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Race, Sociopolitical Participation and Black Enpowerment 

ABSTRACT 

using 1987 national sample survey data that included a large black ove~mple  

(total black N = 544) , the paper re-examines black-white differences in 

sociopolitical participation. The fimtings contradict two consistent results 

of previous research. ~irst, there are no interracial differences in 

sociopolitical participation after controlling far differences in 

socioeccncanic status. Second, the most active segment of the black population 

is no longer the llpolitically discontented1I, those with a high sense of 

political efficacy but with low trust. Now the I1politically engagedt1, those 

who exhibit high efficacy and high trust are nost active amng blacks. The 

cabination of fhibqs is best wlained by the suk&antial degree of black 

political enpwmm~t that has taken place, especially in major cities, since 

the mid-1960s. We didcuss inplications of the results for theoretical 

interpretations of when and why black socicpolitical behavior differs from 

that of whites. 
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Perhaps the most ccanmon definition of demcracy is "rule by the peoplett. 

Such an assertion implies that some portion of the electorate must become 

involved in the political process. Students of American politics have devoted 

much attention, therefore, to specifying the levels, types, objectives and 

consequences of mass participation (Berelson et al., 1944; Campbell et al., 

1960; V e r b a  and Nie 1972; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). Given a traditional 

conception of American politics that emphasizes the importance of groups in 

the politicdl process (e.g., Truman 1954; Key 1958; Dahl 1961), a question of 

special interest has been whether racial grozlps, primarily blacks and whites 

(but also others) , differ in haw much or why they becane actively involved. 

Ccanpeting theories concur in the abservation that the levels and nature of 

black sociapolitical participation differs f m  that of whites. Whethex 

blacks participated to a greater or lesser degree than whites and the causes 

of such differences, hwever, were subjects of little agreement. Initial 

disagreements emeryed because same research failed to control for 

socioeconomic differences between the races. Sane differences in conclusions 

reflected the lack of careful distinctions between more demmfhg behaviors 

such as working for political campaigns or camunity organizations, and less 

demarading activities such as voting. Ccanpaunding matters were differences in 

samples and in the time period studied. 

Recently, h-er, a degree of consensus emeryed on two points. First, 

blacks tend to out-participate whites when differences in socioeconomic status 

were taken into account (Olsen 1970; Verba and Nie 1972). Second, a strong 

sense of ttethnic cmmmityI1 or grcq consciousness was the stimulus to 

heightened black participation. In particular, very high levels of 

participation f& for blacks who exhibit the politial orientation we 
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label Itpolitical discontentw (Shingles 1981; Gute.rbck 1983). Consistent with 

previous research we define the politically discontented as people who 

distrust political authorities yet who also feel politically efficacious. 

People with this type of political orientation have a motivation to act based 

on their lack of trust and a high perceived ability to influence political 

outccanes. The extraordinary levels of participation among blacks then, 

reflected mainly the actions of the politically discontented among them who 

were acting on comnnmity norms. These norms supported using politics as a 

vehicle for improving the status of the group. 

Much of the data supporting this view of black political behavior- 

especially of black out-participation of wkites-dates back to the 1960s. In 

the ensuing twenty to twenty-five years, however, blacks made enormus strides 

in socioecodc status and political influence. Key among these charges has 

been a fundammtal alteration in the political context. For -le, the 

nwS3er of black elected officials now exceeds six-thousand (Williams and 

Morris 1987). In sane cities, such as Detroit, Gary, I135 Angeles and Atlanta, 

black mayors have carrtrolled city hall for more than a decade. In other 

areas, black &dates have recently been elected to the Mayors office and 

returned for a secod term (i. e. , Chicago, Philadelphia) . It is plausible 
then, to speak of substantial, though far from ideal (Jennings 1984), "black 

politicdl -tl' in many of the nation's major cities. This increase in 

the control of institutiondlized pmer by blacks is likely to have 

considerable impact on the level and nature of black sociopolitical behavior. 

Pqainst this backdrop of important social changes and using conteqorary 

national survey data involving a large black crversample we raise anew 

questions of black-white differences in sociopolitical participation. 



Black-White Participation 3 

We begin by reviewing several theoretical accounts of black politicdl 

behavior and offer an alternative perspective labeled the "empowement 

hypothesi~~~. We then analyze data from the 1987 General Social Suwey to 

test the several carpeting predictions. The analysis addresses, first, 

whether there are currently black-wkite differences in such activities as 

voting, campaigning, and camunity activity; second, what part a person's 

political orientation plays in determining the level of activity; third, the 

effects on participation of direct masures of each of the several hypotheses 

about black participation currently in the literature; and finally, we test as 

fully as possible our I1black enpowerrrent1* thesis. 

mauzumm 

We identify five explanations of black-white differences in sociopolitical 

participation. The first hypothesis derives frcan the ttStandard Socioeconomic 

Modelw, which holds that the tangible and psychological resceurces of those 

higher in socioecodc status contribute to higher levels of sociapoliticdl 

involvement (cf . Onrm 1966; Verba and Nie 1972) . Froan this perspective, 

black-white dif fesences in educational attainment, occupational status, and 

incame account for 1uwe.r werall rates of black participation. Importantly, 

the stadazd model does not anticipate black &-participation of whites once 

adjustments are made for socioecodc status. 

The llaqensatory theory" of black political participation rests on the 

firdiq that blacks ten3 to wt-participate whites when socioecodc status 

has been equated. This view holds that blacks join organizations and became 

active in politics to an exaggerated degree in order to werccane the exclusion 

and feelings of inferiority forced upon them by a hostile white society. 

A c c o w  to Myrdal (1944), Ehkhuk and Thcnnpson (1962), and later 
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interpreters (Klobus-Ectwards, Edwards, and Klemmack 1978 ; Guterkck and mndon 

1983), the ccnrrpensation theory views high black participation as pathological. 

In short, because of a sense of damaged self-worth created by w h i t e  prejudice 

and discrimination blacks seek social validation through voluntary 

associations d politics. 

There is scane ambiguity in how to test the ccapensation theory. Same 

rezeuxhers contend that the cmpnsation theory predicts that blacks with 

him self-esteem will participate more than others (Mcpherson 1977; Klobus- 

Edtwards et al., 1978) . Like Guterbock and Lordon (1983) , we think the most 
straightforward implication of the cmpmatory argurrrent wmld make the 

opposite prediction. Accordingly, capmatory theory predicts that blacks 

with lmer self-esteem have the need to capensate ard therefore engage in 

urrusual levels of organization joining, active participation, and political 

activity. 'Ibis prediction is closer to Myrdalls and m u k  and ?hcarrpsonls 

treatment which viewed higher black participation as ffexaggeratedff and 

Indeed, it is a contradiction to hold that people with high 

self-regard participate at high levels because of a damaged self-concept. It 

is also difficult to view high self-esteem as deviant or as an indicator of 

psychological insecurity wer one's identity or place in the mrld. 

A third theory, also aimed at explaining black out-participation of whites, 

has been labeled the ethnic ammumity approach (Lane 1959; Olsen 1970). This 

perspective holds that memberskip in disadvantaged minority amununities leads 

people to develop strong feelings of group attachment and solidarity. one 

product of these feelings is the emzyence of norms that support, if not 

demml, acting collectively and through political means to improve the status 

of the group. 
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Closely linked to the ethnic a m n m i t y  theory is r w  identifying group 

consciousness as a basis of high black political participation. For example, 

Olsen (1970) found that black 99ethnic identifiers" tended to participate more 

than nonidentifiers. Verba and Nie (1972) fourrd that blacks who mentioned 

race frequently in describing camunity conflicts were mcst likely to out- 

participate whites. Shingles (1981) reanalyzed the V e x b  an3 N i e  data and 

found that "group con~ciousness~~ helped explain black participation because it 

contributed to blacksg sense of political efficacy. Miller, Gurin, Gurin, and 

Miller (1981) found that a multiple c!cuponent meafllre of group consciousness 

predicted participation m n g  blacks ard other grcorps using National Election 

Study data. 

Not all of the evidence, however, supports the ethnic w m m n i t y w  

consciousness hypothesis. Antunes and Gaitz (1975) faurd that blacks ard 

Mexican-Americans were about equally likely to express a sense of 99ethnic 

identity.@@ But blacks were much mre active than Mexican-hsricans and ethnic 

identity was unrelated to participation among both gmups. m e n  and -is 

(1978) developed mltiple indicators of ethnic consciousness for their New 

York city sample of whites, blacks and Puerto Ricans, finding no important 

effects of ethnic axsciousness on belonging to voluntary associations. 

A fourth, racial climate, theory of black participation was recently 

advanced by Danigelis (1977). He argued that black participation reflects 

formal and infonnal rules imposed by whites on black political behavior and 

how blacks react to those rules. Where, or during periods when, white 

hostility to black political involvement is low, black participation tends to 

be higher. Black participation should be at it is highest *ere white 

interests dictate soliciting black m r t  and involvement. Black 
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participation should be lowest where w h i t e  hostility to blacks is high and 

blacks have few resources to counter this hostility. 

