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growth and development (Stützle et al. 1980). Moreover, to the extent that 
social environments experienced in childhood are correlated with those expe-
rienced later in adolescence, as seems to be the case (Sharkey 2013), then the 
Adolescent Health Survey is likely to capture some share of the socially- 
induced variation in developmental outcomes introduced during earlier 
phases of the life cycle.

The basic design of our analysis is summarized in figure 1.1. We take as 
exogenous the ecological circumstances that respondents experience in ado-
lescence, mostly around the time of Waves 1 and 2, when they were thirteen 
to nineteen, but in the case of neighborhoods including average characteris-
tics experienced between Waves 1 and 3. In the next two chapters, we de-
velop indices of the material, symbolic, and emotional resources respondents 
were exposed to in their families, neighborhoods, schools, peer networks, and 
religious congregations before Wave 3. We also take as exogenous the as-
cribed characteristics of age, gender, foreign parentage, race, and class, the 
latter two of which we measure interactively. We then consider how the fore-
going factors influence development and well- being expressed at Wave 3, 
when respondents were age roughly nineteen to twenty- six, focusing in par-

Ascribed characteristics
  Age
  Gender
  Foreign parentage
  Race-class interactions

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

1994–2000
Ecological background
 Family setting
 Neighborhood setting
 School setting
 Peer setting
 Religious setting

2001–2002
Intermediate outcomes
 Sexuality and reproduction
 Mental and physical death
 High school achievement
 Crime and delinquency

2007–2008
Transition to adulthood
 College education
 Graduate education
 Employment and earnings
 Economic independence

Figure 1.1   Conceptual Diagram for Analyzing Social Ecology of 
Inequality

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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2.2 shows the full distribution of average household income by race and class 
to indicate the entire range of material deprivation experienced by adoles-
cents in the United States.

As one would expect, the distribution of income is quite close to the ideal-
ized class pattern described in figure 2.1. Irrespective of race, lower- class 
group members are in the lowest quadrant and upper- class members are in 
the highest quadrant, while lower- middle- class group members occupy the 
next- to- lowest quadrant and upper- middle- class members the next- to- highest 
quadrant of the race- class distribution. Nonetheless, there are some indica-
tions of race- class interactions, as African Americans always occupy the low-
est position within each quadrant. Thus low- income black families had an 
average household income of just $9,300 compared with $12,500 for low- 
income white families (the highest in that quadrant). At the other end of the 
spectrum, upper- class black families had an average income of $82,200 com-
pared with $97,000 for Hispanics (the highest group in that quadrant). In 
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the next- to- lowest quadrant, black families earn $29,600 against $31,500 for 
Asians, and in the next- to- highest quadrant $47,800 against $50,000 for 
Asians. Although these within- class differences are not very large, they none-
theless illustrate the continuing influence of race as a stratifying variable 
within classes. 

Although the race- class distribution naturally yields something approach-
ing an idealized main effect for class, the distribution of access to health in-
surance, shown in figure 2.3, suggests much more of an interaction between 
race and class. Whereas the greatest access to health insurance is not surpris-
ingly experienced by upper- class Asians and whites, the percentage of respon-
dents covered being 80 percent and 76 percent, respectively, upper- class Afri-
can Americans are less likely to be covered at 70 percent and upper- class 
Hispanics are much lower still at 62 percent. Likewise, although lower- class 
Hispanics, whites, and blacks display the three lowest rates of insurance cov-
erage at 46 percent, 47 percent, and 53 percent, respectively, lower- class 
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Whereas only 15 percent of lower- class Hispanic families include a parent 
with a college education, 72 percent of white upper- class families do.

Given that material resources naturally vary by class and access to sym-
bolic resources is closely linked to material wealth, we are more interested in 
other class differences in the family sphere that carry weight in the develop-
ment process, such as access to adult time and attention. To begin, figure 2.6 
shows the race- class distribution of father absence. As in our idealized figure, 
the sixteen race- class categories are arranged in ascending order of disadvan-
tage by showing the share of families in each group that never experienced 
the presence of the biological father in the family between Waves 1 and 3. As 
can be seen, dividing adolescents into these more detailed race- class catego-
ries greatly increases the range of variation over racial groups alone. The per-
centage without fathers ranged from 23 percent to 61 percent across racial 
groups, but the range is from 12 percent to 76 percent when class is also 
taken into account.

Although there is some evidence of a race- class interaction with respect to 
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upper- middle- class white and Hispanic families display ratios just above 1.0 
(1.02 to 1.04). Thus, within upper- class and upper- middle- class families, 
children can count on the undivided attention of at least one adult, on aver-
age. In contrast, lower- middle and lower- class families generally had ratios 
above 1.12 irrespective of race. Next to lower- class blacks, lower- class His-
panics were highest with a child- adult ratio of 1.39, followed by lower- class 
whites (1.2), upper- middle- class blacks (1.18), lower- class Asians (1.16), and 
lower- middle- class white and Hispanic families (1.12 each). Considering the 
entire range of variation, the most advantaged race- class combination com-
manded potentially 77 percent more adult time than the least advantage 
combination.

As noted, one of the greatest disruptions a young person can experience 
while growing up is the death of a family member. Figure 2.8 shows how this 
disadvantageous event is distributed by race and class. Once again we ob-
serve a huge range in the risk of family mortality, with black lower- middle- 
class adolescents experiencing a probability of family death (0.143) fourteen 
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times that experienced by Asian upper- middle- class adolescents (0.011). In 
addition to adolescents from black lower- middle- class families, those in 
lower- class black families also display a very high risk of experiencing family 
mortality (0.129), followed by lower- class Asian families (0.127), lower- 
middle- class Asian families (0.099), lower- class Hispanic families (0.097), 
lower- class white families (0.094) and upper- middle- class black families 
(0.093). At the other end of the continuum, adolescents from upper- class 
white families, upper- middle- class white families, and lower- middle- class 
Hispanic families all experience a risk of family mortality of 0.05 or less. 
Very clearly, then, the burden of experiencing a family death falls dispropor-
tionately on members of the lower classes, especially blacks.

Figure 2.9 considers the emotional resources of warmth, caring, and sup-
port by arraying race- class groups in ascending order of family sternness. 
Again we observe a substantial range, with the highest index being about 25 
percent greater than the lowest. Three of the four positions in the lowest 
quadrant of family sternness are occupied by African Americans, with lower- 
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class black families displaying an index of 15.9 and upper- middle- class and 
upper- class black families both evincing indices of 16.1. Also quite low at 
16.3 are lower- middle- class Hispanic families. At the other end of the spec-
trum, three of the four positions in the highest coldness quadrant are occu-
pied by Asians, lower- class Asians the highest at 19.9 followed by lower- 
middle- class Asians at 19.7, upper- class Hispanic families at 19.2, and 
upper- class Asians at 18.8. In general, then, black families tend toward a 
warm style of child rearing and Asian families toward a colder and more dis-
tant emotional style. Hispanic and white families tend to fall in the middle. 
But where coldness generally increases with rising social class among Hispan-
ics, it decreases with rising social class among whites, indicating a rather com-
plex race- class interaction for these groups, compared with the strong main 
effect of race for Asians and African Americans. 

The degree of inequality in experiencing the emotional burdens of paren-
tal incarceration among adolescents is the subject of figure 2.10. Whereas 

Race-class category
BLO

BUM
BUP

HLM
WUP

WUM
AUM

BLM
WLM

HLO
WLO

HUM
AUP

HUP
ALM

ALO

20

19.5

19

18.5

18

17.5

17

16.5

16

15.5

15

Fa
m

ily
 st

er
ne

ss 
sc

ale

19.9
19.7

19.2

18.8

18.318.318.2

17.9

17.5
17.4

17.2

16.8

16.316.116.1
15.9

Figure 2.9   Family Sternness

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Harris and Udry (2008).



DIVERGENT FAMILY SPHERES  53

only 1.5 percent of Asian upper- middle- class adolescents had experienced the 
incarceration of their father by Wave 1, 27 percent of black lower- middle- 
class adolescents had done so. In general, whites and Asians are clustered at 
the lower end of the distribution and blacks and Hispanics at the top. The 
five lowest rates of paternal incarceration are all observed for Asian or white 
groups. The five highest are all black or Hispanic, with one exception. In-
deed, black upper- class adolescents evince higher rates of paternal incarcera-
tion than Asians of any class background. Likewise, upper- class Hispanics 
experience higher rates of paternal incarceration than Asians of all class ori-
gins and whites of all class origins save the lowest. Whites generally show the 
strongest class effect, the rate of paternal incarceration rising from 8 percent 
among upper- class whites to 14 percent and 17 percent among the lower 
classes.

It is thus quite obvious that black families suffer disproportionately from 
the emotional burdens of family mortality and paternal incarceration. Al-
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though these burdens are greatest for lower- class African Americans, to a 
greater extent than other groups they are also borne by adolescents in all black 
families regardless of class. Figure 2.11 suggests that higher levels of father ab-
sence among blacks are offset to some degree by the substitution of family 
mentors. This figure is obviously characterized by very strong racial effects, all 
four positions in the highest quadrant of family mentoring held by African 
Americans and three of the four positions in the lowest quadrant occupied by 
Asians, whites and Hispanics being scattered across the second and third quad-
rants. At the top of the distribution, among black adolescents, 37 percent of 
the lower- class sample reported having an adult mentor who was a family 
member, followed by 33 percent of the upper- middle- class sample, 31 percent 
of the lower- middle- class sample, and 29 percent of the upper- class group. At 
the other end of the distribution, fewer than 16 percent of lower- class, lower- 
middle- class, and upper- middle- class Asians reported having a family mentor. 
The various classes of white and Hispanic adolescents generally reported hav-
ing family mentors in the range of 20 percent to 28 percent.
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low of 36 percent among African Americans to a high of 80 percent among 
Asians, whites and Hispanics falling in between at 70 percent and 64 percent, 
respectively.

In terms of sheer access to time and attention from biological parents, 
therefore, we observe a very clear intergroup gradient. Under any realistic 
scenario, African American children have much less access to parental time 
and resources than other children because so many of them (indeed the ma-
jority) lack access to a residential father. The last line in the top panel shows 
the percentage of adolescents who never had a live- in biological father during 
the six years between Waves 1 and 3 of the survey. Whereas these circum-
stances only befell a distinct minority of white, Asian, and Hispanic adoles-
cents (with respective figures of 23 percent, 15 percent, and 26 percent), it 
characterized the living situation experienced by a clear majority of black 
adolescents (61 percent).

Fathers are not the only adults capable of providing time and attention to 
children, of course. Stepfathers, live- in boyfriends, same- sex partners, older 
siblings, aunts and uncles, grandparents, and various other relatives might 
also be present and available to lend assistance with the tasks of housework 
and child rearing. The first two lines of the second panel therefore show the 
number of adults and children within households occupied by adolescents in 
each group. As can be seen, the average number of adults present in the 

Table 2.1   Living Circumstances

Variable Whites Asians Hispanics Blacks

Biological parents
 Mother present at Wave 1 93.1 93.3 93.2 94.2
 Father present at Wave 1 69.5 80.1 63.9 36.1
 Father never present 23.4 15.2 25.7 60.7
Relative number of adults
 Average number of adults 2.1 2.5 2.4 2.0
 Average number of children 2.2 2.4 2.8 2.6
 Child-adult ratio 1.06 0.98 1.18 1.32

Number of cases 5,039 629 1,482 1,894

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Adults are eighteen and older; children are younger than eighteen.
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The United States historically has historically lacked a system of guaran-
teed health insurance, meaning that lower- income families often have fewer 
resources to invest in the maintenance or enhancement of physical and emo-
tional health (National Research Council 2003). Moreover, in the absence of 
access to health insurance, a sudden medical emergency can quickly under-
mine a family’s material well- being (Hadley 2002). Indeed, unexpected med-
ical expenses are a principal cause of bankruptcy in the United States (Sulli-
van, Warren, and Westbrook 1989, 2000). Unfortunately, access to this 
critical resource is also unequally distributed across groups. The second line 
in the table shows the percentage of respondents who were fully covered by 
health insurance during the twelve months prior to Wave 3 of the Add Health 
Survey. As can be seen, Hispanics experienced the least protection from unex-

Table 2.2   Access to Resources Within Family

Variable Whites Asians Hispanics Blacks

Material resources
 Household income 48.5 50.8 35.2 28.4
 Full year health insurance 64.2 69.5 53.6 59.7
 Ever received welfare 7.3 9.3 17.4 22.2
 Received a housing subsidy 2.2 2.7 3.6 11.7
 Not enough money for bills 13.3 15.3 25.2 30.7
Symbolic resources
 Average occupational prestige 41.6 39.3 33.3 34.3
 Parental education
  Less than high school 11.3 28.3 50.3 23.0
  High school graduate 34.5 17.3 21.6 33.3
  Some college 30.5 13.0 18.5 27.1
  College graduate 15.4 31.9 6.4 11.0
  Postgraduate studies 8.2 9.5 3.1 5.7
Emotional resources
 Family sternness scale (α = 0.90) 17.4 18.8 17.8 16.4
 Death in family  5.8 7.3 7.8 12.1
 Father incarcerated 12.9 5.1 17.0 20.3
 Family mentor named 26.0 19.3 23.8 34.1

Number of cases 5,039 629 1,482 1,894

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Household income in thousands of dollars. Occupational score numeric. Sternness as 
indicated. All other numbers are percentages.
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Table 2.3  Access to Resources, by Presence or Absence of Father

Variable Whites Asians Hispanics Blacks
Father present Wave 1

Material resources
Household income 53.3 52.5 36.8 41.0

  Ever received welfare 4.0 7.5 10.5 12.2
  Received a housing subsidy 0.9 1.9 1.2 4.7
  Not enough money for bills 10.2 11.5 22.4 22.7
  Full year health insurance 69.5 71.7 57.4 67.6
 Symbolic resources
  Occupational prestige score 42.8 39.2 33.3 42.8
  Parental education
   Less than high school 9.1 29.6 52.0 14.6
   High school graduate 35.2 18.4 19.6 31.1
   Some college 29.8 10.9 19.4 28.4
   College graduate 16.7 31.2 5.5 3.6
   Postgraduate studies 9.2 9.9 3.6 9.3
 Emotional resources
  Death in family 3.7 1.8 3.6 6.0
  Father incarcerated 7.5 4.7 9.2 9.3
  Family sternness scale (α = 0.90) 16.6 18.7 16.4 15.5
  Family mentor named 25.8 19.2 23.6 33.0

Father absent Wave 1
 Material resources
  Household income 38.3 42.2 33.3 22.5
  Ever received welfare 14.8 15.7 30.5 29.1
  Received a housing subsidy 5.2 5.6 7.4 15.2
  Not enough money for bills 20.5 30.0 30.6 34.8
  Full year health insurance 53.3 63.8 47.5 56.1
 Symbolic resources
  Occupational prestige score 39.6 41.6 33.1 30.9
  Parental education
   Less than high school 14.7 25.9 45.3 24.5
   High school graduate 31.9 13.7 26.8 34.8
   Some college 33.5 21.4 17.8 27.8
   College graduate 13.5 31.8 7.2 8.6
   Postgraduate studies 6.4 7.2 2.9 4.4
 Emotional resources
  Death in family 8.9 25.6 12.5 12.1
  Father incarcerated 25.4 7.6 32.7 26.2
  Family sternness scale 19.4 18.8 20.4 17.1
  Family mentor named 26.1 18.3 24.0 33.8

Number of cases 5,039 629 1,482 1,894

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Household income in thousands of dollars. Occupational score numeric. Sternness as 
indicated. All other numbers are percentages.
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crimination and private disinvestment (Massey and Denton 1993; Peterson 
and Krivo 2010; Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013). In addition, the scale reli-
ability is significantly less reliable when percentage black is excluded 
(α = 0.69). 

Our index captures the average level of neighborhood disadvantage expe-
rienced by Add Health respondents between 1994 and 2001. Figure 3.1 
shows values of the disadvantage scale computed for different race- class 
groups. It is immediately and quite starkly apparent that exposure to neigh-
borhood disadvantage is highly structured by race, as others have also found 
(Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013). For African Americans, at least, race largely 
trumps class in determining exposure to neighborhood disadvantage. All four 
positions in the top quadrant of neighborhood disadvantage are occupied by 
blacks, with a relatively small within- group gradient by class. With an index 
value of 1.92, exposure to neighborhood disadvantage is greatest for lower- 
class African Americans, followed closely by their lower- middle- class coun-
terparts at 1.81. Higher class status does confer some protection from disad-
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Asian and Hispanic adolescents appear to come of age in neighborhoods 
characterized by relatively low levels of public trust, where people do not 
know, look out for, or talk to one another and in which people feel neither 
happy nor safe.

In contrast, whites generally occupy neighborhoods with high overall levels 
of collective efficacy, or to put it in terms of our index, the least inefficacy. 
Thus three of the four positions in the lowest quadrant of neighborhood inef-
ficacy are occupied by whites: upper- class whites (inefficacy index of only 
3.32), upper- middle- class whites (3.38), and lower- middle- class whites (3.63). 
The last position in the most advantaged quadrant is occupied by upper- class 
African Americans, who have an inefficacy score of 3.75, which is only slightly 
below that of lower- class whites (3.88). Thus upper- class status seems to con-
fer on African Americans about the same access to efficacious neighborhoods 
as whites, despite their greater exposure to material disadvantage. The middle 
ranges of the distribution of neighborhood efficacy are generally occupied by 
upper- class and upper- middle- class blacks, Hispanics, and Asians.
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As Wilson (1987) and Western (2006) would predict, African Americans 
universally and without exception occupy the highest quadrant of male scar-
city. Although upper- class blacks experience a relatively lower degree of male 
scarcity within neighborhoods than their counterparts of other social classes 
at 0.905, their ratio of single females to single males is still greater than the 
ratio of any other nonblack race- class group. The highest rates of male scar-
city are experienced by lower- middle-  and upper- middle- class African Ameri-
cans, with respective ratios of 0.944 and 0.939, compared with 0.914 for 
lower- class blacks. Thus higher- class status does not appear to afford any clear 
or consistent advantage to African American women seeking partners or boys 
seeking role models, at least within the neighborhood sphere. 

At the other extreme, the lowest levels of male scarcity are observed for 
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upper- class blacks, 15.3 percent of whom reported having a mentor who was 
a neighbor. At least for those in the upper classes, neighborhood mentors ap-
pear to offer a potential substitute for the lack of fathers. Next highest in the 
top quadrant were lower- class Hispanics, 9.8 percent of whom reported a 
neighbor as a mentor, followed by lower- middle- class Hispanics at 9.4 per-
cent. Thus the greatest use of neighborhood mentors is paradoxically made 
by upper- class blacks and lower- class Hispanics. That high- status blacks rely 
on a social resource more often used by the lower classes of other groups un-
derscores the scarcity of other resources in black neighborhoods.

The second highest quadrant in the distribution of access to neighbor-
hood mentors includes upper- middle- class blacks, upper- class whites, lower- 
middle- class whites, and upper- class Hispanics. In general, we observe Asians 
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by upper- class whites (18.4) they were nonetheless well below the level faced 
by upper- class Asians (24.7). In general, therefore, Asians seem to attend the 
most materially disadvantaged schools, with some variance in exposure by 
social class, followed by Hispanics, and then blacks. As usual, whites enjoyed 
the least disadvantaged schools irrespective of social class.

Collective efficacy can be defined for schools as well as neighborhoods, 
and to accomplish this task we drew upon a series of items from the in- school 
questionnaire, which asked respondents to assess, on a five- point continuum, 
how much teachers cared about them; how close they felt to other people at 
school; how much they felt a part of the school they attended; how happy 
they were to be at that school; and the degree to which teachers treated stu-
dents fairly. The same set of questions was asked in both Waves 1 and 2 and 
each item was coded 0 to 4 such that a higher score indicated less efficacy (see 
appendix B), yielding a basic index of school inefficacy that ranged from 0 to 
40 with a high reliability (α = 0.81). Average values are shown by race and 
class in figure 3.6.
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On this dimension, at least, we see little evidence of white privilege, the 
various white classes scattered across the middle range of the distribution and 
upper- class Hispanics and blacks generally reporting the greatest inefficacy in 
their schools (with an index value of 13.7) and Asian lower-  and upper- 
middle- class students the least inefficacy (an index value around 11.0), which 
at first blush might seem surprising given the material deprivation that Asians 
generally experience in schools, a point we return to later. The school ineffi-
cacy index, however, displays relatively less variation than the other indices 
we have considered to this point, with the most disadvantaged race- class 
group being only 25 percent above the least disadvantaged. Nonetheless, 
three of the four positions in the lowest quadrant of inefficacy are occupied 
by Asians. In the top quadrant, however, the degree of school inefficacy expe-
rienced by upper- class blacks and Hispanics (13.7) is not much different 
from that reported by lower- class whites (13.1).

Perhaps the most fundamental emotional resource that a school can pro-
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vide to young people is safety and security and shelter from disorder, a topic 
that is considered in figure 3.7 which shows average values for an index of 
school disorder by race and class. In Waves 1 and 2 respondents were asked to 
rate on a five- point scale how safe they felt at school. These items were com-
bined with a set of Wave 2 items administered to administrators that asked 
about safety and security at their schools: whether a security or police officer 
was on duty (dichotomous 0–1); whether the school employed other safety 
or security measures (0–1); whether smoking, drug use, sexual harassment, 
vandalism, and stress or pressure were each not a problem, a problem, or a 
big problem (coded 0, 1, or 2). All items were again coded so that larger val-
ues indicated greater exposure to disorder, yielding a 0 to 20 point scale of 
school disorder of acceptable reliability (α = 0.60). 

Once again, white privilege manifests itself in this figure, whites being 
clustered tightly in the lowest quadrant of school disorder and displaying 
relatively little variation by social class, index values ranging from 8.3 for 
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18 percent or greater for upper- middle-  and upper- class whites and Hispan-
ics and for all Asians except those in the lower middle class. The figure was 17 
percent or less for lower-  and lower- middle- class whites and Hispanics and all 
classes of African Americans. In the educational sphere, the standout group 
appears to be Asians, who attend materially deprived and socially disorga-
nized schools but who nonetheless are able to establish strong relationships 
with an educational mentor and perceive a strong sense of efficacy in the 
schools they attend.

PEER PRESSURES
People in an adolescent’s peer network might be neighbors or schoolmates, 
but they might also include people met in other social settings related to 
work, sports, or leisure. Both the Wave 1 and Wave 2 student questionnaires 
asked a detailed series of questions about exposure to interpersonal violence 
that were not tied explicitly to a school or neighborhood setting, but referred 

Race-class category
HLO

BLO
BUP

HLM
ALM

WLO
BUM

BLM
WLM

HUP
HUM

WUM
WUP

AUM
AUP

ALO

0.2

0.15

0.1

0.25

0.3

0.05

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
wi

th
 m

en
to

r a
t s

ch
oo

l

0.300

0.269
0.255

0.229

0.202
0.190

0.1800.176
0.1700.167

0.159
0.145

0.135
0.123

0.113
0.100

Figure 3.8   School Mentorship

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).



80 SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

more generally to the social environment that spanned these and possibly 
other spheres. Both waves asked respondents how often, over the past twelve 
months, they had seen someone shoot or stab another person, had experi-
enced a gun or knife being pulled on them, been stabbed, got into a physical 
fight, or been jumped (see appendix B). The possible responses in each case 
were never, once, and more than once, which we coded as 0, 1, and 2. The 
second wave survey also asked whether any of the respondent’s romantic 
partners had called them names, insulted them, treated them disrespectfully, 
sworn at them, threatened them with violence, pushed or shoved them, or 
threw something at them to hurt them (all coded dichotomously 0–1). Com-
bining these items produced a reliable 0–25 scale of exposure to interper-
sonal violence (α = 0.78) that is shown by race and class in figure 3.9.

As can be seen, the resulting indices fall into four basic clusters that cor-
respond closely but not entirely to the figure’s four quadrants. At the top are 
index values of 2.6 or more, indicating significant exposure to violence in the 
lives of black and Hispanic adolescents, notably those of lower class back-
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emotional distress, their respective percentages at 3.9 percent and 4.1 per-
cent. Thus, poor black adolescents, who generally experience the harshest 
family, neighborhood, and school environments, and the highest levels of 
exposure to peer violence, are least likely to have friends who turn violence 
on themselves by attempting a suicide.

In addition to being a source of emotional stress, peers also provide social, 
material, and emotional support. In response to the question on mentors, a 
number of respondents identified a friend or coworker as the adult who had 
made a positive difference in their lives, and we coded these as peer mentors. 
As shown in figure 3.11, the share reporting peer mentors ranged from 13.4 
percent among upper- middle- class blacks to 26.7 percent among upper- 
middle- class Asians, a substantial range of variation. Whites occupy the next 
highest positions in the race- class distribution of peer mentorship, the share 
reporting a peer mentor at 25 percent among upper- middle- class whites, 24 
percent among lower- middle- class whites, 22.4 percent among lower- class 
whites, and 21.5 percent among upper- class whites. Asian lower- middle- class 
adolescents are next highest at 20.1 percent. 
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In sum, those adolescents most likely to report a peer mentor are whites 
and middle- class Asians. Those least likely are middle-  and lower- class blacks 
and upper- class Asians. Only 13 percent of upper- middle- class black respon-
dents reported having a peer mentor, followed by 14.8 percent of upper- class 
Asians, 15 percent of lower- middle- class blacks, and 15.9 percent of lower- 
class blacks. Also quite unlikely to report a peer mentor are Hispanics, whose 
frequencies ranged from 16 percent among those in the lower class to 16.4 
percent in the upper class to 18 percent in the upper middle class. Asian 
lower- class members are also relatively low with 16.7 percent reporting a peer 
mentor. To the extent that peer mentors offer social capital to offset other 
disadvantages, therefore, they seem to be most accessible to whites and 
middle- class Asians and least accessible to blacks, lower- class Hispanics, and 
Asians in both the upper and lower classes.

THE RELIGIOUS OPTION
The accumulation of disadvantage across the four fundamental social spheres 
may be exacerbated or mitigated by conditions in a fifth sphere that individ-
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participation in religious youth activities (also a 0–4 scale), yielding a very 
reliable sixteen- point scale of religious involvement (α = 0.85). Finally, we 
define a dichotomous variable indicating whether the person identified as 
making a positive difference in the life of a respondent was a minister, priest, 
rabbi, or other religious leader, which we coded as having a religious 
mentor.

