whites in schools with greater black white hierarchy. 
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However, this interpretation is questionable on three grounds. First, racial 

differences in teachers evaluations of students on task behavior are smaller in schools with 

proportionately more black students, the opposite from what is expected. Second, 

teacher's evaluations may be racially biased (of course, students' answers to questions may 

be racially biased too). This bias could be larger in schools with greater hierarchy if 

teachers falsely perceive class effects as race effects. According to Schofield (1982), who 

studied a school about 60% black and large class differences between blacks and whites, 

some teachers frequently perceived class effects on behavior as race effects. Third, the 

model that deletes cases with missing values contains many fewer cases than the model 

reported. 

Chicanos do have markedly worse skills, habits, and styles than similar whites on 

most measures employed. However, these differences are not greater in schools where 

peer relations are expected to be racialized. The one exception is that in schools with low 

levels of hierarchy, the disadvantage Chicanos have relative to whites in preparation for 

class is relatively large, as competition theory predicts. This is the single situation among 

all tests of hierarchy, however, that support the prediction from competition theory. All 

other significant findings on this variable are in the (opposite) direction that is predicted by 

cultural division of labor. 

Covariances between race effects and whites' scores on skills, habits, and styles, 

are also not significant, except for hours of homework. The lack of significance suggests 

that students' skills, habits, and styles are not influenced by those of students in other racial 

groups, and hence, that the group barrier does not influence such activities. Except 
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concerning hours of homework, this study suggests that causes for Chicano-white 

differences in skills, habits, and styles are something besides peer relations in the school, 

and researchers should search for answers elsewhere. 

The hours students spend on homework may be more related to racial group peer 

relations. The covariances indicate that the average number of hours of homework by 

one racial group is related to the average number of hours by other groups in the school. 

Possibly, peer relations among subordinate group members are largely the cause of this 

result. Findings suggest that Chicanos' hours of homework decline in schools with 

approximately equal proportions of blacks and Chicanos in the school. A location 

competition theory predicts the group barrier between blacks and Chicanos should be 

stronger. 

Conclusion 

Ogbu and Fordham have been influential in arguing that peer relations within 

caste-like minorities are partially responsible for creating an oppositional culture toward 

school among these groups. Resuhs here suggest something different. Peer relations 

seem to have their strongest impact in improving black's and Chicano's attitudes and 

expectations. The impact of racial group barriers on students' skills, habits, and style is, at 

best, less consistent. Although the large disadvantages Chicanos have in skills, habits, and 

styles cause concern, peer relations among Chicanos do not appear to create these 

disadvantages. 
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Chapter S 

The Impact of Competition and Hierarchy 

on Racial Differences in Culture; 

The Case of High School Sports Participation 

In the previous chapter, I applied the race-relations perspective developed in 

Chapter two to the debate over racial differences in cultural approaches to education. 

Resuhs show that racial differences consistently varied by school and that competition 

theory and cultural division of labor are usefiil for understanding this variation, although 

more for student's attitudes than for their skills, habits, and styles. 

In this Chapter, I apply these race-relations theories to racial differences in cultural 

participation by examining the influence of race on organized sports participation among 

high school students. Sports participation offers a unique opportunity to study the 

influence of social interaction on racial differences in culture. Even though sports 

participation is an activity formally open for participation to individuals regardless of race, 

European Americans and African Americans tend to play different sports. 

Perhaps due to the physical nature of sports participation, genetic explanations for 

these racial differences are frequently evoked in public discourse (Davis 1990) and 

academia (Hemstein and Murray 1994; Hoberman 1997). Such ideas are incompatible 

with available knowledge about evolutionary theory and sociological theory. Most 

modem geneticists denounce a genetic basis to racial categories on all but the most 

arbitrary human characteristics—like skin color or facial features (Cavalli-Sforza, 

Menozzi, and Piazza 1994: 19-20). Moreover, investigations into the origin of the black-
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white distinction suggest that this barrier was created between 1600-1700 (Banton 1977). 

But these and other critiques specifically about sports participation (Edwards 1974) have 

not put an end to claims that African Americans' success in sports is due to genetic 

differences between racial groups. 

Race-relations theories are more advantageous than genetic theories in another 

way. Genetic based theories can only explain an underlying influence of race that is 

constant across social contexts. If competition theory and cultural division of labor can 

explain variation in the effect of race across social contexts, they will offer an explanation 

for a portion of racial differences that genetic arguments cannot account for. 

This chapter proceeds by reviewing the sociological literature on cultural 

participation and its relevance to issues about racial differences in sports participation. 

Next, I show how assimilation theory is particularly unsuited for this investigation. This is 

followed by a review of literature on race and sports. Prior to the empirical investigation, 

I extend competition theory and cultural division of labor by exploring how they might be 

more or less relevant for girls and boys in schools and in sports participation. These 

arguments are then tested on information about participation in basketball, swimming, 

soccer, soflbalL^aseball, football, and cheerleading that are available in the NELS; 88.' 

The effects of class, underclass, and school on racial differences in culture 

A frequent finding in studies of culture in sociology is that participation in culture 

varies with individual economic resources. People with more education, higher income, 

^ Baseball/softball are combined on the questionnaire so they are treated as one activity. 
For brevity, I will refer to cheerleading as a sport. Besides the S sports analyzed here. 



133 

and more prestigious occupations participate more in many forms of culture that provide 

status, but especially more in 'high' culture than in popular culture (DiMaggio and Useem 

1978; Hughes and Peterson 1983). Cultural capital explanations (Bourdieu 1984; 

DiMaggio 1987) of variation in cultural participation view high culture as a form of capital 

passed on in upper class families that eases interaction in social relationships, marks status 

group boundaries, and supports solidarity within status groups. According to this view, 

the effect of race (as well as items like gender and ethnicity) on culture is relatively 

unimportant. The status associated with participation in different forms of culture stems 

from the social evaluation of the activity in regard to a single, class-based standard (See 

Hall (1992) and Lamont and Lareau (1988) for a discussion of this point.). 

DiMaggio and Ostrower (1990) demonstrate that economic differences between 

European and African Americans explains more of the racial differences in participation 

and tastes for 'high' culture in musical than does the effect of race. Nevertheless, 

economic differences between racial groups probably matters less in sports than in high 

culture. Status rewards from athletic participation are relatively more accessible to 

adolescents from less privileged backgrounds than status rewards from other roles, 

especially for males (Chase and Dummer 1992; Coleman 1961; Goldberg and Chandler 

1991). Additionally, some male teens from non-privileged economic backgrounds are 

questions were also asked about "other team sports" and "other individual sports". 
Typically, research on high and popular culture ignores sports. However, Bourdieu 

(1991) attempts to distinguish between high culture and popular culture in sports 
participation from his knowledge of the French case. He argues that the upper classes 
dislike forms of sports that involve physical contact between competitors. However, it is 
unclear whether these kinds of distinctions can be generalized to the US. 
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drawn to athletic participation because they feel they can compete on an equal basis with 

their economically privileged peers (Messner 1989). Given that sport is one of the few 

opportunities for lower class adolescents to gain status, especially for males, the 

relationship between economic resources and participation might not be as strong as in 

high culture. 

Theories of the underclass (Anderson 1990; Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 

1987) maintain that net of the effects of individual economic resources, the economic 

resources of neighborhood residents also affect cultural participation patterns of 

individuals. This perspective informs debates about race and culture because African 

Americans disproportionately reside in neighborhoods with high poverty rates relative to 

European Americans and others. Although different researchers focus on different causal 

mechanisms, they agree that lifestyles in ghettos are 'oppositional' or have 'drifted' away 

from mainstream American culture. The most frequently cited authors in this area do not 

attend to sports participation, but others have argued that more people participate in 

sports like boxing and basketball in ghettos than in other areas (Carleston 1983; Nelson 

1992; Wacquant 1992). 

Theories relating individual and neighborhood resources to cultural participation 

do not posit independent effects of race on culture. They predict that differences in 

culture between African Americans and European Americans are due to different 

economic and neighborhood resources. As a result, racial differences in sports 

participation and other cultural activities that exist net of the influence of these resources 

are not accounted for by the theories. In contrast, race-relations theories posit 
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independent efifects of race on culture. 

Assimilation or the permanence of race 

In the 19S0s and 1960s, the most prevalent view on ethnicity and culture in the US 

was assimilation theory (Omi and Winant 1994). Assimilation theorists primarily studied 

white ethnic arrival and adjustment to America in the late nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries. The focus on these groups led researchers to conclude that group contact leads 

to acculturation (Park 19S0; Steinberg 1989). Most researchers working in this tradition 

note the persistence of certain ethnic items. For example, Gans (1979) argues that white 

ethnic groups posses a 'symbolic ethnicity*; Gordon (1964) maintains that ethnicity 

determines most primary social relationships; and Glazer and Moynihan (1970) argue that 

ethnic group mobilization is practiced in politics. However, these authors agree that white 

ethnic groups have become more like long-time white Americans in speech, dress, eating, 

music, manners, and customs over time and generations. Assimilationists mostly study 

white ethnic groups, but works of considerable importance generalized this model to racial 

groups, including African Americans (e.g., Myrdai 1944; Frazier 1957), and recently to 

cultural differences between European Americans and African Americans (DiMaggio and 

Ostrower 1990; Kochman 1981). 

African Americans today, as assimilation theory predicts, exhibit greater cultural 

similarity to other Americans than the African immigrants brought to the US many 

generations ago on slave ships (Elaimerz 1969). Nevertheless, assimilation theory cannot 

account for different levels of participation by racial groups in sports. Popular modem 

sports in the US developed endogenously within the US or diffused from Europe no 
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earlier than 1850 (Rader 1983). Differences in participation between African and 

European Americans in these activities, rather than being holdovers from each group's 

ethnic heritage, have developed during contact. Assimilation theory offers no explanation 

for group differences in sports participation, as well as differences in any cultural activities 

that have emerged during contact. 

The dichotomization of sports along racial lines 

Barth (1969), in contrast to assimilation theorists, argues that group contact leads 

to greater cultural distinction. Although social interaction frequently makes individuals 

more similar, Barth contends that in the presence of a group barrier, contact leads to a 

dichotomization of values, roles, and activities. Race, in this type of situation, becomes a 

master status. Both in-group and out-group members expect individuals to act in ways 

that are appropriate for a person of their group membership. At times, state regulation 

enforces the master status of race. However, in the absence of state regulation, social 

interaction enforces the dichotomization of culture along racial lines. 

Among sports that can be analyzed with available data, participation patterns in 

basketball and swimming are the two most likely to be influenced by interaction among 

individuals. Race has a strong independent effect on participation in these two sports net 

of income, education, and type of place QDwyer 1994). Some researchers in the field of 

cultural studies have come to view basketball as an embodiment of blackness in 

contemporary popular culture (Boyd 1997; Nelson 1992). There is also evidence that 

social interaction has different effects on whites and blacks who play high school 

basketball. Hanis (1994) documents that Afiican Americans perceive more social support 
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to play basketball from teachers, coaches, peers, and parents than white basketball players 

do. In fact, white high school basketball players do not consistently perceive social 

support from any of these people (Also see Cashmore 1982). 

Participation in swimming is higher among European Americans than among 

African Americans. Historically, African Americans were often denied entrance to public 

swimming pools with laws and ordinances (Hoose 1989). Although this practice is now 

illegal, Feagin and Sykes (1994) report that African Americans continue to experience 

discrimination from European Americans when they attempt to use these public facilities. 

African Americans who persist in participating in swimming report they continually 

confront stereotypes that blacks are poor swimmers (Hoose 1989). 

Earth's theoretical work on group barriers views these patterns of participation as 

driven by the group barrier. In the presence of a group barrier, individuals encourage or 

discourage activities based upon beliefs about the appropriateness of activities for a person 

a particular racial group. In this way, social interactants maintain the dichotomization of 

culture along racial lines. Hence, his work offers an alternative explanation of racial 

differences in sports participation to common genetic based arguments. 

Among other sports in the data set, soccer, baseball/softball, football, and 

cheerleading, group barriers may matter less. Possibly, the master status of race plays a 

larger role in determining the position athletes play in football and baseball/softball than in 

determining general participation. Researchers have shown that African Americans are 

usually stacked into non-central positions (e.g., outfield, comerback, etc.) in these sports 

(Loy and McElvogue 1970; Schneider and Eitzen 1985; Smith and Leonard 1997). I 
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know of no research relating participation in soccer or cheerleading to race. 

Nevertheless, I examine the effect of race on all sports. Barth's argument implies 

that in the presence of a strong group barrier, the tendency will be for all activities to be 

dichotomized. This occurs because individuals risk not acting in ways seen as appropriate 

for a person of their race if they do not conform to racial expectations in all situations. 

Competition, cultural division of labor, race and gender 

In complex industrial societies, racial group barriers are not always dominant 

(Hechter 1975; 1978; Olzak 1992). Their influence on human behavior varies by social 

context because groups are capable of forming upon numerous dimensions of social 

structure. Competition theory and cultural division of labor offer alternative explanations 

for which social contexts support the formation of groups along racial lines. These 

theories, in contrast to biological or genetic theories, can explain variation in the 

importance of race across different social contexts. 