We propose a fifth, alternative prspective, that is more contextual in 

focus. This contextual argument we label the black eqmennent thesis. It 

rests on three assumptions. First, micro- and maam-level aspects of a 

person1 s political environment influence that person's sociopolitical 

orientations and behaviors. Iiuckfeldt and Sprague (1987) and Knoke (1988) 

have shm that the make-up of interprsonal networks affect partisanship and 

issue attitudes. Erikson, McIver and Wright (1987) haw state political 

cultures influence party identification and ideology. Wolfinger and 

Rosemtone (1980) showed the effects of state variation in voter registration 

laws on electoral turnout. Relevant features of the political e n v h m t  

often vary fram person and person or f m  one political jurisdiction to 

another. These differences are likely to influ~ce observed levels of 

participation. 

Our second assuption is that sociapolitical behavior has a heavily 

hstmmntal basis. Where blacks have a greater stake in institutionalized 

power, the black populace should be more actively involved. Like Wolfinger 

and FbsaStone (1980) we beliwe that people participate because the costs of 

do- so are out-weighed by the perceived benefits. These benefits can be 

both tangible, such as patronage jabs, or more often, a source of 

psychological gratification. Benefits are weighed against the costs of 

participation. Many of the latter are reduced by, for example, higher levels 

of education that reduce information costs or by occupational experiences that 

increase contact with decision-mkhq officials or organized a m u n i t y  groups. 

Part of any cost-benefit calculation is a judgment of the likely outaams 
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of holvement. In particular, the perceived likelihood of responsiveness of 

authorities to one's goals and interests is important. Where blacks hold more 

positions of authority, exercise more real power, and have done so for longer 

periods of time, more blacks should have the expectation that sociopolitical 

involvemmt has value. As Charles V. Hamilton explained: ''People who have 

experienced positive results (albeit limited in rnany instances) as a function 

of mobilization and bargaining are much more likely to have respct for that 

process-Meed, to participate in it-than thcse who have been thwarted at 

every stage in trying to enter that process. . . .The proposition is a reasonably 
simple one: to the extent that the process is perceived as related to the 

product desired, then participation will im=rease. (Hamilton 1984: 11) . 
Where blacks have made great strides in office-holding there is reason to 

believe that the level of black participation, and perhaps wen the 

psychological orientations that acccanpany it, will have changed 

C = = P O W ~ Y  

Our third assumption concerns where and the extent to which blacks have 

made gains in electoral office-holding. A crucial change braugfit about by the 

civil rights m v e m ~ t  anl attendant changes in court rulings and legislation 

is a trmenlous -ion in the number of black elected officials. Williams 

and Morris (1987, p. 137) m t l y  reported that the number of black elected 

officials mse frnan 'Ifewer than 103 in 1964 to 6,384 in 1986". The largest 

number of black elected officials are in Southern states, where blacks are a 

larger fraction of the total population. m p s  of most significance for 

alter- the character of black political behavior, h-er, is the election 

of black mayors in the nation's major cities. As Fersons explained: "...the 

stellar achievement of black political mobilization has been the election of 



Black-White Participation 8 

black mayors in same of Arnerica1s largest citiest1 (1987, p. 177). In 1987, of 

the 28 black mayors in cities with populations larger than 50,000, 20 are in 

cities outside the South (FW-sons 1987). The vast majority of black mayors 

are located in smaller camunities in the South. l3ut the influence of these 

black office holders is constrained by the small size of the surrounding 

population, and the very law socioecodc status of many of these areas. 

These factors place tremmdous limitations on the tax base and size of city 

govemmmt. They also limit the ability of a mayor, whatever his race, to 

pravide services for a constituency. 

Thus, we believe it is in Northern urban areas where black political p e r  

is probably at its mst effective. These cities are centers of business and 

tourism, and have l q e  mations and tax bases. T h e  experience, people and 

organizational base necessary to mobilize black voters should also be more 

highly developed in these areas. We should, as a result, find high levels of 

mass black involvemst in these areas. F'urthennore, it seems likely that the 

sort of distrust of gwemm2nt that characterized politically active blacks in 

the past has shifted to a more trusting orientation. In short, black 

political -t is changing haw much blacks participate and the 

orientations comlucive to greater participation. 

IYXII  AND 

The data are taken frcan the NORC1s 1987 Generdl Social Survey (Davis and 

Smith 1987). is a nationally rep-tative multistage prcbability 

sample of English speaking adults living in the continental United States. 

The main  GSS sample included a total of 1466 respondents, with 191 blacks, 

1222 whites, and 53 nonblack-mnwhites (who are excluded frcan all analyses), 

and had an werall response rate of 75.4%. The 1987 GSS also includes a large 
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black oversample (N = 353) drawn as a separate sample, but using the same 

sampling frame. The oversample had a response rate of 79.9% and brings the 

total black sample size to 544. There were no statistidly discernible 

differences between the black oversarnple and blacks in the main GSS in age, 

sex, education, family incame, occupational prestige, or regional 

distribution. 

As the core of a larger module on Sociopolitical Participation developed by 

the GSS Board of Ovexseezs and principal investigators, the 1987 GSS 

replicated the sociopolitical participation measures developed by Ve.rba and 

Nie (1972) . Measures of the four major mdes of participation identified by 

V e r k a  and Nie--votbq, campaigning, cammunal activity, particularized 

contacting of officials-and a slrmmary index of participation are the min 

dependent variables in our analyses. We follawed procettures used by Verb axl 

Nie in constmcting the participation m e s .  As a check on the prmxkres 

used to create the participation scales, we followed cur pmcedwes for the 

1987 data using V a - b a  and Nie's original 1967 sanp?le. These measures 

correlated, in each case, better than .99 with the measures hluded in the 

ICPSR data set for the 1967 data. Question and scale content and other 

information about treatment of the data are reported in table notes. 

REsJms 

A. Race, FmAicipaticn., and Socioecumuic Status 

Table 1 reports descriptive infomation on the main measures of 

sociopolitical participation. We use five scales concerning the behaviors of 

voting, campaigning, cammal activity (e.g., degree of h o l v ~ t  in groups 

that work on prablems of broad social relevance), particularized contacting of 

officials (e.g., direct contact with a public official concerdng a personal 
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matter), and summary index of sociopolitical parti~i~ation.~ All masures are 

scored so that higher scores indicate higher levels of participation. This 

set of measures underscores our interest in the general pattern of 

sociopoliticdL behavior as opposed to electoral turnout alone.3 

- Table 1 about here - 
As Table 2 shm, blacks have lawer participation scores than whites on all 

five measures. Four of these differences are significant, the only exception 

being campaign activity. These differences, however, may reflect several 

compositional differences between blacks and whites in socioecodc status, 

age, and sex distribution. The black sample, like the black pqylation when 

canpred t o  whites, has lower average levels of education, occupational 

standing, and family incaane. The black palxilation, on average, is younger 

than the white population and age is also related to participation. There is 

also a slightly higher proportion of wozllen than m in the black sample (61 

versus 39%) than in the white sample (56 versus 44%). The last two columns of 

table 2 thus report mean participation scores after adjusting for respondent 

education, occupational prestige, family income, age, and sex. These results 

show that lower black participation is entirely explained by cxanpositional 

differences in socioecodc status and demgraphic factors (mainly the 

former). Although black participation scores exceed those for whites on four 

of the five participation measures, none of the Cliff- reach conventional 

criteria for statistical significance. In short, we do not find that blacks 

significantly out-participate whites. 

- Table 2 abaut here - 
Testing for crverall group differences with the adjusted participation 

meafllres may, hawever, mask significant black-white differences at particular 
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status levels. In order to test this possibility we created a Socioeconomic 

Status scale based upon a respondent's education, occupational prestige, and 

family incane and divided this measure into quartile groups. Table 3 reports 

means by race for each quartile group for the adjusted voting, campaigning, 

and cmmuml activity scales, and for the summary participation idex.  mere 

is a modest tendency, especially m n g  the lawest and the highest SES quartile 

g m u p ,  for blacks to score higher than whites. Only one of sixteen tests for 

black-white differences in means, hawever, was significant (the third m i l e  

group for the adjusted voting scale) and this shmed whites out-participating 

ampamble blacks. 

- Table 3 about here - 
On the average, blacks participate at lower levels than whites for both 

mutine (e.g., voting) and more demadng (e.g., cosnmunal activity) fonns of 

sociopolitical participation. At present, these differences mainly reflect 

the 1owe.r socioeconcanic status of blacks. Once controls for socioeconomic 

status are in place, the black-white differences are statistically 
. . 
mdxsmmble. Still, we do not yet have a full picture of whether or why 

black participation may differ froxn that of whites. Ccanparable levels of 

participation net of socioecodc status does not rule out the possibility of 

political orientation as a source of participation differences between the 

races. 