Figure 3.12 shows the distribution of religiosity by race and class to reveal 
fairly strong racial effects in terms of access to spiritual capital, with blacks 
and Hispanics displaying relatively high levels of religious faith compared 
with Asians and whites. The upper quadrant is dominated by African Ameri-
cans, the top three spots being held by lower- middle- class blacks (14.6), 
upper- middle- class blacks (14.3), and lower- class blacks (13.8), who are 
closely followed by upper- middle- class Hispanics (13.2) and upper- class 
blacks (13.0). At the other extreme, the two lowest levels of religiosity are 
displayed by lower- class Asians (10.8) and lower- class whites (11.0), followed 
by lower- middle- class whites and upper- class Asians (with scale values of 11.7 
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each). With one exception, the bottom two quadrants are filled by white and 
Asian class groups. The top two are occupied by blacks and Hispanics.

At the extremes, the pattern of religious involvement corresponds roughly 
to that of religiosity in general, as shown in figure 3.13. Again the two lowest 
levels of religious involvement are displayed by lower- class whites (4.4) and 
lower- class Asians (5.1) and the two highest positions are occupied by upper- 
middle and lower- middle- class blacks (at 7.1 and 6.8., respectively). Com-
pared with their relatively low levels of self- assessed religiosity, however, 
Asians display a greater proclivity for religious involvement and affiliation, 
with index values of 6.5, 5.8, and 5.7 for lower- middle- class, upper- class, and 
upper- middle- class Asians, respectively, compared with 6.0 for lower- class 
blacks and 5.6 for upper- class whites. In general, Asian and black groups 
populate the upper half of the religious involvement distribution and whites 
and Hispanics the lower half.
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Despite the often high levels of religious faith and involvement reported in 
some race- class groups, relatively few respondents specified a religious men-
tor. As shown in figure 3.14, the three most frequent mentions of a religious 
mentor were by upper- middle- class Asians, lower- middle- class Asians, and 
upper- class Asians, their respective frequencies at 5.6 percent, 4.6 percent, 
and 4.3 percent. Paradoxically, Asians also occupied the lowest position, 
lower- class Asians naming almost no religious mentors. The lack of a reli-
gious mentor appears to be associated with lower- class status, as the bottom 
five positions are occupied by lower- class whites, blacks, Asians, and Hispan-
ics, along with lower- middle- class Hispanics. Most of the positions in the 
upper half of the distribution are occupied by upper- class or upper- middle- 
class members of the various racial groups. To the extent that religious men-
tors make a positive difference in adolescents’ lives, therefore, they would re-
inforce rather than mitigate class advantages and disadvantages.
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vantage experienced by lower- class blacks (592.5) is 77 percent greater than 
that experienced by upper- class whites (334.7). The next most privileged 
group is upper- class Asians, whose total score of 375.7 is 12 percent greater 
than that of upper- class whites. Moving from left to right, the index values 
generally move upward modestly over the next four positions, showing values 
of 389.4 for upper- middle- class whites, 396.7 for upper- class Hispanics, 
407.8 for upper- class blacks, and 410.9 for upper- class Asians. Thus the most 
consistently advantaged groups are upper-  and upper- middle- class whites and 
Asians, along with upper- class blacks and Hispanics. At this point in the dis-
tribution, there is a more marked shift upward. Whereas upper- middle- class 
Asians had a total disadvantage score of just 410.9, for the next closest group 
(lower- middle- class whites) the value was 445.7, a jump of 8.5 percent, and 
they are followed by upper- middle- class Hispanics at 455.8. 

The top half of the cumulative disadvantage distribution is made up lower- 
class and lower- middle- class blacks and Hispanics, plus lower- class Asians 
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and whites. The most disadvantaged positions are occupied by lower- class 
blacks (with a total score of 592.5), lower- class Hispanics (571.7), and lower- 
class Asians (544.7). Nonetheless, lower- middle- class blacks and lower- 
middle- class Hispanics experience more cumulative disadvantage than lower- 
class whites, showing respective scores of 521.0 and 508.9 for the two 
minorities compared with 505.9 for lower- class whites. Obviously, then, dis-
advantage does accumulate across domains, and the accumulation tends to be 
greatest for lower- class and lower- middle- class blacks and Hispanics and least 
for upper-  and upper- middle- class whites and Asians.

 The foregoing figures presume, however, that the effects of disadvantage 
are additive rather than multiplicative. To assess the divergence between race- 
class groups when disadvantage across social spheres is experienced interac-
tively, figure 3.16 shows indicators of accumulated disadvantage derived by 
multiplying rather than adding indices across the domains. Because the mul-
tiplication of twelve indices can yield very large numbers, we have divided 
the product by ten to the thirteenth power to produce more tractable indica-
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tion, family sternness, paternal incarceration, and access to mentors. They also 
experience relatively high levels of disadvantage in terms of inefficacy in the 
neighborhood sphere; material disadvantage, inefficacy, disorder, and access to 
mentors in the school sphere; violence, suicide, and access to mentors in peer 
settings; and involvement and access to mentors in the religious sphere. The 

Table 3.1   Relative Disadvantage of Race-Class Groups in Different 
Spheres of Social Influence

Whites Asians

WLO WLM WUM WUP ALO ALM

Family setting
Household income 4 3 2 1 4 3
Health insurance 4 3 2 1 3 2
Parental prestige 4 2 1 1 4 3
Parent college graduate 3 3 2 1 4 3
Father absent 4 3 1 2 3 1
Family mortality 3 2 1 1 4 4
Family sternness 3 3 2 2 4 4
Father incarcerated 4 3 2 1 1 1
Family mentor 3 3 2 2 4 4

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index 2 2 1 1 3 3
Inefficacy index 1 1 1 2 3 4
Scarcity of males 1 1 1 3 3 2
Neighborhood mentor 3 2 1 2 3 4

School setting
Disadvantage index 1 1 1 1 4 4
Inefficacy index 4 3 1 2 1 1
Disorder index 1 1 1 1 4 4
School mentor 3 2 2 1 1 3

Peer setting
Violence index 3 2 1 1 1 2
Friend attempted suicide 3 3 3 4 2 1
Peer mentor 1 1 1 2 3 2

Religious setting
Religiosity scale 4 4 3 3 4 2
Involvement index 4 3 3 2 4 1
Had religious mentor 4 2 2 1 4 1

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Higher number indicates greater disadvantage 
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among white adolescents, falling from 91 percent in the lower class to around 
84 percent in the upper class. Among African Americans, however, the pro-
portion sexually active was fairly stable at around 92 percent to 93 percent in 
the lower, lower middle, and upper middle class, and dropped only slightly to 
90 percent in the upper class. In contrast, a clear class pattern does not exist 
among Hispanics or Asians, possibly because of instability stemming from 
small cell sizes. Overall, the most consistent finding is the relatively low level 
of sexual activity reported by Asian respondents, with the share experiencing 
sexual debut by Wave 3 ranging from a low of 69 percent in the upper mid-
dle class to 76 percent in the lower middle class, well below the shares for any 
other race- class group.

Figure 4.2 shows the age of sexual debut for those who had begun sexual 
activity by Wave 3. The racial differentials observed in the likelihood of sex-
ual debut persist in studying the age at which it occurred, blacks displaying 
the youngest average ages of first intercourse (15.7 to 16.0 years), followed by 
Hispanics (16.3 years to 16.5 years), whites (16.2 years to 16.6 years), and 
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Asians (16.8 years to 17.8 years). Age of first intercourse generally rises with 
social class for whites and blacks, though the differentials are not large. Again, 
however, no clear class pattern is evident for Hispanics or Asians, who show 
considerable volatility, especially the latter, likely reflecting the small sample 
sizes.

If early entry into sexual activity increases the risk of experiencing undesir-
able social, economic, and physical outcomes, as prior research suggests, then 
blacks are clearly exposed to the greatest risk and Asians the least, with whites 
and Hispanics in between. To the extent that we observe class variation, risks 
seem to decrease with rising socioeconomic status, though this is true only 
for whites and African Americans. To explore race- class variation in the tran-
sition to sexual activity more formally, we turn to statistical models that pre-
dict the likelihood of initiating sex and, for those who have done so, the age 
at which the initiation occurred.

Our basic approach here and elsewhere throughout the book is to estimate 
a baseline model that includes dummy variables for the various race- class 
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control pills, patches, or IUDs (intrauterine device) lower the likelihood of 
teenage or unwed pregnancy. Even if the latter methods do not protect against 
sexually transmitted diseases, childbearing is itself a serious health risk, espe-
cially for very young women. Also, as noted earlier, youthful childbearing gen-
erally has negative social and economic consequences for children. 

The Adolescent Health Survey asked respondents whether they used con-
traception during their first sexual encounter, and figure 4.3 plots the fre-
quency of those who said no by race and class. The percentage having unpro-
tected sex displays a complicated pattern of variation by race and class. 
Among whites, we see a clear class gradient, the share having risky sex falling 
from around 37 percent in the lower class to 31 percent in the lower middle 
class and upper middle class, and then to 28 percent in the upper class. 
Blacks, by contrast, display no class gradient whatsoever. Across all classes, 
the share having unprotected sex is about the same as in the most advantaged 
white category, around 28 percent, except for the upper class itself, which is 
slightly higher at 30 percent. Asians, by contrast, display a rising propensity 
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lower middle classes versus 26 percent in the upper middle class and 36 per-
cent in the upper class.

Figure 4.5 presents a comparable graph showing the percentage of respon-
dents who had ever married by Wave 3. As one might expect given the greater 
commitment involved in marriage, the frequencies are much lower than in 
the prior figure. Whereas rates of cohabitation ranged from 20 percent to 55 
percent depending on race and class, rates of marriage ranged from only 5 
percent to 27 percent. In this figure, however, Asians do not stand out for 
their low percentages, but the class pattern is quite different from other 
groups. After declining from 17 percent to 9 percent from the lower to lower 
middle class, the percentage ever married rises thereafter, reaching 13 percent 
in the upper middle class and 15 percent in the upper class, thus producing a 
U- shaped curve. 

In contrast, the percentage ever married declines monotonically with class 
among other groups, though African Americans stand out for their very low 
likelihood of marriage across all classes. In the lower, lower middle, and upper 

0.6

0.55

0.5

0.45

0.4

0.35

0.3

0.25

0.2

0.15

0.1

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
ev

er
 co

ha
bi

tin
g

Lower Lower middle Upper middle Upper

■

■■
■

■

■

■

■

■

●

●

●

●

■ ▲▲ ●Whites Asians Hispanics Blacks

▲▲▲▲ ▲▲▲▲▲▲

▲▲▲▲▲

▲▲▲▲▲▲

Figure 4.4   Ever Cohabiting

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).



118 SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

middle classes, for example, the percentage of black women who had ever 
married ranges narrowly between 12 percent and 13 percent before falling to 
5 percent in the upper class. In contrast, among Hispanics the share ever 
married stood at 27 percent among those in the lower class, falling to 23 
percent in the lower middle class, 18 percent in the upper middle class, and 
11 percent in the upper class. Among whites the percentage married fell from 
23 percent in the lower class to figures of 21 percent, 18 percent, and 13 
percent in the lower middle, upper middle, and upper classes, respectively.

Asians are thus characterized by low rates of cohabitation and by not dis-
playing a declining pattern of either marriage or cohabitation with rising so-
cial class, whereas blacks are characterized by very low rates of marriage. Hav-
ing married or cohabited by Wave 3 are not mutually exclusive states, of 
course, and cohabitation often leads to marriage. Table 4.4 therefore uses a 
bivariate probit model to estimate the likelihood that young women in the 
Adolescent Health Survey had ever married or ever cohabited by Wave 3, 
treating the two states as separate but interrelated outcomes. This table esti-
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UNWED PARENTHOOD
The key event in biological reproduction is obviously childbirth. As discussed 
earlier, however, the social circumstances of birth have powerful implications 
for the future welfare of parents and children. Research indicates basically 
two kinds of risky childbearing: giving birth outside marriage and having a 
child at a young age. Figure 4.6 shows the percentage of Add Health respon-
dents who had become unwed parents by Wave 3 to reveal a very clear racial 
ordering in this risky outcome. The highest proportions are observed among 
blacks, followed by Hispanics, whites, and finally at a significantly lower 
level, Asians. Although social class clearly influences the relative propensity 
toward unwed parenthood within racial groups, it does not affect the racial 
rank ordering. Although the four curves touch at two points, they never re-
ally cross.

As one would expect given their lower rate of sexual debut, later age of first 
intercourse, and low likelihood of unprotected sex, Asians are extremely un-
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Table 4.8 analyzes these patterns statistically for females. The coefficients 
in the left- hand columns generally confirm the patterns revealed by inspect-
ing figure 4.7. The odds of bearing a child before the age of eighteen were 
consistently greater for black women and consistently lower for Asian women 
regardless of class, whereas white and Asian women display a declining likeli-
hood of teenage childbearing with rising social class. Compared with those of 
upper- class white women, the odds of early motherhood among Asians are 
three times greater in the lower class, 2.1 times greater in the lower middle 
class, and not significantly different in the upper middle class. In contrast, 
the relative odds are 4.1 times greater for lower- class blacks, 3.1 times greater 
for lower- middle- class blacks, 3.9 times for upper- middle- class blacks, and 
3.2 times greater for upper- class blacks. Hispanic women generally exhibited 
elevated odds of teenage motherhood in the lower class, lower middle class, 
and upper class, the relative odds being increased by 2.7 times, 3.8 times, and 
2.5 times, respectively.
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Table 4.1   Likelihood of Female Intercourse

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.957*** 0.248 –0.014 0.706
White lower middle 0.334+ 0.174 –0.548 0.491
White upper middle 0.131 0.185 –0.209 0.304
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.786 0.644 0.286 1.101
Asian lower middle –0.474 0.409 –0.492 0.602
Asian upper middle –0.767+ 0.450 –0.624 0.662
Asian upper –0.626 0.411 –0.318 0.557
Hispanic lower –0.109 0.187 –1.142 0.758
Hispanic lower middle 0.141 0.374 –0.402 0.555
Hispanic upper middle –0.317 0.376 –0.878 0.398
Hispanic upper 1.596** 0.538 1.412* 0.597
Black lower 1.039** 0.324 –0.414 0.771
Black lower middle 1.292*** 0.361 0.200 0.596
Black upper middle 0.842** 0.316 –0.142 0.421
Black upper 0.427 0.383 –0.416 0.456

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.225*** 0.049
Parent foreign born — — –0.387* 0.193

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.623+ 0.346
One biological parent — — 0.181 0.170
No biological parent — — –0.913 0.976

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.007 0.013
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.132 0.258
 Coverage a full year — — –0.055 0.226

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.001 0.004
Parent went to college — — –0.197 0.302

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.150 0.327
Family sternness — — –0.009+ 0.005
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upper- class black women display the same odds of experiencing first inter-
course as their white counterparts. The odds are 2.9 times greater for lower- 
class black women, 3.7 times greater for lower- middle- class black women, 
and 2.3 times greater for black women in the upper middle class.

Turning to the full model shown in the right- hand columns, we first con-
sider the degree to which race- class variation in the odds of first intercourse 
can be accounted for by differences in the social environments to which 

Table 4.1   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Father incarcerated — — 0.268 0.233
Had family mentor — — 0.009 0.184

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.292 0.183
Inefficacy index — — –0.044 0.026
Scarcity of males — — –0.177 0.140
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.109 0.324

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.011 0.011
Inefficacy index — — 0.034* 0.014
Disorder index — — –0.048* 0.024
School mentor — — –0.456+ 0.221

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.071*** 0.021
Involvement index — — 0.002 0.025
Had religious mentor — — –0.980 0.366

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.111+ 0.064
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.017 0.245
Had peer mentor — — –0.376+ 0.224

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.041 0.045

Intercept 1.571*** 0.130 –1.362 2.047
N 4,718 3,738
F-test 4.72*** 4.55***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 4.2   Age of First Female Intercourse

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.691*** 0.152 –0.036 0.509
White lower middle –0.599*** 0.155 –0.186 0.367
White upper middle –0.269 0.177 –0.108 0.237
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 1.009* 0.500 1.123 0.746
Asian lower middle 1.677* 0.563 1.225* 0.600
Asian upper middle –0.339 0.830 –0.061 0.858
Asian upper 0.578+ 0.336 0.156 0.445
Hispanic lower 0.267 0.456 0.594 0.548
Hispanic lower middle 0.006 0.422 0.103 0.489
Hispanic upper middle –0.091 0.374 0.192 0.402
Hispanic upper 0.019 0.435 0.616 0.531
Black lower –0.637*** 0.175 0.049 0.539
Black lower middle –0.713*** 0.209 –0.096 0.424
Black upper middle –0.243 0.293 –0.117 0.341
Black upper –0.461 0.313 0.103 0.320

Ascribed characteristics
Age at wave 3 — — 0.239*** 0.029
Parent foreign born — — 0.438** 0.144
Ecological background

Composition of origin family
Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.473** 0.169
One biological parent — — –0.214+ 0.118
No biological parent — — 0.823* 0.407

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.003 0.008
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — 0.092 0.153
Coverage a full year — — 0.191 0.145

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.006+ 0.003
Parent went to college — — –0.023 0.164

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.337 0.195
Family sternness — — 0.011*** 0.003
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As before, when age, foreign origins, and ecological circumstances are held 
constant, race- class differences in the age of first intercourse between blacks 
and whites disappear, while the Hispanic and Asian coefficients tend to per-
sist. Hispanics experience the same average age of sexual debut as upper- class 
whites regardless of class, and lower- class and lower- middle- class Asians ex-
hibit much older ages of first intercourse. Although the coefficient for lower- 
class Asians loses significance because the standard error rises with the addi-

Table 4.2   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Father incarcerated — — –0.222+ 0.135
Had family mentor — — 0.184 0.135

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.108 0.103
Inefficacy index — — 0.037+ 0.020
Scarcity of males — — 0.192* 0.079
Neighborhood mentor — — –0.089 0.167

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.006 0.008
Inefficacy index — — –0.015+ 0.009
Disorder index — — –0.004 0.023
School mentor — — 0.161 0.136

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.021+ 0.012
Involvement index — — 0.071*** 0.018
Had religious mentor — — –0.476 0.359

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.138*** 0.033
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.001 0.136
Had peer mentor — — –0.036 0.129

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.079** 0.026

Intercept 16.608*** 0.120 12.594*** 1.155
N 4,072 3,204
F-test 4.59* 11.16***
R2 0.031 0.209

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 4.3   Likelihood of Not Using Contraception During First 
Female Intercourse

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.467** 0.164 –0.669 0.527
White lower middle 0.285+ 0.163 –0.578 0.373
White upper middle 0.186 0.155 –0.280 0.263
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.095 0.523 –0.868 0.813
Asian lower middle 0.335 0.429 –0.128 0.592
Asian upper middle 0.193 0.605 –0.467 0.472
Asian upper 0.303 0.307 0.126 0.451
Hispanic lower 0.378 0.259 –0.812 0.636
Hispanic lower middle 0.566* 0.248 –0.254 0.452
Hispanic upper middle 0.335 0.312 –0.481 0.414
Hispanic upper 0.383 0.314 0.192 0.412
Black lower 0.046 0.179 –1.060** 0.557
Black lower middle –0.068 0.232 –1.297** 0.434
Black upper middle 0.055 0.231 –0.679+ 0.382
Black upper –0.190 0.309 –0.575 0.403

Ascribed characteristics
Age at wave 3 — — 0.042 0.038
Parent foreign born — — –0.150 0.211
Mediating conditions
Age at first intercourse — — –0.157*** 0.024

Ecological background
Composition of origin family
Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.276 0.174
One biological parent — — –0.005 0.143
No biological parent — — –0.941+ 0.499

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.014 0.009
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — –0.119 0.145
Coverage full year — — –0.247+ 0.138

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.002 0.003
Parent went to college — — 0.136 0.163
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observe a reverse class gradient among black women in which the lower class 
are less likely to engage in unprotected sex than the higher classes. 

In addition to the ascribed characteristics of age and foreign origins, the 
model takes into account age of first intercourse as a mediating factor. Not 
surprisingly, the older the age at first intercourse the more likely a woman is 

Table 4.3   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.246 0.246
Family sternness — — –0.008* 0.003
Father incarcerated — — –0.119 0.156
Had family mentor — — –0.025 0.134

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.091 0.121
Inefficacy index — — 0.001 0.019
Scarcity of males — — –0.127 0.180
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.140 0.237

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.021** 0.007
Inefficacy index — — 0.006 0.010
Disorder index — — –0.013 0.022
Had school mentor — — –0.232 0.154

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.006 0.016
Involvement index — — –0.009 0.018
Had religious mentor — — 0.403 0.366

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.043 0.027
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.232 0.216
Had peer mentor — — 0.134 0.162

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.024 0.024

Intercept –0.797*** 0.119 1.238 1.219
N 4,034 3,167
F-test 1.51 3.90***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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mates a baseline model containing only dummy variables for race and class. 
The equations for marriage and cohabitation are estimated simultaneously, 
the reference category being never married or cohabited. Because cohabita-
tion and marriage are not independent, the model estimates a rho coefficient 
to measure the degree to which entry into the two kinds of unions are associ-
ated with one another on a 0 to 1.0 scale. The estimated coefficient of 0.16 
indicates a mild positive association between cohabitation and marriage 
among young women. At young ages, cohabitation thus appears to be more 
of an alternative than a precursor to marriage.

As indicated by the coefficients, white women display a clear class gradient 
in the proclivity to marry and cohabit, with the tendency toward partnering 

Table 4.4   Likelihood of Female Cohabitation and Marriage

Independent Variables

Marriage Cohabitation

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.498*** 0.125 0.584*** 0.083
White lower middle 0.403*** 0.097 0.353*** 0.080
White upper middle 0.224** 0.083 0.108 0.074
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.316 0.386 –0.294 0.406
Asian lower middle 0.032 0.234 –0.471 0.289
Asian upper middle 0.147 0.307 –0.253 0.218
Asian upper 0.132 0.214 –0.600** 0.202
Hispanic lower 0.506** 0.169 0.081 0.185
Hispanic lower middle 0.382** 0.139 0.053 0.187
Hispanic upper middle 0.192 0.206 0.067 0.180
Hispanic upper –0.216 0.233 0.066 0.220
Black lower –0.141 0.130 0.216* 0.103
Black lower middle –0.029 0.148 0.154 0.129
Black upper middle –0.149 0.211 –0.318* 0.133
Black upper –0.560** 0.205 –0.122 0.165

Intercept –1.001*** 0.073 –0.335*** 0.062
Rho 0.160*** 0.037
N 4,755
F-test 6.32***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 4.5  Likelihood of Female Cohabitation and Marriage

Independent Variables

Marriage Cohabitation

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.399 0.315 –0.257 0.313
White lower middle –0.181 0.215 –0.137 0.223
White upper middle –0.079 0.158 –0.154 0.165
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.619 0.474 –1.056+ 0.584
Asian lower middle –0.587 0.423 –0.631+ 0.349
Asian upper middle 0.108 0.398 –0.330 0.286
Asian upper 0.310 0.401 –0.700* 0.334
Hispanic lower –0.558 0.366 –0.630 0.416
Hispanic lower middle –0.269 0.291 –0.507 0.314
Hispanic upper middle –0.345 0.289 –0.417 0.308
Hispanic upper –0.367 0.347 –0.304 0.256
Black lower –1.554*** 0.374 –0.636+ 0.383
Black lower middle –1.007*** 0.310 –0.493+ 0.284
Black upper middle –0.985*** 0.252 –0.599** 0.238
Black upper –1.274*** 0.256 –0.212 0.234

Ascribed characteristics
Age at wave 3 0.234*** 0.023 0.114*** 0.022
Parent foreign born 0.055 0.172 –0.089 0.121

Mediating conditions
Had first intercourse 1.419*** 0.210 1.413*** 0.129

Ecological background
Family configuration

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent 0.075 0.130 0.251* 0.106
One biological parent –0.200* 0.089 0.182* 0.090
No biological parent –0.243 0.310 0.217 0.300

Family material resources
Household income –0.011* 0.005 –0.006 0.005
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year 0.041 0.114 0.115 0.118
Coverage full year –0.002 0.103 –0.213* 0.088

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige –0.002 0.002 –0.001 0.002
Parent went to college 0.007 0.128 –0.178+ 0.099

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death 0.031 0.157 0.049 0.138
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Among ecological settings, the family and religious spheres appear to carry 
the most weight in determining union formation among women. Consistent 
with the existing literature, women who grew up in single- parent or step-
families were more likely to cohabit than those growing up with two biologi-
cal parents, and those growing in single- parent families were less likely to 
marry. For women originating in a single- parent household, the odds of co-

Table 4.5  (continued )

Independent Variables

Marriage Cohabitation

B SE B SE

Family sternness –0.002 0.002 –0.005* 0.001
Father incarcerated 0.079 0.088 0.279*** 0.073
Had family mentor 0.080 0.088 –0.139+ 0.084

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index 0.158* 0.079 –0.097 0.073
Inefficacy index 0.002 0.014 –0.015 0.012
Scarcity of males –0.051 0.153 –0.026 0.083
Had family mentor 0.170 0.165 –0.008 0.146

School setting
Disadvantage index –0.007 0.007 0.003 0.005
Inefficacy index 0.005 0.008 0.013* 0.006
Disorder index 0.013 0.016 0.003 0.014
Had school mentor –0.272* 0.137 –0.122 0.094

Religious setting
Religiosity scale 0.028*** 0.009 –0.014+ 0.008
Involvement index 0.014 0.013 –0.023* 0.011
Had religious mentor 0.432* 0.180 –0.398* 0.190

Peer setting
Violence index –0.010 0.019 0.068*** 0.020
Friend attempted suicide –0.181 0.134 0.086 0.116
Had peer mentor 0.118 0.115 0.061 0.107

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index 0.034+ 0.019 0.018 0.016

Intercept –7.829*** 0.935 –3.344*** 0.899
Rho –0.004 0.043
N 3,733
F-test 29.64***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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black women, they are nonetheless quite high, the odds being 3.7 and 4 
times greater than upper- class white women, respectively.