As previously discussed (see Chapter two), competition theory argues that racial 

differences in culture are instrumental for groups in competition as ways of signaling 

identities and reinforcing group solidarity. The theory predicts competition between black 

and white students will be greater in schools with proportionately more African Americans 

and where racial hierarchy is low. Recall that racial group hierarchy is the extent to which 

valuable roles and resources available to students in schools vary with race. 

Cultural division of labor makes no prediction about subordinate group size, and 

predicts the opposite effect of group hierarchy. Cultural division of labor predicts that in 

schools with large amounts of racial group hierarchy, subordinate group members are 
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more likely to attribute their low status to their membership in the subordinate group. As 

a result, subordinate group members develop solidarity around their common interest in 

eliminating the racial stratification system and develop an oppositional culture that they 

celebrate as equal or superior to the dominant culture. According to the theory, 

perceptions of hierarchy are heavily influenced by an individuals immediate social context, 

making the theory applicable to students in schools. 

In this chapter, I extend these arguments to include issues of gender. Critics of 

research on race have argued that it is biased towards examining men and ignoring women 

(hooks 1981). Here, I suggest that the effect of competition and hierarchy on race may be 

different for male and female students. 

There are two reasons to believe that competition will efifect boys and girls in 

schools differently. According to competition theory, competition intensifies as the items 

competed over increase in value (Olzak 1992). Coleman (1960), and others more recently 

(Chase and Dummer 1992; Goldberg and Chandler 1991), demonstrate that boys gain 

more status than girls do fi'om participation in interscholastic sports. This suggests that 

racial group conflict, as it manifests itself in sports participation, should be greater among 

boys than among girls. Thus, the effects of the relative size of the subordinate group and 

racial group hierarchy on racial differences in swinuning and basketball participation 

should be greater in among boys than girls. 

Alternatively, there are reasons to believe that competition among girls in schools 

is greater than among boys. According to Schofield (1982), the activities boys regularly 

engage in, especially sports and games, require a larger number of participants, promoting 
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interdependence between groups. Common activities among girls, particularly social 

conversations, typically involve small numbers of people. As a result, girls have less 

interdependent contact across racial lines. 

Schofield also argues that race relations are worse among girls than among boys 

because of sexual or romantic competition. At this age, girls are more interested in 

romance than boys, and Afiican Americans are more interested than European 

Americans." Even though interracial romances are rare, Schofield notes that these two 

patterns create sexual competition between African American and European American 

girls over Afiican American boys. If Schofield is correct, competition over boys in school 

deteriorates race relations among girls, making girls more sensitive than boys to 

competitive forces in schools. 

Additionally, the theoretical argument fi-om cultural division of labor may operate 

more among boys than girls. This theory argues that solidarity among the subordinate 

group occurs when subordinate group members attribute their low status to their 

membership in the subordinate group. Possibly, some girls in the subordinate group Avill 

attribute then: lower status to gender instead of race. If so, racial hierarchy may create 

more solidarity among boys in the subordinate group than among girls. 

These two theories, unlike cultural capital and underclass theories, do not reduce 

racial differences to non-racial phenomena. Both theories posit that the strength of the 

boundary between groups determines the extent to which cultural activities of individuals 

" Schofield argues that this difiference between racial groups is primarily due to 
differences in class background. However, students within the school readily attribute 
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will vary by race. Additionally, the two theories do not explain cultural differences 

between racial groups as a residue of past differences, as assimilation theory does. As 

pointed out previously, this quality of assimilation theory makes it unable to account for 

how cultural differences can develop during contact situations. Competition theory and 

cultural division of labor posit that interaction among individuals determines the strength 

of the group barrier, and thus, the effect of race on cultural activities. 

Two studies empirically examine the impact of group competition on cultural 

activities (DiMaggio and Ostrower 1990; Olzak and West 1991). However, neither study 

adequately tests the theoretical hypothesis because of empirical limitations. Competition 

theory and cultural division of labor maintain that levels of competition or hierarchy in the 

social context influence the effect of race on individuals. If so, Medrano (1994) points 

out, both individual variation and contextual level variation must be controlled. DiMaggio 

and Ostrower (1990) do not have information about the context individuals are within, 

and Olzak and West (1991) do not have information on individuals. In this analysis, I 

measure the amount of competition and hierarchy at the school level, and determine if 

these school-level factors influence individual sports participation. 

Method 

These issues are examined with the first follow-up wave of the NELS: 88 when 

students are tenth graders. This is the only cross-section with information on sports 

participation that is by sport. The unfortunate drawback of using this wave compared to 

the base-year is that the longitudinal nature of the data creates a greater dispersion of 

these differences to race. 
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students across schools over time. As a result, each follow-up contains fewer students in 

more schools. The statistical analysis, multilevel models Avith logistic regression, requires 

a large number of cases from each racial group to estimate variation of race effects across 

schools. This limits the number of student level parameters that can be modeled in level 

two equations. Below I discuss issues of measurement and statistical analysis. The 

section on measurement is broken into three parts: measurement of sports participation, 

measurement of individual level variables, and measurement of school level variables. 

Measuring sports participation 

Sports participation is measured from the following question: 

Please circle one response for EACH type of interscholastic sport/activity in which 
you have participated THIS SCHOOL YEAR (INTERSCHOLASTIC means your 
school's team competes with other school's teams.) Circle the highest number that 
applies on each line. (Emphasis in original, National Center for Educational 
Statistics 1992). 

Students are given the following choices for each of the activities: 

1 = school does not have 
2 = did not participate 
3 = participated on a junior varsity team 
4 = participated on a varsity team 
5 = participated as a captain, co-captain 

The list of activities includes the following sports: basketball, swimming, soccer, 

baseball/softball, football, and cheerleading. From these questions, dichotomous variables 

for each of the six activities are created. Students who choose responses three through 

five are coded as participants and receive a value of'T. Students choosing response two 
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receive a '0'. Students who chose, "school does not have" are coded as missing.'^ Table 

S-1 displays the percent of students who participate in each of the six different sports, by 

race and sex. Afiican Americans males and females have higher participation rates in 

basketball and lower participation rates in soccer and baseball. European American girls 

swim more often than Afiican American girls. Surprisingly, African American boys swim 

as often as European American boys. African American males have higher participation 

rates in football, as do African American females in cheerleading. As Table S-1 uidicates, 

logistic regression suggests that race and sex impact participation in all activities. 

Measurement of individual level independent variables 

Student's race is coded with two dummy variables: African American (1 = yes) and 

other persons (1 = yes). Other persons include any student not selecting "White, not of 

Hispanic origin' or "Black, not of Hispanic origin'. Non-Hispanic whites are the omitted 

category. Sex is coded with a dummy variable for females (1 = yes). 

About 1%, 6%, 8%, 25%, and 35% of students report 'school does not have' for 
basketball, baseball/softball, football, soccer and swimming, in order. Deletion of students 
who choose this option may bias the sample. I delete them because of limitations in 
computer software. Typically, multinomial logistic regression is used to model dependent 
variables that have more than two categories, as this one does. Software programs to 
analyze Multinomial Logistic regression are widely available. However, in this analysis, I 
also use Hierarchical Linear Models. Statistical software that allows for mixing 
Hierarchical Linear Models with Multinomial Logistic regression, as far as I know, has not 
been developed. 

I correct for possible bias by including independent variables that distinguish 
between students that report 'school does not have' from other students. Most 
importantly, these include the number of teachers, school enrollment, rural, private, and 
percentage African American. I also compared results of multinomial and binomial 
logistic regression without mixing them with Herarchical Linear Models. I found that 
results do not differ in substantive ways as long as controls for sources of bias are 
included. Resuks are presented in the Appendix to Chapter 5. 
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The student's level of economic privileges of students are measured as SES, an 

index designed specifically for the NELS: 88 by the National Center for Education 

Statistics. This index uses information from student and parent questionnaires about 

parental education, occupation, income and household possessions to create a single SES 

measure for each student. Its main advantage over other measures of SES is that values 

of SES can be measured from student questionnaires when parent questionnaires are 

missing. By design, this index has a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. In the 

statistical analysis, SES is centered within each school (see discussion below). 

There is a danger that the estimated effects of race, competition, and hierarchy will 

capture racial differences in sports participation that exist prior to enrollment in student's 

present school. To minimize this problem, I include measures of student's eighth grade 

sports participation from the base-year wave of data available in the NELS: 88. To 

control for past sports participation in basketball, swimming, soccer, softball^aseball, and 

football I include two variables. The first indicates if the student played interscholastic 

sports in eighth grade (1 = yes) and the second indicates if the 
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Table 5-1. Percent of sophomores who play a sport by race and sex. 

sport European 

males 

African others European 

females 

African others n 

basketball"' 24 41 21 17 21 14 12135 

swimming* 7 7 5 8 4 6 7913 

soccer* 16 7 14 10 6 6 9411 

Softball/ 20 15 19 14 12 12 11596 
baseball* 
football* 30 43 30 2 5 4 11338 

cheerleading* 1 3 1 11 15 9 11336 

Note: • Logistic regression indicates that participation rates vary by race or sex. 

student played sports outside of school while in eighth grade (1 = yes). Past participation 

in cheerleading is measured with a dummy variable indicating whether or not the student 

was a cheerleader in eighth grade (1 = yes). These measures only partially capture all past 

differences in sports participation. Nevertheless, their inclusion offers a more rigorous test 

of the effects of tenth grade school context on participation. 

School level independent variables 

As mentioned in Chapter three, no adequate measure of concentrated poverty is 

available in the NELS: 88. As a proxy, I use the percent of students in the school 

receiving a free lunch. This measure approximates the percent of students in a school who 

are poor because free lunch programs are means tested by income. In schools where most 

or all students attend the school because of neighborhood restrictions, this measure will 
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correlate with the percent of students in the neighborhood who are poor. In schools 

where attendance is not governed by neighborhood restrictions, this measure is unlikely to 

be correlated with neighborhood income levels. In this situation, the percent of students 

on free lunch still proxies poverty levels within the school. 

The most important school level measures are the two race-relations variables; 

percentage African American in a school and racial hierarchy in a school. Competition 

theory argues that competition between blacks and whites is greater where blacks are 

proportionately more numerous relative to whites. Therefore, I also include a measure of 

the percentage of persons who are in any group besides European American or African 

American to hold the proportionate size of other groups constant. 

The relationship between group proportions and the effect of race on culture 

should be curvilinear such that the effect of race will increase at an increasing rate 

(Blalock 1967). In OLS regression, including a nonsquared and a squared effect of 

percentage African American could test this curvilinear effect. As I explain below, the 

models used here incorporate logistic regression. In these models, all effects are modeled 

as curvilinear effects (AUdrich and Nelson 1984) and it is impossible to compare a 

curvilinear effect to a linear effect. Black-White hierarchy is the average SES of white 

students minus the average SES of African American students in a school (see discussion 

in Chapter 3).^^ 

In Chapter three, I discuss how a spline function is used to handle the large number of 
missing cases for this measure. However, models are also examined where mis&ing cases 
on this variable are deleted. These models tend to have larger standard errors, which is 
expected because fewer cases are used, but the pattern of results are very similar to the 
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A number of other school level variables are included that relate to race or sports 

participation. These include dummy variables for private schools (1 = yes), schools in 

rural areas (1 = yes), school enrollment, and the number of teachers in the school. 

Schools with larger enrolhnent have fewer per capita participants in popular sports. 

Schools with more teachers, net of enrollment, tend to have larger budgets because 

teacher salaries are the largest expense of a school. I expect schools with more teachers 

to ofifer more opportunities for participation. Means and standard deviations for variables 

are presented in Table S-2. In the statistical analysis, all continuous variables are centered 

at their grand mean. 

Missing values and sample size 

Cases with missing values on any independent variables are deleted. The resulting 

sample contains 13,072 students in 1,168. Cases with missing values on the dependent 

variables—the six measures of sports participation— are deleted on a model to model basis 

(see note 4). Models predicting the same sport thus have the same number of cases, but 

the number of cases varies by the sport being modeled. 

ones I report. 
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Table 5-2. Means and (standard deviations) for variables in the analysis, by race. 
variable European 

American 
African 

American 
other 

persons 
% African American 7.2 45.4 9.7 

(12.8) (31.2) (16.6) 

racial hierarchy 0.38 0.45 0.23 
(Avg. white SES - Avg. Black SES) (0.60) (0.56) (0.63) 

SES 0.19 -0.36 -0.24 
(Index created for NELS) (0.75) (0.81) (0.89) 

% other persons 12.9 8.9 50.3 
(% not white or black) (87.2) (14.8) (141.8) 

% receiving a free lunch 14.95 31.0 26.6 
(16.9) (24.5) (26.4) 

played 8"* grade sport (1 = yes) 0.52 0.49 0.45 
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

played sport outside of school in 8"* 0.59 0.65 0.69 
grade (1 =yes) (0.49) (0.48) (0.46) 

S"* grade cheerleader (1 = yes) 0.10 0.11 0.09 
(0.31) (0.32) (0.28) 

rural 0.36 0.32 0.22 
(place < 50,000 residents) (0.48) (0.47) (0.41) 

private 0.16 0.10 0.10 
(0.37) (0.29) (0.30) 

school enrollment 1016.3 1289.2 1578.8 
(number of students in school) (624.7) (686.7) (803.3) 

number of teachers 65.6 78.5 86.9 
(33.8) (37.0) (39-1) 
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Statistical analysis 

I use generalized linear mixed models (GLMM). These models allow me to 

combine logistic regression with multilevel models. For simplicity of exposition, I will 

present the model as if the dependent variable were continuous. This will be transformed 

into logistic regression in order to incorporate a dichotomous dependent variable. As 

mentioned previously, models are estimated at the level of individuals and schools. The 

individual level model is, 

Yij = Poj + Pij African American + P2j CSES + psj female + ZP, Xq+ ry 

where Y is one of the six measures sports participation, X denotes the q individual level 

variables (for example, played sports in eighth grade, etc.) whose efifects are fixed across 

individuals and schools, and ry is the error associated with the i-th individual in the j-th 

school. CSES is an individual's SES centered to their school mean, which is appropriate in 

multilevel models (Singer 1998: 332). The betas with subscript j~the intercept, the effect 

of being black, and the effect CSES, and the effect of female—vary by school. 