B. Political Orientation and Ruticipatian 

In order to determine if the effect of political orientation on 

participation varied by race we created a four-fold typology of political 

orientations based upon the intemection of a respondentls expressed levels of 

political trust and political efficacy (see A p p n t k  for question wording). 
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The four types are: the llpolitically engagedv1 (high trust and high efficacy) ; 

the llpolitically obedientt1 (high trust and law efficacy) ; the "politically 

di~contented~~ (law trust and high efficacy); and the "politically alienated1' 

(low trust and low efficacy) . Table 4 reports ANOWI test results for the 

impact of race and the political orientation typology on each of the adjusted 

participation Scales. Political orientation has significant main effects on 

participation for voting, campaigning, camwnal activity ard the summary 

inaex. (Race has a barely significant main effect on campaigning [p = ,0471 

and the s u r m ~ l r y  %ex [p = .038]. The effect sizes are small ard we smpet 

they appear simply because missing data on the trust and efficacy items are 

slightly mre selective on education among blacks than amng whites.) 

Importantly, there is a significant interaction between race and political 

orientation on the cammal activity measure and the fllmmary index. 

- Table 4 about here - 
Table 5 clarifies the interactive effects by shming means by race and 

political orientation for the adjusted cammunal activity scale and for the 

adjusted fllmmary index. Three noteworthy patterns emerge. First, blacks in 

three of the four orientation types participate at higher levels than 

wnpaxable whites, including among the politically engaged. Second, and 

quite strikingly, the largest black-white differences involve much lmer 

levels of participation amng black political discontents as ampared to their 

white ccrinrterparts! Third, blacks and whites differ in the orientation type 

that is most active. Among blacks, the politically engaged are far more 

active than any of the other types. Among whites, the politically 

discontented a- to be the most active, th- the differem=e frcan the 

politically engaged is quite mall. 
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Two possible artifactual sources of these u n e x p d d  patterns were 

considered. First, cur findings may differ f m  previous studies because'we 

use different meafllres. Our mamres of efficacy are a subset of those used 

by analysts of data fmm an earlier period (Guterbcck and mndn 1983 and 

shingles 1981). W z t  we do use different meafllres of trust than those used by 

Guterbock and London (1983) or by Shingles (1981). This difference, however, 

is unlikely to be an artifactual source of different findings. The questions 

we use have strong face validity as measures of trust (see Appendix). 

F'urthennore, several tests of construct validity give us confidence in the 

trust scale. The trust scale correlates very highly with a reliable three- 

item scale of confidence in the federal gwernn-mt (r = .41, p < .001). The 

trust meafllre relates to race, age, and education in a manner consistent with 

previous research (Abramson 1983, pp.232-238). Blacks score as significantly 

less trusting (or confident) than whites. Age group and education group 

differences are snall. Thus we do not believe use of different measures 

creates an artifaw appearance of different patterns in the late 1980s. 

A seconl possible artifact involves the use of median cut-points based on 

the black sample. lhis pmcedure was used by Guterfx>ck and LoMon and thus 

cannot be a reason for aur finding that llpolitically engaged" blacks are the 

mst active segment of the black canmunity. Still, we obtain this result even 

if the conpnent items of the trust scale (and efficacy scale) are 

dichotomized at a logical place given m n s e  alternatives offered 

respndents rather than considering the distribution. Also, the results for 

whites are not altered substantially by us- this sort of categorization 

s c h a  in creating the political orientation typology. 
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-- Table 5 about here -- 
The findings for the effects of political orientation on participation are 

not attributable to two possible artifactual causes. We thus pursue several 

substantive explanations. 

C. mtpthg*es 

The explanation of why political orientation matters differentially for 

blacks and whites may lie in one of the theoretical argments discussed W e .  

For example, differences in psychological sewrity by orientation type and 

race, as predicted by cmpensatory theory, may shed light on these matters. 

O r  the most group conscious blacks may now be those in the politically engaged 

grorq? rather than the politically discontented group. We used indicators that 

would allaw us to perform reasonably direct tests of each of the main theories 

of black-white differences in participation. We used two measures of 

psychological imemrity to test the ampensatory theory: an ~lAncanialf scale 

tapping the degree of generdl social normlessness felt by the resporktent and a 

"Distrust Peuplew scale that tapped feelings of lack of faith in humans in 

general.7 We tested the ethnic ccimunity/group consciousness theory with a 

three item index ccanposed of questions on whether blacks felt their g r o q  

lacked in political pmer, should work collectively rather than as individuals 

to get ahead, and felt that guv-t was obligated to do mre to help 

impme the status of blacks. The index is labeled "Grcorp Consciousnessv1. We 

developed a '%?acid Climate1* variable based on the level of antiblack 

prejudice amng whites in each of nine Census regions using GSS prejudice and 

racial contact questions (high scores indicate a more positive racial 

climate). This indicator of level of prejudice and segregation does not 
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directly tap constraints on black participation, but where scores on it are 

higher attempts to constrain black participation are likely to be 

We employed two measures to help test the black enpmemmt thesis. One is 

an indicator of "Political Interest and Knawledgew based on reported interest 

in politics, media consumption, an3 accurate naming of three public 

officials. This taps more than the contextual factor of the degree of black 

apowement, but should be closely related to it. To mre W l y  tap the 

contextual basis of Political Interest and Knowledge we  times use a 

version of this index that adjusts it for the effects of education an3 other 

variables. ?he second Itcontextual measurett is a four-fold typology of 

communities based on the intersection of a "central city-noncentral city" 

distinction and a llsouth-nonsouthw distinction (e. g. , North+Xntml city, 

North-nomtral city, South-Central city, South-nonCentral city). If the 

qxmment argumnt is come&, black participation should be highest in 

Northern central cities. 

- Table 6 about here - 
Table 6 uses these measures to answer two types of questions: Do people 

w i t h  different political orientations differ in psychological searity, group 

consciausness, proximate racial climate, and so on? Do these variables relate 

to sociapolitical participation, especially after adjusting for socioeco~c 

status? The top twlo raws of table 6, which report Anha and Distrust People 

mean scores for blacks by political orientation type, refute the capematory 

theory. The most active ~ K X ~ P  of blacks, the politically engaged, scores 

luwest on both measures of psychological insecurity. F'urthenmre, the last 

two columns shw that the more psychologically inseare blacks are the less 

they participate (using the summary index), but these correlations with 
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participation are not significant once participation scores have been adjusted 

for socioeconomic status. Whites shaw similar patterns in that the more 

active types, the politically engaged and the politically discontented, 

exhibit greater psychological security. Anomia and Distrust of People 

significantly decrease participation among whites, hmever, even using the 

adjusted participation index. 

The ethnic camnunity/group consciousness theory fares little better than 

the -tory theory. There is a snal.1 connection between political 

orientation and Group Consciousness. Hmever, the mst active group of blacks, 

the politically engaged, is the least group conscious. (This outcame should 

be kept in perspective. Blacks on the whole are highly group conscious, 

including the politicdlly engaged. For example, aruong this group of blacks, 

88% thought that blacks had gttoo littlew or "far too littleag influence in 

American life and politics and 60% clearly favored the idea that the federal 

govenmmt was obligated to provide special assistance to blacks.) Most 

damaging to the ethnic ccammity/gmup consciousness theory, h-err is the 

abence of a relation between Group Consciousness and black participation. 

The zero-order correlation with the unadjusted summary irdex is only .14 (p < 

.05) but it draps to .O1 (n.s.) after adjust* the participation index for 

socioeconcanic status.10 

Racial. Climate also has a small relation to political orientation among 

blacks but is unrelated to orientation for whites. Not mapchdly, 

politically obedient blacks appear to live in areas with slightly higher 

levels of wkite hostility taward blacks as campared to the uther three types 

whose Clhnate scores are similar. But, Racial Climate is unrelated to 

participation for both races, whether us- the unadjusted or the adjusted 
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summary participation index. (This is not, hmever, a full test of 

Danigelists hypothesis which is longitudinal in nature. We also do not have 

indicators of formal constraints on black participation or any infomation on 

the nature of black reactions to the level of white hostility.) 

Evidence for our contextual, black e m p d m t  aqument, is generally more 

sqpxtive. Politically engaged blacks score highest of the four orientation 

types on Political Interest and Knowledge. This holds true even after 

adjusting Political Interest and Knowledge for education, family incume, 

occupational prestige, age and sex. F'urthexmre, Political Interest and 

Knuwledge is highly correlated with the adjusted participation index (F .42,  

p < .OOl). 

Results using the urban-regional location variable, shown in Table 7, 

provide mre equiv- support for the empowemmt hypothesis. Politically 

engaged blacks do to be fouxl in areas where blacks have made the 

greatest gains in Mayoral office holding. Twentynine prcmt of politically 

engaged blacks live in Northern Central Cities and 31% live in Southern 

nonCentsdl cities. Politicdlly agaged blacks, in fact, constitute a 

plurality (33%) in Sauthern nonCentral Cities. More importantly, there is an 

interaction between race, Urban-Regional Lccation, and the adjusted 

participation h3ex (F = 3.48, p < .05). As the second to last column of 

Table 7 shows, blacks in Northern Central Cities are the mDst active segmt 

of the population regardless of race (mean = 16.49) and they are much more 

active than their white ccunteqp&s (black-white difference = +28.56). 