The likelihood of nonmarital motherhood is also elevated among Hispanic 
women. In addition to being five times greater in the lower middle class, the 
odds of bearing a child out of wedlock are 3.5 times greater in the lower and 
upper middle classes and three times greater in the upper class, compared 
with upper- class white women. Among whites, these odds were only reached 
in the lower class, where they are 4.8 times greater but fall rapidly to 2.3 
times greater in the lower middle class and 1.8 times greater in the upper 
middle class. The likelihood of unwed childbearing is clearly lowest among 

Table 4.6   Likelihood of Motherhood Within and Outside of Marriage

Independent Variables

Nonmarital 
Motherhood Marital Motherhood

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 1.562*** 0.218 1.229*** 0.277
White lower middle 0.846** 0.274 0.938*** 0.254
White upper middle 0.570* 0.258 0.520 0.230
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –2.534*** 1.004 –0.103 0.965
Asian lower middle –0.031 0.555 0.767 0.482
Asian upper middle –0.926 0.807 –2.347** 0.919
Asian upper –1.131 0.914 0.730 0.534
Hispanic lower 1.250*** 0.371 1.227*** 0.308
Hispanic lower middle 1.616*** 0.401 1.381*** 0.335
Hispanic upper middle 1.243** 0.392 0.766+ 0.465
Hispanic upper 1.111* 0.508 –1.926** 0.773
Black lower 2.112*** 0.271 0.614* 0.303
Black lower middle 1.974*** 0.342 0.458 0.402
Black upper middle 1.314*** 0.221 0.676 0.472
Black upper 1.379*** 0.313 –0.325 0.573

Intercept –2.471*** 0.097 –2.517*** 0.219
N 4,767
F-test 8.62***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 4.7   Likelihood of Marital and Nonmarital Motherhood

Independent Variables

Nonmarital 
Motherhood Marital Motherhood

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 1.848** 0.636 1.222 0.865
White lower middle 0.972* 0.495 1.083+ 0.599
White upper middle 0.812* 0.378 0.644 0.401
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –1.637 1.174 0.464 1.381
Asian lower middle 1.422+ 0.802 1.504 1.045
Asian upper middle 0.178 0.965 –1.942+ 1.125
Asian upper –1.469* 0.604 1.574+ 0.833
Hispanic lower 2.302** 0.834 1.195 0.963
Hispanic lower middle 2.209*** 0.548 1.618* 0.744
Hispanic upper middle 1.475** 0.547 0.349 0.718
Hispanic upper 0.430 0.621 –3.192*** 0.994
Black lower 2.157** 0.702 0.114 0.871
Black lower middle 2.149*** 0.585 0.152 0.764
Black upper middle 0.967* 0.460 –0.281 0.543
Black upper 1.465** 0.521 –1.955** 0.710

Ascribed characteristics
Age at wave 3 0.161*** 0.051 0.402*** 0.054
Parent foreign born –1.023*** 0.312 –0.435 0.367

Mediating conditions
Had first intercourse 4.679*** 0.955 2.339*** 0.565
Used no contraception 1.017*** 0.138 0.778*** 0.139

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent 0.137 0.273 0.008 0.273
One biological parent –0.177 0.179 –0.554*** 0.172
No biological parent –0.768 0.801 –0.807 0.840

Family material resources
Household income 0.027** 0.010 0.019 0.015
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year 0.361 0.227 0.422 0.262
Coverage full year 0.155 0.227 0.342 0.242

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige –0.003 0.004 0.007 0.005
Parent went to college 0.467+ 0.273 0.863** 0.277
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10.3, but it raises nonmarital fertility by a factor of 108. The odds of becom-
ing a mother were also greater if first intercourse was unprotected, suggesting 
that those who failed to use contraception the first time were likely to do so 
also on subsequent encounters, or possibly became pregnant as a result of 

Table 4.7   (continued )

Independent Variables

Nonmarital 
Motherhood Marital Motherhood

B SE B SE

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death –1.486*** 0.262 –1.269*** 0.382
Family sternness –0.011* 0.004 –0.014*** 0.004
Father incarcerated 0.155 0.172 0.230 0.226
Had family mentor –0.194 0.171 0.107 0.207

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index 0.022 0.168 0.274* 0.134
Inefficacy index –0.085** 0.030 –0.083*** 0.025
Scarcity of males –0.523+ 0.312 –1.467*** 0.401
Had neighborhood mentor –0.418 0.277 –0.088 0.359

School setting
Disadvantage index –0.010 0.009 –0.011 0.011
Inefficacy index –0.031** .012 –0.018 0.014
Disorder index 0.017 0.036 0.030 0.030
Had school mentor –0.557* 0.223 –0.495+ 0.279

Religious setting
Religiosity scale 0.005 0.020 0.047** 0.016
Involvement index 0.000 0.028 –0.019 0.024
Had religious mentor –0.909+ 0.511 0.489 0.452

Peer setting
Violence index –0.016 0.031 –0.034 0.046
Friend attempted suicide –0.378 0.244 –0.434 0.327
Had peer mentor –0.177 0.204 0.054 0.238

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index 0.235*** 0.036 0.248*** 0.040

Intercept –17.880*** 2.199 –21.285*** 2.378
N 3,680
F-test 27.08***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 4.8   Likelihood of Motherhood Before Age Eighteen

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 1.102*** 0.299 1.129 0.911
White lower middle 0.745* 0.381 0.593 0.730
White upper middle 0.049 0.354 –0.188 0.540
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –3.208** 1.110 –2.937+ 1.589
Asian lower middle –0.545 0.922 –0.018 1.049
Asian upper middle –2.291*** 0.592 –2.652* 1.058
Asian upper –3.023*** 0.728 –2.527*** 0.718
Hispanic lower 1.009* 0.436 1.217 0.951
Hispanic lower middle 1.377* 0.542 1.357+ 0.776
Hispanic upper middle 0.638 0.508 –0.022 0.834
Hispanic upper 0.897+ 0.536 –0.434 0.934
Black lower 1.404*** 0.179 1.735+ 0.910
Black lower middle 1.129** 0.382 1.326* 0.653
Black upper middle 1.364** 0.428 1.233* 0.599
Black upper 1.171* 0.572 1.050 0.697

Ascribed characteristics
Age at wave 3 — — –0.129* 0.065
Parent foreign born — — –0.081 0.389

Mediating conditions
Had first intercourse — — 6.351*** 1.022
Used no contraception — — 1.006*** 0.161

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.200 0.404
One biological parent — — –0.180 0.249
No biological parent — — –2.434*** 0.737

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.021 0.015
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — –0.040 0.307
Coverage a full year — — 0.008 0.289

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.000 0.005
Parent went to college — — 0.507 0.321
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Table 4.8   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.835* 0.387
Family sternness — — –0.010+ 0.005
Father incarcerated — — –0.021 0.254
Had family mentor — — –0.464* 0.233

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.041 0.161
Inefficacy index — — –0.053* 0.027
Scarcity of males — — –0.622 0.461
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.161 0.366

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.001 0.013
Inefficacy index — — –0.018 0.016
Disorder index — — –0.022 0.035
Had school mentor — — –0.161 0.253

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.015 0.022
Involvement index — — 0.005 0.030
Had religious mentor — — –2.857** 0.932

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.072+ 0.041
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.145 0.306
Had peer mentor — — –0.109 0.214

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.139*** 0.042

Intercept –3.022*** 0.289 –10.324*** 2.685
N 4,763 3,678
F-test 8.76*** 8.46***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

These race- class differentials are not really changed by the addition of 
background characteristics as controls. The coefficients for blacks remain uni-
versally high and those for Asians strongly negative with no significant 
changes in the size of coefficients. Although class effects for whites no longer 
attain statistical significance at conventional levels, the point estimates are 



Table 4.9  Predicting Female Reproductive Outcomes

Sexual 
Debut

Age at 
Debut

No 
Contraception Marriage Cohabitation

Nonmarital 
Fertility

Marital 
Fertility

Teenage 
Fertility

Family composition
Biological and stepparent + --- ++
One biological parent - -- ++ ----
No biological parent ++ - ----

Family material resources
Household income -- +++
Health insurance less than a year
Health insurance a year or more - --

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige -
Parent college graduate - + +++

Family emotional resources
Family mortality ---- ---- --
Family sternness - ++++ -- -- -- ---- -
Father incarcerated - ++++
Family mentor - --



Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index ++ ++
Inefficacy index + --- — --
Scarcity of males ++ - —
Neighborhood mentor

School setting
Disadvantage index +++
Inefficacy index ++ - ++ ---
Disorder index --
School mentor - -- -- -

Religious setting
Religiosity scale ---- + ++++ - +++
Involvement index ++++
Had religious mentor ++ -- - ---

Peer setting
Violence index + ---- ++++ +
Friend attempted suicide
Peer mentor -

Multiple disadvantages
Interactive index --- - ++++ ++++ ++++

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).



 RISKY REPRODUCTION  143

childbearing given their early initiation into sexual activity. Even though 
their sexual behavior is largely explained by ecological circumstances, high 
likelihoods and early ages of sexual intercourse nonetheless are behavioral re-
alities given the universally low likelihood of marriage, and naturally yield a 
high level of risky childbearing. What appears to set African Americans apart 
from other groups in the United States is the virtual absence of marriage and 
even cohabitation as social institutions in the black community. As Ronald 
Haskins (2009) succinctly put it, in the end perhaps “Moynihan was right.”

Table 4.9 is notable as much for what it does not show and for what it re-
veals. In particular, family socioeconomic status seems to matter relatively 
little in conditioning the process of reproduction. Out of eight possible cells, 
for example, household income was significant in only two, occupational 
prestige in one, health insurance in two, and parental education in three. In 
other spheres of influence, material circumstances also seemed to matter less. 

Table 4.10   Female Reproductive Outcomes 

Sexual 
Debut

Age at 
Debut

No 
Contra- 
ception Marriage

Cohabi- 
tation

Non- 
marital 
Fertility

Marital 
Fertility

Teenage 
Fertility

WLO           +++    
WLM           ++ +  
WUM           ++    

               
ALO         -     -
ALM   ++     - -    
AUM             - --
AUP         - -- - ---

               
HLO           +++    
HLM           ++++ + +
HUM           +++    
HUP ++           ----  

               
BLO     --- ---- - +++   +
BLM     --- ---- - +++   ++
BUM     - ---- --- ++   ++
BUP       ----   +++ ---  

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
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their teens and twenties are particularly prone. Finally, taking both sets of 
variables into account, we measure the effect of ecological circumstances on 
self- assessed general health, mental health, and the perceived likelihood of an 
early death, perhaps the most telling of all our indicators.

One of the best documented behavioral risks to health in the medical lit-
erature is cigarette smoking, which has been conclusively linked to numerous 
cardiovascular diseases and cancers (Surgeon General’s Advisory Committee 
on Smoking and Health 1964; Preston 1970). Figure 5.1 shows how this 
risky behavior varies by race and class among young people in the United 
States by plotting the proportion of Add Health respondents who said they 
smoked regularly, defined as having at least one cigarette per day for thirty 
days. As the plot shows, white Americans very clearly display the highest rates 
of cigarette smoking. Although the likelihood of smoking declines with rising 
socioeconomic status, at each class level the frequency is much higher among 
whites than in any other group, incidence declining from 54 percent in the 
lower class, to 53 percent and 47 percent in the lower middle and upper 
middle class, respectively, to just below 45 percent in the upper class. 

0.4

0.35

0.3

0.25

0.2

0.15

0.5

0.6

0.55

0.45

0.1

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
sm

ok
in

g

Lower Lower middle Upper middle Upper

■ ■ Asians ▲▲ ●Whites Hispanics Blacks

■

■■■
▲▲▲▲ ▲▲▲▲▲▲

▲▲▲▲▲▲▲▲▲▲▲

■

■

■
■

●
●

●

●

Figure 5.1   Proportion Smoking Regularly by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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here as getting drunk more than once a month during the twelve months 
prior to the Wave 3 survey. The proportion doing so is shown by race and 
class in figure 5.2. Again, it is immediately apparent that whites display the 
riskiest behavior, but instead of exhibiting a negative gradient with respect to 
social class, as with smoking, the curve is positive, with alcohol abuse rising 
with socioeconomic status. Indeed, by far the greatest level of alcohol abuse is 
observed among upper- class whites, some 70 percent of whom fulfill the cri-
teria for abuse, compared with 60 percent in the upper middle class, 58 per-
cent in the lower middle class, and 47 percent in the lower class.

Although Hispanics and Asians also display a pattern of rising alcohol 
abuse as class standing increases, the frequencies are much lower. The His-
panic percentage increased from 40 percent to 55 percent moving from the 
lower to the upper class. Asians rise from 30 percent to 44 percent over the 
same range. As with smoking, blacks are least likely to engage in risky drink-
ing behavior. Indeed, the lowest frequency of alcohol abuse of any race- class 
group, roughly 25 percent, is observed for lower- class African Americans. The 
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Figure 5.2   Proportion Abusing Alcohol by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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class. In contrast, black usage rates fluctuate between 4 percent and 11 per-
cent with no particular pattern by social class. At no point in the class distri-
bution do black frequencies overlap with the usage rates reported by other 
groups.

The statistical estimates in table 5.3 confirm that these race- class differ-
ences are highly significant statistically and that the frequency of drug use by 
African Americans, in particular, is remarkably low. Compared with upper- 
class whites, the odds of hard drug use are consistently lower across all other 
race- class groups, as indicated by the plethora of negative coefficients, thir-
teen of fifteen of which are significant. As with the models predicting alcohol 
abuse, the addition of controls generally eliminates class gradients for whites 
and Hispanics, but has less of an effect on African Americans, who continue 
to display an aversion to drug use across all class categories. Among Asians, 
the coefficients for the two middle classes decline, but the point estimates for 
upper and lower classes do not shift very much, though interpretation is dif-
ficult because of small cell sizes and low frequencies of drug use, which yield 
unreliability in estimated effects. 
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Figure 5.3   Proportion Using Hard Drugs by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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in the 2005–2006 school year; and among adolescents age twelve to nineteen 
the rate almost tripled, from 5 percent to 14 percent. In addition to a lack of 
exercise, excessive TV viewing, and too many hours spent surfing the Internet, 
a key factor implicated in the rise of adolescent obesity is the ubiquity of high- 
calorie “junk food” and its relentless marketing to children and teenagers (Nes-
tle 2002). Accordingly, the Adolescent Health Survey sought to ascertain 
whether, over the prior seven days, respondents had eaten “food from a fast 
food place such as McDonalds, Kentucky Fried Chicken, Pizza Hut, Taco Bell, 
or some other local fast food restaurant.” The share answering affirmatively is 
plotted by race and class in figure 5.4.

In the case of this risky health behavior, Asians are the outlier on the low 
side and African Americans on the high side. Moreover, whereas whites, His-
panics, and Asians display a declining gradient of fast- food consumption 
with rising social class, among blacks there is little variation but to that extent 
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Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).



ECOLOGY UNDER THE SKIN   169

The last risky behavior we consider involves sex. We define risky sex as 
engaging in paid intercourse or having sex with a known drug user, acts that 
generally expose people to an elevated risk of contracting sexually transmitted 
diseases, including AIDS. As can be seen from figure 5.5, the cell sizes and 
outcome frequencies are too small to yield much in the way of interpretable 
results for Asians,  the estimates fluctuating quite widely and without a sys-
tematic pattern across class categories. Setting Asians aside, whites display the 
lowest likelihood of engaging in risky sex and a declining class gradient, the 
share having paid sex or intercourse with a drug user decreasing from around 
5 percent in the lower class and lower middle class to about 3 percent in the 
upper class. Close behind are Hispanics, who begin at around 6 percent in 
the lower class, rise to 7 percent or so in the lower and upper middle class, 
and then drop to under 5 percent in the upper class. Although blacks also 
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Figure 5.5   Proportion Having Risky Sex by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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percent of those in the lower class reporting a physical limitation on move-
ment, 22 percent in the lower middle class, 20 percent in the upper middle 
class, and 23 percent in the upper class. Hispanics generally lie between 
blacks and whites, in some classes closer to the former and in others to the 
latter. Moving from lower to upper class, those reporting a physical limitation 
are 26 percent, 25 percent, 27 percent, and 20 percent, respectively. The 
highest rate of physical disability occurs among lower- class Asians, 41 percent 
of whom report some limitation of activity. This high figure, however, drops 
sharply to 24 percent in the lower middle class and reaches 18 percent (the 
lowest observed rate) in the upper middle class, before rising to 26 percent in 
the upper class.

The left- hand columns of table 5.6 show a baseline logistic regression 
model that uses race- class dummies to predict whether respondents reported 
a physical limitation. In statistical terms, the likelihood of physical disability 
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Figure 5.6   Proportion Reporting Limitation on Physical Activity by Race 
and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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points to 2.49 points among Hispanics, and from 1.62 points to 2.36 points 
among blacks.

In general, class differences among whites are eliminated and the higher 
values observed for blacks disappear or are substantially reduced when back-
ground controls are added. The strong effects observed for upper-  and lower- 
class Asians are not eliminated, however. The positive effects of lower- middle- 
class and upper- class status generally persist among Hispanics, though the 
effect for among the Hispanic lower class is reduced to insignificance. Seem-
ingly, there is something about lower- middle and upper- class status among 
Hispanics that elevates body weight and something about upper-  and lower- 
class status among Asians that lowers it. All remaining race- class differences 
in BMI can generally be attributed to background characteristics.

Foreign origins is associated with a significantly lower (by 1.04 points) 
body mass index, in keeping with other studies showing that one of the 
things that immigrants assimilate into within the United States is excessive 
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their tendency to engage in risky sex, as shown in earlier tables and figures. 
Whereas the share ever diagnosed with an STD never exceeds 9 percent for 
whites, Hispanics, and Asians and displays no strong class pattern, the class 
curve for blacks begins at 14 percent among those in the lower class, rises to 
20 percent in the lower middle class, and then after slipping to around 16 
percent in the upper middle class climbs back up to around 22 percent in the 
upper class. The risk of STD infection among African Americans thus gener-
ally rises with class.

The significance of these results is indicated by the baseline model pre-
sented in the left- hand columns of table 5.8. The coefficients for African 
Americans are universally positive and significant. The only other statistically 
significant race- class effect is negative, and that is for lower- middle- class 
Asians. Moreover, rather than eliminating the significant coefficients for 
blacks, the addition of controls sharpens the inverse class gradient. The odds 
of an STD diagnosis are lowest for lower- class blacks, intermediate for those 
in the middle classes, and highest among those in the upper class. Even after 
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Figure 5.8   Proportion Ever Diagnosed with an STD by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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ered a variety of other health conditions assessed in the Add Health Survey, 
but, given that respondents are young and generally quite healthy, the fre-
quencies were insufficient to sustain statistical analysis. To consider the eco-
logical determinants of health, therefore, we turn to three general assessments 
of health the respondents provided. The first comes from a standard item on 
general health in which respondents are asked to rate their health as excellent, 
very good, good, fair, or poor, which we coded 1 to 5, larger numbers indi-
cating poorer health. These ratings are plotted by race and class in figure 5.9.

Asians and whites display a clear social class gradient, health being worst 
in the lower class and steadily improving as class standing rises. The gradient 
is particularly steep for Asians. Lower- class Asians exhibit by far the worst 
health index at around 2.5, which falls to around 2.3 in the lower middle 
class, 2.1 in the upper middle class, and just under 2.0 in the upper class, 
which is only slightly above that of upper- class whites. The class gradient for 
whites is much less severe. The index of poor health begins in the lower class 
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from 5.5 to 4.6 between the lower class and the lower middle class, and then 
climbing sharply to 6.3 (the highest value in the figure) in the upper middle 
class, and then plummeting to 3.8 in the upper class (the lowest value 
observed).

The left- hand columns in table 5.10 show estimated coefficients for the 
baseline model predicting depression from race and class dummy variables. 
Compared with upper- class whites, those in the lower class score 0.65 points 
higher on the depression scale and those in the lower middle and upper mid-
dle classes score 0.33 and 0.24 points higher, respectively (though the latter 
effects are not statistically significant). Although blacks also display a negative 
gradient moving from lower to upper class, they are significantly more de-
pressed than whites in all class categories, the excess compared with upper- 
class whites being 1.3 to 1.4 points in the lower and lower middle classes and 
around 0.81 to 0.82 points in the upper middle and upper classes. Consistent 
with the plot in figure 5.10, Asians display significantly greater depression 
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Figure 5.10   Index of Depression by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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2.1 and the Hispanic from 3.7 and 2.7. Thus the poorest whites and Asians 
perceive a lower likelihood of early death than the most affluent blacks and 
Latinos, and lower- class members of the latter groups evince remarkably high 
scale values.

The left- hand columns of table 5.11 reveal that these race- class differences 
are highly significant. Compared with upper- class whites, those in the lower 
class display an early mortality expectation that is 0.51 points greater, those 
in the lower middle class one that is 0.34 points greater, and those in the 
upper- middle- class one 0.22 points greater. The coefficients for Asians, with 
the exception of its lower middle class, are quite similar. Among blacks and 
Hispanics, however, the coefficients are considerably greater, with the early 
mortality score for African Americans being 1.42 points, 1.32 points, 0.86 
points, and 0.94 points higher than upper- class whites as one moves from 
lower to upper class, and Hispanics evincing respective increments of 1.73 
points, 0.89 points, 0.91 points, and 0.68 points.
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Figure 5.11   Subjective Likelihood of an Early Death by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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Table 5.1   Determinants of Regular Smoking

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.387*** 0.109 –0.595+ 0.336
White lower middle 0.334*** 0.100 –0.307 0.251
White upper middle 0.147 0.092 –0.125 0.154
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.644 0.468 –0.981+ 0.599
Asian lower middle –0.709+ 0.394 –0.486 0.462
Asian upper middle –0.435 0.350 –0.064 0.397
Asian upper –0.671*** 0.241 –0.215 0.267
Hispanic lower –0.562*** 0.155 –1.425*** 0.398
Hispanic lower middle –0.546* 0.215 –0.990** 0.344
Hispanic upper middle –0.281 0.233 –0.521 0.306
Hispanic upper –0.290 0.293 –0.384 0.326
Black lower –0.933*** 0.170 –1.826*** 0.401
Black lower middle –0.644** 0.239 –1.296*** 0.379
Black upper middle –1.435*** 0.221 –1.880*** 0.287
Black upper –0.816** 0.281 –1.056*** 0.305

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.029 0.024
Parent foreign born — — –0.352** 0.126

Mediating conditions
Family situation

Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.269 0.229
Married male–father — — 0.515** 0.175
Unmarried male–father — — 0.462* 0.205
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.005 0.088
Married female–no birth — — –0.033 0.160
Married female–mother — — 0.195 0.141
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 0.437** 0.163
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 0.222 0.253

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.252* 0.126
One biological parent — — 0.027 0.110
No biological parent — — 0.178 0.373

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.006 0.006
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Table 5.1   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Access to health insurance
No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — –0.030 0.116
Coverage full year — — –0.482*** 0.112

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.001 0.002
Parent went to college — — 0.040 0.138

Family emotional resources
Death in family — — –0.095 0.154
Family sternness — — –0.011*** 0.003
Father incarcerated — — 0.360*** 0.100
Had family mentor — — 0.131 0.114

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.052 0.088
Inefficacy index — — –0.054*** 0.014
Scarcity of males — — –0.078 0.126
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.121 0.149

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.013* 0.006
Inefficacy index — — 0.019** 0.007
Disorder index — — –0.001 0.017
Had school mentor — — –0.087 0.105

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.011 0.008
Involvement index — — –0.029** 0.011
Had religious mentor — — –0.911*** 0.011

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.107*** 0.019
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.441** 0.150
Had peer mentor — — 0.239* 0.110

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.029 0.021

Intercept –0.230** 0.074 1.475 0.984
N 8,981 7,169
F-test 11.42*** 9.10***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.2   Determinants of Alcohol Abuse

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –1.024*** 0.122 –0.286 0.406
White lower middle –0.578*** 0.105 –0.065 0.297
White upper middle –0.509*** 0.111 –0.160 0.208
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –1.746*** 0.476 –1.076+ 0.644
Asian lower middle –1.441*** 0.296 –0.239 0.463
Asian upper middle –1.167*** 0.289 –0.752+ 0.421
Asian upper –1.131*** 0.227 –1.018*** 0.254
Hispanic lower –1.294*** 0.141 –0.103 0.476
Hispanic lower middle –1.199*** 0.151 –0.416 0.378
Hispanic upper middle –0.790*** 0.188 –0.367 0.268
Hispanic upper –0.727** 0.232 –0.455+ 0.252
Black lower –2.034*** 0.165 –0.769+ 0.437
Black lower middle –1.376*** 0.152 –0.570+ 0.341
Black upper middle –1.749*** 0.187 –1.041*** 0.260
Black upper –1.418*** 0.175 –1.167*** 0.248

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.050* 0.022
Parent foreign born — — –0.013 0.143

Mediating conditions
Family situation

Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.934*** 0.238
Married male–father — — –0.628** 0.214
Unmarried male–father — — –0.379* 0.192
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.212** 0.083
Married female–no birth — — –1.294*** 0.164
Married female–mother — — –1.601*** 0.159
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.988*** 0.150
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger

— — –0.769* 0.312

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.026 0.131
One biological parent — — 0.018 0.096
No biological parent — — –0.024 0.293

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.010 0.007
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Table 5.2  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Access to health insurance
No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — 0.191 0.132
Coverage full year — — 0.171 0.119

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.002 0.002
Parent went to college — — 0.106 0.110

Family emotional resources
Death in family — — –0.039 0.175
Family sternness — — –0.011*** 0.003
Father incarcerated — — 0.360*** 0.118
Had family mentor — — 0.507*** 0.105

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.265*** 0.080
Inefficacy index — — –0.014 0.013
Scarcity of males — — 0.322+ 0.185
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.118 0.144

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.017* 0.007
Inefficacy index — — 0.011 0.008
Disorder index — — –0.029 0.021
Had school mentor — — 0.680*** 0.125

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.000 0.009
Involvement index — — –0.040*** 0.013
Had religious mentor — — –0.709*** 0.224

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.018 0.017
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.518*** 0.157
Had peer mentor — — 0.318** 0.119

Multiple disadvantage
Log of interactive index — — –0.004 0.020

Intercept  0.894*** 0.087 0.218 1.050
N 8,949 7,147
F-test 16.00*** 18.82***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Abuse is defined as being drunk more than once a month for the past twelve months.
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.3   Determinants of Hard Drug Use

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.375*** 0.136 –0.292 0.488
White lower middle –0.218+ 0.129 –0.197 0.317
White upper middle –0.298* 0.126 –0.176 0.213
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –1.068* 0.540 –0.921 0.846
Asian lower middle –0.796+ 0.484 –0.086 0.663
Asian upper middle –0.474 0.373 –0.086 0.502
Asian upper –0.795* 0.348 –0.779+ 0.440
Hispanic lower –0.507** 0.174 0.018 0.517
Hispanic lower middle –0.546* 0.227 –0.168 0.460
Hispanic upper middle –0.479+ 0.246 –0.439 0.347
Hispanic upper –0.162 0.301 –0.069 0.363
Black lower –2.049*** 0.259 –1.464*** 0.459
Black lower middle –1.174*** 0.268 –0.794+ 0.431
Black upper middle –2.288*** 0.479 –2.071*** 0.588
Black upper –1.770*** 0.339 –1.322*** 0.379