The interaction between female and African American, which measures the 

difference in the effect of being African American for boys and girls, is held fixed in all 

models. Although it would be preferable to allow this parameter to vary, models doing so 

cannot converge. This suggests that the variance of this effect is too small to be estimated 

in this sample. Possibly, a sample with either more cases or a larger number of cases per 

school would be capable of estimating this effect. The models predicting cheerleading and 

football use only females and males, respectively. Obviously, dummy variables for female 

are excluded in these situations. 
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The four varying effects are modeled in level two equations. Their values are set 

equal to a school level intercept, effects of school level factors, and a school level error 

term. These equations, which as yet do not examine if competition and hierarchy have 

different effects on boys and girls, are 

Poj = Yoo + 2P2V2 + SFmZm + |iOj 

Pu = Yio + 2P2V2 + M.ij 

P2j = Y20 + M.2j 

P3j = Y30 + H3j 

where yoo, Yio, Y20, and YBO are the average values of the betas across all schools when other 

variables in the equation equal zero, V represents the race relations variables, and Z 

symbolizes m school level control variables (e.g., percent of students on free lunch, etc.). 

The average value of the intercept, Yoo, is interpreted as the average value of the dependent 

variable across all schools for white males (the left out category), who have average SES 

in their school, when continuous variables are at their grand mean, and dummy variables 

equal zero. The average effect of African American, Yio, is the average difference between 

white and black males across schools when race-relations variables are at their grand 

mean. The average effect of CSES, Y20, is the effect of an individuals SES centered in the 

school. The average effect female, YBO, is the average difference between boys and girls 

among whites. 

The school level control variables, Zo,, are only included in the intercept equation 

because theories do not suggests they should influence the effects of race, CSES, or 
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female. In contrast, the race relations variables, percentage African American and racial 

hierarchy, are included in the model predicting the intercept and the model predicting the 

effect of being African American. By doing so, I can examine whether they influence all 

individuals equally, in which case they will be significant in the model predicting the 

intercept. Or if they influence the effect of race, in which case they will be significant in 

the models predicting |3ij. 

The level two equations are substituted into the level one equation to produce the 

model to be estimated, 

Yij = Yoo + SPnVn + SFroZm + |ioj + (YIO + SPnVa + |iij)Afiican American + (yjo + 

H2j)CSES + (y3O + |i3j)female + Zp, X<,+ nj 

which are the models presented. If Afiican American were multiplied through, the race-

relations variables would appear as a main effect and as an interaction with Afiican 

American. This is how results are reported. Significant interactions between Afiican 

American and these race-relations variables indicate if the effect of race is influenced by 

race-relations variables. 

If the interaction between percentage Afiican American and Afiican American 

indicates that the effect of being Afiican American increases with percentage Afiican 

American then the curvilinear effect predicted by Blalock (1967) is supported. Including a 

squared effect of percentage Afiican American tests if the effect of group proportions 

upon race can be better approximated by a curve that follows a U or inverted U shape. 

Curves that follow these shapes suggest that the effect of race increases (decreases) and 
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then decreases (increases) as percentage African American increases. Either resuh would 

suggest that competition between the groups peaks at some midpoint of the distribution of 

percentage African American. Most researchers who study the US assume this does not 

occur between European Americans and African Americans because whites are always 

considered the dominant group. 

The effects of race are as unbiased as possible and net of eighth grade sports 

participation because all control variables, both at the school level and the individual level, 

are included. The error terms in the level two models (i.e., the error associated with the j-

th school), are denoted |ioj, |iij, ^2j, and ^3j. They are assumed to be normally distributed 

with a variance-covariance structure, 

Too 

toi Xii 

To2 ^12 ^22 

X03 Ti3 X23 X33 

To examine if competition and hierarchy have different effects on boys and girls, 

the race-relations variables are entered into the models in two ways. The first way is by 

interacting them with the interaction between female and African American in the level 

one model. Second, they are entered into the level two model that predicts the effect of 

female. Results from these models are presented in Table 5-4. Estimates of model 

parameters are created iteratively with restricted (residual) pseudo-likelihood in S AS 
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PROC MIXED (Wolfinger and O'Connell 1993, as cited in Little et al. 1996: 435-6, 505). 

Results 

The primary interest is to determine whether the effect of race on sports 

participation can be explained by competition theory and the cultural division of labor 

perspective, net of a student's economic and neighborhood resources. Table 5-3 presents 

the results from the GLMM estimates of slopes (top of the table) and variances (bottom of 

the table) for models predicting basketball and swimming. Table 5-4 adds interactions 

between the race-relations variables and female. Table 5-5 shows results for other sports. 

Results for basketball, swimming, and other sports will be discussed in order. 

Basketball 

Economic and Neighborhood resources. Results in Table 5-3 show some support 

for all theories of cultural participation. The average effect of CSES across schools (.18) 

shows that students with more economic resources relative to other students in their 

school are more likely to play basketball, an activity that presumably provides student's 

with greater status. Student's who attend schools with a higher percentage of students 

receiving a free lunch are also more likely to play basketball, as the positive coefficient for 

this variable shows (.76). 
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Table 5-3. Multilevel model regression of basketball and swimming participation on 
selected independent variables. 

Variable Basketball Swimming 
Intercept -1.89»»* -3.46*** 

0.08 0.16 
African American 1 29*** 0.24 

0.18 0.37 
Female -0.28*** 0.41*** 

0.06 0.13 
Aihcan American x female -0.45*** -1.66*** 

0.16 0.42 
% African American/100 -2.03*** 0.21 

0.35 0.56 
% African American/100 x African 1.27*** -0.60 
American 0.44 0.97 
Racial Hierarchy -0.04 0.19 

0.10 0.16 
Racial Hierarchy x African American 0.33* 0.16 

0.17 0.45 
Control variables 
No hierarchy 0.07 0.25 

0.07 0.15 
% other persons/100 0.02 0.05 

0.03 0.05 
Centered SES 0.18*** 0.24*** 

0.04 0.09 
% receiving free lunch/100 0.73*** 0.21 

0.16 0.35 
Played sport in eighth grade 1.10*** 0.27*** 

0.05 0.07 
Played sport outside of school in eighth grade 0.54*** 0.43*** 

0.05 0.07 
Rural -0.09 -0.52*** 

0.07 0.17 
Private 0.29*** 0.67*** 

0.09 0.19 
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Table 5-3 continued. Multilevel model regression of basketball and swimming 
participation on selected independent variables. 

Variable Basketball Swimming 
School enrollment/100 -0.03 -0.00 

0.01 0.02 
Number of teachers/100 -0.31 0.15 

0.17 0.31 
Other persons 0.18 -0.63*** 

0.10 0.16 
Other persons x female 0.08 0.29 

0.13 0.20 
Other persons x % Afiican American/100 1 63*»* -1.44 

0.50 0.87 
Other persons x black-white hierarchy 0.24 -0.30 

0.17 0.25 
Variances 
Intercept 0.41*** 2.59*** 

0.06 0.25 
Afiican American 0.26 5.63*** 

0.22 1.14 
Centered SES 0.14*** 1.59*** 

0.06 0.21 
Female 0.45*** 3.90*** 

0.11 0.44 
Covariances 
Intercept and Afiican American -0.19 -2.16*** 

0.11 0.58 
Intercept and centered SES -0.05 0.01 

0.04 0.18 
Afiican American and centered SES -0.06 0.14 

0.10 0.44 
Female and intercept -0.26*** -2.34*** 

0.07 0.29 
Female and Afiican American 0.03 1.71*** 

0.13 0.65 
Female and centered SES 0.04 -0.06 

0.06 0.21 
School d.f. 1101 1014 
Individual d.f 11012 6877 

Notes: *, and ** indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 and .01 on two-
tailed tests, respectively. One-tailed tests are used when a prediction is made and 
significance is not reached on a two-tailed test. 
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Although these two findings appear contradictory, they are both consistent with 

theoretical expectations for basketball participation. Individual's with more economic 

resources participate more in most activities that offer status rewards, and according to 

the underclass literature, areas with many poor people develop different meanings for 

some activities than those found in mainstream culture, effecting the fi'equency with which 

these activities are practiced. 

Wacquant (1992), in an ethnographic analysis of boxing in poor neighborhoods, 

notes a similar finding. Most regular boxers at the gyms he studied had more economic 

resources than average neighborhood residents even though the costs associated with 

being a boxer were minute. Thus, boxing is more prevalent in poor neighborhoods, but 

people with more economic resources are more likely to box than other people in these 

neighborhoods. 

The robust effect of percentage of students on fi-ee lunch is surprising. It is unclear 

why it would effect basketball participation except in so far as it captures variation in 

neighborhoods. However, as a measure of neighborhood effects, it contains large 

amounts of measurement error. The consequences of this error are difiScult to determine. 

Bias in the measurement error will bias the estimated coefScient, but it is impossible to 

determine if this bias will make the estimate smaller or larger than its true value. If it is 

assumed that the error is unbiased, then the estimated coefBcient will not be biased, but 

the variance of the coef5cient will be over-estimated. If this assumption is correct, then 

the findings imply that neighborhood effects on basketball participation are 
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Figure 5-1. Log odds of playing basketball for African American 
and European Americans girls plotted against the percent of the 
students in the school who are African American. 
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Figure 5-2. Log odds of playing basketball for African American 
and European American boys plotted against racial hierarchy in the 
school. 
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more robust than the model in table 5-3 estimates. 

Percentage African American. I will discuss the findings about percentage African 

American and racial hierarchy from Table 5-3. The models in Table 5-4 show that these 

race-relations variables impact boys and girls equally. Thus, even though I speculated that 

predictions from competition theory and cultural division of labor might not apply equally 

among boys and girls, resuhs do not support these speculations in the models predicting 

basketball participation. Also, models in Table 5-3 and 5-4 do not 

report results from including quadratic effects of percentage African American. Results 

from models including these reveal no significant effects of quadratic terms. 

The percentage of Afiican Americans in the school has different effects on African 

Americans and European Americans, as the interaction between percentage African 

American and Afiican American shows (1.27). This relationship is visually displayed in 

Figure 5-1 using intercepts for girls. It shows a graph of the girl's log chance of playing 

for each racial group when racial hierarchy is at it's grand mean against the percentage of 

Afiican Americans in the school. 

As the graph shows, Afiican American girls are more likely to participate in 

basketball than similar European American girls regardless of the percentage of Afiican 

Americans in the school. However, in schools with proportionately more Afiican 

Americans, racial differences increase. European American girl's participation drops off 

rapidly in the presence of proportionately more Afiican American students in the school. 

If boy's slopes were used instead of girl's slopes the graph would only change slightly. 
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The lines on the graph would be higher because boys play basketball more than girls, as 

the negative coefficient for the average effect of female shows (-.28). The lines would 

also be further apart because racial differences in basketball are larger among boys than 

girls. This is shown by the negative interaction term between female and Afiican 

American (-.45). However, the lines would be parallel (see the brief discussion of Table 

5-4 above). 

The magnitudes of these resuhs are relatively large. At the grand mean of 

percentage Afiican American (about 12%), an Afiican American girl is (exp (1.29 - .45 = 

.84) =) 2.3 times more likely to play basketball than a similar European American girl. In 

schools where the percentage of Afiican Americans is 50% above the grand mean, an 

Afiican American girl is ( exp (50%/100 x 1.27 + (1.29 - .45) = 1.73) = ) 5.6 times more 

likely to play than a European American girl. 

According to competition theory, this result is expected. Competition between 

whites and blacks over valuable resources within schools will intensify in schools with 

proportionately more Afiican American students. This makes race a dominant organizing 

principle, and cultural activities are more likely to become dichotomized. In schools with 

proportionately more Afiican American students, basketball participation is more likely to 

be seen as appropriate for Afiican Americans than for European Americans students 

compared to school with proportionately few Afiican American students. 

Recall that Blalock (1967) proposes that the influence of group proportions on 

cultural differences between groups should be curvilinear. Cultural differences should 

increase at an increasing rate as proportion subordinate increases. It is not possible in 
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logistic regression to test for di£ferences between curvilinear and linear effects because all 

effects are modeled as curvilinear effects (AUdrich and Nelson 1984). 

In the presentation of the figures for this Chapter, I report the influence of group 

proportions on the logged effect of race. If the logged effect of race were exponentiated, 

then the figure would show that the results are curvilinear in the direction predicted by 

Blalock. 