Yet, several patterns prwide less sanguine results for the black 

enrpcrwerment hypothesis. A high proportion of politically discontented (49%) 

and of politically alienated (38%) blacks live in Northern Central Cities. 
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Fblitically engaged blacks make-up only 21% of all blacks in Northern central 

Cities. 

-- Table 7 abaut here -- 
To help clarify the importance of political orientation and the 

~lcontextual~~ variables (ie. , Political Interest and Knowledge, Urban-regional 

location) we estimated a series of lrarltiple regression mdels for each of our 

IIBSUES of participation separately by race. Table 8 summarizes the 

contribution to variance explained over that of a baseline model. The 

baseline model specifies participation as a M i o n  of education, family 

income, occupational prestige, age, and sex. Urban-Regional Ucation, 

Political Orientations, and Political Interest and Knowledge are then added to 

the mdel in a nested fashion. The psychological variables, in particular, 

Political Interest and Knowledge, are entered last in ordes to assess their 

net contribution after controlling for respondent baclqmmd and Urban- - 
Regional Laation. l1 

- Tables 8 ard 9 about here - 
In general, the contrhtion to variance tests show that Urban-Regional 

Lrxation is not a powe&il determhant of participation for either race. 

Political Orientation ard Political Interest and Knuwledge are consistently 

important predictors. T h e  clearest evidence of effects for Urban-Ftegional 

Imation involves black vothg. Here the Urban-Regional Lrxation variables add 

3% to the variance explained. The variable coefficients (not shown) 

show that the rank orderby of means is consistent with expectations. Those 

with the highest participation scores are blacks in No- Central Cities. 

They are follcmd by blacks in Southern nonCentral Cities. Effects for the 

Urban-Regional -tion variables on black voting are nut diminished by adding 



Black-white Participation 19 

the orientation and interest and Wledge variables to the model. 

Table 9 summarizes the impact of the full set of variables, reporting 

coefficients for all variables on the summary participation b3ex separately 

by race. Among blacks, the mean participation scores for the Urn-Regional 

Lccation variables are as expected. The highest level of involvement occurs 

among blacks in Northem Central Cities. But neither the individual contrasts 

with the Omitted group (South Central City), nor the overall contribution to 

variance aplained, is significant. Interestingly, an alnrost opposite rank 

ordering of m participation for the Urban-Regioml bcation variables is 

found among whites. For whites, the most active people are fourd in Southern 

Central Cities. Viewed in the light of the limited black eqmement in these 

areas (pmnhent exceptions such as Atlanta, New Orleans, and Birmirrgham 

mi-), the results suggest a racially polarized politics in these 

areas with blacks clearly in a weaker position. 

T h e  results shaw that politically engaged blacks are the most active 

segment of the black population. Politically discontented blacks (the omitted 

category) participate at a low level. Among whites, politically discontented 

respondents have higher mean participation rates than ach of other types as 

indicated by the negative signs for each coefficient. 'ItJr, of these contrasts 

are statistically significant, showing the Mimated an3 Obdient to be 

significantly less active than the discontented. Political Interest and 

Knowledge is the single strongest determinant of participation among blacks 

(partial beta = .45, p < .001) and m n g  whites (partial beta = .36, p < 

.001). Importantly, the effects of Political Interest and Knuwledge indicate 

more than learning produced by greater formal education or by age. We believe 

the p e x f u l  net effects reflect, in part, aspects of the individuals 
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proximate political environment that encourage involvement. 

D. IUtkrTests of Black- 

Prima facie evidence for our contextual black empmerment hypothesis is 

found in the high rates of participation among blacks with high efficacy and 

relatively high trust (*'politically engagedw) in the political system (Table 

5). In addition, this group is the most politically well infonned and 

interested seqmt of the black population (Table 6). Higher scores on 

Political Interest and Knowledge for blacks who are politidly engaged remain 

wen after the interest and knuwledge scale has been adjusted for the effects 

of education and ather relevant socioecodc and demgra~c factors (Tables 

6 and 9) . This finding pruvides additiondl , though indirect support, for our 
political contextual argunrent: the high levels of information abcut politics 

and hi temst  in politics among politically engaged blacks is neither a 

function of higher levels of education or incane nor of a person's age. 

We performed two more direct tests of the -t thesis using the 1987 

GSS data which are sham in Table 10. And we remalyzed the 1967 Verba and Nie 

data to see if the effects of Urn-Regional Iacation on Political Interest 

and Kncrwledge and on participation had in fact dmnged (Table 11). These 

tests also support the black eqmmmmt thesis. First, we reasoned that 

since blacks in Northern central cities have wielded political puwer for a 

longer span of t h e  and more often from Mayoral offices, that the level of 

black interest and knowledge about politics should be highest in these areas. 

'Ikis is indeed the case, as Table 10 shm, whether the test is performed 

us- the unadjusted or adjusted Political Interest and Kncrwledge index. The 

latter test, of course, is the crucial one. 

Secord, we hypthesized that the black-white difference in level of 
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Political Interest and Knowledge would be smallest in Northern Central cities. 

This hypothesis receives strong confirmation. Not only did race and urban- 

regional location interact in predicting adjusted scores on Political Interest 

and Knowledge, but Northern central city blacks actually score higher on the 

adjusted index than ccanparable whites. This is the only category where black 

Political Interest and Knowledge scores exceed those of w h i t e s .  

- Table 10 about here - 
T h e  1967 Verba and Nie survey contained identical questions on 

participation and political interest and lawwledge, as well as a closely 

similar size of place measure. Hence, we returned to the 1967 data to see how 

Urban-Regional kcation affected Political Interest and Knowledge and level of 

participation at this earlier time. Table 11 shows that among blacks, Urtsan- 

Regional kcation was unrelated to the adjusted Political Interest and 

KnaJledge Index in 1967. Blacks also score 1- than whites in each 

category, though the blackdte disparity is smallest in Northern Central 

cities. Recall that we faund very different patterns in 1987 (see Table 10). 

- Table 11 about here - 
Analysis of the adjusted SumtMlry Participation idex also tends to confirm 

the m p o w ~ t  thesis. There is a significant main effect of race (F = 5.98, 

p < .05), w i t h  blacks on average participat- at higher rates than whites 

(i.e., the traditional black cut-participation finding). Race, Urban-Regional 

Lacation and adjusted participation scores do not significantly interact, 

hodever (F = 1.62, n. s. ) . Overall, in 1967 blacks in the North ard South were 

about equally likely to out-participate whites despite law participation among 

Southern nonCentral city blacks. For the crucial case of the black-white 

difference in Northem Central cities, we fiThd that the difference is larger 
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in both absolute size in 1987 than in 1967 (+28.56 versus +17.52) and, 

importantly, when expressed as a proportion of a standard deviation unit of 

the adjusted participation index ( . 3 3  in 1987 versus .20 in 1967). In short, 

the results suggest that the degree of black political erpwement in Northern 

Central cities---over time and relative to other areas in 1987-has greatly 

increased. 

We are left with one puzzle: A high proportion of politically discontented 

blacks live in Northem Central cities and this a m t l y  contradicts our 

emphasis on the degree of black enpowement in these areas. 'ItJo possible 

explanations suggest thdves. One explanation involves a political 

parallel to the idea of an llecodc schismn (Wilson 1980) in the black 

cammity. In many Northern central cities there are same stable middle class 

black ccmunities that ostensibly provide leadership in conventional politics. 

Yet there is also a large segment of the black papulation living in very 

depressed, underclass-like conditions (Wilson 1987). This pattern suggests 

that, politically, there may be two strata in many Northern central cities: a 

Npolitically engagedN black middle class and a Itpolitically discontentedw 

black working and 1- class. 

Several tests produced no evidence of this political bifurcation of the 

black ccmunity. There are no significant differences between political 

orientation types for family inccane (F = 1.62, n.s.) or occupational prestige 

(F = 1.08, n.s.). A anall hxt significant education difference (F = 3.29, p = 

.02) reflects the very l w  educational attainment of politically casedient 

blacks (10.43 years) , rather than a dif f e r m  between the engaged (12.10 

years) and the discontented (12.58). Age is also unrelated to political 

orientation among Northern Central City blacks (F = .74, n . s . ) .  
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A secord possibility is suggested by those who argue that l'progressiveM 

black politicians are beginning to challenge more traditional black 

politicians (Jennings 1984). Wlitically discontented blacks may be an 

extremely liberal segment of the black population. If so, their lmer levels 

of participation may reflect frustration with the mainstream mnagerial roles 

that black mayors l ~ ~ l s t  often play (cf. Jennings 1984; Moore 1988). Two 

patterns contradict this account of low participation among the black 

politically discontented. Both politically engaged and discontented blacks are 

strongly identified with the Demxratic party. Seventy-two percent of engaged 

blacks identify w i t h  the Democratic party and 80% of discontented blacks do 

so. In addition, engaged and discontented blacks 1ivi.q in Northern Central 

cities do not differ in their views on a reliable scale of support for 

increased social welfare spending (F = 1.14, n.~.).~~ We do not find that 

politically discontented blacks are a distinctively progressive element of the 

black cmmnmity. 