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.088** 0.032
Parent foreign born — — –0.079 0.173

Mediating conditions
Family situation

Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.764** 0.278
Married male–father — — –0.306 0.226
Unmarried male–father — — –0.372 0.245
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.193+ 0.106
Married female–no birth — — –0.903*** 0.234
Married female–mother — — –1.117*** 0.217
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.480* 0.235
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.771* 0.328

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.063 0.185
One biological parent — — 0.240* 0.117
No biological parent — — 0.249 0.426

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.002 0.007
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Table 5.3  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.005 0.168
 Coverage full year — — –0.439*** 0.128

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.009*** 0.003
Parent went to college — — 0.172 0.135

Family emotional resources
Death in family — — 0.068 0.187
Family sternness — — –0.019*** 0.003
Father incarcerated — — 0.393*** 0.128
Had family mentor — — 0.005 0.127

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.377*** 0.116
Inefficacy index — — –0.001 0.016
Scarcity of males — — 0.213 0.162
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.276 0.185

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.009 0.008
Inefficacy index — — 0.012+ 0.007
Disorder index — — –0.007 0.017
Had school mentor — — 0.121 0.136

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.160 0.011
Involvement index — — –0.014 0.016
Had religious mentor — — –0.201 0.259

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.123*** 0.019
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.324*** 0.135
Had peer mentor — — –0.160 0.129

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.003 0.021

Intercept 0.941*** 0.088 2.320+ 1.359
N 8,997 7,174
F-test 7.37*** 12.67***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Hard drugs include cocaine, crystal meth, and other illegal drugs but do not include 
marijuana.
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.4   Determinants of Eating Fast Food

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.581*** 0.144 0.609 0.391
White lower middle 0.408*** 0.112 0.493+ 0.295
White upper middle 0.197 0.121 0.152 0.215
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.129 0.418 –0.211 0.662
Asian lower middle 0.272 0.390 0.574 0.551
Asian upper middle –0.245 0.360 –0.351 0.439
Asian upper –0.117 0.266 –0.432 0.346
Hispanic lower 0.734*** 0.221 0.624 0.520
Hispanic lower middle 0.876*** 0.217 0.675+ 0.385
Hispanic upper middle 0.383 0.276 0.056 0.375
Hispanic upper 0.103 0.295 –0.048 0.303
Black lower 0.568*** 0.164 0.615 0.484
Black lower middle 0.636** 0.210 0.742+ 0.372
Black upper middle 0.790** 0.260 0.721* 0.348
Black upper 0.711+ 0.416 0.535 0.434

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.088** 0.032
Parent foreign born — — 0.123 0.153

Mediating conditions
Family situation

Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.250 0.255
Married male–father — — 0.703** 0.278
Unmarried male–father — — 0.356 0.304
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.302*** 0.088
Married female–no birth — — –0.395+ 0.226
Married female–mother — — –0.153 0.232
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.291 0.284
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.303 0.256

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.096 0.155
One biological parent — — –0.127 0.121
No biological parent — — –0.382 0.418

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.008 0.007
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Table 5.4   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Access to health insurance
No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — 0.011 0.146
Coverage full year — — –0.135 0.122

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.002 0.003
Parent went to college — — –0.089 0.136

Family emotional resources
Death in family — — –0.226 0.194
Family sternness — — 0.001 0.003
Father incarcerated — — 0.305* 0.145
Had family mentor — — 0.247* 0.120

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.146 0.140
Inefficacy index — — –0.029+ 0.017
Scarcity of males — — –0.421** 0.142
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.051 0.177

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.011 0.011
Inefficacy index — — –0.003 0.008
Disorder index — — 0.022 0.022
Had school mentor — — 0.091 0.126

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.004 0.012
Involvement index — — 0.014 0.016
Had religious mentor — — 0.041 0.220

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.015 0.024
Suicide of friend — — 0.007 0.135
Had peer mentor — — 0.212 0.151

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.048* 0.023

Intercept 1.208** 0.088 1.144 1.195
N 8,994 7,173
F-test 3.61*** 4.25***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.5   Determinants of Having Risky Sex

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.577*** 0.255 0.445 0.791
White lower middle 0.608** 0.236 0.585 0.535
White upper middle 0.399 0.112 0.546 0.418
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –3.228*** 0.985 –2.913* 1.257
Asian lower middle 1.183* 0.584 1.267 0.917
Asian upper middle –0.953 0.937 –1.278 1.019
Asian upper 0.388 0.524 0.320 0.615
Hispanic lower 0.659+ 0.363 0.177 0.803
Hispanic lower middle 0.930** 0.339 0.579 0.544
Hispanic upper middle 0.876* 0.418 0.293 0.476
Hispanic upper 0.415 0.499 0.044 0.483
Black lower 1.608*** 0.219 1.419+ 0.799
Black lower middle 1.265*** 0.350 1.302+ 0.679
Black upper middle 1.463*** 0.284 1.181* 0.472
Black upper 1.043* 0.410 0.698 0.498

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.116** 0.043
Parent foreign born — — 0.579* 0.276

Mediating conditions
Family situation

Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.239 0.542
Married male–father — — 0.118 0.324
Unmarried male–father — — 0.090 0.281
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.376* 0.193
Married female–no birth — — –1.276* 0.597
Married female–mother — — –0.293 0.314
Unmarried female–birth over eighten — — –0.621+ 0.337
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 0.334 0.295

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.121 0.234
One biological parent — — 0.419+ 0.216
No biological parent — — 0.197 0.592

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.012 0.012
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Table 5.5   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.104 0.237
 Coverage full year — — –0.303 0.239

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.003 0.004
Parent went to college — — –0.051 0.254

Family emotional resources
Death in family — — –0.386 0.313
Family sternness — — –0.011* 0.005
Father incarcerated — — –0.152 0.193
Had family mentor — — –0.140 0.223

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.128 0.135
Inefficacy index — — 0.016 0.026
Scarcity of males — — –0.261 0.355
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.293 0.270

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.005 0.012
Inefficacy index — — 0.015 0.014
Disorder index — — –0.107*** 0.032
Had school mentor — — –0.347 0.289

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.009 0.018
Involvement index — — –0.025 0.029
Had religious mentor — — –0.073 0.584

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.120*** 0.022
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.458* 0.231
Had peer mentor — — 0.026 0.223

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.032 0.037

Intercept –3.465*** 0.186 –5.492*** 1.487
N 8,969 7,164
F-test 9.51*** 6.58***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Risky sex includes both paid intercourse and sex with a drug user.
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.6   Determinants of Limitation on Physical Activity

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.447*** 0.101 –0.014 0.380
White lower middle 0.226* 0.123 0.001 0.280
White upper middle 0.193+ 0.107 0.021 0.193
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.869* 0.366 1.084+ 0.605
Asian lower middle 0.046 0.315 0.429 0.492
Asian upper middle –0.296 0.252 –0.345 0.362
Asian upper 0.169 0.207 0.635* 0.319
Hispanic lower 0.200 0.165 0.185 0.476
Hispanic lower middle –0.043 0.195 –0.102 0.360
Hispanic upper middle 0.214 0.263 –0.023 0.352
Hispanic upper –0.148 0.369 –0.271 0.364
Black lower 0.101 0.168 –0.338 0.446
Black lower middle –0.064 0.207 –0.349 0.410
Black upper middle –0.152 0.225 –0.545 0.312
Black upper –0.002 0.249 –0.104 0.272

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.059* 0.030
Parent foreign born — — –0.232 0.177

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — 0.739* 0.302
Abused alcohol — — –0.055 0.092
Used hard drugs — — –0.056 0.099
Ate fast food — — 0.055 0.095
Sex without birth control — — 0.043 0.146
Sex with risky partner — — 0.355* 0.146

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.089 0.264
Married male–father — — 0.333 0.237
Unmarried male–father — — –0.056 0.191
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.459*** 0.107
Married female–no birth — — 0.515** 0.186
Married female–mother — — 0.637*** 0.177
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 0.538*** 0.170
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger

— — 0.576* 0.235

Composition of origin family
Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.016 0.153
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Table 5.6  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

One biological parent — — 0.007 0.115
No biological parent — — 0.017 0.389

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.003 0.007
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.057 0.113
 Coverage full year — — –0.292** 0.096

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.000 0.002
Parent went to college — — 0.096 0.114

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.014 0.183
Family sternness — — –0.006* 0.003
Father incarcerated — — 0.189 0.138
Had family mentor — — 0.375*** 0.121

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.032 0.087
Inefficacy index — — 0.023+ 0.014
Scarcity of males — — –0.153 0.135
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.220 0.157

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.002 0.006
Inefficacy index — — 0.011 0.007
Disorder index — — –0.014 0.016
Had school mentor — — 0.198 0.146

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.011 0.010
Involvement index — — –0.006 0.015
Had religious mentor — — 0.452+ 0.250

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.013 0.016
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.475*** 0.131
Had peer mentor — — 0.240* 0.117

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.002 0.019

Intercept –1.215*** 0.082 0.179 1.134
N 8,831 6,844
F-test 1.74* 5.25***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.7   Determinants of Body Mass Index

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 1.246** 0.397 –0.094 1.037
White lower middle 1.146*** 0.199 0.434 0.842
White upper middle 0.101 0.326 –0.375 0.465
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –1.969* 0.937 –3.364* 1.350
Asian lower middle 0.076 0.883 0.507 1.272
Asian upper middle 0.211 1.019 0.465 1.029
Asian upper –1.694* 0.649 –1.034 0.732
Hispanic lower 1.253** 0.424 0.432 1.070
Hispanic lower middle 2.493*** 0.549 1.611+ 0.977
Hispanic upper middle 0.810 0.567 0.640 0.770
Hispanic upper 1.446* 0.736 1.655+ 0.594
Black lower 1.623*** 0.443 –0.879 1.212
Black lower middle 2.362*** 0.671 0.230 1.192
Black upper middle 2.212*** 0.679 0.801 0.852
Black upper 1.712 1.137 0.777 1.045

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.316*** 0.074
Parent foreign born — — –1.039** 0.385

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — –0.001 0.891
Abused alcohol — — –0.385 0.259
Used hard drugs — — –0.889*** 0.262
Ate fast food — — 0.127 0.230
Sex without birth control — — 0.241 0.229
Sex with risky partner — — 0.415 0.424

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.498 0.552
Married male–father — — –0.498 0.557
Unmarried male–father — — –1.582*** 0.494
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.713** 0.246
Married female–no birth — — 0.118 0.604
Married female–mother — — 0.868+ 0.458
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 1.153+ 0.599
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger

— — 1.336 0.908
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Table 5.7   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Ecological background
Composition of origin family 

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.734+ 0.417
One biological parent — — –0.444 0.284
No biological parent — — –0.702 1.031

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.008 0.019
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.023 0.375
 Coverage full year — — –0.271 0.348

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.008 0.006
Parent went to college — — –0.451 0.425

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.173 0.502
Family sternness — — 0.002 0.007
Father incarcerated — — 0.874* 0.385
Had family mentor — — 0.314 0.300

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.693** 0.240
Inefficacy index — — –0.008 0.041
Scarcity of males — — 0.225 0.384
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.305 0.489

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.010 0.017
Inefficacy index — — –0.004 0.019
Disorder index — — 0.117** 0.040
Had school mentor — — 0.945** 0.368

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.004 0.026
Involvement index — — 0.109 0.039
Had religious mentor — — 0.102 0.590

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.030 0.049
Suicide of friend — — 0.768* 0.391
Had peer mentor — — 0.480 0.307
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body weight (Akresh 2007, 2008). Age is also significant, raising body mass 
by about 0.33 points per year. The only risky behavior related to body weight 
is the use of hard drugs, which lowers BMI by 0.89 points. Consumption of 
fast food has no discernable effect, possibly because so many respondents eat 
it. In terms of gender and parental- marital status, lower body weights charac-
terize unmarried fathers (1.58 points lower) and unmarried females without 
children (0.71 points lower), whereas mothers generally have higher weights 
(0.86 points higher if married and 1.15 points if unmarried). 

Relatively few ecological factors predict body weight. BMI is unrelated to 
any material or symbolic resource in the family sphere, but is positively pre-
dicted by neighborhood disadvantage and school disorder. For each unit in the 
disadvantage scale, BMI rises by 0.69 points (for a total of 2.76 points over the 
range of the index) and for each unit in the disorder scale it goes up by 0.12 
points (for a total of 2.28 points). Given that the mean BMI is 26.6 and mov-
ing from the least to most disadvantaged neighborhood, or from the least to 
most disordered school, would push the average respondent roughly to the 
lower limit of the obese range. Body weight is also increased by the emotional 
traumas of paternal imprisonment and a friend’s attempted suicide, by respec-
tive increments to BMI of 0.87 and 0.77 points. Having a school- based men-
tor is also associated with greater body mass, raising BMI by 0.95 points.

The last physical indicator we consider is the likelihood of having been 
diagnosed with a sexually transmitted disease (STD), and figure 5.8 plots the 
results by race and class. African Americans clearly stand out from other 
groups for their relatively high rate of STD infection, which is perhaps not 
surprising given their higher rates and earlier entry into sexual activity and 

Table 5.7   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.011 0.059

Intercept 25.789*** 0.251 19.565*** 2.839
N 8,575 7,226
F-test 4.64*** 5.50***
R2 0.017 0.057

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.8   Determinants of STD Diagnosis

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.094 0.189 –0.452 0.680
White lower middle –0.320 0.199 –0.688 0.523
White upper middle –0.040 0.175 –0.279 0.318
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.309 1.007 0.213 1.137
Asian lower middle –2.031** 0.698 –1.601+ 0.974
Asian upper middle –0.089 0.544 0.482 0.696
Asian upper –0.642 0.556 –0.227 0.638
Hispanic lower 0.147 0.245 0.125 0.822
Hispanic lower middle 0.206 0.276 0.023 0.629
Hispanic upper middle –0.559 0.443 –0.443 0.611
Hispanic upper –0.583 0.432 –0.997 0.633
Black lower 0.710*** 0.191 0.286 0.763
Black lower middle 1.168*** 0.229 0.881 0.548
Black upper middle 0.920*** 0.240 0.846+ 0.436
Black upper 1.237*** 0.224 1.070*** 0.307

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.034 0.039
Parent foreign born — — –0.315 0.298

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — 0.385 0.505
Abused alcohol — — 0.247 0.156
Used hard drugs — — 0.159 0.187
Ate fast food — — 0.016 0.152
Sex without birth control — — 0.432*** 0.138
Sex with risky partner — — 0.985*** 0.218

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.386 0.569
Married male–father — — –0.033 0.600
Unmarried male–father — — 0.436 0.330
Unmarried female–no birth — — 1.532*** 0.187
Married female–no birth — — 1.290*** 0.349
Married female–mother — — 1.121** 0.430
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 1.732*** 0.289
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 1.456*** 0.340



ECOLOGY UNDER THE SKIN   185

Table 5.8   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.018 0.236
One biological parent — — 0.189 0.170
No biological parent — — 0.224 0.495

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.003 0.011
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.182 0.223
 Coverage full year — — 0.298+ 0.169

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.002 0.004
Parent went to college — — 0.225 0.188

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.091 0.210
Family sternness — — –0.007+ 0.004
Father incarcerated — — 0.071 0.164
Had family mentor — — 0.153 0.194

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.256* 0.117
Inefficacy index — — –0.025 0.025
Scarcity of males — — –0.056 0.149
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.431+ 0.257

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.003 0.010
Inefficacy index — — 0.022+ 0.012
Disorder index — — 0.019 0.022
Had school mentor — — 0.082 0.203

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.018 0.016
Involvement index — — –0.015 0.020
Had religious mentor — — –0.542 0.623

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.009 0.030
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.074 0.239
Had peer mentor — — 0.061 0.218
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controlling for ecological and other factors, the odds of STD infection are 
almost three times greater for upper- class blacks than for their white 
counterparts.

Not surprisingly, the two mediating behaviors most significant in predict-
ing STD infection are having initial sex without birth control (which raises 
the odds by 54 percent) and having sex with a risky partner (by a factor of 
2.7). The likelihood of getting an STD is universally higher for women than 
men, the odds of STD infection ranging anywhere from three times to 5.7 
times greater depending the woman’s marital and maternal status. The likeli-
hood of reporting an STD diagnosis is generally weakly connected to eco-
logical circumstances, however. The only effect significant at the 5 percent 
level is neighborhood disadvantage. Each unit increase in the disadvantage 
index raises the odds of STD infection by 29 percent, or 116 percent over the 
range of the index, a rather large effect. The odds of having an STD are also 
marginally increased by school disorder (2.2 percent per unit), by having a 
mentor from the neighborhood (54 percent), and by health insurance cover-
age (35 percent) and is marginally decreased by family sternness (by 0.7 per-
cent per unit). The effect of insurance may simply reflect better access to di-
agnostic services.

PREDICTING INDIVIDUAL WELL- BEING
To this point, we have examined race- class differences in the propensity to 
engage in various risky health behaviors and in the likelihood of exhibiting 
certain physical conditions. In preliminary work for this chapter, we consid-

Table 5.8   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.010 0.026

Intercept –2.540*** 0.129 –5.104*** 1.475
N 8,947 6,954
F-test 12.43*** 7.89***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.9   Determinants of Poor Health

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.192*** 0.043 –0.043 0.113
White lower middle 0.134** 0.048 –0.018 0.079
White upper middle 0.051 0.034 –0.031 0.048
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.532* 0.216 0.412+ 0.226
Asian lower middle 0.393** 0.142 0.569*** 0.165
Asian upper middle 0.194* 0.087 0.288** 0.104
Asian upper 0.058 0.087 0.105 0.092
Hispanic lower 0.158* 0.065 0.048 0.134
Hispanic lower middle 0.120+ 0.067 0.037 0.108
Hispanic upper middle 0.032 0.088 –0.074 0.096
Hispanic upper 0.139 0.116 0.086 0.074
Black lower 0.068 0.060 –0.063 0.126
Black lower middle 0.154* 0.070 0.040 0.108
Black upper middle –0.049 0.065 –0.012 0.097
Black upper 0.123 0.104 0.058 0.106

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.019* 0.008
Parent foreign born — — –0.086 0.056

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — 0.251+ 0.142
Abused alcohol — — –0.050 0.031
Used hard drugs — — 0.016 0.034
Ate fast food — — –0.030 0.036
Sex without birth control — — 0.021 0.029
Sex with risky partner — — 0.009 0.073

Reported health problems
Ever had STD — — 0.054 0.049
Body mass index — — 0.018*** 0.003
Limitation on activity — — 0.482*** 0.027

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.186*** 0.067
Married male–father — — 0.085 0.070
Unmarried male–father — — 0.056 0.071
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.149*** 0.032
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Table 5.9   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–no birth — — 0.113+ 0.064
Married female–mother — — –0.021 0.075
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 0.060 0.057
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger

— — 0.042 0.100

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.043 0.058
One biological parent — — –0.057 0.036
No biological parent — — 0.074 0.165

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.000 0.002
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.124** 0.046
 Coverage full year — — –0.154*** 0.037

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.001 0.001
Parent went to college — — 0.092* 0.043

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.080 0.056
Family sternness — — –0.005*** 0.001
Father incarcerated — — 0.039 0.043
Had family mentor — — 0.071* 0.034

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.005 0.030
Inefficacy index — — 0.008 0.005
Scarcity of males — — 0.059* 0.029
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.052 0.055

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.002 0.002
Inefficacy index — — 0.011*** 0.003
Disorder index — — –0.009 0.005
Had school mentor — — 0.049 0.036

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.002 0.003
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this index, could potentially move a person all the way from poor to excellent 
health. In the neighborhood sphere, health is diminished by a relative scarcity 
of young unmarried males (0.059 points per unit), and within schools by 
greater levels of social inefficacy (0.011 points per unit). Health is signifi-
cantly bolstered by religious involvement and, surprisingly, by exposure to 
peer violence. It is, though, undermined by a friend’s suicide attempt as well 
as by the accumulation of multiple disadvantages across social spheres.

The survey also contained a battery of items asking how often respondents 
felt sad, blue, hopeless, listless, lonely, unwanted, and so on, which when 
combined yield a reliable scale of mental depression (α = .80—see appendix 
B). Figure 5.10 shows average values on the depression scale by race and class. 
Whites are generally the least depressed, values falling from around 4.6 in the 
lower class to 4.4 and 4.3 in the lower middle and upper middle classes to 4.0 
in the upper class. In contrast, African Americans display higher indices of 
depression that do not decline with class standing, values around 4.4 in the 
lower and lower middle classes, and 4.8 in the upper middle and upper 
classes. Asians display a U- shaped curve with quite high values in the lower 
(5.8) and upper (5.6) classes and more moderate values (around 4.6) in the 
lower and upper middle classes. The Hispanic pattern is irregular, falling 

Table 5.9   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Involvement index — — –0.008* 0.004
Had religious mentor — — 0.053 0.063

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.014* 0.007
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.138** 0.046
Had peer mentor — — 0.058 0.040

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.016* 0.006

Intercept 1.920*** 0.029 1.675*** 0.320
N 8,996 6,549
F-test 3.55** 27.91***
R2 0.009*** 0.202

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.10   Determinants of Depression

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.646** 0.227 0.326 0.604
White lower middle 0.329 0.221 0.175 0.459
White upper middle 0.240 0.208 0.192 0.330
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 1.861** 0.707 1.870+ 0.992
Asian lower middle 0.698 0.562 0.784 0.779
Asian upper middle 0.707+ 0.376 0.773 0.530
Asian upper 1.624** 0.555 1.113* 0.449
Hispanic lower 1.559*** 0.332 0.738 0.820
Hispanic lower middle 0.621 0.387 0.197 0.574
Hispanic upper middle 2.234*** 0.447 1.305+ 0.713
Hispanic upper –0.207 0.418 –0.516 0.448
Black lower 1.298*** 0.307 0.914 0.720
Black lower middle 1.374*** 0.377 0.764 0.610
Black upper middle 0.823+ 0.427 0.595 0.529
Black upper 0.808* 0.372 0.736 0.384

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.153*** 0.040
Parent foreign born — — 0.126 0.227

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — –0.650 0.542
Abused alcohol — — 0.034 0.145
Used hard drugs — — 0.260+ 0.156
Ate fast food — — 0.116 0.148
Sex without birth control — — 0.358* 0.163
Sex with risky partner — — 0.883** 0.333

Reported health problems
Ever had STD — — 0.684* 0.289
Body mass index — — –0.003 0.012
Limitation on activity — — 1.345*** 0.172

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.231 0.337
Married male–father — — –0.393 0.375
Unmarried male–father — — 1.195*** 0.367
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.712*** 0.142
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Table 5.10   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–no birth — — 0.580+ 0.311
Married female–mother — — 0.810** 0.295
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 1.169*** 0.314
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 1.378** 0.493

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.464+ 0.259
One biological parent — — –0.280 0.173
No biological parent — — –0.492 0.502

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.007 0.010
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.577** 0.207
 Coverage full year — — –0.540*** 0.169

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.005 0.004
Parent went to college — — 0.206 0.226

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.074 0.260
Family sternness — — –0.028*** 0.005
Father incarcerated — — 0.320 0.205
Had family mentor — — 0.048 0.182

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.313* 0.156
Inefficacy index — — 0.077** 0.026
Scarcity of males — — 0.659* 0.266
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.147 0.261

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.004 0.011
Inefficacy index — — 0.016 0.011
Disorder index — — –0.004 0.028
Had school mentor — — 0.232 0.194

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.042* 0.019
Involvement index — — –0.024 0.025
Had religious mentor — — 0.230 0.382
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scores in the lower and upper classes (with respective values 1.86 and 1.62 
points higher compared with upper- class whites). In contrast, Hispanics are 
significantly more depressed in the lower and upper middle classes (with re-
spective values 1.60 and 2.23 points higher relative to upper- class whites). 

Adding controls reduces class effects for whites, Hispanics, and blacks and 
generally renders them insignificant, though one coefficient—for upper- 
middle- class Hispanics—remains marginally significant and the coefficients 
for blacks remain quite large in absolute terms. Nonetheless, the variables in 
the model do appear to account for much of the observed race- class variation, 
with the exception of the distinctive U- shaped Asian pattern. Thus the ten-
dency toward depression among lower-  and upper- class Asians does not re-
flect measured conditions in their social ecologies.

Mediating conditions associated with depression include the risky behav-
iors of drug abuse, having sex without contraception, and having sex with a 
risky partner (raising the depression score by 0.26, 0.36, and 0.88 points, 
respectively). Depression is also elevated by health issues such as having an 
STD or a limitation of activity. Compared with other males, those who are 
unmarried fathers are significantly more depressed (by 1.2 points). Among 
females, the tendency toward depression varies significantly by marital and 
motherhood status. Compared with a single male, married females experi-

Table 5.10   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.027 0.030
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.748*** 0.235
Had peer mentor — — 0.214 0.193

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.084* 0.035

Intercept 2.995*** 0.142 4.489** 1.546
N 8,936 8,882
F-test 4.41*** 15.57***
R2 0.018 0.138

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 5.11   Determinants of Likelihood of an Early Death

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.512*** 0.114 –0.738** 0.286
White lower middle 0.339** 0.117 –0.341+ 0.200
White upper middle 0.222* 0.101 –0.146 0.130
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.560+ 0.347 –0.714 0.469
Asian lower middle 0.850* 0.382 0.295 0.443
Asian upper middle 0.370 0.310 –0.146 0.271
Asian upper 0.124 0.262 –0.029 0.264
Hispanic lower 1.732*** 0.230 0.383 0.348
Hispanic lower middle 0.895*** 0.238 –0.058 0.324
Hispanic upper middle 0.912*** 0.251 0.231 0.255
Hispanic upper 0.680* 0.279 0.584* 0.262
Black lower 1.422*** 0.143 –0.194 0.319
Black lower middle 1.318*** 0.184 –0.014 0.301
Black upper middle 0.855*** 0.203 –0.034 0.226
Black upper 0.935*** 0.236 0.249 0.304

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.130*** 0.028
Parent foreign born — — –0.052 0.133

Mediating conditions
Risky behaviors

Smoked regularly — — –0.332 0.293
Abused alcohol — — –0.162* 0.075
Used hard drugs — — –0.003 0.096
Ate fast food — — 0.049 0.086
Sex without birth control — — –0.083 0.081
Sex with risky partner — — 0.029 0.177

Reported health problems
Ever had STD — — 0.034 0.153
Body mass index — — –0.005 0.006
Limitation on activity — — 0.143* 0.071

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.070 0.213
Married male–father — — 0.497* 0.227
Unmarried male–father — — 0.286 0.212
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.109 0.074
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Table 5.11   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–no birth — — 0.013 0.187
Married female–mother — — 0.064 0.147
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.291 0.171
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.292 0.233

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.094 0.125
One biological parent — — 0.068 0.090
No biological parent — — 0.375 0.473

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.015* 0.005
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.294* 0.125
 Coverage full year — — –0.344*** 0.106

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.007*** 0.002
Parent went to college — — –0.257* 0.116

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.157 0.177
Family sternness — — –0.027*** 0.003
Father incarcerated — — –0.028 0.117
Had family mentor — — –0.086 0.102

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.440*** 0.092
Inefficacy index — — 0.052*** 0.014
Scarcity of males — — 0.077 0.117
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.136 0.127

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.002 0.006
Inefficacy index — — 0.031*** 0.007
Disorder index — — 0.002 0.015
Had school mentor — — –0.106 0.112

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.007 0.009
Involvement index — — –0.036** 0.013
Had religious mentor — — –0.361+ 0.205
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In the full model, however, all of these race- class differences disappear or 
are reversed, with the exception of the coefficient for upper- class Hispanics. 
The perceived likelihood of an early death rises with age and is elevated 
among those reporting a limitation of physical activity and among married 
fathers and is slightly reduced among alcohol abusers. As one might expect, 
the expectation of an early death is reduced by resources associated with so-
cial class, declining by 0.015 points for every thousand dollars of income, 
being reduced by 0.34 points by full access to health insurance, falling by 
0.007 points for each unit of occupational status, and being 0.26 points 
lower among those with college- educated parents. The perceived likelihood 
of early mortality also declines sharply with family sternness, falling by 0.027 
points per unit on the sternness scale, or 2.7 points over the range of the 
scale. 