However, another explanation for this finding is possible. Afiican Americans may 

have been encouraged to participate in basketball more than European Americans before 

tenth grade. As a result, Afiican American tenth graders may be better basketball players, 

on average, than European Americans. In schools with many Afiican Americans, whites 

have difGculty becoming members of the basketball team because the activity is too 

crowded by good Afiican Americans basketball players. 

There is some evidence in the model presented in Table 5-3 that supports this 

interpretation. The coefficient for school enrollment is negative and significant (-.03), 

indicating that the activity is too crowded to accommodate all willing participants in 

basketball. 

However, other evidence in the model suggests this interpretation is not accurate. 

First, the models include measures of eighth grade sports participation. Although these 

measures are not very good indicators of total participation in basketball in the past, their 

effects are very strong. For example, a student who played a sport in the school in eighth 
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Figure 5-3. Log odds of swimming for African American and European Americans girls 
plotted against the percent of the students in the school who are African American. 
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grade is (exp 1.10 = ) 3.0 times more likely to play basketball than a person who did not. 

Racial differences shown in figure 5-1 are net of these effects. Second, percentage Afiican 

American in the school has a much smaller effect on other persons than on European 

Americans, as the interaction between percentage Afiican American and other persons 

indicates (1.63). This suggests a tendency among European Americans relative to other 

persons to not participate in basketball, a sport viewed as more appropriate for Afiican 

Americans, in schools with a larger proportion of Afiican American students. 

Racial Hierarchv. Results in Table 5-3 show that racial hierarchy has different 

effects on European American and Afiican American students. Evidence for this is shown 

by the positive coefBcient for the interaction between racial hierarchy and Afiican 

American (.33). This effect is depicted visually in Figure 5-2 using intercepts from boys 

(and when percentage Afiican American is at the grand mean). As the graph shows, the 

difference between European American's and Afiican American's log chance of 

participating in basketball increases as the level of hierarchy increases. This finding 

supports the prediction from cultural division of labor and rejects the (opposite) prediction 

from competition theory. 

At the grand mean of racial hierarchy and percentage Afiican American, an Afiican 

American male is (exp 1.29 =) 3.6 times more likely to play basketball than a similar 

European American male. At one standard deviation (.6) above the grand mean of racial 

hierarchy, an Afiican American male is (exp (1.29 + 0.6 x .33 = ) 1.49 = ) 4.4 times more 

likely to play than a European American male. 
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According to cultural division of labor, in the presence of large amounts of racial 

hierarchy, subordinate group members become more solidaristic and promote a distinctive 

culture as equal or superior to the dominant group's culture. As mentioned earlier, 

basketball is a cultural activity more associated with African American culture than other 

sports analyzed here. Perhaps for this reason, racial hierarchy does not increase African 

American's participation in the other sports (see Table 5-4 and Table 5-5). Unlike findings 

in regard to percentage Afiican American discussed above, alternative explanations for 

this finding are more difficult to formulate. Given that this finding is net of eighth grade 

sports participation as well as economic and neighborhood resources, it is reasonable to 

conclude that the prediction fi'om cultural division of labor is supported. 
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Table 5-4. Multivlevel model regression of sports participation on selected independent variables, with 
gender interactions. 

Variable Basketball Swimming Soccer soflball/ 
baseball 

Intercept -1.91*** -3.48*»* -2.21**» -1.50^«* 
0.09 0.16 0.11 0.08 

African American 1.40**' -0.14 -1.09*** -0.53** 
0.21 0.45 0.36 0.24 

Female -0.25 0.44*** -0.54*»» -0.29*** 
0.11 0.15 0.11 0.07 

African American x female -0.67* -0.83 1.30*** 0.42 
0.29 0.61 0.54 0.39 

% African American/100 -2.25*** -0.23 -0.21 -0.05 
0.45 0.82 0.48 0.04 

% African American/100 x 0.82 0.10 0.42 
African American 0.57 1.25 0.95 0.59 

% African American/100 x 0.54 0.74 -0.19 -0.33 
female 0.61 0.99 0.72 0.54 

% Afr. Am./100 X female x 0.00 .3.69** -1.52 0.29 
African American 0.78 0.18 1.25 0.83 

Racial Hierarchy -O.IO 0.26 0.05 -0.30*' 
0.13 0.26 0.16 0.13 

Racial Hierarchy x African 0.32 0.32 0.58 0.39 
American 0.23 0.58 0.48 0.29 

Racial hierarchy x female 0.11 -0.10 -0.07 0.09 Racial hierarchy x female 
0.17 0.30 0.23 0.18 

Racial hierarchy x female x 0.02 -0.23 -0.51 -0.14 
African American 0.32 0.86 0.61 0.40 

Control variables 
No hierarchy 0.08 0.25 0.05 0.05 

0.07 0.15 0.11 0.08 
% other persons/100 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.04 

0.03 0.05 0.04 0.03 
Centered SES 0.18*** 0.23*** 0.19*** -0.06 

0.04 0.09 0.06 0.04 
% receiving free lunch/100 0.73*** 0.22 -0.01 0.68*»« % receiving free lunch/100 

0.16 0.36 0.26 0.18 
Played sport in eighth grade l.Ol*" 0.27«*« 0.68*'* 0.80*** 

0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 
Played sport outside of school 0.54*** 0.43*** 0.64*** 0.89*«* 

in eighth grade 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.51 

Rural -0.08 -0.53*** -0.27* -0.15 
0.07 0.17 0.12 0.08 

Private 0.29*** 0.67*** 0.63"* -0.09 
0.09 0.20 0.14 0.10 
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Table S-4 continued. Multivlevel model regression of sports participation on selected independent 

School eiuollment/lOO -0.03»*« -0.00 -0.06*** -0.01 
0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 

Number of teachers/100 -0.31 0.15 0.62»** -0.57*** 
0.17 0.31 0.23 0.18 

Other persons 0.19 -0.64*** 0.16 0.11 
0.10 0.17 0.11 0.10 

Other persons x female 0.11 0.27 -0.30 0.03 
0.15 0.24 0.17 0.14 

Other persons X %Afiican 1.71*** -1.55 1.16 0.23 
American/100 0.69 1.53 0.73 0.60 

Other persons x % Afiican -0.24 0.05 -1.58 0.77 
American/100 x female 0.97 1.84 1.30 0.89 

Other persons x black-white 0.36 -0.37 0.69**» 0.44 
hierarchy 0.17 0.41 0.23 0.23 

Other persons x black-white -0.28 0.12 -0.58 -0.16 
hierarchy x female 0.34 0.51 0.43 0.37 

Variances 
Intercept 0.42*'»» 2.62»*'» 0.91*'»'» O.SS^** 

0.07 0.26 0.11 0.06 
Afiican American 0.27 5.74*** 2.49*** 0.34 

0.23 1.16 0.65 0.32 
Centered SES 0.14*** 1.60^»« 0.67<"»« 0.08 

0.06 0.21 0.12 0.06 
Female 0.45**'» 3.93*** 1.77»»» 

0.11 0.44 0.24 0.13 
Covariances 
Intercept and Afiican -0.19 -2.62*** -0.20 -0.10 
American 0.11 0.59 0.27 0.14 
Intercept and centered SES -0.05 0.01 0.10 -0.06 

0.04 0.18 0.08 0.05 
Afiican American and centered -0.07 0.19 0.50'* 0.08 
SES 0.10 0.44 0.24 0.13 
Female and intercept •0.27*** -2.37*** -o.eo*** •O.IS*** 

0.07 0.30 0.14 0.08 
Female and Afirican American 0.03 1.71<'** -0.64 0.09 

0.13 0.66 0.38 0.17 
Female and centered SES 0.04 -0.06 -0.20 0.07 

0.06 0.21 0.12 0.06 
School d.f. 1101 1014 1048 1088 
Individual d.f. 11006 6871 833S 10480 
Notes: * , **, and indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 and .01 on two-tailed 

tests, respectively. One-tkled tests are used when a prediction is made and significance 
is not reached on a two-tailed test. 
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Swimming 
Economic and neighborhood resources. As expected, students with more 

economic resources relative to their school peers are more likely to swim, as the average 

effect of CSES across schools reveals (.24). The percentage of students receiving free 

lunch in a school has no apparent effect on swimming participation. This is surprising 

because the presence of more poor students might be expected to decrease participation in 

swimming. As mentioned earlier, a better measure of neighborhood effects than the 

percentage of students on free lunch may yield different results. 

Percentage African American and racial hierarchv. The model predicting 

participation in swimming in Table 5-3 suggests that the percentage of African American 

students in a school and racial hierarchy have no effect on racial differences in swimming. 

Table 5-4 shows the same result for racial hierarchy, but provides evidence that 

percentage African American influences racial difference among girls, but not among boys. 

In the presence of proportionately more African American students, African 

American girl's participation in swimming declines dramatically relative to European 

American girls. Evidence for this is shown visually in Figure 5-3 which graphs the log 

chance of swimming for girls, by race, when racial hierarchy is at it's grand mean. The 

negative three-way interaction between percentage African American, female, and African 

American (-3.66) in Table 5-4 indicates that the corresponding slopes for males are more 

parallel. In a separate analysis that changes females to the left out category, I determined 

that the slopes of the lines in Figure 5-3 are different from each other (model not shown). 

At the grand mean of percentage African American, a European American girl is (1 / exp 
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(-. 14 - .87 = -.97) =) 2.6 times more likely to swim than a similar African American girl. 

In schools 50% above the grand mean, a European American girl is (1 / exp (50% /100 x 

(-3.66 + .82) -.14 - .87 = -2.41) =) 11.1 times more likely to swim than a similar African 

American girl. 

This finding supports the prediction from competition theory that cultural 

differences between racial groups increase as the proportionate number of African 

Americans in a school increases. Tests for quadratic effects of percentage African 

American are insignificant. This indicates that Blalock's prediction that racial differences 

will increase at an increasing rate with percentage subordinate is supported. 

Alternative explanations of this finding are also difBcult to formulate. In the sport 

of basketball, I noted the possibility that Afiican Americans can crowd out willing 

European American basketball players. However, there is less evidence of crowding in 

swimming. Overall participation rates in swimming are much lower than in basketball (see 

Table 5-1). The model predicting swimming participation also shows that school 

enroUment has no impact on participation (-0.00). This indicates that crowding does not 

influence participation in swimming. 

In contrast to girls, African American boys are as likely to swim as European 

American boys. The average effect of African American across schools (-. 14) is not 

significant. Also, levels of racial hierarchy and percentage Afiican American do not effect 

the racial difference between males, as seen by the lack of significant interactions between 

these variables and Afiican American. These findings indicate that the group barrier does 

not influence participation in swimming among males. 



168 

Earlier, I suggested that competition might e£fect boys and girls in schools 

diflFerently. Here, I find that girls are more sensitive than boys to competitive pressures in 

swimming. The work by Schofield (1982) reviewed earlier may offer an explanation for 

the source of this gender difference. She argues that race relations are worse among girls 

than boys at this age because of competition among girls for romantic relationships with 

Afiican American boys. Although these findings offer no direct evidence that this 

argument is correct, it indicates that future research on competition theory should consider 

possible differences between males and females. 

The effects of competition and hierarchv for bovs and girls across sports 

Another way to examine the influence of competition and hierarchy on race is to 

compare their effects across sports. According to Barth, in the presence of a group 

barrier, there is a tendency for all cultural activities to become dichotomized along racial 

lines. Evidence that this claim could be true is revealed in the models in Table S-3 and S-

4. The dummy variables for Afiican American and Afiican American x female show that 

race has an independent effect on participation for boys and girls in most sports. 

Dichotomization is apparent because Afiican American's play more basketball, 

cheerleading and football but less swimming, soccer, and baseball/soflball than similar 

European Americans. 
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Table S-S. Multilevel model regression of sports participation on selected independent variables. 

Variable Soccer Softball/ Football cheerleading 
baseball (males) (females) 

Intercept -I.SI'*^* -1.47*-*'* -3.51*** 
0.11 0.08 0.10 0.13 

African American -0.76*** -0.51*** 0.93*** 0.73* 
0.28 0.19 0.17 0.26 

Female -0.54**'* 
0.09 

-0.28 
0.06 

Afiican American x female 0.91**» 
0.30 

0.38 
0.20 

% Afiican American/100 -0.27 -0.18 -0.34 -0.82 
0.41 0.30 0.38 0.60 

% Afiican American/100 x -0.87 -0.52 -0.72 1.02 
Afiican American 0.70 0.4S 0.53 0.82 
Racial Hierarchy 0.03 •0.26*** 0.06 -0.17 

0.13 0.10 0.12 0.18 
Racial Hierarchy x Afiican American 0.22 0.32 0.13 -0.34 

0.33 0.21 0.20 0.37 
Control variables 
No hierarchy 0.06 O.OS -0.02 0.02 

0.11 0.08 0.09 0.15 
% other persons/100 0.04 0.04 -0.02 0.02 

0.04 0.03 0.04 0.06 
Centered SES 0.19»»» -0.06 -0.04 0.39*** 

0.06 0.04 0.05 0.09 
% receiving firee limch/100 -0.01 0.67*** 0.21 -0.20 

0.26 0.17 0.21 0.33 
Played sport in eighth grade 0.68**» 0.80*** 1.15*** 

0.06 0.05 0.07 
Played sport outside of school in eighth 0.64*** 0.89*** 0.25*** 
grade 0.06 0.05 0.06 
Eighth grade cheerleader 2.38^»* 

0.08 
Rural •0.27* -0.15 -0.04 0.26 

0.12 0.08 0.09 0.15 
Private 0.63«*» -0.09 -0.09 0.16 

0.13 0.10 0.12 0.20 
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Table 5-S continued. Multilevel model regression of sports participation on selected independent 

variables. 