We do not have a clear explanation for the larye number of politically 

discontented blacks in Northern Central Cities. Browning et al., Is (1984) 

reseamh suggests that even in Northern Central Cities there can be great 

variation in the ex- of black -. It is possible that the 

politically disco- blacks we have identified do not live in the same 

cities as those we have identified as the politically engaged. Wrt a larger 

sample and more refined measures of contextual -t than we have 

available are needed in order to test this possibility. 
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D I s u E s l c N A N D ~ ~  

We began with an interest in whether contmporary data showed black-white 

differences in participation and if past theories continued to shed light on 

black sociopolitical behavior. Cur min conclusions are threefold. First, 

interracial differences in overall levels of participation once socioeconomic 

status has been controlled are no longer evident. When differences in 

socioeconcanic status are removed we find little evidence of higher 

participation among blacks. Second, political orientation continues to have 

important effects on level of activity. But the effect of political 

orientation on participation varies by race and type of involvement. It is 

now the politically engaged among blacks, not the politically discontented, 

who are the most active. ?bird, we suspect that the end of black out- 

participation of whites and the shift in the political orientation 

characterizing the most active blacks is a result of major changes in the 

political enviro;nment. The most important of these changes is graving black 

political empuwement, especially in Northem u b n  areas. 

Evidence supporting the empmmmt hypothesis is partial but we also think 

convincing. Many aspects and implications of this hypothesis require further 

careful testing. Future reseazh needs to develop direct indicators of two 

types. It wrruld be useful to ascertain whether black respondents think black 

officials are lmre responsive to their needs than white officials (Jackson and 

Oliver 1988). Indicators of the extent, type, and duration of black office 

holding wmld also be useful to link to data on individual level participation 

(Browning et al., 1984). Of course, full exploration of these ideas would 

also assess whether black officials are in a position, by disposition ard also 

stmcbmdly, to prcduce desired autcames for their constituents. 
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In addition, it is important to keep the degree of black v e r m n t  in 

perspedive. Blacks gained control of Mayoral offices at a time when the 

p e r  of urban political machines continues to decline, when population and 

ccxrrmerce are shifting to suburban areas (Wilson 1980), and when federal 

programs are less and less generous (Moore 1988). Flrthemore, hindrances to 

black empowerment in the form of cumbersclme voter registration procedures, 

district baundaries that dilute the black vote, g-ering, hostility to 

black W d a t e s  amng a significant number of whites (Williams and Morris 

1987), and the cooptation of som black leaders (Fbmmhg et al., 1984; 

Jennings 1984) still impede black participation. Yet, the struggle for the 

right to vote and a degree of inclusion in decision making has largely been 

won. At the forefront of black politics today is the effort to use the p e r  

under the control of blacks to better serve black ccamrmnities. 

Our research also prcarprts same re-thhkhg of hcrw previous theoretical 

paradigms treat black politicdl behavior. Data rarely speak for themselves. 

The values and m n s e n s e  assLmp?tions of msarchers play a substantial role 

in prevailing theoretical ideas about black participation. Perhaps mst 

importantly, prevailing paradigms are influenced by the pasition of blacks in 

the economy and polity, as well as by the influence of blacks in the cultural 

production of howledge. During an era prior to the civil rights movement 

and effective prutection of the voting rights of blacks in the scplth, black 

participatim was judged to be the llampnsatoryw action of those barred from 

the gratifications of nonnal social life (Myrdal 1944). And wen though 

citizen participation is the heart of a democratic system of gwernment, this 

view of high black participation as pathological held sway into the early 

1960s ( M u k  and Thpson 1962). 
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The unanticipated vitality, mass appeal, and effectiveness of the civil 

rights mement and later black p e r  muvements, dramtically altered the 

theoretical lenses through which black out-participation of whites was viewed. 

It seen& clear that members of a minority camunity could develop a sense of 

attachment to group members in shared circurrrstances, politicize that mutual 

ccnnmitmmt, and tum political activity on behalf of the group into 

normatively approved behavior (Olsen 1970; Verba and Nie 1972; Shingles 1981; 

Guterbock and Undon 1983). 

With the institutionalization of m y  of the economic, political and 

normative chaxjes wrought in large part by the civil rights and black p e r  

movements we may now be on the verge of another shift in theoretical 

paradigms. ?he capmsatory theory is unsuccessful in explaining conterprary 

black sociapolitical behavior. More surprisingly, the type of discontents 

anticipated by the ethnic community theory are mch less potent in 1987 than 

in the past. The S b d a r d  Socioecodc Model cannot a m t  for black-white 

differences in the influence of political orientations or urkan-regional 

location on participation. 

Oddly, the shift is one that may reveal more clearly the "deep structuren 

of black sociopoliticdl participation while surely occasioning further change 

in more surface level patterns and explanations. ?hat deep structure 

involves the politics of a dkadvantaged but psychologically identified 

minority grcplp. The major goals for whom have steadily been fair inclusion in 

American social ard political life (Jones 1972; Walton 1985; Hamilton 1984). 

When the paths to these objectives were fmdamentally blocked, different 

strategies and orientations were necessary than would apply in the current 

context of significant wielding of institutional. p e r .  
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1. We prefer to treat higher participation among blacks as vlaut-participating" 
whites rather than adopting the conventional vocabulary of 
ttoverparticipation." The phrase overparticipation is misleading given 
widespread evidence that most Americans, including blacks, are not very 
politically active (Wunham 1987). The phrase is also needlessly ethnocentric 
since it presumes that average white levels of participation are llnormdl, 'I 

autarnatically making higher or lmer black participation somehm deviant 
(Klobus-Edwards, Ectwards, and Klexmack 1978) . In addition, we use the term 
"sociopoliticalt1 participation to indicate that our interest extends beyond 
voting and campaign activity to include involvement in voluntary and wmmuni ty  
organizations. 

2. The distinctions between types of activity are supported by factor analyses 
performed on 15 indicatom of sociopolitical behavior using a weight variable 
to adjusted for the black wersample. Factor loadings based on the pattern 
matrix from an oblique rotation were used in weighting each respondents score 
on the component variables for each of the scales, following a procedure used 
by Verba and ~ i e  (1972). More detailed treatment of the factor analysis 
results are available from the authors upon request. Notes to Table 1 provide 
more details on the number and content of items used in ach scale. 

3.  All of the measures of participation are self-reports. Such measures may 
be subject to biases. In particular, there is a well-documnted terdency to 
overreport voting. Wlt as Silver et al. (1986) reported, those who overreport 
voting have characteristics similar to those who actually do vote (e.g., 
highly educated) and, crucially, they share norms about the importance of 
participation. Failure to vote in any single specific election may not 
reflect a person's general pattern of behavior (cf. Schuman and Johnson 1976). 
Yet it this pattern of behavior-not point-esthtes of turnout-that mst 
interest us. In the case of blacks, Anderson et al (1988) showed an event 
that activates nonus of participation for the rerppldent (i.e.! a pre- 
election interview cafhted by a black interviewer) actually lnrreases the 
chances that a black person will vote. If there is a terdency toward 
overreporting of participation, we do not think it seriously conprmises our 
substantive conclusions. 

4. We do not examine in detail the effects of each socioecodc status 
indicator on sociapolitical participation. Readers may be in-ted, 
h-er, so three results regarding the effects of these variables (education, 
occupational status, and family incame) on the participation measures should 
be noted. First, education is usually the most important of the three (i.e., 
largest starrdardized beta), though family income and occupational standing 
often contribute to participation as well (see Table 9). Second, we found no 
consistent evidence that these variables interact with race. By and large, 
the socioecodc status variables relate to participation in the same 
direction and with ccanparable magnitude for blacks and whites. Third, we 
faund no important regional differences among blacks in the effects of the 
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s o ci~ec~dc status variables on participation. 

5. Political trust and political efficacy were each m ~ ~ ~ e d  with two item 
scales. Cut-points for creating the typology were based on the black median. 
The m t a g e  of w h i t e s  in the engaged, obedient, discontented, and 
alienated groups, respectively, are 42%, 26%, 129, and 19%. The comparable 
figures for blacks are 25%, 22%, 20%, and 32%. There is a significant 
relationship between race and political orientation (chi-square = 70.29, d.f. 
= 3, p < .0001, gama = .24), with the largest differences involving fewer 
blacks than whites in the politically engaged group (-17%) and mre blacks in 
the alienated group (+13%) . 
6. One possible reason for our results to differ frcrm earlier studies is that 
we nuw find very different proportions of blacks in categories of the 
political orientation typology. Unfortunately, since different meaflures of 
trust were  used we cannot, for example, make exact ccanparisons with the 
results of Gutezbdc  and Imdon (1981). Keeping in the mind the difference in 
measures, hawwer, it is worth noting that the prcentages of blacks in each 
category are quite similar. We classify 25% of blacks in the engaged 
category, Gute&c& and London showed approxhitely 32% in this group. We 
have 20% in the discontented category and Guterb& and Lordon found 19% in 
this category. O u r  figures for, respectively, the ohdient and alienated, are 
22% and 32% as capred to 20 and 29% for Guterbcck and Lordon. 