In the other ecological spheres, the subjective likelihood of early death was 
generally increased by indicators of disadvantage and disorder, rising sharply 
with greater neighborhood disadvantage and inefficacy (by 0.44 points and 
0.052 points per unit, respectively), with greater inefficacy at school (0.031 
points per unit), with exposure to violence among peers (0.136 points per 
unit), and with a friend’s attempted suicide (0.275 points). The expectation 
of early death is lowered, however, by religious involvement (0.036 points per 

Table 5.11   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.136*** 0.019
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.275+ 0.144
Had peer mentor — — 0.003 0.112

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.046** 0.017

Intercept 2.005*** 0.079 3.328** 1.060
N 8,996 6,550
F-test 12.26*** 19.17***
R2 0.046 0.180***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



Table 5.12   Significance of Ecological Conditions

Risky Health Behaviors Physical Outcomes Self-Rated Health

Cigar- 
rettes

Alcohol 
Abuse

Hard 
Drug 
Use

Fast 
Food

Risky 
Sex

Physical 
Limita- 

tion

Body 
Mass 
Index STD

Poor 
Health

Depres- 
sion

Likely 
Early 
Death

Family composition
Biological and stepparent ++ - -
One biological parent ++ +
No biological parent

Family material resources
Household income --
Health insurance less than a year --- --- --
Health insurance a year or more ---- ---- --- + ---- ---- ----

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige ++++ ----
Parent college graduate ++ --

Family emotional resources
Family mortality
Family sternness ---- ---- ---- -- -- - ---- ---- ----
Father incarcerated ++++ ++++ ++++ ++ ++
Family mentor ++++ ++ ++++ ++

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index ---- ---- +++ ++ -- ++++



Inefficacy index ---- - + +++ ++++
Scarcity of males + --- ++ ++
Neighborhood mentor +

School setting
Disadvantage index -- --
Inefficacy index +++ + + ++++ ++++
Disorder index ---- +++
School mentor ++++ +++

Religious setting
Religiosity scale ++
Involvement index --- ---- -- ---
Had religious mentor --- ---- + -

Peer setting
Violence index ++++ +++ ++++ -- ++++
Friend attempted suicide +++ ++++ +++ ++ ++++ ++ +++ ++++ +
Peer mentor ++ +++ ++

Multple disadvantages
Interactive index ++ ++ ++ ---

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Significance in predicting health outcomes.



Table 5.13   Significance of Race-Class Effects

Risky Health Behaviors Physical Outcomes Self-Rated Health

Cigar- 
rettes

Alcohol 
Abuse

Hard 
Drug 
Use

Fast 
Food

Risky 
Sex

Physical 
Limita- 

tion

Body 
Mass 
Index STD

Poor 
Health

Depres- 
sion

Likely 
Early 
Death

WLO - ---
WLM + --
WUM

ALO - - -- + -- + +
ALM ++++
AUM - +++
AUP ---- - ++ ++

HLO ----
HLM --- + +
HUM +
HUP - + ++

BLO ---- - ---- +
BLM ---- - - + +
BUM ---- ---- ---- ++ ++ +
BUP ---- ---- ---- ++++

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Significance in predicting health outcomes.
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ADHD was exhibited by respondents. As shown in appendix B, respondents 
were asked about the frequency with which they displayed specific behavioral 
manifestations of inattention, hyperactivity, and impulsivity in terms of four 
adjectives—never or rarely, sometimes, often, or very often—which we coded 
from 0 to 3. Summing each person’s score across the eighteen items yields a 
highly reliable (α = 0.90) 54- point scale of ADHD (see appendix B). In fig-
ure 6.1, we plot the resulting ADHD scores by race and class. 

In terms of race, whites generally exhibit the highest ADHD scores and 
Asians the lowest, blacks and Hispanics between them. Except for whites, 
however, overlap between groups is considerable. In addition, moving across 
class categories interpretation is complicated by two different class gradients. 
Among whites and blacks, the incidence of ADHD falls with rising social class, 
whereas among both Hispanics and Asians the class curve is U- shaped. The 
ADHD score for whites, for example, declines from 14 in the lower class to 
13.6 and 13 in the lower middle and upper middle classes, to 12.6 in the upper 
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Figure 6.1   ADHD Score

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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no matter which class category one considers and the racial gap shows no 
signs of diminishing as socioeconomic standing rises. Among whites, the av-
erage PVT score rises from around 99 in the lower class to 102 in the lower 
middle class and 103 in the upper middle class and 105 in the upper class. 
The respective four figures among blacks are 85, 92, 91, and 94. In other 
words, upper- class blacks have a lower PVT score than lower- class whites—a 
large gap by any standard.

The black and white curves form lower and upper bounds between which 
Hispanic and Asian scores generally vary. Asians and Hispanics begin at 
roughly the same point with a PVT score around 92 in the lower class. Mov-
ing into the lower middle class, however, the Hispanic score rises to around 
95 but the Asian remains constant at 92. In the upper middle class, the Asian 
score increases markedly to equal whites at around 101, but the Hispanic 
score rises more modestly to reach 96. In the upper class, Hispanics continue 
to rise whereas Asians fall back, so that the two groups end up with roughly 
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Figure 6.2   Picture Vocabulary Test Score

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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All racial groups display a pattern of rising grade achievement as class 
standing increases, though the trajectory is steeper for some racial groups 
than others. The class gradient observed within racial groups is generally 
dwarfed, however, by differentials in GPA between groups. Asians display the 
highest average GPA across all class categories, whereas blacks display the 
lowest average irrespective of class. Hispanics and whites fall between, the 
former being closer to blacks (indeed the curves touch in the upper middle 
class) and the latter being closer to Asians. Among Asians, GPA starts out at 
around 2.8 in the lower and lower middle classes, rises to around 2.9 in the 
upper middle class, and approaches 3.1 in the upper class. In contrast, whites 
begin at a much lower level, with a GPA of about 2.4 in the lower class, but 
performance rises more quickly to narrow the gap as class increases, reaching 
2.5 in the lower middle class, nearly 2.8 in the upper middle class, and 2.9 in 
the upper class. At the other end of the academic spectrum, the black curve 
begins with a GPA under 2.0 in the lower class, rising to 2.1 in the lower 
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Figure 6.3   High School Grade Point Average

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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Figure 6.4   High School Courses Failed

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).

failed by race and class. All racial groups display a pattern of declining PCF 
with rising social class, but in terms of race the data fall into two basic catego-
ries. Blacks and Hispanics display relatively high rates of failure that are above 
those of Asians and whites at every level of social class. Thus the PCF is 
around 16 percent to 18 percent for lower- class blacks and Hispanics, falling 
to lows of 7 percent to 10 percent in the upper class, whereas the PCF among 
whites and Asians is 5 percent to 12 percent in the lower class and 4 percent 
in the upper class.

The baseline model shown in the left- hand columns of table 6.4 reveals 
the statistical significance of these race- class effects. Whites display a clear 
class gradient, the PCF being 0.071 greater in the lower class, 0.050 greater 
in the lower middle class, and 0.013 greater in the upper middle class, com-
pared with upper- class whites. By contrast, Asians regardless of class display 
the same low PCF as upper- class whites. Upper- class blacks and Hispanics, 
on the other hand, fail a significantly larger share of courses than their upper- 
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for those in the lower middle and upper middle classes. Among Hispanics, 
the reduction of odds goes from 84 percent in the lower class to 78 percent 
and 64 percent in the lower middle and upper middle class, and remains at 
56 percent in the upper class. Among African Americans, the odds of gradu-
ation are 75 percent lower in the lower class, 70 percent lower in the lower 
middle class, and 50 percent lower in the upper middle class.

Controlling for background characteristics generally eliminates race- class 
differences for blacks and Hispanics (except for lower- class Hispanics, for 
whom the coefficient is reduced in absolute value but remains significant at 
the 10 percent level). Among whites, however, class differences, though re-
duced, nonetheless persist and remain significant at least at marginal levels. 
Something associated with lower class status among whites but not captured 
in our models appears to contribute to their high dropout rates. Neither age 
nor immigrant origins are related to the likelihood of high school graduation, 
nor are scores on the ADHD or PVT indices predictive of high school com-
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Figure 6.5   Proportion Graduating from High School by Race and Class

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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Table 6.1   Determinants of ADHD

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 2.031*** 0.564 –0.069 1.716
White lower middle 1.383** 0.501 –0.209 1.089
White upper middle 0.278 0.527 –0.360 0.746
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.342 1.108 –1.453 2.177
Asian lower middle –1.929 1.207 –2.247 1.427
Asian upper middle –2.274** 0.856 –2.568* 1.197
Asian upper –0.582 0.839 –0.631 0.992
Hispanic lower 1.861* 0.959 –1.298 1.723
Hispanic lower middle –0.832 0.811 –2.177+ 1.239
Hispanic upper middle –1.706* 0.799 –2.829** 1.033
Hispanic upper 1.416 1.707 –1.228 0.907
Black lower 0.762 0.969 –2.275 1.627
Black lower middle 0.029 0.946 –2.392+ 1.265
Black upper middle –1.439+ 0.721 –3.297*** 0.933
Black upper –1.652* 0.721 –2.328** 0.932

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.141 0.106
Parent foreign born — — –0.556 0.559

Mediating conditions
Health status

Poor health index — — 0.808*** 0.164
Depression scale — — 0.510*** 0.043
Expectation of early death — — 0.152** 0.062

Current family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 1.576 1.043
Married male–father — — 0.801 0.975
Unmarried male–father — — –0.044 0.787
Unmarried female–no birth — — –3.554*** 0.325
Married female–no birth — — –3.019*** 0.585
Married female–mother — — –2.875*** 0.585
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –2.982*** 0.672
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –3.727*** 0.989

Ecological background  
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 1.249* 0.615
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Table 6.1   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

One biological parent — — 0.172 0.504
No biological parent — — 1.448 1.120

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.016 0.026
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.771+ 0.463
 Coverage full year — — –1.297** 0.427

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.002 0.009
Parent college graduate — — 0.452 0.556

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.128 0.662
Family sternness — — –0.022+ 0.014
Father incarcerated — — 0.016 0.426
Family mentor — — 0.759+ 0.404

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.099 0.345
Inefficacy index — — –0.048 0.060
Scarcity of males — — –0.765 0.638
Neighborhood mentor 1.525* 0.620

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.001 0.027
Inefficacy index — — 0.064* 0.030
Disorder index — — –0.007 0.065
School mentor — — 0.124 0.515

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.043 0.041
Involvement index — — 0.037 0.049
Religious mentor — — 0.811 0.788

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.299*** 0.077
Friend attempted suicide — — 1.727** 0.569
Peer mentor — — 1.277** 0.470

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.009 0.073

Intercept 13.918*** 0.079 17.641*** 3.687
N 8,996 7,138
F-test 4.46*** 16.78***
R2 0.009 0.144

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



218 SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

Table 6.2   Determinants of Score on Picture Vocabulary Test

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –5.337*** 0.831 –2.065 1.831
White lower middle –3.644*** 0.696 –1.183 1.312
White upper middle –2.109*** 0.509 –0.348 0.819
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –12.656*** 2.621 –6.436* 3.217
Asian lower middle –12.588** 4.103 –6.831+ 3.863
Asian upper middle –2.107 1.990 0.113 2.160
Asian upper –5.090** 1.864 –2.625 1.670
Hispanic lower –13.759*** 1.335 –5.238** 2.238
Hispanic lower middle –10.607*** 1.329 –3.393+ 1.768
Hispanic upper middle –9.191*** 1.846 –4.611** 1.500
Hispanic upper –4.418** 1.508 –0.198 1.275
Black lower –20.163*** 1.712 –10.303*** 2.100
Black lower middle –13.493*** 1.458 –4.648** 1.527
Black upper middle –13.493*** 1.458 –5.870*** 1.518
Black upper –8.645*** 1.929 –2.965* 1.408

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.522*** 0.168
Parent foreign born — — –0.653 0.888

Mediating conditions
Health status

Poor health index — — –0.085 0.257
Depression scale — — –0.442*** 0.079
Expectation of early death — — –0.462*** 0.108

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.656 0.909
Married male–father — — –0.083 0.990
Unmarried male–father — — –2.033* 0.889
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.758 0.488
Married female–no birth — — –1.551+ 0.871
Married female–mother — — –2.879** 0.923
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –2.671** 0.985
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –1.989 1.420

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.308 0.775
One biological parent — — 1.170+ 0.612
No biological parent — — –0.842 2.370
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Table 6.2   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.034 0.029
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 1.683* 0.761
 Coverage full year — — 2.347*** 0.610

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.034** 0.013
Parent college graduate — — 1.610* 0.643

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 3.189*** 0.721
Family sternness — — –0.051*** 0.015
Father incarcerated — — –0.201 0.642
Family mentor — — 1.898** 0.404

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –2.254*** 0.604
Inefficacy index — — 0.427*** 0.086
Scarcity of males — — 1.706* 0.769
Neighborhood mentor 2.353** 0.830

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.184*** 0.055
Inefficacy index — — 0.090* 0.043
Disorder index — — 0.108 0.086
School mentor — — 6.074*** 0.681

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.021 0.055
Involvement index — — 0.166* 0.073
Religious mentor — — 3.826*** 1.127

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.088 0.086
Friend attempted suicide — — 1.112 0.757
Peer mentor — — 3.274*** 0.661

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.378*** 0.094

Intercept 105.199*** 0.512 105.053*** 4.742
N 8,669 6,897
F-test 15.85*** 31.45***
R2 0.152 0.273

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 6.3   Determinants of High School Grade Point Average

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.504*** 0.056 –0.023 0.124
White lower middle –0.341*** 0.047 0.025 0.085
White upper middle –0.124** 0.041 0.023 0.054
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.099 0.203 0.409 0.267
Asian lower middle –0.109 0.180 0.245+ 0.142
Asian upper middle 0.015 0.110 0.095 0.107
Asian upper 0.180* 0.081 0.231* 0.093
Hispanic lower –0.678*** 0.097 0.010 0.154
Hispanic lower middle –0.697*** 0.088 –0.166 0.122
Hispanic upper middle –0.524*** 0.088 –0.202+ 0.112
Hispanic upper –0.287*** 0.073 –0.089 0.085
Black lower –0.922*** 0.089 –0.101 0.149
Black lower middle –0.795*** 0.097 –0.176 0.119
Black upper middle –0.536*** 0.106 –0.095 0.100
Black upper –0.437*** 0.131 –0.188+ 0.097

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.013 0.010
Parent foreign born — — 0.059 0.045

Mediating conditions
Cognitive skills

ADHD index — — –0.011*** 0.002
Picture Vocabulary Score — — 0.014*** 0.002

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.053*** 0.015
Depression scale — — 0.000 0.003
Expectation of early death — — 0.002 0.006

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.143+ 0.076
Married male–father — — –0.170* 0.082
Unmarried male–father — — –0.208** 0.071
Unmarried female–no birth  — — 0.290*** 0.029
Married female–no birth — — 0.319*** 0.060
Married female–mother — — –0.095 0.068
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 0.037 0.048
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.072 0.101
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Table 6.3   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.042 0.045
One biological parent — — –0.127***0.129
No biological parent — — –0.219 0.148

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.001 0.002
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.125** 0.045
 Coverage full year — — 0.267***0.036

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.001* 0.0006
Parent college graduate — — 0.151***0.047

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.002 0.057
Family sternness — — –0.001 0.001
Father incarcerated — — –0.005 0.042
Family mentor — — 0.048 0.035

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.042 0.035
Inefficacy index — — 0.012* 0.005
Scarcity of males — — 0.068* 0.032
Neighborhood mentor 0.059 0.062

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.002 0.003
Inefficacy index — — –0.009** 0.003
Disorder index — — –0.001 0.006
School mentor — — 0.217***0.037

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.005 0.004
Involvement index — — 0.017***0.005
Religious mentor — — 0.188***0.056

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.051***0.006
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.021 0.036
Peer mentor — — 0.050 0.043
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act to increase grade performance, with the former raising GPA by 0.012 
points per unit and the latter by 0.068 points per unit, for total effects of 
0.19 points and 0.78 points, respectively, over the range of these measures. As 
with verbal intelligence, a lack of opportunities for rewarding social interac-
tion in the neighborhood seem to promote better grades. Likewise, greater 
involvement in the religious sphere and access to a religious mentor increase 
grade performance. Each increment on the 0–12 involvement index increases 
GPA by 0.017 points for a potential total increase of 0.20 over the scale’s 
range, whereas having a religious mentor raises GPA by around 0.19 points. 
Having access to a trusted adult mentor at school also not surprisingly raises 
GPA, by around 0.22 points for those with access to such a mentor.

Inefficacy in the school setting, in contrast, reduces GPA, lowering it by 
0.009 points per unit on the 40- point scale, for a total potential effect of 0.36 
points. Likewise, exposure to violence in the peer environment has a strong 
negative effect, reducing GPA by 0.051 points per unit, potentially lowering 
GPA by a full point over the 0–20 scale. In addition, the accumulation of 
multiple disadvantages across social spheres has a significant negative effect 
on grade performance, reducing it by 0.013 points per unit, or 0.48 points 
over the observed range of the scale. 

Another telling indicator of scholastic problems is the proportion of 
courses failed in the course of a high school career. A GPA of 3.0 means one 
thing if it was achieved by earning mostly Bs with a few As and some Cs, and 
quite another if it was achieved by earning As and Bs in tandem with a large 
quantity of Fs. Figure 6.4 thus shows the proportion of high school courses 

Table 6.3   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.013* 0.006

Intercept 2.888*** 0.034 1.760*** 0.409
N 7,277 5,653
F-test 16.85*** 35.57***
R2 0.110 0.433

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 6.4   Determinants of Proportion of Courses Failed

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 0.071*** 0.011 0.018 0.026
White lower middle 0.050*** 0.009 0.009 0.018
White upper middle 0.013* 0.006 –0.001 0.012
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.008 0.024 –0.042 0.051
Asian lower middle 0.040 0.040 –0.014 0.027
Asian upper middle 0.014 0.015 0.009 0.019
Asian upper –0.003 0.013 –0.011 0.017
Hispanic lower 0.121*** 0.021 0.032 0.032
Hispanic lower middle 0.125*** 0.024 0.057+ 0.029
Hispanic upper middle 0.081*** 0.022 0.038 0.025
Hispanic upper 0.026* 0.013 –0.001 0.017
Black lower 0.137*** 0.019 0.024 0.031
Black lower middle 0.121*** 0.021 0.032 0.026
Black upper middle 0.071* 0.028 0.003 0.025
Black upper 0.051+ 0.029 0.006 0.024

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.001 0.002
Parent foreign born — — –0.017 0.011

Mediating conditions
Cognitive skills

ADHD index — — 0.001** 0.0004
Picture Vocabulary Score — — –0.001*** 0.0003

Health status
Poor health index — — 0.006+ 0.003
Depression scale — — 0.000 0.001
Expectation of early death — — 0.001 0.001

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.036** 0.014
Married male–father — — 0.038 0.025
Unmarried male–father — — 0.050* 0.019
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.029*** 0.005
Married female–no birth — — –0.033*** 0.008
Married female–mother — — 0.037* 0.008
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.008 0.011
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 0.028 0.038
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Table 6.4  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.005 0.010
One biological parent — — 0.022*** 0.006
No biological parent — — 0.051 0.037

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.000 0.000
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.034*** 0.010
 Coverage full year — — –0.048*** 0.008

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.000 0.001
Parent college graduate — — –0.030** 0.011

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.010 0.015
Family sternness — — 0.000 0.001
Father incarcerated — — –0.004 0.010
Family mentor — — –0.004 0.007

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.016* 0.008
Inefficacy index — — –0.001 0.001
Scarcity of males — — –0.003 0.007
Neighborhood mentor –0.020+ 0.011

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.001* 0.0006
Inefficacy index — — 0.000 0.001
Disorder index — — 0.001 0.001
School mentor — — –0.024** 0.007

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.001* 0.0006
Involvement index — — –0.002** 0.001
Religious mentor — — –0.019* 0.009

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.010*** 0.002
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.007 0.007
Peer mentor — — –0.008 0.008
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PCF by 0.03 points. Course failure is unrelated to family emotional re-
sources, household income, or parental occupational status. Experiencing 
material disadvantages in the neighborhood and school settings, however, in-
creases the PCF significantly. For each unit on the neighborhood disadvan-
tage scale, the PCF rises by 0.016, or a total of 0.064 over the range of the 
index. Likewise each unit of school disadvantage raises the proportion of 
failed courses by 0.001, yielding a 0.029 shift over the observed range of the 
index. The prevalence of course failure is also strongly boosted by exposure to 
violence in the peer environment. Each unit increase in the scale of peer vio-
lence raises the proportion of courses failed by 0.01, yielding a substantial 
0.20 increase over the scale’s observed range. 

These adverse effects are mitigated somewhat if a young person is able to 
establish a relationship with an adult mentor. Having a neighborhood men-
tor lowers the PCF by 0.02, having a school mentor reduces it by 0.024, and 
having a religious mentor by 0.019. The PCF is also reduced by greater reli-
giosity and greater religious involvement. For each unit increase in the religi-
osity index, the PCF drops by 0.001. For each increment in the involvement 
scale, it falls by 0.002. Total potential effects are 0.018 and 0.024 over the 
range of these scales. In sum, the profile of someone least likely to experience 
course failure is a person who is religious and religiously involved; who has 
found a mentor in some social sphere; who attends a materially advantaged 
school, lives in an affluent neighborhood, and originated in a two- parent 
household; and who has a college- educated parent with health insurance 
coverage.

Table 6.4  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.000 0.002

Intercept 0.046*** 0.005 0.235* 0.097
N 7,277 5,653
F-test 8.87*** 9.43***
R2 0.069*** 0.254***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 6.5   Determinants of High School Graduation

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –1.556*** 0.167 –1.120* 0.564
White lower middle –1.122*** 0.158 –0.864+ 0.463
White upper middle –0.584*** 0.165 –0.556+ 0.311
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.100 0.673 –0.668 0.923
Asian lower middle –0.432 0.536 –1.170+ 0.699
Asian upper middle 0.064 0.560 –0.524 0.801
Asian upper 0.500 0.494 0.141 0.629
Hispanic lower –1.858*** 0.188 –1.069+ 0.641
Hispanic lower middle –1.506*** 0.202 –0.714 0.487
Hispanic upper middle –1.009*** 0.263 –0.124 0.522
Hispanic upper –0.815* 0.376 0.322 0.645
Black lower –1.380*** 0.190 –0.383 0.672
Black lower middle –1.206*** 0.221 0.117 0.558
Black upper middle –0.693** 0.264 –0.101 0.517
Black upper –0.361 0.388 0.601 0.646

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.063 0.047
Parent foreign born — — –0.248 0.270

Mediating conditions
High school performance

Grade point average — — 0.363 0.238
Proportion of courses failed — — –8.152*** 1.142

Cognitive skills
ADHD index — — –0.001 0.007
Picture Vocabulary Score — — 0.007 0.006

Health status
Poor health index — — 0.150+ 0.086
Depression scale — — 0.001 0.020
Expectation of early death — — 0.046 0.032

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –1.001** 0.437
Married male–father — — –0.813* 0.411
Unmarried male–father — — –0.904** 0.281
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.218 0.215
Married female–no birth — — –1.144** 0.384
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Table 6.5   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–mother — — –1.319*** 0.300
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.563* 0.282
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.743 0.475

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.189 0.279
One biological parent — — 0.415 0.255
No biological parent — — –0.607 0.726

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.007 0.011
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.593** 0.185
 Coverage full year — — 0.665*** 0.157

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.003 0.004
Parent college graduate — — –0.303 0.239

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.212 0.290
Family sternness — — 0.001 0.006
Father incarcerated — — –0.266 0.201
Family mentor — — –0.067 0.199

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.135 0.131
Inefficacy index — — 0.039 0.028
Scarcity of males — — –0.084 0.130
Neighborhood mentor –0.161 0.273

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.018 0.011
Inefficacy index — — 0.021 0.015
Disorder index — — –0.007 0.026
School mentor — — 0.491+ 0.289

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.028 0.024
Involvement index — — –0.014 0.031
Religious mentor — — –0.524 0.473
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pletion. Although the likelihood of high school graduation is not affected by 
GPA, it unsurprisingly rises very sharply as proportion of courses failed in-
creases. Thus cognitive skills as measured by the ADHD and PVT indices do 
not affect graduation directly—only through their strong effect on the likeli-
hood of course failure. High school graduation is more about persistence 
than performance.

Holding cognitive skills and academic performance constant, the odds of 
high school graduation are lower for those who entered early into marriage 
and childbearing. Among males, marriage lowers the odds of high school 
graduation by 63 percent and fatherhood lowers them in the range of 56 
percent to 60 percent, depending on the social auspices of the birth. Among 
females, the odds of graduation drop by 68 percent with marriage but some-
what surprisingly the odds of school completion fall only in the range of 43 
percent to 52 percent if a woman has a child out of wedlock.