Variable Soccer Softball/ Football cheerleading 
baseball (males) (females) 

Private 0.63*** -0.09 -0.09 0.16 
0.13 0.10 0.12 0.20 

School enrollment/100 -O-Oe^** -O.Ol 0.00 Ji.05*** 
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Number of teachers/100 0.62*** -0.57 -0.11*** 0.26 
0.23 0.18 0.20 0.32 

Other persons 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.42*'»'» 
0.10 0.09 0.09 0.13 

Other persons x female -0.24 0.01 
0.17 0.14 

Other persons x % Afiican American/100 0.64 0.52 -0.06 1.13 
0.60 0.45 0.60 0.77 

Other persons x black-white hierarchy 0.54*** 0.31*** -0.08 -0.21 
0.19 0.18 0.20 0.30 

Variances 
Intercept 0.89«** 0.35*** 0.29*** 1.51»*« 

0.11 0.06 0.05 0.15 
Afiican American 2.41*** 0.34 0.34 5.18**» 

0.64 0.32 0.38 0.94 
Centered SES 0.65*«» 0.08 0.25««'» 2.12*** 

0.12 0.06 0.10 0.28 
Female 1.16*** 0.52'»** 

0.24 0.13 
Covariances 
Intercept and Afiican American -0.15 -0.11 -0.22 -1.95«'»'» 

0.27 0.14 0.15 0.38 
Intercept and centered SES 0.10 -0.06 -0.01 -0.26 

0.08 0.04 0.05 0.14 
Afiican American and centered SES 0.51* 0.07 0.02 0.63 

0.24 0.13 0.17 0.39 
Female and intercept -0.59'»'»« -0.15^ 

0.14 0.07 
Female and Afiican American -0.69 0.08 

0.38 0.17 
Female and centered SES -0.19 0.07 

0.12 0.06 
School dil 1048 1088 930 951 
Individual d.f. 8341 10486 4602 5187 

Notes: *, **, and ** indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 and .01 on two-tailed tests, respectively. 
One-tailed tests are used when a prediction is made and significance is not reached on a two-tailed test 
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To ascertain if competition and hierarchy influence the extent of this 

dichotomization, I compare coefficients across the separate models for each sport. 

Specifically, I test if the interaction between percentage Afiican American and Afncan 

American is different fi-om one sport to the next. The same thing is done for the 

interaction between racial hierarchy and Afiican American. I use separate estimates of 

these interactions for boys and girls where they are different (like in swimming). Slopes 

are treated as different if the probability of t on a two-tailed test is less than 0.05 where t = 

bi - b2 / sqrt ((s.e. i)^ + (s.e. 2)^- 2 cov bib2 ) (Long and Meithe 1988).^^ 

Results fi'om these comparisons reveal that the effect of hierarchy on race is 

equivalent across all models for boys and girls. However, the effect of percentage Afiican 

American on race varies by sport. Among boys, the interaction between percentage 

Afiican American and Afiican American is more positive in basketball than in all other 

sports except swinuning. Among girls, this interaction is more positive in basketball than 

in all other sports except cheerleading. However, this interaction is more positive in 

cheerleading than in swimming. 

Results are visually displayed. Figure S-4 graphs the estimated effect of race for 

boys against percentage Afiican American in the school when racial hierarchy is at it's 

For this test, I assume covariances between coefficients are zero. It is only possible to 
compute covariances if the models are estimated simultaneously. However, cases where I 
find slopes are significantly different firom each are quite robust. Unless the covariances 
are quite large and negative, accounting for covariances would not change the results. 



Figure 5-4. The estimated effect of race for boys, by sport, plotted against percent 

Afncan American. 
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Figure 5-5. The estimated effect of race for girls, by sport, plotted against 

percent African American. 
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grand mean. Figure S-S does the same for girls. A value of zero on the vertical axis, the 

effect of race, indicates that African Americans and European Americans participate in the 

sport at equal rates. A positive score along the vertical axis indicates that African 

Americans participate more. A negative score means European Americans participate 

more. It is important to keep in mind that these racial differences exist net of control 

variables in the models. 

Both figures reveal the same finding. In schools with proportionately few African 

Americans, the effect of race in dichotomizing sports is relatively small in all sports. This 

can be seen in the graphs because the intercepts for the slopes are relatively close to zero. 

In schools with proportionately more Afirican Americans, race effects have a stronger 

influence in segregating groups into different activities. Visually, this can be seen by the 

greater dispersion of the lines at the right end of the graph. 

These findings add further support to competition theories prediction that the 

group boundary becomes stronger as the proportionate size of the subordinate group 

increases. The influence of race on the dichotomization of sports participation is greater in 

schools with proportionately more African American students. Also, recall that the 

effect of race is logged. If it were exponentiated, the dispersion would appear greater 

because the positive sloping lines would curve up and negative sloping lines would curve 

down. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

What accounts for cultural differences between Afiican and European Americans? 

This chapter explores the question by examining racial differences in sports participation. 



175 

I find that explanations that reduce racial differences in culture to differences in 

economic and neighborhood resources to be incomplete. Large racial differences in sports 

participation exist net of these items, especially in basketball and girls swimming. 

Admittedly, the measure of neighborhood effects available for this study is likely to 

contain a substantial amount of measurement error. It is possible that with a better 

measure, neighborhoods would explain a greater portion of racial differences in sports 

participation. However, I am unaware of any data sets that allow neighborhood and 

school information to examined simultaneously. 

To explain cultural differences that exist net of economic and neighborhood 

resources, I employed Barth's work on group barriers. According to Barth, in the 

presence of a group barrier, race becomes a master status that determines the 

appropriateness of activities for people of different racial groups. The advantage of 

Barth's approach for explaining cultural differences is that it posits an independent effect 

of race on culture. However, in complex-industrial societies, racial group barriers are not 

always dominant. As a result, I examined whether or not race relations theories can 

explain which schools have stronger group barriers, and hence, larger cultural differences. 

Findings show that competition theory and cultural division of labor are useful for 

understanding the types of social contexts that produce racial differences in culture. As 

predicted by competition theory, in schools with proportionately more Afiican American 

students, racial differences in basketball and girls swimming increase. Additionally, race 

has a stronger influence in dichotomizing sports along racial lines in schools with 

proportionately more Afiican Americans compared to schools with fewer. 
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As discussed earlier, the influence of percentage Afiican Americans on racial 

differences in basketball is possibly due to a crowding effect. Alternative explanations for 

other findings or more difBcult to formulate. In light of all evidence, the findings offer 

support for this prediction. Differences in sports participation between European 

Americans and Afiican Americans are greater in schools with proportionately more 

Afiican Americans than in schools with fewer. 

According to the cultural division of labor, the subordinate group promotes 

cultural distinctiveness in places with greater hierarchy. This prediction is supported in 

regards to basketball participation. Of all the sports examined, basketball is the most 

closely associated with Afiican American culture. Racial hierarchy did not influence the 

extent of racial differences in other sports. The implication of these results is that cultural 

division of labor explains a limited set of cultural differences between racial groups. 

Although many cultural differences between groups may exist, subordinate groups may 

not embrace them all. The dominant group will impose some of these differences upon 

them. Cultural division of labor's application appears to be limited to cultural differences 

that arise fi'om the urgings of the subordinate group. 

The prediction fi'om competition theory that low levels of hierarchy lead to more 

dichotomization of culture is rejected. According to competition theory, low levels of 

racial hierarchy create greater competition because groups are competing directly for the 

same resources. In situations with large amounts of hierarchy, the dominant group is 

thought to have successfiiUy excluded the subordinate fi'om these valuable resources. 

Research on competition theory about rioting, church arson, and lynching has found 
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support for this prediction (Myers 1996; Olzak 1996; Olzak and West 1991; Tolnay, 

Beck, and Massey 1992; Soule 1992; Soule and Van Dyke 1999). However, these studies 

rely solely upon ecological data and do not simultaneously control for individual level 

information. In those studies examining the influence of hierarchy on racial or ethnic 

differences using both levels of analysis, the prediction from cultural division of labor 

receives greater support. Belanger and Pinard (1991) and Medrano (1994) show that 

greater hierarchy, measured at the contextual level, dichotomizes political preferences and 

voting patterns of individuals along ethnic lines, respectively. More research is needed to 

determine the cause of these different findings. They could be due to the nature of the 

dependent variable (riots and lynching versus culture, political preferences, voting); or to 

not controlling properly for individual differences in ecological analysis. 

At the outset of this paper, I argued that sociological arguments offers an 

alternative account of racial differences in sports participation to the common biological 

and genetic arguments many assume. Although there is a tradition within sociology that 

attempts to reduce these cultural differences to non-racial factors, I find that these 

explanations are incomplete. They cannot explam the independent effect of race on 

culture that exists net of non-racial factors. Racial differences in culture spring firom the 

group barrier. Results here imply that competition produced by proportionately more 

subordinate group members creates more cultural distinctiveness between groups because 

it strengthens the group barrier; and racial hierarchy leads the subordinate group to 

emphasize those elements of culture which they can celebrate as their own. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusions 

This dissertation examines the influence of race on high school students in two 

parts of their lives: sports participation and cultural approaches to education. To do this, I 

have relied heavily upon the sociology of race relations, a literature that is rich, but that 

has been largely missing in studies of high school students. 

My analysis focuses on competition theory, the cultural division of labor 

perspective, and their common underpinnings in the work of Barth. Barth (1969) argues 

that racial group barriers are created out of social interaction and leads the 

dichotomization of values, roles, and behaviors along the group barrier. 

Competition theory predicts that group barriers become more dominant as the 

proportionate size of the subordinate group increases and as racial hierarchy decreases. 

Cultural division of labor perspective makes no prediction about subordinate group size 

and predicts the opposite efiect of hierarchy. Both theories presume that the strength of 

the group barrier varies across social contexts, and that cultural differences between racial 

groups will be greater where the racial group barrier is more dominant. 

A key contribution of this dissertation is the test of these theories in regard to 

cultural differences between racial groups. The work of Barth (1969), Hechter (1975), 

Olzak (1992), and Blalock (1967) all suggest that group barriers should influence cultural 

activities of racial groups. Yet empirical tests of these claims have been scarce. Two 

studies empirically examine the impact of group competition on cultural activities 

(DiMaggio and Ostrower 1990; Olzak and West 1991). Other researchers have studied 
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lynching (Soule 1992; Tolnay and Beck 1995) and church burning (Soule and Van Dyke 

1999) as symbolic forms of oppression triggered by racial competition. None of these 

studies tests predictions from the cultural division of labor perspective. In this study, both 

theories are tested simultaneously. 

Additionally, this study uses two levels of analysis. As Medrano (1994) points out, 

the theories predict that contextual effects influence individual behavior. It is thus 

necessary to control for both individual variation and contextual level variation. Studies of 

competition theory in regard to culture either do not have mformation on individuals or 

fail to include how the context affects individuals. I measure the amount of competition 

and hierarchy at the school level, and determine if these school-level factors influence the 

efifect of race on cultural approaches to education and sports participation. 

The information available in data sets like the NELS: 88 is useflil for testing these 

theories. The combination of individual and school level data over time helps estimate 

unbiased efifects of race, relative size of the subordinate group, and racial hierarchy that 

few studies in the area of race relations are able to match. Moreover, multilevel models 

provide a statistical technique that can model the key theoretical concepts. Not only does 

this technique allow the efifect of race to vary (as the strength of the group barrier does), 

but it can estimate the influence of contextual measures of social structure on the efifect of 

race. 

Variation in the efifect of race. The use of multilevel models allows for a direct test 

of the assumption that the strength of the group barrier is not constant. Findings reveal 

that the efifect of race varies across schools net of the influence nonracial factors in most 



180 

models. In chapter four, I found that the efifect of being black varies across schools for 

nearly all of the attitudes, skills, habits and styles examined. The effect of being Chicano 

does not vary across schools as often. However, this is likely the result of the smaller 

number of Chicanos in the sample. Even though I do not discuss the variation in the effect 

of race across schools in Chapter five, the results reviewed below (and the Tables from 

that chapter) show that the effect of being African American usually varies across schools. 

Given a data set with large samples of other groups, it would be possible to determine if 

the effects o^ for example, being Asian or Indian varied across schools as well. 

Researchers should not treat the effect of race as a constant, but as a variable, whose 

influence varies across contexts. 

Group proportions. This study also explores the complex relations between 

relative size of the subordinate group and racial differences in culture. Blalock (1967) 

argues that the effect of race relates to group proportions because of a power contest 

between groups. Power, he defines as the actual overcoming of resistance in a standard 

period of time (110). A group's power consists of their possession of resources that can 

be brought to bear in this struggle as well as how well these resources are mobilized. The 

size of the subordinate group is not a resource, but an indicator of resources, because 

resources can be aggregated across individuals. The dominant group—the one with 

greater power vis-a-vis the other—risks losing its resources to the subordinate group. This 

risk increases, either concretely or in perception, as the relative size of the subordinate 

group increases, thus increasing group competition and group conflict. If the competition 

is over economic resources, Blalock expects that competition between the dominant group 
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will increase as the relative size of the subordinate group increases but at a decreasing 

rate. For political resources, competition will increase at a decreasing rate. Cultural 

differences, for Blalock, fall under the rubric of political competition. 