7. Both scales are widely used meafllres of psychologicdL security and have 
been particularly useful in studying black-white differences (Thcanas and 
Hqhes 1986). Amnia is a three variable scale (alpha = .54), with a range of 
1 to 6, man = 2.82, s.d. = 1.11, wer the full sample. D i s t r u s t  Feople is a 
three variables scale (alpha = .66), with a range of 1 to 6, mean = 2.62, s.d. 
= 1.28 wer the full sample. Blacks score significantly higher (mre 
insecure) than whites on both measures, wen after controlling for education, 
family im=oane, occupational prestige, region, size of place, sex, ard age. 

8. The Racial Climate index is derived in a two-sbp process. First, scom 
for w h i t e  responderrts on 4 racial attitude and 2 racial proximity variables 
were each scored 0 for antiblack atti- or lack of wntact and 1 otherwise. 
They were then sunaned into an index ranging f m  0.00 to 5.00 (miss- data on 
twr, of six variables was allowed), mean = 2.53, s.d. = 1.31. Respordents 
were then assigned the man of the scores for whites on these variables for 
their region based on the nine category census classification of regions. The 
Climate variable ard region are strongly related, with scores at their highest 
(mast positive) in the Pacific region (i.e., California, Oregon, Washington) 
and lawest in the East South Central region (i.e., Alabama, Kentucky, 
Tennessee, Mississippi). 

9. Political Interest and Knawledge is a five item index based on whether a 
person reads a newspaper regularly, is in- in politics generally, and 
correctly named &/her state gwemor, congressman, anl  lccal schoolboard 
president. The average correlation among these item is .26, ranging frcan .13 
to .33. Each variable was standardized and then into an index with a 
lcrw -7.70, a high of 5.53, a mean of 0, and a standard deviation of 3.13 wer 
the full q l e .  
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10. The Group Consciousness items have strong face validity an3 two of three 
items were specifically designed to tap, respectively, the dimensions of Rwer 
Discontent and Collective Action camitment stressed by Gurin, Miller, and 
Gurin (1980) and Miller, Gurin, Gurin, and Malanchuk (1981) . The items were 
pre-tested twice in order to assure that respondents understcod them and that 
reasonable distributions would be obtained. The Pcrwer Discontent and 
Collective Action Orientation items also show construct validity in that 
parallel questions asked only of women respndents in order to get at gender 
consciousness, when ccanpared to the black consciousness items, show the well 
established pattern of higher discontent and collective connnitmnt among 
blacks than among wcanen (Gurin 1985). We explore the group conscicusness 
hypothesis in detail elsewhere (Gilliam and Babo 1988) , including 
consideration of the sort of interactive mcdel suggested by Miller et al. 
(1981) . These results in no way modify the conclusions reported W e .  

11. Uzban-Regional -tion is represented by three dummy variables 
identifying the North-Central City, North-nonCentral City, and Scuth- 
nonCentral City. The omitted category, or contrast group is South-Central 
City. Political Orientation is represented by three dummy variables 
identifying the Engaged, the Obedient, and the Alienated. The omitted 
category are the Discontented, making them the contrast group. 

12. The Social Welfare sale is ccanposed of 4 itens. The items address 
whether the federal gcwemmnt should use taxes to reduce incane differences 
between rich ard poor, do more to pruvide health care, provide greater 
assistance to the poor, ard generally intewene in social problems. The 
average correlation among the four items is .39 ard the scale reliability 
(alpha) is .69. 



Black-White FEaticipation 

Abrahamson, Paul R. 1983. Political Attitudes in America. San Francisco: 
FYeeman. 

Anderson, Barbara A., Brian Silver, and Paul R. Abramson. 1988. tlThe 
Effects of Race of Interviewer on Measmes of Electoral micipation 
by Blacks in SRC National Election Studie~.'~ Public Opinion Quarterly 
52: 53-83. 

Antmest George and Charles M. Gaitz. 1975. "Ethnicity and Participation: 
A Study of Mexican-Americans, Blacks, and Whites. It Zmsrican Journal of 
Sociology 80: 1192-1211. 

Babchuk, Nicholas and Ralph V. Thonpon. 1962. "The Voluntary Associations 
of Negroes." American Sociological Review 27: 647-655. 

Berelson, Bernard R., Paul F. Lazarsfeld, ard William N. McFhee. 1954. 
Voting. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

BraJning, r2ufus, Dale Rogers Marsbdll and David H. Tahb. 1984. Protest is 
Not EIIO@I: The Stxucjgle of Blacks and Hispanics for m i t y  in Urban 
Politics. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Bumham, Walter Dean. 1987. "The 'Iumut Pp. 97-133 in Elections 
American Style, edited by A. James Reichley . Washington, D. C . : Brookings . 

-1, Angus, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes. 
1960. The American Voter. New York: Wiley. 

Wen, Steven M. and-- E. &psis. 1978. Varticipation of Blacks, 
Puerto Ricans, and Whites in Voluntary Associations: A Test of Current 
Theories." Social Forces 56: 1053-1071. 

DaN, Rabert A. 1961. Who Guve.rns? New Haven, CT.: Yale University Press. 

Danigelis, Nicholas L. 1977. "A Theory of Black Political Farticipation 
in the United States.** Social Forces 56: 31-47. 

Davis, Jams A. and TQn W. smith. 1987. General Social Surveys 1972-1987: 
Cumulative Codeboak and Data File. Chicago: NORC and University of 
Chicago . 

Erickson, Robert S., Jonh P. McIver, and Gerald C. Wright. 1987. "State 
Political C u l t u r e  and Azblic Opinion. P;merican Political Science RE?view 
81: 797-813. 

Gilliam, F'ranklin D. and Lawrence Babo. 1988. It'Ihe Motivationdl Basis of 
Black Political Participation in the 1980s.I1 A paper presented at the 
Annual Conference of Black Political Scientists, the Hclward Inn, Washington, 
D.C. 



Black-White Participation 3 1 

Gurin, Patricia. 1985. 'Women's Gender Consciousness. Public Opinion 
Quartesly 49: 143-163. 

Gurin, Patricia, Arthur H. Miller, and Gerald Gurin. 1980. ttStratum 
Identification and Conscio~sness.~~ Social Psychology Quarterly 43: 30-47. 

Gutexbock, Thorns M. and Bruce lhndon. 1983. "Race, Political Orientation, 
and Participation: An Empirical Test of Four Ccnrrpeting Theories." American 
Sociological Review 48: 439-453. 

Hamilton, Charles V. 1984. ltPolitical Access, Minority Participation, 
and the New N~rnralcy.~ Fp. 3-25 in Minority Report: What Has Happened 
to Blacks, Hispanics, American Indians and Other Minorities in the 
Eighties, edited by Leslie W. IUhr. New York: Pantheon Books. 

Hudkfeldt, Robert and Jonh Sprague. 1987. Wetworks in Context: The Social 
Flcrw of Political Inf~rmation.~ American Political Science Review 81: 
1197-1216. 

Jackson, Byran 0. and Melvin L. Oliver. 1988. %ace and Politics in the 
Mvanced-Irxhstrial City: A Critical Assessnent of l3s Angeles Mayor 
Tan ]Bradleyvs Job Fwf~mmnce~~. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of the Amzrican Folitical Science Association, Washington Hilton Hotel, 
August 31-Sepb&er 4, 1988. 

Jennings, J-. 1984. "Blacks and Progressive Politics. Fp. 199-314 
in The New Black Politics, edited by Rod Wzsh. San Francisco: 
Synthesis Publications. 

Jones, Mack H. 1972. "A Frame of Reference for Black Politics. Pp. 7-20 
in Black Political Life in the United States,  edited by Lenneal J. 
Henderson. San Francisco: Chandler Publishing. 

Kky, V. 0. 1958. Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups. New York: 
mowas crowell. 

Klobus-Ectwards, Patricia, Jobn N. Edwards, and mvid L. Memmack. 1978. 
Dif f- in Social Participation: Blacks and Whites. It Social Forces 
56: 1035-1052. 

Knoke, David. 1988. Wetwr,rks of Political Action. It Unpublished manuscript, 
Department of Sociology, University of Minnesota. 

Lane, Fbbert E. 1959. Political Life: Why and Haw Eeople Get Involved 
in Politics. New York: Free Press. 

Mcpherson, J. Miller. 1977. IfCorrelates of Social Participation: A 
Canprison of the Ethnic Camunity and Cmpnsatory Theories. Sociological 
Quarterly 18: 197-208. 