Few ecological factors are directly related to high school graduation. Most 
of the ecological influences appear to be indirect, through their effect on the 
rate of course failure. Two effects stand out, however, for their combination 
of strong effects that are both direct and indirect. Access to health insurance 
improves the likelihood of high school graduation by lowering the share of 
courses failed, but also acts directly, increasing the odds by 94 percent if the 
coverage is full and by 81 percent if partial. Likewise, exposure to peer vio-

Table 6.5   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.072** 0.026
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.100 0.269
Peer mentor — — –0.206 0.204

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.055 0.041

Intercept 2.325*** 0.143 2.021 2.325
N 8,990 5,652
F-test 11.45*** 9.96***

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 6.6   Significance of Ecological Conditions

Cognitive Skills High School Achievement

ADHD PVT GPA
Courses 
Failed

Gradu-
ation

Family composition          
Biological and stepparent ++      
One biological parent   + ---- ++++
No biological parent          

Family material resources          
Household income          
Health insurance less than a year - ++ +++ ---- +++
Health insurance a year or more --- ++++ ++++ ---- ++++

Family symbolic resources          
Parental prestige   +++ ++  
Parent college graduate   ++ ++++ ---

Family emotional resources          
Family mortality   ++++    
Family sternness - ----    
Father incarcerated          
Family mentor + ++++  

Neighborhood setting          
Disadvantage index   ---- ++
Inefficacy index   ++++ ++  
Scarcity of males   ++ ++  
Neighborhood mentor ++ +++   -

School setting          
Disadvantage index   ---- ++
Inefficacy index ++ ++ ---  
Disorder index          
School mentor   ++++ ++++ --- +

Religious setting          
Religiosity scale       --
Involvement index   ++ ++++ ---
Had religious mentor   ++++ ++++ --

Peer setting          
Violence index ++++   ---- ++++ ---
Friend attempted suicide +++        
Peer mentor +++ ++++      

Multiple disadvantages          
Interactive index   ---- --  

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Effects are on predicting cognitive and scholastic outcomes.
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same pattern prevails for Hispanics. Taking into account ecological circum-
stances, we still observe lower ADHD and PVT scores and higher GPAs 
among Asians. Among whites, controlling for ecological and mediating cir-
cumstances eliminates class differences with respect to cognitive skill forma-
tion and scholastic achievement, except for high school graduation. Although 
the gradient in high school graduation among whites is reduced, it nonethe-
less remains marginally significant.

Results to this point have modeled fertility and family formation, the so-
cial production of health, and the formation of human capital through en-
dogenous ecological processes unfolding across five social spheres. We have 
shown how exposure to advantages and disadvantages in family, school, 
neighborhood, peer, and religious environments produces often sharp differ-
entials in well- being and performance by race and class. We suggest that 
equalizing access to resources across these social spheres would reduce and 
often eliminate many, though not all, race- class differentials observed with 

Table 6.7   Significance of Race-Class Effects

Cognitive Skills High School Achievement

ADHD PVT GPA Courses Failed Graduation

WLO --
WLM -
WUM -

ALO --      
ALM - + -
AUM --
AUP ++

HLO --- -
HLM - - +
HUM --- --- -    
HUP      

BLO ---      
BLM - ----  
BUM ---- ----      
BUP --- -- -

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Effects are on predicting cognitive and scholastic outcomes.
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To determine what might account for the generally higher rates of nonvio-
lent criminal involvement among black and white upper- class adolescents, we 
followed our usual procedure of estimating regression models to predict the 
degree of criminal involvement using dummy variables for race and class, and 
then again using dummy variables plus controls. Given the skewed distribu-
tion of the outcome variable, we explored several specifications of the model, 
including a log transformation, binomial regression, Poisson regression, and a 
0–1 dichotomous coding of nonviolent involvement; but none of these alter-
native specifications provided results that were clearly preferable to those ob-
tained using ordinary least squares, so in the interests of parsimony and sim-
plicity we present OLS (ordinary least square) estimates in table 7.1. In any 
event, findings are also robust with respect to different model specifications.

The race- class coefficients shown in the left- hand columns indicate that 
nonviolent crime is largely the province of upper- class whites. Compared to 
that group, most other race- class categories carry a negative coefficient. In-
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Source: Authors’ compilation based on Harris and Udry (2008).
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potentially violent criminal behaviors, such as using a weapon to steal some-
thing, using a weapon in a fight, carrying a handgun to school or work, own-
ing multiple handguns, getting badly injured in a fight, hurting someone 
badly in a fight, and taking part in a fight between friends and another group. 
The frequency categories ranged from never to five or more, sometimes in 
four intervals and sometimes in five, which when coded into 0–3 or 0–4 
scales and summed yielded a reliable 24- point scale of violent criminal in-
volvement (α = 0.67, see appendix B). The index is plotted by race and class 
in figure 7.2.

As in figure 7.1, Asians generally display the lowest values on the violent 
crime index and blacks the highest, Hispanics and whites falling between the 
two. Moreover, again the curves often cross and within some class categories 
the averages are quite close together. In this case, however, none of the racial 
groups displays a clear class gradient. Whites generally display a flat class 
curve, the index varying narrowly between 0.41 and 0.51. Blacks, for their 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE INVOLVEMENT
Finally, the Add Health questionnaire also included a series of items assessing 
the degree of personal involvement with criminal justice authorities, includ-
ing the frequency of stops by police, the number arrests before age eighteen, 
the number of convictions and guilty pleas, and the duration of time spent in 
detention or on probation. The frequency categories were 0, 1–2, 3–4, or 5+, 
which we coded 0–4. When combined with the dichotomous indicator of 
whether the respondent was ever in jail or prison, these items yield a 17- point 
scale (see appendix B) with a modest though serviceable reliability (α = 0.58). 
The resulting index of criminal justice involvement is plotted by race and 
class in figure 7.3. 

As can be seen, criminal justice involvement for blacks and whites fluctu-
ates by class with no clear trend, white scores moving back and forth nar-
rowly between 0.42 and 0.50 and black scores seesawing more widely be-
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Table 7.1   Determinants of Involvement in Nonviolent Crime

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.333*** 0.082 –0.039 0.265
White lower middle –0.150 0.097 0.081 0.199
White upper middle –0.170* 0.087 –0.030 0.137
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.566*** 0.104 –0.230 0.284
Asian lower middle –0.477*** 0.105 –0.150 0.242
Asian upper middle –0.205 0.188 –0.102 0.205
Asian upper –0.330** 0.106 –0.310* 0.139
Hispanic lower –0.162 0.104 0.403 0.293
Hispanic lower middle –0.253* 0.121 0.137 0.212
Hispanic upper middle –0.092 0.164 –0.003 0.182
Hispanic upper –0.258* 0.376 –0.291* 0.142
Black lower –0.227* 0.097 0.297 0.314
Black lower middle 0.076 0.234 0.341 0.355
Black upper middle –0.157 0.133 0.111 0.219
Black upper 0.020 0.165 –0.096 0.253

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.106*** 0.019
Parent foreign born — — –0.056 0.098

Mediating conditions
High school achievements

High school graduate — — 0.051 0.091
Grade point average — — –0.022 0.075
Proportion of courses failed — — –0.167 0.286

Cognitive skills
ADHD index — — 0.015*** 0.005
Picture Vocabulary Score — — 0.002 0.002

Health status
Poor health index — — 0.077* 0.036
Depression scale — — 0.009 0.008
Expectation of early death — — –0.024+ 0.013

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.568*** 0.143
Married male–father — — –0.526*** 0.106
Unmarried male–father — — –0.486*** 0.117
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.579*** 0.075
Married female–no birth — — –0.692*** 0.072
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Table 7.1   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–mother — — –0.814*** 0.064
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.725*** 0.080
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.773*** 0.135

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.113 0.131
One biological parent — — –0.060 0.077
No biological parent — — 0.289 0.285

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.004 0.005
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.127 0.121
 Coverage full year — — –0.093 0.109

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.003+ 0.002
Parent college graduate — — 0.152 0.111

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.181 0.133
Family sternness — — –0.004* 0.002
Father incarcerated — — 0.288* 0.127
Family mentor — — –0.133 0.097

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.032 0.077
Inefficacy index — — –0.017 0.012
Scarcity of males — — 0.027 0.151
Neighborhood mentor 0.155 0.172

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.000 0.005
Inefficacy index — — 0.014* 0.007
Disorder index — — –0.004 0.014
School mentor — — 0.052 0.112

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.007 0.008
Involvement index — — –0.004 0.011
Religious mentor — — –0.096 0.153
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deed, of the fifteen race- class coefficients shown, thirteen are negative and 
eight are significant. Among whites, we observe a clear class gradient with 
respect to nonviolent criminality, with degree of involvement rising as class 
increases; but there is no clear class gradient for the other racial groups. In 
statistical terms, upper- class whites share the same elevated rate of nonviolent 
criminal involvement as blacks in the lower middle class, upper middle class, 
and upper class, as well as lower-  and upper- middle- class Hispanics, upper- 
middle- class Asians, and lower- middle- class whites.

As seen in the right- hand columns, these significant race- class effects are 
mostly eliminated by the addition of background controls, which leaves only 
upper- class Asians and upper- class Hispanics with statistically significant nega-
tive effects. Upper- class members of these two minority groups thus appear 
unusually loath to engage in nonviolent crime. The class gradient among 
whites, however, disappears in the full model. Given that respondents to the 
third wave of Add Health are all eighteen or older and have reached the peak 
of criminality, the coefficient for age is strongly and significantly negative, in-
dicating a steady downturn in criminal engagement with rising age. Among 
mediating factors, nonviolent crime is positively predicted by the attention 
deficit and hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) score and the poor health index. 

As expected, women display a lower likelihood of nonviolent criminal in-

Table 7.1   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.063*** 0.024
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.441** 0.162
Peer mentor — — –0.118 0.101

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.006 0.018

Intercept 0.712*** 0.072 2.759** 0.949
N 8,837 5,597
F-test 3.79*** 5.49***
R2 0.006 0.122

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 7.2   Determinants of Involvement in Violent Crime

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.052 0.078 –0.052 0.214
White lower middle –0.080 0.072 –0.090 0.164
White upper middle –0.107 0.069 –0.070 0.100
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.034 0.480 0.389 0.588
Asian lower middle –0.347** 0.111 –0.118 0.194
Asian upper middle –0.277* 0.181 –0.090 0.205
Asian upper –0.327*** 0.084 –0.141 0.140
Hispanic lower 0.024 0.079 –0.126 0.246
Hispanic lower middle –0.157+ 0.092 –0.204 0.188
Hispanic upper middle 0.215 0.205 0.011 0.239
Hispanic upper –0.032 0.163 –0.155 0.171
Black lower 0.263+ 0.141 0.067 0.246
Black lower middle 0.481* 0.209 0.260 0.280
Black upper middle 0.035 0.129 –0.030 0.217
Black upper 0.202 0.203 –0.079 0.264

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.047** 0.015
Parent foreign born — — –0.085 0.083

Mediating conditions
High school achievements

High school graduate — — 0.062 0.114
Grade point average — — –0.192*** 0.048
Proportion of courses failed — — 0.082 0.334

Cognitive skills
ADHD index — — 0.010** 0.004
Picture Vocabulary Score — — –0.004 0.003

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.041 0.034
Depression scale — — 0.001 0.008
Expectation of early death — — 0.016 0.014

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.034 0.165
Married male–father — — –0.137 0.170
Unmarried male–father — — –0.194 0.160
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.491*** 0.056
Married female–no birth — — –0.312*** 0.088
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Table 7.2   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Married female–mother — — –0.630*** 0.064
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.661*** 0.085
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.742*** 0.135

Ecological background
Composition of origin family 

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.136 0.109
One biological parent — — –0.012 0.065
No biological parent — — –0.079 0.145

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.001 0.004
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.263** 0.088
 Coverage full year — — 0.119+ 0.067

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.000 0.002
Parent college graduate — — –0.083 0.092

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — 0.124 0.101
Family sternness — — 0.002 0.002
Father incarcerated — — 0.286** 0.108
Family mentor — — –0.007 0.081

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.111+ 0.068
Inefficacy index — — –0.014 0.010
Scarcity of males — — –0.168+ 0.094
Neighborhood mentor 0.113 0.129

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.001 0.003
Inefficacy index — — 0.005 0.005
Disorder index — — –0.006 0.010
School mentor — — –0.071 0.070

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.006 0.008
Involvement index — — 0.014 0.011
Religious mentor — — –0.143 0.105
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cial auspices of birth. Moreover, unlike nonviolent criminality, involvement 
in violent crime among men is not reduced by marriage or childbearing, ei-
ther alone or in combination, at least in the presence of controls for other 
ecological, ascribed, and mediating variables.

Among ecological factors, involvement in violent crime is most strongly 
predicted by having partial as opposed to no or full insurance coverage in the 
family setting, by having an incarcerated father, by exposure to violence in 
the peer setting, and by having a suicidal friend. Smaller effects on the mar-
gins of significance are observed for having full insurance coverage and com-
ing from a neighborhood characterized by material disadvantage and a scar-
city of males. Interestingly, although neighborhood disadvantage positively 
predicts criminality, as the neighborhood effects literature would suggest, a 
relative scarcity of young single men within neighborhoods is negatively re-
lated to violent criminal involvement, such that the greater the scarcity of 
marriageable men, the lower the tendency toward violent crime. Perhaps in 
areas where men are scarce, the odds of forming relationships with women 
are greater and yield lower levels of criminal involvement for men, other 
things equal. In general, the profile of someone involved in violent crime is a 
young man from a partially insured family with an incarcerated father, a vio-
lent peer network, and a suicidal friend, who lives in a neighborhood that is 
poor but not characterized by a particular scarcity of males.

Table 7.2   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.137*** 0.024
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.414** 0.139
Peer mentor — — 0.033 0.074

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.026+ 0.015

Intercept 0.526*** 0.055 2.951*** 0.810
N 8,767 5,578
F-test 3.26*** 4.63***
R2 0.011 0.172

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



CRIME AND DELINQUENCY   259

Table 7.3   Determinants of Involvement in Criminal Justice System

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.034 0.064 –0.585* 0.234
White lower middle 0.007 0.065 –0.433* 0.177
White upper middle –0.080 0.059 –0.285* 0.122
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.270* 0.134 –0.742** 0.259
Asian lower middle –0.173 0.146 –0.208 0.250
Asian upper middle 0.021 0.144 –0.001 0.223
Asian upper –0.002 0.139 0.346 0.218
Hispanic lower –0.055 0.100 –0.619* 0.268
Hispanic lower middle –0.130 0.084 –0.366+ 0.206
Hispanic upper middle 0.137 0.178 –0.345+ 0.187
Hispanic upper 0.080 0.148 –0.131 0.140
Black lower –0.032 0.086 –0.674* 0.277
Black lower middle 0.193 0.165 –0.270 0.230
Black upper middle –0.142 0.094 –0.253 0.179
Black upper –0.028 0.104 –0.038 0.128

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.035* 0.017
Parent foreign born — — –0.077 0.082

Predetermined conditions
Criminal involvement

Nonviolent crime — — 0.174*** 0.029
Violent crime — — 0.119*** 0.034

High school achievement
High school graduate — — –0.121 0.115
Grade point average — — –0.057 0.046
Proportion of courses failed — — –0.039 0.328

Cognitive skills
ADHD index — — 0.003 0.003
Picture Vocabulary Score — — 0.003* 0.001

Health status
Poor health index — — 0.018 0.030
Depression scale — — 0.006 0.008
Expectation of early death — — 0.027* 0.013

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.207 0.160
Married male–father — — –0.063 0.174
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Table 7.3   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Unmarried male–father — — –0.023 0.155
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.277*** 0.053
Married female–no birth — — –0.199*** 0.090
Married female–mother — — –0.430*** 0.069
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.387*** 0.065
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.437*** 0.082

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.037 0.078
One biological parent — — –0.051 0.066
No biological parent — — 0.909* 0.406

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.009* 0.004
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.138+ 0.077
 Coverage full year — — –0.091 0.067

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.001 0.001
Parent college graduate — — 0.150* 0.067

Family emotional resources
Experienced a death — — –0.003 0.101
Family sternness — — –0.001 0.002
Father incarcerated — — 0.107 0.083
Family mentor — — 0.184** 0.057

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.039 0.045
Inefficacy index — — 0.000 0.008
Scarcity of males — — 0.026 0.079
Neighborhood mentor 0.148 0.107

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.003 0.004
Inefficacy index — — –0.002 0.004
Disorder index — — 0.003 0.007
School mentor — — 0.139* 0.056
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ment for women who are not mothers is 0.28 points lower if they are unmar-
ried and 0.20 points lower if married, that for motherhood is associated with 
a drop of 0.39 to 0.44 points, depending on the auspices of birth. The family 
situation of males has no effect on criminal justice involvement, however. 
Other things equal, all males display the same level of involvement regardless 
of parental or marital status.

The higher level of male involvement stems mainly from the greater in-
volvement of men in violent and nonviolent criminal actions. Not surpris-
ingly, the degree of criminal justice involvement rises very sharply and signifi-
cantly with that of violent and nonviolent criminal involvement. Each unit 
on the violent crime scale increases criminal justice involvement by 0.12 
points and each on the nonviolent crime scale by 0.17 points for rather large 
total effects of 2.52 and 3.57 points, respectively, over the range of the scales. 
Greater criminal justice involvement is also predicted by the mediating fac-
tors of verbal intelligence and expectation of early death. Smart young people 
who do not expect to live very long are, perhaps not surprisingly, more likely 
to become entangled with the criminal justice system.

Table 7.3   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.008 0.007
Involvement index — — –0.021** 0.008
Religious mentor — — 0.104 0.094

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.069*** 0.018
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.141 0.105
Peer mentor — — 0.120* 0.055

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.003 0.012

Intercept 0.497*** 0.042 1.341*** 0.617
N 8,827 5,488
F-test 0.76 12.09***
R2 0.003 0.221

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



CRIME AND DELINQUENCY   263

Table 7.4   Significance of Ecological Conditions

Nonviolent 
Crime

Violent 
Crime

Criminal 
Justice 

Involvement

Family composition
Biological and stepparent
One biological parent
No biological parent ++

Family material resources
Household income --
Health insurance less than a year +++ -
Health insurance a year or more +

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige +

Parent college graduate ++
Family emotional resources

Family mortality
Family sternness --
Father incarcerated ++ +++
Family mentor +++

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index +
Inefficacy index
Scarcity of males -
Neighborhood mentor

School setting
Disadvantage index
Inefficacy index ++
Disorder index
School mentor ++

Religious setting
Religiosity scale
Involvement index ---
Had religious mentor

Peer setting
Violence index ++++ ++++ ++++
Friend attempted suicide +++ +++
Peer mentor ++

Multple disadvantages
Interactive index -

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
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the same advantaged circumstances as upper- class whites, they would have far 
fewer entanglements with the criminal justice system. Put another way, if 
upper- class whites did not enjoy so many ecological and other advantages, 
they would have far higher rates of criminal justice involvement. White skin 
and upper- class status continue to have their privileges in the United States. 

Table 7.5  Significance of Race-Class Effects

Level of Involvement in

Nonviolent 
Crime

Violent 
Crime

Criminal 
Justice

WLO --
WLM --
WUM --

ALO ---
ALM
AUM
AUP --

HLO --
HLM -
HUM -
HUP --

BLO --
BLM
BUM
BUP

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Effects are on crime and delinquency after controlling for ecological background.
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through the middle classes and then closes somewhat in the upper class, espe-
cially among whites, from around 14 percent in the lower class to 24 percent 
in the lower middle class, 34 percent in the upper middle class, and 52 per-
cent in the upper class. Blacks roughly keep pace with whites moving from 
the lower class to upper middle class before lagging in the upper class. The 
share of black college graduates thus increases from 15 percent in the lower 
class to 20 percent in the lower middle class and 31 percent in the upper 
middle class before reaching 41 percent in the upper class. The black- white 
gap in college attainment is thus much greater in the upper class than in 
other class categories. 

Thus Asians are clearly the standout group, having more than twice as 
many college graduates as Hispanics in the upper class, 50 percent more than 
blacks, and 17 percent more than whites. Table 8.1 shows a logistic regression 
model estimated to predict the attainment of a college degree by Wave 4, 
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graduate degree from race- class dummy variables. The pattern of race- class 
effects in the baseline model is quite similar to the one we observed in the 
model predicting college attainment. Asians display the same likelihood of 
attaining a graduate degree as upper- class whites regardless of class standing; 
and as before, whites display a sharp class gradient. Compared with whites in 
the upper class, those in the lower class are 84 percent less likely to earn a 
graduate degree and those in the lower middle and upper middle classes 58 
percent and 54 percent less likely, respectively. 

Once again, Hispanics generally display the lowest degree of educational 
attainment. Compared with upper- class whites, the odds of earning a gradu-
ate degree are 75 percent lower among the lower class, 82 percent in the 
lower middle class, and 68 percent in the upper middle class. Although the 
coefficient for upper- class Hispanics is not statistically significant, it is rather 
larger and would imply a 58 percent reduction in the odds of attaining a 
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cational disadvantages, Hispanics generally display the highest likelihood of 
full- time employment and blacks the lowest, but once again variation by so-
cial class is considerable. Blacks display a curvilinear pattern with respect to 
class, the share working full time rising from around 61 percent in the lower 
class to 66 percent in the lower middle class and peaking at around 68 per-
cent in the upper middle class before falling back to 65 percent in the upper 
class. In contrast, the employment rate for Hispanics stands at around 77 
percent in both the lower and lower middle classes, rises to nearly 80 percent 
in the upper middle class, and then drops to around 69 percent in the upper 
class. The odds of full- time work for Asians fall steadily from the lower class 
to the upper middle class, going from 76 percent to 65 percent, but then re-
bound to 75 percent in the upper class. Whites are the only racial group to 
display a clear, consistent, and positive class gradient, the share employed 
rising from 63 percent in the lower class to 70 percent and 72 percent in the 
lower and upper middle classes to 74 percent in the upper class.
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columns. Because the outcome is expressed in logarithmic form, the coeffi-
cients give the percentage change in earnings associated with one unit of the 
variable in question. The baseline estimates in the left column confirm the 
remarkable earning power displayed by Asians. In statistical terms, lower- 
class Asians earn the same as upper- class whites; the same is true for Asians in 
the lower middle class and upper middle class; and upper- class Asians actu-
ally enjoy a 22 percent earnings premium compared with upper- class whites. 

All of the other three groups display a significant class gradient with re-
spect to annual earnings. Among whites, for example, those in the lower class 
earn 43 percent less than those in the upper class, those in the lower middle 
class 27 percent less, and those in the upper middle class 15 percent less. The 
class differential is even sharper among African Americans. Black lower- class 
respondents earned 58 percent less than upper- class whites, and lower- 
middle- class and upper- middle- class blacks earned 42 percent and 34 percent 
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Americans is thus around 47 percent in the lower class, 31 percent in the 
lower middle class, 36 percent in the upper middle class, and 24 percent in 
the upper class. In contrast, lower- class Asians display a dependency rate of 
just 16 percent in the lower class (that is, below that observed for blacks in 
the upper class), falling to 9 percent in the lower middle class and reaching 
around 5 percent in the upper middle and upper classes. Whites and Hispan-
ics generally display similar levels of dependency, except in the lower class, 
where the percentage ever receiving a transfer stood at 40 percent for whites 
but only 25 percent for Hispanics. In the lower middle class, however, depen-
dency rates are quite similar, 25 percent for Hispanics and 24 percent for 
whites. Although the Hispanic- white gap increases somewhat in the upper 
middle class, 24 percent for Hispanics versus 16 percent for whites, it dimin-
ishes in the upper class, 15 percent for Hispanics versus 14 percent for whites.

The left- hand columns of table 8.5 show a baseline model predicting the 
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Table 8.1  Determinants of Completing College Degree

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –1.901*** 0.178 –0.079 0.609
White lower middle –1.235*** 0.112 –0.269 0.413
White upper middle –0.724*** 0.114 –0.273 0.271
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –1.394* 0.572 0.056 0.869
Asian lower middle –0.453 0.344 –0.093 0.600
Asian upper middle 0.407 0.301 0.363 0.603
Asian upper 0.394 0.292 0.445 0.457
Hispanic lower –1.648*** 0.238 0.592 0.677
Hispanic lower middle –2.019*** 0.262 –0.130 0.484
Hispanic upper middle –0.722** 0.229 0.649 0.414
Hispanic upper –1.097*** 0.259 –0.170 0.380
Black lower –1.812*** 0.247 0.633 0.600
Black lower middle –1.432*** 0.233 0.616 0.467
Black upper middle –0.856*** 0.243 0.236 0.408
Black upper –0.432 0.311 0.512 0.360

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.136*** 0.039
Parent foreign born — — 0.182 0.203

Mediating conditions
Criminal involvement

Nonviolent crime — — 0.049 0.036
Violent crime — — –0.166*** 0.050
Criminal justice — — 0.022 0.055

High school achievement
High school graduate — — 0.207 0.285
Grade point average — — 1.996*** 0.113
Proportion of courses failed — — 1.328 1.083

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.193** 0.067
Depression scale — — –0.005 0.015
Expectation of early death — — –0.057+ 0.030

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — –0.687+ 0.366
Married male–father — — –1.534*** 0.427
Unmarried male–father — — –0.846* 0.387
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Table 8.1  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.145 0.118
Married female–no birth — — –0.806* 0.327
Married female–mother — — –1.513*** 0.292
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –1.307*** 0.280
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.922+ 0.513

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.007 0.236
One biological parent — — 0.133 0.166
No biological parent — — –0.341 0.400

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.008 0.009
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.217 0.199
 Coverage full year — — 0.844*** 0.237

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.010** 0.004
Parent college graduate — — 0.424* 0.181

Family emotional resources
Experienced family death — — –0.180 0.264
Family sternness — — 0.000 0.004
Father incarcerated — — –0.390* 0.177
Had family mentor — — 0.271+ 0.154

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.021 0.160
Inefficacy index — — 0.061** 0.022
Scarcity of males — — 0.893 0.931
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.224 0.234

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.017+ 0.010
Inefficacy index — — –0.008 0.010
Disorder index — — 0.051* 0.023
Had school mentor — — 0.397* 0.162

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.052** 0.019
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Among men, both marriage and childbearing by themselves reduce the 
odds of graduating from college, by 50 percent and 57 percent respectively. 
Marriage and childbearing together reduce the odds even more, by a substan-
tial 78 percent. Other things equal, a single female without children is just as 
likely to earn a college degree as a single male without children. Although the 
coefficient suggests that the odds of college completion are 16 percent greater 
for unmarried women without children, in keeping with statistics showing 
that females are now a majority of enrolled college students and college grad-
uates (National Center for Education Statistics 2009), the effect is modest 
and not statistically significant. As with men, marriage and childbearing re-
duce the likelihood of college graduation among women. Just getting mar-
ried reduces the odds of female graduation by 55 percent; getting married 
and having a child reduce them by 78 percent. Among unmarried women, 
the odds of college graduation are reduced by 73 percent if the birth occurs 
when the mother is over eighteen and by 60 percent if under eighteen. For 
both men and women, therefore, marriage and childbearing are significant 
deterrents to the timely completion of a college education.