When this theory is applied to the US, whites are considered the dominant group 

because of their ability to overcome resistance from subordinate groups. Competition 

between whites and a subordinate group increases as the relative size of the subordinate 

group increases (either at an increasing or decreasing rate). However, if the subordinate 

group has enough resources vis-a-vis whites, and mobilizes them effectively enough, in 

theory it is possible for the subordinate group to become the dominant group. 

As mentioned in Chapter two, this appears to be a possibility with regard to 

relations among whites and subordinate groups in schools. In schools, inequality in 

resources among students may not be as great as inequality among aduhs outside of 

schools, making the relative size of each group a better indicator of power differences. Or 

more simply, whites might not dominate subordinate groups in schools where whites are 

substantially outnumbered. If so, then the theoretical expectation is that levels of 

competition between groups increase and then decrease as the relative size of the 

subordinate group increases. This expectation also applies to group proportions between 

two subordinate groups. Competition between two subordinate groups, for example 

Afiican Americans and Chicanos, will increase and then decrease as the relative size of one 

of the groups increases. 

Resuhs reveal that racial differences in culture frequently increase as the 

proportionate size of the subordinate group increases. The advantages that African 
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Americans and Chicanos hold over whites in attitudes towards education are larger in the 

presence of proportionately more Afiican American and EQspanic students, respectively. 

The status of Chicanos' expected jobs also improves relative to whites in schools with 

proportionately more Hispanics. However, curvilinear effects do not fit these relationships 

better than linear effects. 

In Chapter five, I find that the higher participation rate of Afiican Americans 

relative to whites in basketball increases in schools with proportionately more Afiican 

Americans. In girls' swimming, the lower participation rates of Afiican Americans relative 

to whites become very pronounced in schools with proportionally more Afiican 

Americans. Additionally, I find that race is much more powerfijl at segregating racial 

groups into different sports as the proportion of Afiican Americans in the school rises. 

All of the effects of group proportions reported in chapter five are curvilinear 

because logistic regression is used. In this model, all effects are modeled as curvilinear 

effects. It is possible to test for different kinds of curvilinear relationships but not 

differences between curvilinear and linear ones. Results indicate that the best fitting curve 

follows the prediction of political competition, as Blalock proposes cultural differences do. 

Racial dififerences in sports participation increase at an increasing rate as percentage 

Afiican American increases. 

These findings imply that group proportions influence cultural activities in much 

the way Barth and Blalock suppose. In locations with relatively more subordinate group 

members, racial differences in culture are larger. It is worth pointing out that culture does 

not just take on a subordinate group character. For example, the finding is not that places 
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with many African Americans or Chicanos tend to have different cultures than elsewhere. 

Rather, the finding is that the kinds of culture that whites, Afiican Americans, and 

Chicanos tend to practice vary more by race in places with relatively more Afiican 

Americans and Chicanos. 

These results regarding relations between whites and either Afiican Americans or 

Chicanos offer no evidence of rising and falling competition as the relative size of the 

subordinate group increases. The implication of this finding is that white students are able 

to remain dominant even in schools where they are substantially outnumbered. It is 

somewhat surprising that even small proportions of white students in a school can still 

remain dominant. Perhaps white students bring greater resources into the school fi'om the 

outside (e.g., forms of economic, social, or cultural capital usefiil in a school setting), 

mobilize greater resources in schools by gaining support fiom school norms, curriculum, 

orpersonal (teachers, administrators, and counselors). 

The effect of group proportions between two subordinate groups is examined in 

Chapter four. Recent research on Latinos and Afiican Americans in Los Angeles has 

revealed substantial conflict and competition between these two subordinate groups 

(Bergeson and Herman 1998; Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Herman 1999). I examine if the 

proportion of blacks to Hispanics in schools has an effect on their cultural approaches to 

education. 

Results reveal that Chicano-Afiican American differences in hours of homework 

per week, but not on any other attitudes, skills, habits, and styles studied, follows the 

prediction fi-om competition theory about two subordinate groups. Black-Chicano 
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di£ferences in hours per week spent on homework increases and then decreases as the 

relative proportion of the student population who is Afiican American increases relative to 

the proportion that is Hispanic. The largest difference in hours of homework occurs when 

Afiican Americans comprise 35% of the school. This is the only evidence for an 

increasing and then decreasing effect or group proportions upon racial differences. The 

lack of consistent findings in regard to group proportions between these groups indicates 

that relations between them do not heavily influence cultural approaches to education, but 

significant finding in regards to hours of homework means that fiiture research in this area 

may be fixiitfial. 

Racial Hierarchv. Students within schools attempt to gain resources available to 

them in the school. The extent to which these resources vary by race I have termed "racial 

hierarchy." Competition theory suggests that competition over these resources will be 

greater when they are more equally distributed between groups. As a result, competition 

theory predicts that cultural differences between racial groups will be greater in schools 

where racial hierarchy is low. The cultural division of labor perspective predicts the 

opposite influence of resource distributions. According to this theory, the subordinate 

group will pursue cultural differences in schools with greater hierarchy because 

subordinate group members will emphasize a distinctive and oppositional culture. 

In almost all situations where this effect is significant, the direction of the finding 

supports the prediction firom the cultural division of labor and not the opposite prediction 

fi'om competition theory. In schools with more Chicano-white hierarchy, Chicanos' 

attitudes towards education improve, sometimes relative to similar whites, and sometimes 
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relative to similar Chicanos in other schools. The advantage blacks have over whites in 

looking forward to class is greater in schools with more black-white hierarchy. As 

mentioned in Chapter four, this is an unintuitive finding. Not only do Chicanos have 

better attitudes toward education than similar whites, their attitudes improve in schools 

where they hold a relatively more subordinate position vis-a-vis whites. 

Additionally, the advantage whites have over blacks in being on task more often, 

as reported by teachers, is greater in schools with more hierarchy. Afiican American's 

higher participation rate in basketball compared to European Americans is larger in 

schools with more Afiican American-European American hierarchy. 

These findings support contentions by critics of competition theory who argue that 

the theory does not apply to subordinate groups. Belanger and Pinard (1991) argue that 

competition theory offers no mechanism for the relationship between low levels of 

hierarchy and distinctive political preferences of subordinate groups. According to them, 

subordinate groups become solidaristic when they perceive the social structure as unfair. 

Quillian (1996), whose research focuses on the impact of the relative size of the 

subordinate group on the dominant group's level of prejudice, maintains that Blalock's 

theory is not generalizable to subordinate groups. Quillian (1996) argues that the 

subordinate group is more likely to become prejudiced because of historical injustices. 

Some studies have found support for the prediction fi'om competition theory that 

low levels of hierarchy result in greater group conflict. For example, Olzak, Shanahan and 

McEneaney (1994) and Myers (1997) show that cities with more integrated 

neighborhoods and jobs have a greater likelihood of experiencing a race riot. However, 
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Belanger and Pinard (1991) and Medrano (1994) show that ethnic differences in political 

preferences and voting are greater in cities or regions with higher levels of hierarchy. 

Thus, in studies that have used both individual and contextual information, the prediction 

from cultural division of labor has received greater support than the prediction from 

competition theory (Medrano 1994; Belanger and Pinard 1991). The results here add 

further support for this finding. 

However, the number of nonsignificant findings in regard to the effect of hierarchy 

may be informative as well. Hierarchy consistently affected Chicanos' attitudes, Afiican 

Americans in basketball, and Afiican Americans behavior in class. The suggestion from 

this finding is that hierarchy only effects a small number of racial differences in culture. 

These appear to be those cultural items that the subordinate group sees as cultural 

activities and values that they wish to celebrate as their own. According to Hechter 

(1975), subordinate groups respond to hierarchy by supporting those cultural differences 

that they view as equal or superior to the culture of the dominant group. This 

interpretation of nonsignificant findings works best in regard to sports participation. 

Literature reviewed in that chapter indicates a stronger link between Afiican American 

culture and basketball than other sports. 

In one situation, the effect of hierarchy supports the prediction from competition 

theory. In schools with little hierarchy, Chicanos are more disadvantaged than whites in 

how prepared for class they are. In schools with more Chicano-white hierarchy, whites 

and Chicanos become more prepared for class. This finding supports the prediction from 

competition theory that larger racial differences will be observed at low levels of racial 
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group hierarchy. However, because hierarchy influences both groups, the prediction is 

only supported for Chicanos. Due to the lack of consistent findings for this prediction, I 

conclude that it receives little support. 

Findings in this dissertation show that race relations within schools can create 

racial inequality and racial differences within the school. Inequality in attitudes toward 

education and job expectations are larger in schools where stronger racial group barriers 

among peers are expected, but this inequality works to the advantage of the subordinate 

groups. According to teachers, black's behavior in class deteriorates relative to whites in 

schools with more racial group hierarchy. On this measure, racial hierarchy works to the 

disadvantage of blacks in education. Race relations within schools also influence the 

extent to which groups participate in different cultural activities within the school. Not 

only is it necessary to account for the effects of going to different schools, it is also 

necessary to account for how racial inequality and differences can be created within 

schools. 

Implications for Reducing Inequality 

Much attention has been given to the idea that peers within subordinate groups 

chastise in-group members for doing well in school. Findings here suggest that racialized 

peer relations are not likely to be a cause of subordinate groups doing less well in school. 

I find that in schools where peer groups are most likely to be racialized, the consistent 

effect is to improve black's and Chicano's attitudes towards education, either absolutely or 

relative to white's attitudes. 
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The skills, habits, and styles of Chicanos are markedly worse than those of whites 

controlling for nonracial factors. However, racial differences between these groups are 

not larger in schools where more racialized peer relations are expected. The implication is 

that racialized peer relationships do not appear responsible for creating differences in 

skills, habits and styles. 

In contrast, blacks do not have worse skills, habits, and styles than whites, with 

one exception. Obviously, if it is impossible to detect racial differences on these items, 

policy should not be directed at correcting the behavior of blacks. If eliminating racial 

inequality in education is the goal, then policy should be directed at other things besides 

the influence of racialized peer groups on student's cultural approaches to education. 

The exception is about how often blacks and whites are on task in classrooms, as 

reported by teachers. Teachers report that blacks are off task more often, and the level of 

racial hierarchy in the school exacerbates this difference. As mentioned in Chapter four, 

this finding suggests that blacks may develop an oppositional culture toward school and 

education fi'om their realistic appraisal of hierarchy within the school. The alternative 

explanation for this finding is that teacher's evaluations of students are racially biased, and 

this bias is greater in schools with more hierarchy. 

However, the consequences of black students behaving poorly in class and 

teacher's believing that these student's behave poorly in class are very similar. Teachers 

also assign grades. If teachers believe students are behaving poorly, then they are likely to 

assign them worse grades, net of their true behavior. 
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In the appendix to Chapter four, standardized coefficients for the effects of cultural 

approaches to education on grades are reported. Of the nine different measures of cultural 

approaches to education, the largest estimated coefficient is teacher's evaluations of 

student's behavior in class. This makes sense because grades and the measure of being on 

task are both indicators of how teachers evaluate students. 

To the extent that race relations create these racial differences, these findings 

suggest that school administrators, parents, teachers, and other aduhs should try to 

equalize the distribution of valuable roles and resources within schools. This is likely to 

either improve Afiican Americans behavior in class or change teacher's evaluation of 

Afncan American students. 

Schools with proportionately more subordinate groups and schools with higher 

levels of racial hierarchy have more cultural dichotomization, at least in regard to sports 

participation and attitudes toward education, than other schools. What are the 

consequences of this cultural dichotomization? 

Culture is thought to have to primary functions. As Douglas and Isherwood put it, 

culture "can be used as bridges or fences" (1979; 12). As a fence, culture serves to 

distinguish whom one should and whom one should not interact with. This is the sense in 

which culture is part of domination (Bourdieu 1984). It occurs to the extent that 

individuals of high status know aspects of culture better than those who are inferior to 

them (Erickson 1996). But shared culture between people "gives strangers something to 

talk about and facilitates the sociable intercourse necessary for acquaintanceships to ripen 

in fiiendships" (DiMaggio 1987:443). 
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To the extent that whites, blacks, and Chicanos participate in different cultural 

activities, culture might serve more to distinguish racial groups rather than integrate them. 

Whites, the higher status group, can use culture they are familiar with as part of a signal to 

indicate their high status and to not share resources across racial lines. Kirschenman and 

Neckerman (1991) document an example of this. They report that Chicago area 

employers use cultural signals to distinguish between inner city Afiican Americans and 

other Afiican Americans in hiring. Although they maintain that these cultural signals are 

produced by concentrated poverty, the analysis here suggests that race relations may also 

create them. 

Schools where race plays a larger role in segregating culture are also schools that 

Afiican Americans and Chicanos are more likely to attend than whites. High levels of 

segregation in American high schools (Orfield and Eaton 1996) result in a larger 

proportion of Afiican Americans and Hispanics than European Americans attend schools 

with few whites. As a consequence, Afiican Americans and Chicanos as a whole are more 

likely to have their cultural options constrained by the group barrier. In schools with few 

Afiican Americans and Chicanos, the effect of race on culture is smaller, and whites will 

be less constrained by their racial group membership. 