Miller, Arthur H., Patricia win, Gerald win, and Oksana Malanchuk. 1981. 



Black-White Participation 3 2 

ItGroup Consciousness and Political Participation. 'I American Journal of 
Political Science 25: 494-511. 

Moore, W. Jonh. 1988. ~~F'rcnn Dreamers to Doers. If National Joumdl 
Februray 13, 1988, pp. 372-377. 

Myrdal, Gunnar. 1944. An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern 
Demcracy. New York: Pantheon Books. 

O l s e n ,  Marvin E. 1970. llSocial and Political Participation of Blacks." 
American Sociological Review 35: 682-697. 

Orurn, Anthony M. 1966. "A Reappraisal of the Social and Political 
Participation of Negroes.It American Jaurndl of Sociology 72: 32-46. 

Fersons, Georgia. 1987. vtBlacks in State and Inxl Government: Progress 
and Constraints. Pp. 167-192 in The State of Black America, edited by 
Janet Dwart. New York: National Urban League. 

Schuman, Howard ard Michael P. Johnson. 1976. llAttitudes and Behavior. " 
Annual Review of Sociology 2: 161-207. 

Shingles, Richard D. 1981. ##Black Consciousness ard mlitical Participation: 
The Missing Link." American Political Science Review 75: 76-91. 

Silver, Brian D., Bax3xma A. Anderson, and Paul R. Abramson. 1986. 'Who 
Overreports Voting?" American Political science Review 80: 613-624. 

~ c n n a s ,  Melvin E. and Michael Hlqhes. 1986. !!The Continuing significance 
of Race: A Study of Race, Class, and Quality of Life in America, 1972- 
1985. American Sociological Bview 51: 830-841. 

Truman, David B. 1951. The Gov-tal Process. New York: Knapf. 

Vexha,  Sydney and Norman H. Nie. 1972. Participation in Am=rica. New 
York: Harper and Rrjw. 

Walton, Hanes. 1985. Invisible Politics. New York: State University of 
New York Press. 

Williams, W e  N. and Milton D. Morris. 1987. "Is the Electoral Process 
Stacked Agaimt Minoritie~?~~ Pp. 134-154 in Elections American Style, 
edited by A. James Fteichley. Washington, D.C. : Brookirrgs. 

Wilsan, William J. 1980. ?he Declining Significance of Race, rev. ed. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Wilson, william J. 1987. The Truly ~isadvantaged. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Wolfinger, Raymond E. and Steven J. Fbsmsbne. 1980. Who Votes? New 
Haven: Yale University Press. 



Black-White Participation 33 

1. POLITICAL TRUST: H w  much of the time do you think you can trust the 
local govemmnt here in (NAME OF LEAL GO- UNIT)  to do what is right-- 
just about always, mst of the time, only scnne of the t ime,  or almost never?; 
How much of the t h  do you think you can t rus t  the government in Washington 
t o  do what is right-just about always, most of the time, only saw of the 
time, or Wt never?. 

2. POLITICAL EFFICACY: H w  much influence do you think people like you can 
have over local government decisions-a lot ,  a noderate amount, a little, o r  
none a t  all?; If  you had a complaint about a local govennnent activity and 
took that amplaint to a m m k r  of the local gwemment council, would you 
expect him or her to pay a lo t  of attention to what yw say, same attention, 
very l i t t l e  attention, or none a t  all?. 

3 .  ANcMlX: In spite of what sme people say, the lot  of the average man is 
getting worse, not better? (Agree, D i s a g r e e )  ; It s hardly fa i r  to bring a 
child into the world w i t h  the way things look for the future (&pee, 
Disagree) ; M c 6 t  p b l i c  officials are not really in- in the problems of 
the average man (Agree, Disagree) . 
4. DISTRUST PEDPLE: Would you say that most of the time people try to be 
helpful, or  that they are mstly just looking out for themselves?; Do you 
think most people wuuld try to take advantage of you i f  they got a chance, or 
would they t r y  to be fair?; Generally speaking, would you say that most people 
can be trusted or that you can't be too careful in deal* w i t h  people?. 

5. GFUXJP 03NSCIOUSNFS: People have different opinions abut the amaunt of 
influence that various graups have in ZlJnerican l i f e  and politics. Do you 
think blacks have far  too much influence, too much influence, about the right 
amaunt of influence, too little influence, or do they have far too l i t t l e  
influence?; Scm people think that the best way for blacks to improve their 
position is tkrugh civi l  rights graups, they wcnild be a t  point 1 on this 
card. O t h e r  pecple think that the best way for blacks to improve their 
position is for each individual black to became better trained and more 
qualified. They wuuld be located a t  point 7. And other people have opinions 
sawhere in between. Where would you place yourself on this scale?; Scrme 
people think that blacks have been discriminated against for so long that the 
government has a special obligation to help improve their living standards 
(Point 1 on the card). O t h e r s  believe that the governrent should not be 
giving special treatmnt to blacks (Point 5 on the card). Where would you 
place yourself on this scale, or haven't yau made up your mird on this?. 

6. RACIAL CIJMATE: H e r e  is an opinion same people have expressed in 
connection w i t h  black-white relations. Which statemmt on the card ocanes 
closest to hw yau feel? White peaple have a right to keep blacks out of their 
neighborhoods i f  they want and blacks s h a d  respect that right? (Agree 
strongly, agree slightly, disagree slightly, disagree strongly); Do yau think 
there should be laws against marriages between blacks whites?; Suppose 
there is a cnmmnity-wide vote on the ge.mral housing issue. There are two 
possible laws to vote on. which law would you vote for? A. One law says that 
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a hcmmmr can decide for himself wham to sell his house to, wen i f  he 
prefers not to sell to blacks. B. The second law says that a hmemner cannot 
refuse t o  sell t o  someone because of their race or color?; A r e  there any 
blacks living in  your neighborhood now?; lxuring the last few years, has anyone 
i n  your family brought a friend who w a s  a black home for dinner?; Do blacks 
attend the church that you, yourself, attend most often, o r  not?. 

7. POLITICAL INTEREST AND KN-: H w  often do you read the newspper- 
wery day, a few t i m e s  a week, once a week, less than o m  a week, or  never?; 
How interested are you in poli t ics and national affairs? A r e  you very 
interested, sanewhat interested, only slightly inbzestd, or not a t  all 
interested?; W e  want to )axlw h w  w e l l  known the different gwt=rnmental leaders 
are around here. Cculd you tell me the n a ~  of the gwernor of this state? 
(Correct Answer, Into- Answer) ; What about the Corqesnm from this 
dis t r ic t?  Do you happen to knw (his/her) name? (Correct Answer, Incorrect 
Answer) ; What is the name of the head of the local school system? (Correct 
Answer, Incorrect Answer). 



Table 1 

Descriptive Information on 
Sociopoliticdl. Participation Measures [ 11 

Standard 
Maximum Mean Deviation 

-181.40 89.71 .986 100.02 

Campaigning [ 3 ] (W1746) -75.42 435.85 -.005 102.10 

Particularized Contacting 151 -40.88 426.78 .OOO 105.38 
(-1744) 

Summary Index[6] (-1745) -145.45 380.91 .OOO 100.00 

[l]All scales are computed using factor score weights. 'Ihe scales were 
standardized and then mltiplied by 100, yielding means of approximately 0 and 
standard deviations of 100. 

[ZJThe Voting xale consists of three variables: participation in the 1984 
presidential election, participation in the 1980 presidential election, and 
regularity of voting in local elections. 

[3]?he Campaigning scale consists of five variables: trying to persuade 
others during an election, making donations to political campaigns or causes, 
working for a campaign, attending a political rally, and active mnhrship in 
a political club or group. 

[4]The c a m m l  Activity scale consists of five variables: mrking to 
solve local prablems, starting a local problem solvirrg grcsup, contacting local 
officials on a matter of general social concern, contacting state or federal 
officials on a matter of general social concern, ard active nmber&ip in any 
of 14 types of grce~ps that act on community problems. 

[5]The Particularized Contacting scale consists of two variables: 
contacting a local official about a persod  matter and contacting state or 
federal officials about a prsonal matter. 

[6]- S1.mary Index is created thrCRlgh a higher order factor analysis. 
The fcur mode scales were factor analysed with the resulting factor loadirrgs 
used as weights for each scale in creating the sunarrary b3e.x. 