Once current family status is taken into account, however, the composi-
tion of the family of origin has no effect on college attainment. Within the 
family setting, likelihood of college graduation is very sharply increased by 

Table 8.1  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Involvement index — — 0.008 0.023
Had religious mentor — — –0.062 0.310

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.056+ 0.030
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.029 0.182
Had peer mentor — — 0.058 0.164

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.044 0.031

Intercept 0.062 0.097 –10.919*** 1.938
N 7,851 5,013
F-test 17.78*** 11.48***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 8.2  Determinants of Completing Graduate Degree

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –1.827*** 0.318 –0.553 0.893
White lower middle –0.877*** 0.168 –0.288 0.582
White upper middle –0.772*** 0.180 –0.413 0.393
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.996 0.955 0.088 1.422
Asian lower middle –0.135 0.387 –0.416 0.854
Asian upper middle –0.294 0.422 –0.323 0.583
Asian upper 0.128 0.433 –0.334 0.580
Hispanic lower –1.334*** 0.390 –0.113 0.878
Hispanic lower middle –1.729*** 0.518 0.284 0.755
Hispanic upper middle –1.127** 0.417 –0.323 0.588
Hispanic upper –0.855 0.545 –0.041 0.622
Black lower –1.627*** 0.378 –0.229 0.834
Black lower middle –1.473*** 0.328 –0.386 0.695
Black upper middle –0.683* 0.340 0.228 0.590
Black upper –0.150 0.404 0.362 0.439

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.268*** 0.049
Parent foreign born — — 0.009 0.242

Mediating conditions
Criminal involvement

Nonviolent crime — — 0.002 0.046
Violent crime — — –0.433* 0.174
Criminal justice — — 0.171+ 0.091

High school achievement
High school graduate — — 0.325 0.423
Grade point average — — 1.712*** 0.195
Proportion of courses failed — — 0.606 2.037

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.076 0.075
Depression scale — — –0.027 0.026
Expectation of early death — — –0.050 0.040

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.635+ 0.347
Married male–father — — 0.220 0.772
Unmarried male–father — — 0.289 0.854
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Table 8.2  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.485* 0.215
Married female–no birth — — 0.106 0.368
Married female–mother — — –0.396 0.649
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.730 0.523
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –1.100 0.988

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — 0.542 0.326
One biological parent — — 0.243 0.213
No biological parent — — 0.789 0.549

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.005 0.013
Access to health insurance

No coverage — — — —
Coverage less than a year — — 0.815* 0.318
Coverage full year — — 1.259*** 0.330

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.003 0.004
Parent college graduate — — 0.317 0.297

Family emotional resources
Experienced family death — — –0.075 0.345
Family sternness — — –0.002 0.005
Father incarcerated — — 0.349 0.281
Had family mentor — — –0.373 0.237

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.288+ 0.165
Inefficacy index — — 0.070** 0.028
Scarcity of males — — 0.262+ 0.150
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.795* 0.375

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.011 0.014
Inefficacy index — — –0.004 0.017
Disorder index — — 0.041 0.028
Had school mentor — — 0.028 0.230

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.026 0.022
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graduate degree were it significant. The lack of statistical significance likely 
reflects, at least in part, the small number of upper- class Hispanics, which 
yields a rather large standard error. As with whites, African Americans display 
a sharp class gradient. Upper- class whites and blacks are equally likely to earn 
a graduate degree, but the odds are 80 percent lower for lower- class blacks, 
77 percent lower for lower- middle- class blacks, and 49 percent lower for 
upper- middle- class blacks.

As seen in the right- hand columns, these pronounced race- class differences 
in graduate attainment once again disappear after background controls are 
introduced. As one would expect, the odds of earning a graduate degree rise 
with age, by a remarkable 31 percent per year. As in the prior model, gradu-
ate attainment is unaffected by high school graduation or the relative fre-
quency of high school course failure, but is strongly predicted by high school 
GPA. Each additional grade point raises the odds of earning a graduate de-
gree by a factor of 5.5. The only other mediating factors that influence gradu-
ate attainment come under the rubric of criminal involvement. Involvement 
in violent crime reduces the odds of earning a graduate degree by 35 percent 
per unit on the involvement scale, whereas criminal justice involvement raises 
them 19 percent, though the effect is only marginally significant. Unlike col-
lege attainment, graduate attainment is not very strongly predicted by a per-

Table 8.2  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Involvement index — — 0.008 0.023
Had religious mentor — — 0.024 0.026

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.047 0.052
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.151 0.300
Had peer mentor — — –0.632 0.245

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — –0.069 0.047

Intercept –1.992*** 0.105 –13.613*** 2.480
N 7,851 5,013
F-test 5.92*** 9.04***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 8.3  Determinants of Full-Time Versus Part-Time Employment

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

Race-class group
White lower –0.565***–0.792*** 0.572 –0.164
White lower middle –0.184 –0.363* 0.591 0.086
White upper middle –0.045 –0.143 0.333 0.061
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.718 –0.301 0.672 0.084
Asian lower middle 0.097 –0.168 0.182 –0.708
Asian upper middle 0.394 –0.382 0.458 –1.380*
Asian upper –0.177 –0.031 –0.141 –0.170
Hispanic lower –1.189***–0.439 0.067 –0.186
Hispanic lower middle –0.550+ –0.370 0.746 –0.073
Hispanic upper middle 0.625 0.594 0.449 0.661
Hispanic upper –0.472 –0.458 –0.503 0.250
Black lower –0.548* –0.875*** 1.119 0.078
Black lower middle –0.128 –0.476 1.464* 0.084
Black upper middle –0.265 –0.499 0.896+ 0.367
Black upper –0.818** –0.757** –0.182 0.495

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.044 0.035
Parent foreign born — — 0.498 0.631

Mediating conditions
Higher education

Not college graduate — — — —
College graduate — — –0.244 0.391*
Graduate degree — — –0.246 0.314

Criminal involvement
Nonviolent crime — — 0.043 –0.053
Violent crime — — –0.068 0.001
Criminal justice — — 0.063 –0.020

High school achievement
High school graduate — — 0.119 0.243
Grade point average — — –0.046 –0.206
Proportion of courses failed — — –1.327 –1.492*

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.221** –0.139*
Depression scale — — 0.020 –0.029+
Expectation of early death — — 0.007 –0.018
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Table 8.3  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.739 1.229*
Married male–father — — 0.502 1.059*
Unmarried male–father — — 0.053 0.241
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.303 –0.541
Married female–no birth — — –0.077 –1.816***
Married female–mother — — –0.318 –1.470***
Unmarried female–birth over 
eighteen

— — 0.275 –1.091***

Unmarried female–birth eighteen 
or younger

— — –0.046 –0.666

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.088 –0.016
One biological parent — — –0.229 –0.028
No biological parent — — –0.400 –0.056

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.014 0.004
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.782** 0.425**
 Coverage full year — — 0.518** 0.487*

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.007 0.002
Parent college graduate — — 0.338 –0.204

Family emotional resources
Experienced family death — — –0.180 0.154
Family sternness — — 0.005 0.008
Father incarcerated — — 0.228 0.100
Had family mentor — — –0.239 0.073

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.362* –0.233+
Inefficacy index — — –0.006 –0.026
Scarcity of males — — –0.237 –0.258
Had neighborhood mentor — — –0.796* 0.130
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ing, and ecological characteristics are held constant. As the table makes clear, 
addition of these controls generally eliminates significant race- class differ-
ences with respect to the likelihood of full- time and part- time employment. 
The only exceptions are the significantly lower odds of full- time employment 
observed among upper- middle- class Asians (75 percent lower than upper- 
class whites) and the greater odds of part- time employment among lower- 
middle-  and upper- middle- class blacks (4.3 times greater and 2.4 times 
greater, respectively). In other words, once the influence of background fac-
tors is held constant, blacks in these class categories display a greater propen-
sity than others toward part- time employment. 

Only one mediating condition, poor health, significantly predicts part- 
time employment. The odds of working part time drop by 20 percent with 
each point increase in the poor health scale. Full- time employment, however, 

Table 8.3  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

Part- 
Time

Full- 
Time

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.002 0.009
Inefficacy index — — –0.021 –0.004
Disorder index — — 0.034 0.035
Had school mentor — — –0.712** –0.128

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.021 –0.005
Involvement index — — –0.006 –0.003
Had religious mentor — — –1.319** –0.377

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.007 0.003
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.018 0.053
Had peer mentor — — –0.206 0.127

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.007 –0.030

Intercept –0.191 1.784***  2.206
N 7,821 5,005
F-test 3.10*** 11.39***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 8.4   Determinants of Natural Log of Annual Earnings

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower –0.425*** 0.079 –0.208 0.141
White lower middle –0.268*** 0.046 –0.163 0.101
White upper middle –0.146** 0.045 –0.113+ 0.064
White upper — — — —
Asian lower –0.306 0.234 –0.235 0.302
Asian lower middle 0.080 0.127 0.039 0.158
Asian upper middle –0.132 0.228 –0.183 0.132
Asian upper 0.223* 0.093 0.080 0.101
Hispanic lower –0.213** 0.067 –0.267 0.175
Hispanic lower middle –0.242* 0.117 –0.257+ 0.138
Hispanic upper middle –0.056 0.082 –0.019 0.120
Hispanic upper –0.031 0.107 0.007 0.129
Black lower –0.577*** 0.081 –0.449* 0.200
Black lower middle –0.424*** 0.082 –0.184 0.134
Black upper middle –0.341*** 0.079 –0.152+ 0.092
Black upper –0.109 0.106 0.000 0.115

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — 0.045*** 0.011
Parent foreign born — — 0.125** 0.048

Mediating conditions
Higher education

Not college graduate — — — —
College graduate — — 0.224*** 0.050
Graduate degree — — 0.158*** 0.046

Criminal involvement
Nonviolent crime — — 0.004 0.011
Violent crime — — 0.033* 0.014
Criminal justice — — –0.035* 0.015

Secondary education
High school graduate — — –0.020 0.065
Grade point average — — 0.093** 0.035
Proportion of courses failed — — –0.106 0.209

Health status
Poor health index — — –0.034+ 0.021
Depression scale — — –0.020*** 0.005
Expectation of early death — — –0.010 0.011
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Table 8.4   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.200* 0.093
Married male–father — — 0.225*** 0.066
Unmarried male–father — — 0.090 0.090
Unmarried female–no birth — — –0.214*** 0.045
Married female–no birth — — –0.346*** 0.097
Married female–mother — — –0.553*** 0.124
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — –0.507*** 0.075
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — –0.258** 0.104

Ecological background
Composition of origin family 

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.026 0.062
One biological parent — — 0.053 0.045
No biological parent — — –0.066 0.109

Family material resources
Household income — — –0.001 0.002
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — 0.068 0.050
 Coverage full year — — 0.154** 0.052

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — –0.001 0.001
Parent college graduate — — –0.009 0.057
Family emotional resources
Experienced family death — — 0.013 0.077
Family sternness — — –0.001 0.001
Father incarcerated — — –0.061 0.042
Had family mentor — — 0.034 0.063

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.020 0.046
Inefficacy index — — –0.013* 0.006
Scarcity of males — — 0.133 0.093
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.188** 0.064

School setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.003 0.003
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less, respectively. Although the coefficient for upper- class blacks is negative, it 
is not significant, so statistically speaking they earn the same as upper- class 
whites. The class gradient is least sharp among Hispanics. Compared with 
upper- class whites, lower- class Hispanics earn 21 percent less and lower- 
middle- class Hispanics 24 percent less, but those in the upper middle and 
upper classes earn the same amount in statistical terms.

The full model reveals that these race- class differences in earnings mostly 
disappear once background controls are introduced. Only lower- class blacks 
stand out with an unambiguously significant negative effect, earning 45 per-
cent less than upper- class whites, other things equal. Meanwhile, the coeffi-
cient for upper- middle- class blacks is cut in half and reduced to the margins 
of significance. The coefficient for upper- middle- class whites likewise remains 
marginally significant, though only slightly reduced from the baseline model. 
The significant negative coefficients for lower- class and lower- middle- class 

Table 8.4   (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Inefficacy index — — 0.003 0.003
Disorder index — — –0.004 0.007
School mentor — — 0.089+ 0.048

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — 0.004 0.004
Involvement index — — –0.006 0.005
Had religious mentor — — 0.057 0.115

Peer setting
Violence index — — 0.013+ 0.008
Friend attempted suicide — — –0.075 0.062
Peer mentor — — 0.066 0.053

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.002 0.009

Intercept 10.459*** 0.037 9.247*** 0.451
N 6,093 4,020
R2 0.038 0.175
F-test 8.62** 17.81***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



TRANSITIONS TO ADULTHOOD   295

Table 8.5  Determinants of Ever Receiving Public Transfer

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Race-class group
White lower 1.466*** 0.150 0.909 0.574
White lower middle 0.700*** 0.134 0.323 0.389
White upper middle 0.264+ 0.142 0.059 0.271
White upper — — — —
Asian lower 0.324 0.783 –0.040 1.138
Asian lower middle –0.390 0.726 0.372 0.845
Asian upper middle –0.979+ 0.535 –0.802 0.824
Asian upper –0.886+ 0.504 –0.457 0.739
Hispanic lower 0.800*** 0.217 0.619 0.551
Hispanic lower middle  0.825*** 0.239 0.697 0.495
Hispanic upper middle 0.696** 0.258 0.542 0.429
Hispanic upper 0.162 0.300 –0.321 0.383
Black lower 1.802*** 0.170 1.226* 0.551
Black lower middle 1.111*** 0.247 0.057 0.495
Black upper middle 1.371*** 0.268 0.658+ 0.358
Black upper 0.756** 0.277 –0.081 0.371

Ascribed characteristics
Age — — –0.014 0.034
Parent foreign born — — –0.597* 0.255

Mediating conditions
Labor force participation

Not working — — — —
Working part-time — — –0.168 0.158
Working full-time — — –0.631*** 0.128

Higher education
Not college graduate — — — —
College graduate — — –0.707*** 0.174
Graduate degree — — 0.192 0.296

Criminal involvement
Nonviolent crime — — 0.045 0.037
Violent crime — — –0.008 0.031
Criminal justice — — –0.078+ 0.047

Secondary education
High school graduate — — –0.220 0.191
Grade point average — — –0.083 0.134
Proportion of courses failed — — 0.039 0.564
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Table 8.5  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Health status
Poor health index — — 0.149* 0.062
Depression scale — — 0.027* 0.013
Expectation of early death — — 0.042+ 0.023

Family situation
Unmarried male–not father — — — —
Married male–not father — — 0.625+ 0.364
Married male–father — — 0.450 0.348
Unmarried male–father — — 0.077 0.271
Unmarried female–no birth — — 0.205+ 0.124
Married female–no birth — — 0.520* 0.234
Married female–mother — — 0.686*** 0.196
Unmarried female–birth over eighteen — — 1.292*** 0.179
Unmarried female–birth eighteen or 
younger — — 1.678*** 0.314

Ecological background
Composition of origin family

Two biological parents — — — —
Biological and stepparent — — –0.133 0.226
One biological parent — — 0.014 0.147
No biological parent — — –0.953 0.584

Family material resources
Household income — — 0.011 0.009
Access to health insurance
 No coverage — — — —
 Coverage less than a year — — –0.373* 0.179
 Coverage full year — — –0.649*** 0.154

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige — — 0.001 0.003
Parent college graduate — — –0.078 0.143

Family emotional resources
Experienced family death — — –0.349 0.220
Family sternness — — 0.000 0.004
Father incarcerated — — 0.219+ 0.131
Had family mentor — — –0.134 0.137

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index — — 0.157 0.140
Inefficacy index — — –0.009 0.020
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school have no effect on dependency, but poor physical and mental health 
significantly raise the odds of transfer receipt, boosting them by 16 percent 
per unit on the poor health index and by 2.7 percent per unit on the depres-
sion scale. Perceiving a lower likelihood of survival into adulthood also in-
creases the odds of dependency, raising them by around 4.3 percent per unit, 
though the effect is only marginally significant at the 10 percent level.

As one might expect, given that public welfare entitlements focus on 
women with children, the odds of transfer receipt are greater for women than 
men and are significantly raised by the presence of children. Compared with 
a single, childless man, a single woman without children is only slightly more 
likely to report receiving transfers, about 23 percent. Marriage increases the 
likelihood of transfer receipt, the odds rising to 68 percent, and if the woman 

Table 8.5  (continued )

Independent Variables

Group Effects Full Model

B SE B SE

Scarcity of males — — 0.324+ 0.191
Had neighborhood mentor — — 0.024 0.225

School setting
Disadvantage index — — –0.003 0.008
Inefficacy index — — 0.003 0.010
Disorder index — — –0.039+ 0.023
School mentor — — –0.142 0.166

Religious setting
Religiosity scale — — –0.033* 0.017
Involvement index — — 0.008 0.025
Had religious mentor — — –0.020 0.308

Peer setting
Violence index — — –0.024 0.022
Friend attempted suicide — — 0.338+ 0.176
Peer mentor — — –0.193 0.158

Multiple disadvantages
Log of interactive index — — 0.061** 0.023

Intercept –1.894*** 0.126 –2.653+ 1.553
N 7,839 5,001
F-test 22.67*** 9.10***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
+p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



Table 8.6   Significance of Ecological Conditions

Higher Education Labor Force Outcomes Dependency

College 
Graduate

Graduate 
Degree

Employed 
Part Time

Employed 
Full Time Earnings

Receiving 
TANF

Family composition
Biological and stepparent
One biological parent
No biological parent

Family material resources
Household income
Health insurance less than a year ++ +++ +++ --
Health insurance a year or more ++++ ++++ +++ ++ +++ ----

Family symbolic resources
Parental prestige +++
Parent college graduate ++

Family emotional resources
Family mortality
Family sternness
Father incarcerated -- +
Family mentor +

Neighborhood setting
Disadvantage index + -- -
Inefficacy index +++ +++ --
Scarcity of males + +



Table 8.6   (continued )

Higher Education Labor Force Outcomes Dependency

College 
Graduate

Graduate 
Degree

Employed 
Part Time

Employed 
Full Time Earnings

Receiving 
TANF

Neighborhood mentor -- -- +++
School setting
Disadvantage index -
Inefficacy index
Disorder index ++ + -
School mentor ++ ---- +

Religious setting
Religiosity scale --
Involvement index
Had religious mentor ----

Peer setting
Violence index - +
Friend attempted suicide +
Peer mentor

Multple disadvantages
Interactive index +++

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Effects are on predicting transition to adulthood.
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was the mediating variable of family status. For both men and women, early 
entry into marriage and childbearing strongly reduce the likelihood of finish-
ing college, whether the childbearing is inside or outside marriage. Whereas 
the effect of early marriage and childbearing is equally detrimental to the 
odds of college completion for both men and women, it carries radically dif-
ferent implications for employment, earnings, and dependency. Marriage and 
childbearing within marriage generally increase the likelihood of full- time 
employment and raise earnings for men, though unmarried childbearing has 
no effect on these outcomes. Among women, in contrast, marriage and child-
bearing inside or outside marriage have strong negative effects on the likeli-
hood of full- time employment and earnings. Whereas early marriage and 
parenthood have no strong implications for male dependency, they do 
strongly increase the likelihood that women will end up receiving state trans-

Table 8.7  Significance of Race-Class Effects

Higher Education Labor Force Outcomes Dependency

Collge 
Graduate

Graduate 
Degree

Employed 
Part Time

Employed 
Full Time Earnings

Receiving 
TANF

WLO
WLM
WUM -

ALO
ALM
AUM --
AUP

HLO
HLM -
HUM
HUP

BLO -- ++
BLM ++
BUM + - +
BUP

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
Note: Effects are on transition to adulthood after controlling for ecological background.
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white ecology, for example, the probability of experiencing first intercourse 
by Wave 3 would drop from 0.95 to 0.79. Of course, this reduction in expo-
sure to early sexual intercourse would by itself reduce the likelihood of an 
unwanted birth; in addition, however, the more advantaged upper- class white 
ecology also reduces the likelihood that first sex was unprotected. Whereas 
the probability of not using contraception at sexual debut stood at 0.43 for 
poor black women given their ecology, it would fall to 0.12 if they experi-
enced that of upper- class women. Cohabitation with a sexual partner is also 
obviously a risk factor in predicting nonmarital childbearing, and the proba-
bility of cohabitation likewise drops substantially when a privileged white 
ecology is substituted for a poor black one. Given their own social ecology, 
44 percent of lower- class black adolescents would be expected to have cohab-
ited by Wave 3, compared with just 21 percent under the ecological circum-
stances typical for upper- class whites. 

For lower- class black women, the reduced likelihood of sexual debut and 
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tion of 0.42, a probability of obesity of 0.28, and a probability of sexually 
transmitted disease (STD) infection of 0.29. Shifting to an upper- class 
white ecology, these figures drop to 0.21, 0.10 and 0.17, respectively, yielding 
reductions of 50 percent, 64 percent, and 41 percent in these deleterious 
health conditions.

Figure 9.3 considers the effect of these behaviors and the social ecological 
conditions that predict them on respondents’ own subjective health ratings. As 
can be seen, the indices of poor health and depression do not change very 
much when the average social ecology of lower- class blacks is replaced by that 
of upper- class whites. The poor health index drops marginally from 2.37 to 
2.19 and the depression index falls from 8.06 to 7.84. The perceived likelihood 
of an early death, however, displays a rather robust response to changing eco-
logical circumstances. The scale measuring the degree to which poor black re-
spondents expect not to survive into later adulthood drops from 4.69 to 2.84 
if they assume the ecological circumstances of upper- class whites, a decline of 
39 percent. Clearly, coming of age in an advantaged social ecology produces a 
brighter outlook on life and more hopeful expectations for the future.
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Human Capital Formation
Among the most critical dimensions of human development in postindus-
trial societies are those related to cognition and education, which are par-
ticularly sensitive to inputs of environmental resources. Figure 9.4 thus 
presents measures of various cognitive and educational outcomes predicted 
for lower- class blacks under their social ecology versus that of typical upper- 
class whites. As one would expect, shifting from a disadvantaged to an ad-
vantaged social ecology improves cognitive and educational outcomes. It 
reduces attention deficit by 13 percent, lowering the attention deficit and 
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) score from 15.6 to 13.6. At the same time, 
it raises verbal skills by 10 percent, increasing the score on the Picture Vo-
cabulary Test (PVT) from 85.5 to 93.1. In terms of academic achievement, 
high school grade point average (GPA) is projected to rise by 38 percent 
from 2.08 to 2.88, and the proportion of failed courses would be cut in 
half, going from 21.3 percent to 10.4 percent, ultimately yielding a 9 per-
cent increase in the rate of high school graduation, from 87 percent to 95 
percent.
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Crime and Delinquency
The final intermediate outcomes we consider are those related to crime and 
delinquency, which we assess in terms of three involvement indices: nonvio-
lent crime, violent crime, and criminal justice. Predicted values for these out-
comes are shown for lower- class black adolescents in figure 9.5 for the two 
ecological scenarios. Recall from chapter 7 that involvement in nonviolent 
crime generally rose with social class, whereas involvement in violent crime 
tended to decrease. As a result, exposing lower- class blacks to the more ad-
vantaged ecology of upper- class whites would increase their nonviolent crim-
inal involvement and decrease their violent criminality. Given a lower- class 
black ecology, the predicted index of nonviolent crime is 0.76 and the pre-
dicted index of violent crime 0.69, whereas assuming an upper- class white 
ecology yields a predicted value of 1.29 for nonviolent criminal involvement 
(an increase of 70 percent) and 0.5 for violent criminal involvement (a de-
crease of 28 percent). 

Given that violent crime is more likely to be prosecuted and punished 
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than nonviolent crime, the positive effect of the reduction in violent crime 
is likely to outweigh the negative influence of the increase to generate an 
overall improvement in well- being, in material if not moral terms. This in-
terpretation is strengthened by the final bar graph in the figure, which shows 
the extent of criminal justice involvement under the two ecological scenar-
ios. Shifting from a lower- class black social ecology to an upper- class white 
social ecology virtually eliminates criminal justice involvement for low- 
income blacks, reducing the index from 0.53 to effectively zero. To the ex-
tent that participation in violent crime and contact with the criminal justice 
system undermine life chances, therefore, improving the social ecology of 
lower- class blacks could produce big dividends (see Western 2006; Pager 
2007).

Economic Independence
In general, figures 9.1 through 9.5 suggest that were the favorable social ecol-
ogy experienced by upper- class white Americans accessible to lower- class Af-
rican Americans, outcomes would be much improved along a variety of de-
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velopmental dimensions: significantly lower rates of nonmarital childbearing, 
better outcomes on many health- related behaviors, a markedly more optimis-
tic outlook on life, improved attention, greater verbal ability, better grades, 
higher rates of school completion, lower rates of violent criminality, and 
much lower levels of involvement with the criminal justice system. Ecological 
circumstances were measured during the late 1990s and intermediate out-
comes in 2001 and 2003. We now consider their implications for the transi-
tion to adulthood, as measured by the achievement of economic indepen-
dence by 2007 and 2008, when respondents were twenty- four to thirty- two 
years old.

The social benefits to be had by improving ecological circumstances for 
disadvantaged minorities are suggested by the bar graphs in figure 9.6. In 
particular, shifting from a lower- class black social ecology to an upper- class 
white one would dramatically raise the rate of college graduation, increasing 
the rate among poor blacks from around 8 percent to 73 percent. Likewise, 
the attainment of a graduate degree would rise from around 2 percent to 6 
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hood from 0.04 to 0.06 (in contrast to values of 0.31 and 0.26 for poor 
blacks under a lower- class black ecology). Thus, when it comes to reproduc-
tion, something distinctive is occurring in the poor black community that is 
not fully captured by differences in social ecology, at least as we have mea-
sured them here.