This burden is even greater if, as has been suggested, high status is increasingly 

shown in culture by being an omnivore rather than a snob. Omnivores are people who are 

open to a large variety of cultural forms, while snobs are people who like only high culture 

(e.g., opera, theater, ballet, etc). Peterson and Kem (1996) and Peterson and Simkus 

(1992) provide evidence that knowledge of multiple forms of culture displays a 
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perspective of cultural relativism that is a mark of high status. 

Segregation, the cause of proportionately high levels of African Americans and 

Hispanics in schools, makes many Afiican Americans adept at culture which is viewed as 

appropriate for their group, but makes it di£Bcult for them to become adept at those forms 

of culture that are seen as appropriate for whites. The diflHcuIty of being omnivorous in 

these environments makes gaining high status through culture more difScult for Aiiican 

Americans and Hispanics. Thus, segregation of culture probably constrains interracial 

interaction, and makes the development of omnivorous tastes more difiScult, both of which 

place greater burdens upon Hispanics and Afiican Americans than whites. 

Limitations 

It is important to keep in mind the limitations of this analysis. The approach taken 

has limited the conception of race relations to relations among peers. Peer relations are 

undoubtedly of primary importance, given the amount of time student's spend at school, 

and the importance of status and popularity among peers. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to 

believe that parents, teachers, administrators, and a school's organization influence race 

relations among students in schools. Of course, the opposite might also be true. A more 

complex analysis would incorporate the myriad ways that adults and students are involved 

in effecting racial patterns in schools. 

This limitation has consequences in the analysis. To the extent that racial 

differences are created by factors unrelated to peer relations, the application of the 

theories to students works less well. This appears to be the case with differences in skills, 

habits and styles between Chicanos and whites. Although Chicanos' skills, habits, and 
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styles are consistently worse than those of whites, these difPerences do not appear to be 

driven by peer relations in the school. Additionally, some of the sports examined in 

Chapter five had racial differences on average, but the model I use is unable to explain the 

cause of these differences. 

Additionally, it is difficult to know apriori where racial differences are a matter of 

race and not nonracial factors. For example, although I expected to find large differences 

in black's and white's skills, habits and styles, differences appear to negligible net of 

controls for nonracial factors. Although evidence fi-om other research helps pinpoint items 

with large racial differences, in some cases empirical investigations are needed. 

Moreover, NELS: 88 data is unable to adequately control for all nonracial 

differences between students. As discussed previously, the lack of proper controls for 

wealth and neighborhood means that estimated effects of race and relative size of the 

subordinate group are likely to be biased. However, the lack of knowledge about how 

wealth and neighborhood influence student's culture in schools makes it difficult to predict 

the direction of this bias in all situations. 

Additionally, the NELS; 88 has a limited number of students in each school. One 

important consequence of this is that racial hierarchy could not be measured as well as 

would be preferred. The small number of students in each school makes it difGcult to 

determine if the valuable items in the school are unequally distributed along racial lines. 

This resuhs in an inability to measure racial hierarchy for a number of students, and in 

other cases, estimating racial hierarchy firom a small number of students. Because students 

were randomly sampled in each school, the error created through relying on a small 
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number of students is probably random. However, the measure is still likely to be 

imprecise. This imprecision will lead to an over-estimation of the variance of the effect for 

racial hierarchy, making hypothesis tests in regard to this variable too conservative. 

Nevertheless, because the data is missing, it is impossible to be sure that this is the 

consequence. 

Finally, the analysis is limited due the cross-sectional type of data available. 

Although there is longitudmal information on individuals over the time period, there is not 

longitudinal information on schools. Olzak (1992) argues that competition increases when 

there is a change in the distribution of resources and roles along racial lines. For example, 

periods of desegration should create competitive pressures net of the level of segregation. 

Although there is information on each school, the level of segregation in the school before 

students enroll is not known. The only longitudinal information on schools occurs from 

the first to the second follow-up. Future analysis using this data could explore this. 

Future Research 

The approach to studying race relations developed in this dissertation suggests 

numerous other applications. The underlying argument is intended to be generalizable to 

arenas with large racial differences. However, research conducted to this point suggests 

that the model works best when race relations among peers are expected to have a 

substantial influence on the outcomes. 

A large body of work shows that African American's standardized tests scores lag 

below those of European Americans net of the influence of social class (see Jencks and 

Phillips 1997 for a recent review of this literature). The importance of test scores in 
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regard to college enrollment goes almost without saying. Ahnost all four-year colleges 

use test scores as one criterion for admissions. But recent studies of racial inequality in 

income show that a large portion of the income gap between European Americans and 

African Americans is explained by scores on standardized tests (Farkas 1996; Farkas, 

England, Vicknair, Kilboume, and Stanek 1997). For these reasons, understanding the 

causes of racial differences in test scores are pressing. 

Even though a voluminous amount of research on racial differences in test scores 

exists, the approach taken here may contribute to this debate. Lovaglia et al. (1998) 

demonstrate with the use of experiments that under limited scope conditions, persons with 

low status will perform worse on ability tests than persons of high status. This occurs, in 

part, because people of low status can expect little reward, or even negative sanctioning, 

for good performance on ability tests. Although their experiments are conducted on 

European American college students, they argue that the scope conditions of the theory 

are fulfilled in the case of African Americans and test scores. African Americans, they 

argue, are more likely to expect negative sanctioning or low rewards from high scores on 

standardized tests, in part from peers and teachers at school. 

The argument presented by Lovaglia and his colleagues that African Americans 

expect lower rewards from performance on the standardized test assumes, much like other 

literature, that the effect of race can be treated as constant across contexts or, specifically, 

across schools. The extent to which Afiican Americans as opposed to European 

Americans will expect negative sanctions from high-test scores will depend upon the 

extent to which race matters in the school. Competition theory and cultural division of 
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labor might be able to predict which schools are likely to have greater racial differences in 

test scores. Thus, these theories may offer an insight into how race relations influence 

standardized test scores. 

Another arena within education with large racial differences is the low graduation 

rates of Latinos (especially, Puerto Ricans and Mexican Americans) relative to graduation 

rates of whites. Romo and Falbo (1996) suggest a number of ways that group relations in 

schools influence graduation rates. They argue that peer groups often form along racial 

lines and that physical conflicts are frequently a threat. Some Latinos, they argue, fear 

attending school because they will be drawn into these fights. Romo and Falbo also report 

that the parents of Latinos accused the school administrators of disproportionately 

expelling Latino students who participate in racial skirmishes. 

Moreover, Romo and Falbo argue that Latinos have lower graduation rates 

because they find it difGcult to join peer groups that emphasize doing well in schools. 

These peer groups that support success in school, Romo and Falbo suggest, usually 

consist of middle class students, and as a result, are almost always white. Latinos are 

unable to join such peer groups because of racial reasons, and are unable to form such 

groups because of the small number of middle class Latino students. 

Another area that appears perfectly suited for this analysis is the study of 

interracial fiiendships. Research with the High School and Beyond data set conducted by 

Hallinan and Williams (1989) shows that interracial firiendships are extremely rare. 

However, Hallinan's research is not informed by the theories here. Competition theory 

and cultural division of labor offer predictions about the kinds of social settings that are 
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likely to create greater segregation of friendships. 

Additionally, it would be interesting to expand the application of these race-

relations theories to the arena of culture outside of the school setting. DLN^aggio and 

Ostrower (1990) have shown that African Americans and European Americans taste for 

music are dissimilar. Bryson (1996) has shown that people who report higher levels of 

prejudice tend to dislike musical forms that blacks tend to like. Possibly, data sets with 

information on musical tastes can be merged with macro-level information about where 

individuals live. Understanding the role of macro level factors in constructing racial 

differences may lead to important insights into the ways that culture maintains the racial 

stratification system. 

And Last 

Although in this research I have shown that race relations in schools influence the 

cultural activities of racial groups, much more research is needed. Researchers in the field 

of race-relations could study schools more. Researchers in the field of sociology of 

education could study race relations more. These researchers need to attend to how the 

peers within the schools can generate inequality and differences, and the consequences of 

these influences for adults. We need more knowledge about which cultural items and 

which forms of inequality peers relations influence, and we need to learn more about the 

consequences or these relations as students make the transition to adults. 
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APPENDIX A 
Cultural Approaches to Education and Grades 

Table A. Estimated effects of cultural approaches to education on grades. ° 
Variable Q) (2) O) 
Intercept 2.76*** 2.61*** 2.17*** 
Black -0.03 -0.00 -0.05* 
Chicano -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 
GrouD ProDortions 
% Black/100 -0.04 -0.05 
% Black .\ Black/100 0.12 0.06 
% Black .\ Chicano/100 0.18 0.13 
% Hispanic/100 0.00 -0.00 
% Hispanic .\ Black/100 0.00 0.03 
% Hispanic .\ Chicano/100 0.15 0.07 
GrouD Hierarchy 
White-Black -0.01 -0.01 
White-Black \ Black 0.04 0.02 
White-Black Chicano -0.02 0.01 
White-Chicano 0.03 0.02 
White-Chicano .\ Black -0.02 -0.03 
White-Chicano .\ Chicano -0.01 -0.02 
Black-Chicano 0.01 0.01 
Black-Chicano x Black -0.05 -0.04 
Black-Chicano x Chicano -0.13 -0.06 
Attitudes, skills, habits, and styles 
E.\pected Occupation 0.18»** 
Useliilness of Education 0.05»*'» 
Teaching 0.03*'*'* 
Look for^vard to class 0.06»»* 
Hours of homework O.OS^** 
Not in trouble O-OS*"** 
On task 0.25»»» 
Punctual Attendance 0.02*»'» 
Prepared for class 0.08'**'* 
variances and covariances 
1. Intercept O-OSS**-* 0.027'»»* 0.026"»»'» 
2. Black 0.016 0.014 0.017* 
3. Chicano 0.046'*'*'* 0.012 0.015 
I and 2 -0.006 -0.000 -0.001 
1 and 3 -0.019"»« -0.007 -0.009 
2 and 3 0.033 -0.020 0.040'** 
N 15,411 15.411 15,411 
Notes: *. and ••• indicate p < .05 on a one-tailed test and p < .05 on two-tailed tests, respectively. 

One-tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two- tailed test and a prediction is 
made. 
" Models control for parent's occupation, parent's education, family income, se.x, family 
structure, region, place, and family size (see method section of this chapter for a Mler 
description). 

E.vpectations. attitudes, skills, habits, and styles are standardized to have a mean of zero and a 
standard deviation of one. 
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APPENDIX B 
Binomial and Multinomial Models of Sports Participation 

Table B. Binomial (B) multinomial (M) logistic regressions of sports participation. 

Variable 
B M B M B M 

Variable Basketball basketball swimming swimming soccer soccer 
Intercept -0.98** -0.98* -2.79** -2.80** -2.17** -2.16** 

0.07 0.07 0.16 0.16 0.12 0.12 
African American 0.54»'» 0.54** 0.05 0.05 -0.11 -0,11 

0.06 0.06 0.14 0.14 0.10 0.10 
female -0.23** 0.05 0.04 -0.14 -0.14 

0.05 0.05 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.08 
African American x -O.IO** -0.10** 0.21* 0.22* 0.12 0.12 
female 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 
% African -0.55* -0.55* 0.64 0.66 0.31 0.26 
American/100 0.23 0.23 0.54 0.54 0.39 0.38 
% Afr. Am./lOO x 0.64'»* 0.63** -0.47 -0.44 -0.13 -0.17 
African American 0.21 0.21 0.39 0.39 0.32 0.32 
Racial Hierarchy -0.17 -0.17 0.12 0.12 -0.33* -0.32* 

0.10 0.10 0.24 0.23 0.17 0.16 
Racial Hierarchy x 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.14 0.15 
African American 0.08 0.08 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.14 
no hierarchy 0,04 0.04 0.12* 0.12* 0.01 0.01 

0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 
SES 0.12** 0.12** 0.29** 0.33** 0.33** 0.33** 

0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05 
% receiving free 0.87** 0.88** 0.21 0.20 -0.34 -0.37 
lunch/100 0.10 0.10 0.30 0.30 0.23 0.23 
Played sport in eighth 0.53** 0.53** 0.12* 0.12* 0.31** 0.32** 
grade 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 
Played sport outside 0.27** 0.27** 0.20** 0.20** 0.31** 0.31** 
school in eighth grade 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03 
Rural -0.03 -0.03 -0.16* -0.18* -O.ll* -0.13** 

0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05 
Private O.ll** 0.11** 0.15* 0.16* 0.18** 0.21** 

0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05 
School enrollment/100 -0.02** -0.02** -0.00 -0.01 -0.06** -0.06** 

O.Ol 0.01 0.01 0..01 0.01 0.01 
Number of -0.43** -0.42*'* 0.05 0.05 0.55** 0.62** 

teachers/100 0.14 0.14 0.24 0.24 0.18 0.18 
other persons 0.10** 0.10** •0.13 -0.12 0.05 0.06 

0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05 
other persons x female 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.04 0.04 

0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 
other persons x % 0.87** 0.87** -0.77 -0.72 0.25 0.28 
African American/100 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.33 0.32 
other persons x black- 0.10 O.IO -0.24 -0.25 0.24* 0.21* 
white hierarchy 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.17 0.11 O.IO 
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Table B continued. 
B M B M B M 