Table 2 

Race Differences in Sociopolitical Participation 

Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Modes of Participation Blacks Whites Blacks Whites 

Voting -16.59 3.64*** 2.69 -. 39 
@n@snins -8.71 1.35 5.37 -.79 

caanmunal Activity -16.38 2.56*** 4.58 -. 67 
Particularized Con. -10.75 1.67* -3.70 .70 

Summary Index -18.40 2.86*** 4.86 -.71 

NOTE: Adjusted m a n s  are corrected for socioeconmic status (education, 
occupational prestige, and family inam) and damgraphic factors (age and 
-1 



Table 3 

Mean Sociopolitical Participation By Race and 
Socioecondc Status 

Socioeconomic Voting Campaigning cumuml sUnm=y Index 
Status Black White Black White Black White Black White 

1. LcWest 
Quartile -24.55 -34.26 -31.07 -32.41 -38.45 -41.20 -40.42 -44.12 

(192) (228) (200) (238) (200) (239) (200) (238) 

4. Highest 
Quartile 23.57 32.02 54.02 37.72 47.79 44.50 52.54 47.07 

(66) (367) (65) (372) (65) (372) (65) (372) 

NUTE: T h e  s o c i o e d c  status variable was created by standardizing and 
then fllmming education, occupationdL prestige, and family incame. Cutpoints 
for quartile gmups are based on the distribution for the full sample. Blacks 
are significantly more likely than whites to be in the lowest m i l e  (38 
versus 20%) and significantly less likely to be in the highest quartile group 
(12 versus 31%). 

Significance of F: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 



Table 4 

Effects of Race and Political Orientation on 
Adjusted ~ociopolitical Participation Meamres 

Main Effects Tests[l] 
Political. Interactive Multiple 

Race Orientation Effects Test Correlation 

calmukl 
Activity 2.11 22.08*** 5.47** .23*** 

Particularized 
Contacting .92 1.91 1.93 .09 

Summary 4.29* 33.08*** 3.37* .26*** 

[I] All tests involve two-way ANOVA using the sociopolitical participation 
meafllres as adjusted for socioeco&c status (education, occvpational 
prestige, and family incCrme) and demgmphic factors (age and sex) . 

[2]Cell entries for Main Effects Tests and Interactive Effects Tests are F- 
values. 

significance of F: * p C.05, ** p C .01, *** p .001. 



Table 5 

Adjusted Mean Scores by Fblitical Orientation and Race[l] 

Camrrmndl Political Orientation 
Activity[2] Engaged Discontented Obedient Alienated 

Blacks 34.01 -3.46 
Whites 16.62 35.28 
Difference +17.39 -38.74 

Summary 
Index [ 2 I 

Blacks 38.88 3.35 -5.93 -12.69 
Whites 20.39 26.00 -26.79 -25.85 
Difference +18.49 -22.65 +20.86 +13.16 

[l]The sociopolitical participation masums have been adjusted for 
sociceconmic status (education, occupational prestige, and family incons) and 
dertcgraphic fadors (age and sex). 

[2]0nly the measures shawirq significant interactions be- race ard 
political orientation as reported in Table 4 are used here (see Table 4 for F- 
test results). 



Table 6 

Tests  of Compensation, Climate, Ethnic cammni ty ,  
Contextual Theories of Sociopolitical. Par t i c ipa t ion  

Poli t ical .  Orientation 
ECACRS Enpged Discon. Obedit. Alinatd. Eta 

Summary Ird= 
r r-adj [ I ]  

D i s t r u s t  
People 3.20 3.32 3.29 3.58 .15* -. 16** -. 08 

Racial 
Climate 2.43 2.41 2.28 2.44 .16** .08 . O 1  

P o l i t i c a l  
Int/Krrw -.05 -.29 -1.91 -.93 .21*** .58*** .42*** 

Adjusted 
P o l i t i c a l  
Int/Krrw[2] .51 -.03 -.90 -.34 

D i s t r u s t  
W l e  2.20 2.38 2.63 2.99 

Racial  
Cumib2 2.55 2.54 2.53 2.54 

P o l i t i c a l  
Int/Krrw .96 .99 -.74 -. 64 

Adjusted 
P o l i t i c a l  
mt/Krrw[Z] .50 .85 -.35 -.57 

[ l ]Ent r ies  are Pearson correlation coefficients using the flmanary Index 
scores as adjusted for socioecodc status (education, occupational prestige, 
and family incane) and demxpaphic factors (age and sex) . 

[2]The P o l i t i c a l  Interest and Knawledqe index is adjusted for socioeconcnnic 



(Table 6, continued) 

status (education, occupational prestige, and family incame) and demographic 
factors (age and sex). 

significance: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p C .OOl. 



Table 7 

Urban-Regional -tion, Political 
Orientation, and Summary Participation Index by Rase[ 11 

Rr; rwMean 
Political Orientation Adjusted Rcw 

Discon- SumtMlry Total 
ffCACKsL21 Engaged tented O b e d i e n t  Alienated 1ndex[4] percent 

North Central 
City 29 49 2 4 3 8 16.44 3 5% 

(21) (28) (15) (35) 

North non- 
Centrdl 17 12 13 20 -4.28 16 
city (27) (15) (17) (41) 

South Central 
City 23 19 3 1 2 6 .55 25 

(23) (15) (27) (34) 

South non- 
Central 3 1 2 0 32 15 3.26 2 4 
City (33) (16) (30) (20) 100% 

(531) 

North Central 
City 12 18 14 2 1 -12.12 15% 

(33) (15) (25) (27) 

North non- 
Central 57 50 53 43 10.37 52 
city (45) (12) (27) (16) 

South Central 
city 6 8 7 7 -. 11 7 

(39) (15) (26) (20) 

South  non- 
Central 24 24 2 6 29 5.26 2 6 
city (40) (12) (26) (22) 100% 

(1208) 

[l]Rkries are pmentages of Political Orientation type living in Urban- 
Regional Lacation type identified a t  beginning of the row. Figures in 
parentheses are the percentage of people in ead~ Urban-Regional type who fall 
into the respective Political Orientation type. 



(Table 7, continued) 

[4]ANOVA test results show significant interactions between Race and Urban- 
Regional Location (F = 3.48, p < .05), between Race and Political Orientation 
(F = 2.91, p < .05), but not between Political Orientation and Urban-Regional 
location (F = .51, n . s . ) .  me three-way interactio of Race, Urban-Regional 
location and Political Orientation is insignificant (F = .40, n.s.). 



Table 8 

Contribution to Sociopolitical Participation 
of Contextual and Political orientation Variables 

HIACRS 
Baseline Model R2 (adj . ) 
hcrement for urban/region 
im=rement for political 
orientation 

imSrement for political 
int/knw 

Full model R2 (adj . ) 
N 

colmwml Paxt. 
Voting Campaigning Activity Cont. 
.187*** .Ill*** .147*** .003 
.032*** .012 .010 .016 
.032*** .047*** .029** .003 

Summary 
Index 
.194*** 
,007 
.051*** 

wEEI!Es 
Baseline Model R2 (adj . ) .197*** .085*** .142*** .005 .196*** 
inaement for urban/region .005 .007* .004 .002 .003 
imSrement for political .0221*** .037*** .050*** . OlO* .058*** 
orientation 

increment for political .098*** .051*** .041*** .008** .103*** 
int/knw 

FU1 Model R~ (adj . ) .318*** .175*** .233*** .019** .357*** 
N 1058 1074 1076 1073 1073 

NOTE: The baseline model is a regression of each sociapolitical measure on 
socioecodc status (education, occupational prestige, and family inccane) and 
demgraphic factors (age and sex). 



Table 9 

Regression Model of Summary Participation Index 
By Race 

Coefficients Blacks Whites 

Constant 
Background 
Ibge 
Sex (Ferrraleel) 
occupational Prestige 
Family Incame 
Ectucation 

Urban-Regional Location 
North, Noncent . City 
South,Noncent. City 
North,Central City 

Political Orientation 
Alienated 
n 
chedient 

Political Int- 13.66*** 12.32*** 

NUI'E: Entries are metric regression coefficients. 

significance of F ard T: * p < .05, ** p < .O1 *** p < .001. 



Table 10 

Political Interest and Knowledge, 
Urban-Regional Location and Race 

Blacks Wkites 
Urban-Regional Political Interest and Knowledge 
-tion Unadjusted Adjusted Adj us- Difference 

North Central City -. 08 .28 -. 31 +l. 03 

North noncentral City -1.02 -.36 -. 10 -. 26 

South Central City -.93 -.32 .17 -. 49 

D: The F-value for the black-white difference (last column) is based on 
an ANCIVA test for the interaction of Race and Urban-Regional mtion. 

Significance of F: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 



Table 11 

Political Interest and Knawledge, Summary 
Participation Index, Urban-Regional Location 

and Race, 1967 

Political Interest/Knowledge (Adj . ) Summary M e x  (Ad j . ) 
Blacks Whites Difference Blacks Whites Difference 

North 
Central 
City -. 68 -.21 -. 47 
North 
mncexltral 
City[lI - .18 -- 
South 
Central 
City -.71 .63 -1.34 

South 
noncentral 
City -. 67 .67 -1.34 

[l]There were not enough black respondents in this category to make 
~ i s o n s .  

[ 2 ] W  F-value for the b1ack;white difference columns is based on an ANOVA 
test for the interaction of Race, Urban-Regional I-rxation ard, respectively, 
the adjusted Political Interest and Knuwledge Index and the adjusted Summary 
Participation Index. 