Variable Softball/ 

baseball 

Softball/ 
baseball 

football football cheerleading cheerleading 

Intercept -1.85»» -1.85 -0.51** -0.51** -IA2** -1.41'»* 
0.09 0.09 O.IO 0.10 0.13 0.13 

African American -0.18* -0.18* 0A6** 0.46** 0.30'** 0.30** 
0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.11 

female -0.04 
0.06 

-0.04 
0.06 

African American .x -0.09 -0.09 
female 0.05 0.05 
other persons 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.13 

0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 
other persons female -0.00 

0.03 
-0.00 
0.03 

% African American/100 -0.39 -0.39 0.75»'» 0.70» -0.27 -0.25 
0.25 0.25 0.30 0.30 0.36 0.36 

% African American/100 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 -0.30 0.61 0.60 
.X African American 0.22 0.22 0.25 0.25 0.33 0.33 
other persons x % 0.38 0.40 0.01 0.03 0.69 0.68 
African American/100 0.23 0.23 0.29 0.29 0.39 0.38 
Racial Hierarchy -0.07 •0.05 -0.04 -0.07 -0.34 -0.35 

0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.20 0.20 
Racial Hierarchy 0.13 0.14 0.04 0.04 -0.23 -0.23 
African American 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.14 
other persons .\ black- 0.17 0.15 -0.07 -0.04 -0.14 -0.14 
white hierarchy 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.17 0.17 
no hierarchy 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 
SES -0.1 -O.ll** -0.10*» -O-IO"" 0.25»* 0.26»'* 

0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 
% receiving free 0.52** 0.53*'* 0.07 0.07 0.57'*'* 0.61** 
lunch/100 0.15 0.15 0.19 0.19 0.26 0.26 
Played sport in eighth 0.39'»» 0.39*» 0.57** 0.57»» 
grade 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 
Played sport outside of 0.45»» 0.45** O.I2*'» 0.12'»* 
school in eighth grade 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 
Eighth grade cheerleader 0.97*« 

0.04 
0.97'»» 
0.04 

Rural -0.08* -0.09* -0.02 -0.02 0.09 0.09 
0.03 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 

Private -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.03 
0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.08 

School etu'ollment/100 -1.73* -1.64* 0.003 0.001 -0.03»* -0.03** 
0.83 0.83 0.010 0.010 0.01 0.01 

Number of teachers/lOO -0.47** -0.48** 0.74'** 0.75*'» 0.04 0.04 
0.15 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.03 0.03 

*. indicate p < .05 and .05 on a two tailed test. 
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APPENDIX C 
High School Race Relations and Standardized Test Scores 

Table C-1. Means and (standard deviations), by race. 
variable European African Latino 

American American 
twelfth erade test score 

reading 52.99 45.63 47.85 
(9.40) (9.34) (9.31) 

math 53.56 45.03 47.86 
(9.43) (8.76) (8.91) 

tenth arade test score 
reading 53.20 46.22 47.54 

(9,54) (9.13) (9.06) 
math 53.85 45.20 47.73 

(9.43) (8.61) (8.67) 
Group proportions 

%Afncan American 6.69 45.96 8.72 
(11.52) (31.45) (16.36) 

% Latino 4.55 5.75 41.87 
(10.88) (12.40) (34.11) 

Racial Hierarchy 
European American-African 0.42 0.52 0.22 
American (0.62) (0.57) (0.73) 
European American-Latino 0.38 0.54 0.46 

(0.63) (0.58) (0.59) 
Variables dependent on race relations 

Teachers expects college enrollment 0.64 0.45 0.48 
(1 =yes) (0.48) (0.50) (0.50) 
Friends support academics 4.62 4.89 4.76 

(1.15) (1.12) (1.10) 
Self reported college track (1 = yes) 0.52 0.42 0.41 

(0.50) (0.49) (0.49) 

n 8426 1089 1291 



201 

Table C-2. Effects of group proportions and racial hierarchy on twelfth grade reading test scores. 

Variable (I) (2)" (3)" (4)" 
10"** grade test score 0.19*** 0.74*** 0.74"'*"' 0.74»*'» 

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Intercept 51.91""'"'' 4995»»« 49.05»»» 48.96»'»» 

0.08 0.94 0.94 0.94 
African American -1.71 -1.65^»* -Lei*** -1.44*'** 

0.19 0.20 0.30 0.35 
Latino -0.75*** -0.50** •0.74*** -0.S2*** 

0.18 0.22 0.25 0.29 
GrouD ProDortions 
% African American/100 -1.21 -0.69 

0.72 1.76 
% African American/100 x African American 0.96 -0.44 

0.93 2.84 
% African American/100 .\ Latino -1.77 2.88 

1.21 3.29 
% Latino/100 0.01 1.06 

0.67 1.59 
% Latino/100 African American -0.45 -4.19 

1.56 3.61 
% Latino/100 .\ Latino 0.90 1.19 

0.82 2.50 
(% African American/100)* 0.01 

0.03 
(% African American/100)" .x African American 0.02 

0.04 
(% African American/100)" x Latino -0.06 

0.05 
(% Latino/100)* -0.02 

0.02 
{% Latino/100) * x African American 0.06 

0.05 
(% Latino/100) ~ .x Latino 0.00 

0.03 
GrouD Hierarchy 
White-African American -0.21 -0.21 

0.22 0.22 
White-African American x African American 0.15 0.15 

0.50 0.51 
White-African American x Latino 0.15 0.02 

0.42 0.43 
White-Latino 0.28 0.27 

0.17 0.17 
White-Latino x African American -0.64 -0.56 

0.47 0.47 
White-Latino x Latino -0.00 -0.01 

0.34 0.34 
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Table C-2 continued. Effects of group proportions and racial hierarchy on twelfth grade reading test 
scores. 

Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 1.49»*» I.50*»» LSI'*** 

0.21 0.19 0.19 0.19 
Residual 29.31*»» 28.69'»'»* 2^.66*** 28.65**» 

0.42 0.41 0.41 0.41 
N 10806 10806 10806 10806 

Notes: *. **. and indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed tests, respectively. 
One tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two tailed test and a prediction is 
made. 
" Models control for parent(s) is a college graduate (1 = yes), parent is high school graduate (1 = 
yes), natural log of household income, sex, mother and father present (1 = yes), family size, 
student teacher ratio, percentage of students receiving free lunch, house contains 50 books, 
percentage of students who are not European American. African American or Latino, ever 
dropped out (1 = yes), private school (I = yes), rural area (1 = yes), urban area (I = yes), and 
English is not native tongue (1 = yes). 
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Table C-3. Effects of group proportions and racial hierarchy on twelfth grade mathematics test scores. 

Variable (1) (2)" (3)' (4)' 
lo"' grade test score 0.91 0.85^»» 0.85»»* 0.85*** 

0.004 0.005 0.005 0.005 
Intercept 52.11**"" 4946««» 49.49*'»» 4947»«» 

0.05 0.64 0.64 0.64 
African American -1.75''"*"'' -0.64**» -0.58*** -0.19*** 

0.19 0.13 0.20 0.23 
Latino -0.15*** -0.09 -0.05 0.08 

0.18 0.15 0.17 0.20 
GrouD ProDcrtions 
% African American/100 0.13 -0.15 

0.48 1.18 
% African American/100 African American -0.03 3.12 

0.63 1.92 
% African American/100 x Latino -0.18 3.42 

0.84 2.26 
% Latino/100 -0.28 -0.47 

0.46 1.06 
% Latino/100 .\ African American 1.61 0.99 

1.06 2.45 
% Latino/100 x Latino 0.22 0.32 

0.55 1.72 
(% African American/100)' 0.00 

0.02 
(% /\frican American/100)*x African American -0.04 

0.03 
(% African American/100)" x Latino -0.05 

0.03 
(% Latino/100)" 0.00 

0.01 
(% Latino/100)" x African American 0.01 

0.04 
(% Latino/100) - x Latino -0.00 

0.02 
GrouD Hierarchy 
White-African American -O.SP* -0.29* 

0.15 0.15 
White-African American x African American 0.14 0.01 

0.34 0.35 
White-African American x Latino 0.12 -0.03 

0.29 0.30 
White-Latino 0.35»»» 0.35»*» 

O.Il 0.12 
White-Latino x African American -0.12 -0.18 

0.32 0.32 
White-Latino x Latino -0.38* -0.37 

0.23 0.23 
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Table C-3 continued. Effects of group proportions and racial hierarchy on twelfth grade mathematics test 
scores. 

Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 0.72*** 0.61**» 0.59*** 0.60»»* 

0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 
2. African American'' 0.00'' 0.35 0.43 0.42 

0.53 0.55 0.54 
3. Latino 0.23 0.20 0.21 0.20 

0.47 0.46 0.47 0.47 
1 and 2 -0.18 -0.24 -0.27 -0.26 

0.16 0.25 0.25 0.25 
1 and 3 -0.12 -0.04 0.00 -0.00 

0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 
2 and 3 -0.25 -0.08 -0.25 -0.10 

0.66 0.68 0.72 0.72 
Residual 13.87*'»» 13.le'*** 13.n*'** 13.17*»* 

0.20 0.19 0.19 0.19 
N 10806 10806 10806 10806 

Notes; •. **. and indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed tests, respectively. 
One tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two tailed test and a prediction is 
made. 
•' Models control for parent(s) is a college graduate (1 = yes), parent is high school graduate (1 = 
yes), natural log of household income, sex, mother and father present (1 = yes), family size, 
student teacher ratio, percentage of students receiving free lunch, house contains 50 books, 
percentage of students who are not European American. African American or Latino, ever 
dropped out (1 = yes), private school (1 = yes), rural area (1 = yes), urban area (1 = yes), and 
English is not native tongue (1 = yes). 
'' SAS PROC MIXED sets values of variances to zero when they reach very small numbers. 
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Table C-4. Multilevel model regression of twelfth grade test scores onto race relations variables with 
interactions by gender.'' 
Variable Reading Math 
lo"" grade test score Q.IA*** 0.85*** 

0.01 0.005 
Intercept 49.94'»''» 

0.94 0.64 
African American -1.91*** 

0.42 0.28 
female 0.73*** -0.81»»* 

0.14 0.09 
African American .K female 0.56 0.61 

0.56 0.37 
Latino -0.86** 0.06 

0.33 0.23 
Latino .\ female 0.21 -0.25 

0.46 0.31 
Group Proportions 
% African American/100 -0.55 0.67 

0.90 0.61 
% African American/100 .\ African American 0.47 -0.81 

1.22 0.83 
% African American/100 X Latino -2.12** -1.36 

1.62 l.Il 
% African American/100 X female -1.44 -1.63'** 

1.12 0.76 
% African American/100 .\ African American X female 1.09 1.54 

1.58 1.08 
% African American/100 x Latino x female 4.03 2.44 

2.23 1.52 
% Latino/100 -0.55 -0.36 

0.84 0.56 
% Latino/100 x African American -0.86 2.67 

2.26 1.53 
% Latino/100 x Latino 2.51** 0.15 

1.06 0.71 
% Latino/100 x female 1.21 0.15 

1.11 0.75 
% Latino/100 x African American x female 3.49 -2.14 

3.05 2.06 
%Latino/100x Latino X female -3.32*» 0.13 

1.44 0.98 
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Table C-4 continued. 
Group Hierarchy 
White-African American -0.18 -0.48** 

0.29 0.19 
White-African American .\ African American 0.18 0.20 

0.70 0.47 
White-African American .\ Latino 0.31 0.46 

0.56 0.39 
White-African American x female -0.06 0.35 

0.35 0.24 
White-African American .\ African American x female -0.05 -0.07 

0.96 0.65 
White-African American x Latino x female -0.36 -0.70 

0.81 0.54 
White-Latino 0.29 OAO*** 

0.22 0.15 
White-Latino x African American -0.62 -0.16 

0.63 0.43 
White-Latino x Latino -0.01 -0.64*» 

0.45 0.31 
White-Latino x female -0.02 -0.11 

0.27 0.18 
White-Latino x African American x female -0.02 0.06 

0.90 0.61 
White-Latino x Latino x female -0.01 0.56 

0.62 0.42 
Variances and covariances 
1. Intercept 1.51*»* 0.59*** 

0.19 0.09 
2. African American 0.41 

0.54 
3. Latino'' 0.20 

0.47 
1 and 2 -0.28 

0.25 
1 and 3 0.01 

0.22 
2 and 3 -0.26 

0.72 
Residual 28.64*»* 13.17*** 

0.41 0.19 
N 10806 10806 
Notes: *. and indicate p < .05 on a one tailed test and p < .05 on a two-tailed tests, respectively. 
One tailed tests are used when significance is not reached on a two tailed test and a prediction is made. 
^ All models control for parent(s) is a college graduate (1 = yes), parent is high school graduate (1 = yes), 
natural log of household income, mother and father present (1 = yes), family size, student teacher ratio, 
percentage of students on free lunch, house has 50 books, percentage of students who are not European 
American. African American or Latino, ever dropped out (1 = yes), private school (1 = yes), rural area (I 

• yes), urban area (1 = yes), and English is not native tongue (1 = yes), teacher expects student to go to 
college (1 = yes), student reports they are in college track (I = yes), and peers emphasize academics. 
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