Health Outcomes
Figure 9.8 similarly shows how health- related behaviors would change if 
upper- class whites were compelled to grow up under the ecological circum-
stances of lower- class blacks. As we would expect given our earlier results, the 
probability of alcohol abuse and drug use would drop substantially, because 
these maladies are far more common in upper- class white families and advan-
taged neighborhoods and school environments. Thus the likelihood of alco-
hol abuse for upper- class whites falls from 0.82 under their ecology to 0.46 
given a lower- class black ecology, and that of drug abuse from 0.20 to 0.09. 
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As before, the likelihood of engaging in risky sex is not affected by social con-
text. All of the other health behaviors, however, move in a deleterious direc-
tion when upper- class whites are subjected to lower- class black circumstances. 
Thus the probability of smoking rises from 0.62 to 0.80, of reporting a physi-
cal limitation from 0.34 to 0.58, of obesity from 0.14 to 0.37, and of STD 
infection from 0.16 to 0.28. 

Figure 9.9 shows the effect of ecological circumstances on respondents’ 
overall assessments of their health, taking the foregoing health- related behav-
iors as predetermined and represented by the foregoing predicted values. As 
can be seen, the poor health index rises from 2.48 when an upper- class white 
ecology is assumed to 2.77 when a lower- class black one is, corresponding to 
a deterioration in general health of around 12 percent. Likewise, the depres-
sion index increases from 6.97 to 7.71, an increase of about 6 percent. The 
greatest contrast, however, is once again observed for the subjective likeli-
hood of early death. Upper- class whites generally perceive a low likelihood of 
early death, but given the social ecology of poor blacks would be far more 
pessimistic. Thus expectation of an early death rises from an index value of 
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2.82 to 4.70, increasing the degree of pessimism about life chances by about 
67 percent.

Human Capital Formation
The disadvantaged social ecology, higher rates of risky reproduction, and re-
lated poor health outcomes of lower- class blacks also undermine human cap-
ital formation, as shown in figure 9.10. In terms of cognitive potential, sub-
stituting the lower- class black ecology would increase the ADHD index for 
upper- class whites from 15.6 to 17.9 and reduce the PVT score from 103.8 
to 97.1, shifts of 15 percent and 6 percent, respectively. The substitution of 
ecologies would also lower the expected GPA by 27 percent (from 2.97 to 
2.17), increase the share of failed courses by 134 percent (from 8.2 percent to 
19.2 percent), and reduce the likelihood of high school graduation by 4 per-
cent (from 97.1 percent to 92.8 percent). 

Crime and Delinquency
As with drug and alcohol abuse, the social ecology of upper- class whites is 
more conducive to participation in nonviolent crime than that of lower- 
class blacks, so substituting the latter for the former actually reduces nonvio-
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lent criminal involvement. As shown in figure 9.11, the index of nonviolent 
criminal involvement was 0.99 for upper- class whites under their ecology, 
but 0.46 under a lower- class black one. In contrast, the index of violent 
crime and especially criminal justice involvement rise substantially when 
lower- class black ecological conditions are substituted. Normally, for ex-
ample, upper- class whites evince a violent crime index of 0.41 and a crimi-
nal justice involvement index of 0.47. Giving them lower- class black cir-
cumstances raises the former index to 0.57 (a 40 percent increase) and the 
latter to 1.13 (a 143 percent increase). If upper- class whites experienced the 
same social ecology as lower- class blacks, in other words, they would have 
far higher rates of violent criminality and much greater criminal justice 
involvement.

Transition to Economic Independence
The final stage of our counterfactual analysis considers what would happen in 
the transition to adult economic independence if upper- class whites faced the 
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same disadvantaged ecology as lower- class blacks. Figure 9.12 thus predicts 
educational and employment outcomes for upper- class whites under the two 
contrasting scenarios. If upper- class whites grew up in the family, neighbor-
hood, school, peer, and religious environment typical for lower- class blacks, 
their rates of college graduation would plummet dramatically, the rate of de-
gree completion dropping from 60 percent to just 4 percent. Likewise, the 
predicted percentage obtaining a graduate degree would fall from 8 percent 
to around 2 percent.

Given these and prior shifts in human capital formation, it is hardly sur-
prising to see rates of employment and earnings also drop significantly when 
a lower- class black ecology is assumed. Upper- class whites are typically pre-
dicted to exhibit a full- time employment rate of 90 percent. Under lower- 
class black circumstances, their predicted rate is just 67 percent. Among those 
working, furthermore, annual earnings decline by 16 percent (from $36,400 
to $30,600). Not surprisingly given these predictions, the rate of expected 
dependency more than doubles, with the share receiving public transfers ris-
ing from 15 percent to around 34 percent.
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RACE- CLASS DIFFERENCES IN  
ECOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
As noted at the outset of this chapter, lower- class blacks have historically oc-
cupied the bottom rungs of the social ladder in the United States and upper- 
class whites the top positions. Although recent trends in immigration and 
stratification have complicated this contrast by pushing Asians upward and 
Hispanics downward (see Massey 2007), the overall contrast in the well- 
being of affluent whites and poor blacks remains huge, and the two groups 
continue to occupy opposite ends of the socioeconomic spectrum. This stark 
contrast implies pronounced differences in access to critical material, sym-
bolic, and emotional resources within social spheres central to human devel-
opment. Our argument has been that differential access to a great extent ac-
count for persistent differences in well- being by race and class in the United 
States today. 

To demonstrate the relative influence of social ecology in determining life 
chances, we considered what would happen to lower- class blacks and upper- 
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high income whites (a ratio of 0.6), as well as lower levels of alcohol abuse 
(0.3), hard drug use (0.1), college graduation (0.1), a graduate degree (0.2), 
working full time (0.8), GPA (0.7), PVT (0.8), and annual earnings (0.5). 
On these outcomes, the dashed line rises to or above 1.0 in all cases except 
smoking (0.3) and drug abuse (0.4). The dotted line moves toward the solid 
line in all cases.

These results mean that gaps between lower- class blacks and upper- class 
whites are substantially attributable to the contrasting ecological circum-
stances they experience, with the main exceptions being the likelihood of 
engaging in risky sex, receiving transfers, smoking, and using hard drugs. 
Two outcomes were not included in figure 9.13, however, because the solid 
line put them so off the scale compared with the other outcomes being plot-
ted. These outcomes are the probability of unwed and teenage motherhood, 
which are graphed separately in figure 9.14. The solid black bar shows the 
observed ratio between lower- class blacks and upper- class whites to reveal 
that the likelihood of unwed motherhood is 12.4 times more likely among 
poor blacks and the likelihood of teenage motherhood is 7.1 times greater. 

In contrast to most other outcomes, moreover, equalizing social ecologies 
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Table 9.1  Social Ecologies

Ecological Spheres and Conditions
Lower-Class 

Blacks
Upper-Class 

Whites

Family composition
Biological and stepparent 0.053 0.086
One biological parent 0.730 0.137
No biological parent 0.026 0.009

Family material resources
Household income ($000) 9.301 87.115
Health insurance coverage less than a year 0.157 0.146
Health insurance coverage a year or more 0.529 0.759

Family symbolic resources
Parental occupational prestige 27.425 47.234
Parent a college graduate 0.295 0.722

Family emotional resources
Experienced family death 0.129 0.041
Family sternness 15.907 16.754
Father incarcerated 0.206 0.079
Family mentor 0.372 0.276

Neighborhood circumstances
Material disadvantage 1.918 0.462
Social inefficacy 4.257 3.319
Scarcity of males 0.914 0.889
Neighborhood mentor 0.075 0.048

School circumstances
School disadvantage 23.775 18.350
School inefficacy 12.645 12.609
School disorder 9.040 8.379
School mentor 0.113 0.229

Religious circumstances
Religiosity 13.760 12.254
Religious involvement 6.040 5.618
Religious mentor 0.019 0.037

Peer circumstances
Peer violence 2.635 1.388
Suicidal friend 0.039 0.089
Peer mentor 0.159 0.215

Interactive disadvantage index 36.901 27.579

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
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rizes the ranges just discussed in the form of a bar chart that shows ratios of 
the highest to the lowest race- class average for each resource in each social 
sphere. The ratios range from 1.1 to 18, but if we consider only those with 
ratios of 2.0 or above we can narrow the list of potentially important path-
ways of stratification.
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Table A.1   Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges of  
Principal Variables 

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Independent variables
Age at Wave 3 21.45 1.67 18 27
Parent foreign born 0.148 0.355 0 1
Married male–not father 0.025 0.157 0 1
Married male–father 0.030 0.170 0 1
Unmarried male–father 0.048 0.215 0 1
Unmarried female–no birth 0.317 0.215 0 1
Married female–no birth 0.041 0.198 0 1
Married female–mother 0.057 0.231 0 1
Unmarried female-birth over 
eighteen

0.059 0.236 0 1

Unmarried female-birth eighteen 
or younger

0.024 0.154 0 1

Living with stepparent at Wave 1 0.083 0.276 0 1
Living with single parent at  
Wave 1

0.313 0.464 0 1

Living with no parent at Wave 1 0.013 0.113 0 1
Household income ($000) 40.58 23.30 0 80
Had health insurance less than a 
year

0.180 0.384 0 1

Had health insurance full year 0.625 0.484 0 1
Parental occupational status 39.41 19.20 0 78
Parent college educated 0.497 0.500 0 1
Death in family 0.070 0.256 0 1
Family sternness scale 76.17 15.33 1 101
Father incarcerated 0.141 0.348 0 1

attrition of the sample from both unit and item nonresponse across the four 
waves yielded a final panel of 7,866 respondents with completed interviews 
across all the survey waves, including 4,527 whites, 395 Asians, 1,234 His-
panics, and 1,610 blacks, though again in specific model estimations these 
numbers will tend to be reduced because of item nonresponse. Obviously the 
reductions between Waves 3 and 4 exacerbate the sample size difficulties 
noted earlier, especially with respect to Asians. Means, standard deviations, 
and ranges for all variables used in the analyses are presented in table A1.
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Table A.1   (continued )

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Had family mentor 0.267 0.442 0 1
Neighborhood disadvantage index 0.782 0.643 0.077 4.047
Neighborhood inefficacy index 3.775 2.990 0 16
Ratio never married women to 
men

0.863 0.285 0 11.533

Had neighborhood mentor 0.072 0.285 0 1
School disadvantage index 20.36 7.391 3 42
School inefficacy index 12.78 6.530 0 40
School disorder index 8.612 2.928 0 19
Had school mentor 0.812 0.386 0 1
Religiosity scale 12.34 5.560 0 18
Religious involvement index 5.442 4.017 0 12
Had religious mentor 0.026 0.161 0 1
Peer violence index 1.847 2.744 0 20
Friend attempted suicide 0.081 0.273 0 1
Had peer mentor 0.213 0.409 0 1
Logged interactive index 32.90 5.448 14.697 51.166

Dependent variables
Chapter 4

Ever had intercourse 0.861 0.346 0 1
Age at first intercourse 16.33 2.21 10 25
Unprotected first intercourse 0.360 0.480 0 1
Parenthood outside or inside 
marriage

0.305 0.620 0 2

Parenthood below or above age 
eighteen

0.403 0.764 0 2

Ever married 0.171 0.377 0 1
Ever pregnant 0.060 0.238 0 1

Chapter 5
Ever smoked cigarettes regularly 0.429 0.495 0 1
Age began smoking 16.27 2.39 5 25
Drunk more than once a 
month

0.531 0.499 0 1

Used hard drugs (not 
marijuana)

0.206 0.404 0 1

Ate fast food during past week 0.823 0.382 0 1
Ever had sex for pay or with 
drug user

0.057 0.232 0 1

Body mass index 26.59 6.41 14.31 62.41
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Table A.1   (continued )

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Obesity 0.237 0.425 0 1
Has limitation on activity 0.259 0.438 0 1
Ever diagnosed with STD 0.081 0.273 0 1
Poor health index 2.01 0.869 1 5
Depression scale 4.54 4.05 0 25
Scale of likelihood of early 
death

2.51 2.30 0 15

Chapter 6
ADHD score 14.46 10.94 0 144
Picture vocabulary score 99.45 14.78 7 122
GPA 2.48 0.867 0.001 4
Proportion courses failed 0.093 0.170 0 1
Graduated high school 0.799 0.401 0 1

Chapter 7
Nonviolent crime index 0.557 1.570 0 21
Violent crime index 0.515 1.459 0 21
Index of criminal justice  
involvement

Chapter 8
College graduate 0.303 0.016 0 1
Graduate degree 0.062 0.004 0 1
Part-time worker 0.110 0.003 0 1
Full-time worker 0.717 0.011 0 1

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).



Table B.1  Indices

Min Max

Family mortality
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

Nonresidential biological mother died before age eighteen 
(yes or no) 0 1

Nonresidential biological father died before age eighteen 
(yes or no) 0 1

Wave 3 adolescent in-home interview
Sibling died before age eighteen (yes or no) 0 1
Residential mother died before age eighteen (yes or no) 0 1
Residential father died before age eighteen (yes or no) 0 1
Scale range (dichotomy, 1 if experienced any of above events, 
0 otherwise) 0 1

Family sternness
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

How much adults care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much parents care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much family members understand R (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much R feels like wants to leave home (not at all-very much) 0 4
How much family has fun together (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much family pays attention to R (very much-not at all) 0 4
Mother is warm and loving (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Mother talks to understand what is wrong (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

Satisfaction with communication with mother (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

APPENDIX B

Construction of Indices
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

Satisfaction with relationship with mother (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
How much adults care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much parents care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much family members understand R (very much-not  
at all) 0 4

How much R feels like wants to leave home (not at all-very much) 0 4
How much family has fun together (very much-not at all) 0 4
How much family pays attention to R (very much-not at all) 0 4
Mother is warm and loving (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Mother talks to understand what is wrong (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

Satisfaction with communication with mother (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

Satisfaction with relationship with mother (strongly agree-
strongly disagree) 0 4

Scale range (sum) 0 80
Cronbach’s alpha 0.896

Neighborhood disadvantage
Wave 1 census tract file

Percentage receiving welfare 0 100
Percentage in poverty 0 100
Percentage unemployed 0 100
Percentage female-headed households 0 100
Percentage African American 0 100

Wave 3 census tract file
Percentage receiving welfare 0 100
Percentage in poverty 0 100
Percentage unemployed 0 100
Percentage female-headed households 0 100
Percentage African American 0 100
Scale range (weighted factor score) 0.36 19.70
Cronbach’s alpha 0.828

Neighborhood inefficacy
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

R knows most people in neighborhood (yes or no) 0 1
In past month R stopped to talk to neighbor on street  (yes or 
no) 0 1

People in neighborhood look out for one another (yes or no) 0 1
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

R usually feels safe in neighborhood (yes or no) 0 1
Happiness with life in neighborhood (very much-not at all) 0 4

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
R knows most people in neighborhood (yes or no) 0 1
In past month R stopped to talk to neighbor on street (yes or no) 0 1
People in neighborhood look out for one another (yes or no) 0 1
R usually feels safe in neighborhood (yes or no) 0 1
Happiness with life in neighborhood (very much-not at all) 0 4
Scale range (Sum) 0 16
Cronbach’s alpha 0.697

School disadvantage
Wave 1 school administrator questionnaire

Average daily attendance (five categories, >=95 percent to 75–
79 percent) 0 4

Average class size (eight categories, ten to thirteen to thirty-
eight to forty-one) 0 8

Percent teachers at school five years or more (eight categories, 
0–12.5 to 87.5–100) 0 8

Percent teachers with a master’s or higher (eight categories, 
0–12.5 to 87.5–100) 0 8

Percentage dropping out during year (six categories, 0–16.7 to 
83.3–100) 0 6

Percentage of students testing below grade level (four categories, 
0–24 to 75–100) 0 4

Athletic physical and  non-athletic physical services provided or 
referred (yes or no) 0 1

Wave 1 in-school adolescent questionnaire
Percentage students nonwhite (four categories, 0–24 to 75–
100) 0 4

Percentage students not in clubs, organizations, teams (four 
categories, 0–19 to 30–40) 0 4

Scale range (sum) 0 47
Cronbach’s alpha 0.687

School inefficacy
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

How much teachers care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
R feels close to people at school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
R feels part of school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
R is happy to be at school  (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Teachers treat students fairly (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
How much teachers care about R (very much-not at all) 0 4
R feels close to people at school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
R feels part of school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
R is happy to be at school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Teachers treat students fairly (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Scale range (sum) 0 40
Cronbach’s alpha 0.814

School disorder
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

R feels safe at school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview

R feels safe at school (strongly agree-strongly disagree) 0 4
Wave 2 school administrator questionnaire

Security or police officer on duty (no or yes) 0 1
Other security or safety features  (no or yes) 0 1
How big a problem is smoking (no problem-big problem) 0 2
How big a problem is drug use (no problem-big problem) 0 2
How big a problem is sexual harassment (no problem-big 
problem) 0 2

How big a problem is vandalism (no problem-big problem) 0 2
How big a problem is stress or pressure (no problem-big 
problem) 0 2

Scale range (sum) 0 20
Cronbach’s alpha 0.602

Peer violence
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

In past 12 months R saw shooting or stabbing (never-once-
more than once) 0 2

In past 12 months someone pulled a gun or knife on R  (never-
once-more than once) 0 2

In past 12 months someone cut or stabbed R (never-once-more 
than once) 0 2

In past 12 months R got into a physical fight (never-once-more 
than once) 0 2

In past 12 months R was jumped  (never-once-more than  
once) 0 2

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
In past 12 months R saw shooting or stabbing (never-once-
more than once) 0 2
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

In past 12 months someone pulled a gun or knife on R (never-
once-more than once) 0 2

In past 12 months someone cut or stabbed R (never-once-more 
than once) 0 2

In past 12 months was in a serious fight (never-once-more than 
once) 0 2

In past 12 months R was jumped  (never-once-more than once) 0 2
Did any romantic partner call R names, insulted, or treated 
disrespectfully (no or yes) 0 1

Did any romantic partner swear at R (no or yes) 0 1
Did any romantic partner threaten R with violence (no or yes) 0 1
Did any romantic partner push or shove R  (no or yes) 0 1
Did any romantic partners throw something that could hurt R 
(no or yes) 0 1

Scale Range (sum) 0 25
Cronbach’s alpha 0.778

Index of cumulative disadvantage
Family context

Income deprivation [1- (R’s Income/90th Percentile Income)]*100 + 1
Status deprivation [1- (SEI of R’s Parent /Maximum SEI)]*100 + 1
Human capital deprivation [1 if No Parent Attended College, 0 

Otherwise]*100 + 1
Paternal deprivation [1 if Father Never Present, 0 Otherwise]*100 + 1
Family mortality [1 if Family Member Died, 0 Otherwise)*100 + 1
Family sternness [R’s Sternness Index /Maximum Sternness Index]*100 + 1

Neighborhood context
Material disadvantage [R’s Disadvantage Index/Max. Disadvantage 

Index]*100 + 1
Social inefficacy [R’s Inefficacy Index/Maximum Inefficacy Index]*100 + 1

School context
Material disadvantage [R’s Disadvantage Index/Max. Disadvantage 

Index]*100 + 1
Social inefficacy [R’s Inefficacy Index/Maximum Inefficacy Index]*100 + 1
Social disorder [R’s Disorder Index/Maximum Disorder Index]*100 + 1

Peer context
Interpersonal violence [R’s Violence Index/Maximum Violence Index]*100 + 1

Religiosity scale
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

R reports having a religion 0 1
R agrees that scripture is word of God 0 1
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

Importance of religion to R (not important-very important) 0 4
How often R prays (never-at least once a day) 0 5

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
R reports having a religion 0 1
R agrees that scripture is word of God 0 1
Importance of religion to R (not important-very important) 0 4
How often R prays (never-at least once a day) 0 5
Scale range (sum) 0 22
Cronbach’s alpha 0.838

Religious involvement scale
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

Frequency of service attendance (never-once a week or more) 0 4
Frequency of participation in youth activities (never-once a 
week or more) 0 4

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
Frequency of service attendance (never-once a week or more) 0 4
Frequency of participation in youth activities (never-once a 
week or more) 0 4

Scale range 0 16
Cronbach’s alpha 0.854

Depression index
Wave 3 adolescent in-home interview

How often health or emotional problem caused R to miss day 
of school (never-every day) 0 4

How often health or emotional problem caused R to miss social 
activity (never-every day) 0 4

How often last week R bothered by things that usually don’t 
bother (never-all the time) 0 3

How often last week R didn’t feel like eating (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R could not shake off the blues (never-all 
the time) 0 3

How often last week R felt that just as good as other people (all 
the time-never) 0 3

How often last week R had trouble keeping  mind on what was 
doing (never-all the time) 0 3

How often last week R felt depressed  (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R felt that too tired to do things (never-all 
the time) 0 3

How often last week R felt hopeful about the future (never-all 
the time) 0 3
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

How often last week R thought life had been a failure (never-all 
the time) 0 3

How often last week R felt fearful (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R felt happy (all the time-rarely) 0 3
How often last week R talked less than usual (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R felt lonely (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week people unfriendly to R (all the time-never) 0 3
How often last week R enjoyed life (all the time-never) 0 3
How often last week R felt sad (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week felt people disliked R (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R felt hard to get started  (never-all the time) 0 3
How often last week R felt life not worth living  (never-all the 
time) 0 3

Scale range (sum) 0 65
Cronbach’s alpha 0.801

Likelihood of early death index
Wave 1 adolescent in-home interview

Chances of living to age thirty-five (almost certain-almost no 
chance) 0 4

Chances of being killed by age twenty-one (almost no chance-
almost certain) 0 4

Wave 2 adolescent in-home interview
Chances of living to age thirty-five (almost certain-almost no 
chance) 0 4

Chances of being killed by age twenty-one (almost no chance-
almost certain) 0 4

Scale range 0 16
Cronbach’s alpha 0.647

Nonviolent crime index
Wave 3 adolescent in-home interview

How often deliberately damaged property (never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 
or more) 0 3

How often stole something worth less than $50 (never, 1–2, 
3–4, 5 or more) 0 3

How often stole something worth more than $50 (never, 1–2, 
3–4, 5 or more) 0 3

How often went into house or building to steal something 
(never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or more) 0 3

How often bought, sold, or held stolen property (never, 1–2, 
3–4, 5 or more) 0 3
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Table B.1   (continued )

Min Max

How often used someone else’s credit card, bank card, or ATM 0 3
How often sold marijuana or other drugs (never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or 
more) 0 3

Scale range 0 21
Cronbach’s alpha 0.693

Violent crime index
Wave 3 adolescent in-home interview

How often use or threaten to use a weapon to get something 
(never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or more) 0 3

How often used a weapon in a fight (never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or 
more) 0 3

How often carry a handgun to school or work (never, 1–2, 3–4, 
5 or more) 0 3

Number of handguns owned (none, 1, 2, 2–4, 5+) 0 4
How often got badly injured in a fight (none, 1, 2, 3–4, 5 or 
more) 0 4

How often hurt someone badly in a fight  (never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 
or more) 0 4

How often took part in a fight between friends and another 
group (0, 1, 2, 3 or more) 0 3

Scale range 0 24
Cronbach’s alpha 0.670

Criminal justice involvement index
Wave 3 adolescent in-home interview

How often stopped by police for questioning (0–4) 0 4
How many times arrested before eighteen (never, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or 
more) 0 4

Number of convictions and guilty pleas  (none, 1–2, 3–4, 5 or 
more) 0 4

Total duration of time spent in detention or probation (0, 1–2, 
3–4, 5+ months) 0 4

Ever in jail or prison 0 1
Scale range 0 17
Cronbach’s alpha 20.575

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Chapter 4
Predicting first female intercourse

N=4,718 N=3,738
White lower 0.957*** 0.248 1.117*** 0.245
White lower middle 0.334+ 0.174 0.172 0.197
White upper middle 0.131 0.185 0.149 0.191
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.786 0.644 1.037 0.764
Asian lower middle –0.474 0.409 –0.365 0.468
Asian upper middle –0.767+ 0.450 –0.662 0.453
Asian upper –0.626 0.411 –0.715+ 0.445

Hispanic lower –0.109 0.187 –0.113 0.214
Hispanic lower middle 0.141 0.374 0.094 0.424
Hispanic upper middle –0.317 0.376 –0.383 0.407
Hispanic upper 1.596** 0.538 1.216 0.544

Black lower 1.039** 0.324 1.163*** 0.325
Black lower middle 1.292*** 0.361 1.256** 0.419
Black upper middle 0.842** 0.316 0.486 0.329
Black upper 0.427 0.383 0.232 0.400

Predicting age at first female intercourse
N=4,072 N=3,204

White lower –0.691*** 0.152 –0.623*** 0.191
White lower middle –0.599*** 0.155 –0.555*** 0.166

Table C.1   Comparison of Race-Class Group Effects in Full and  
Reduced Samples
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

White upper middle –0.269 0.177 –0.308+ 0.173
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 1.009* 0.500 0.924+ 0.534
Asian lower middle 1.677* 0.563 1.699* 0.742
Asian upper middle –0.339 0.830 –0.216 0.895
Asian upper 0.578+ 0.336 0.716 0.430

Hispanic lower 0.267 0.456 0.233 0.449
Hispanic lower middle 0.006 0.422 –0.159 0.417
Hispanic upper middle –0.091 0.374 –0.256 0.426
Hispanic upper 0.019 0.435 0.531 0.542

Black lower –0.637*** 0.175 –0.653*** 0.187
Black lower middle –0.713*** 0.209 –0.722** 0.261
Black upper middle –0.243 0.293 –0.458+ 0.271
Black upper –0.461 0.313 –0.339 0.329

Predicting first male intercourse
N=4,192 N=3,390

White lower 0.341 0.215 0.496* 0.252
White lower middle 0.350+ 0.204 0.240 0.218
White upper middle 0.049 0.201 0.040 0.223
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –1.587** 0.599 –2.268*** 0.676
Asian lower middle –0.326 0.435 –0.747+ 0.454
Asian upper middle –0.854+ 0.464 –0.802 0.504
Asian upper –0.332 0.330 –0.544 0.372

Hispanic lower 0.322 0.346 0.084 0.331
Hispanic lower middle 0.901* 0.391 1.160** 0.383
Hispanic upper middle 0.187 0.433 0.322 0.435
Hispanic upper 0.474 0.442 0.500 0.487

Black lower 0.371 0.239 0.642* 0.283
Black lower middle 0.691+ 0.390 0.859+ 0.452
Black upper middle 0.356 0.412 0.306 0.416
Black upper 0.308 0.403 0.142 0.405

Predicting age of first male intercourse
N=3,542 N=2,846

White lower –0.480** 0.168 –0.293 0.185
White lower middle –0.320+ 0.171 –0.250 0.178
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

White upper middle 0.163 0.151 0.215 0.149
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.792 0.644 1.571*** 0.351
Asian lower middle 0.875* 0.404 0.621 0.445
Asian upper middle 0.484 0.441 0.329 0.505
Asian upper 1.011* 0.465 0.375 0.407

Hispanic lower –0.604* 0.283 –0.413 0.299
Hispanic lower middle –0.869** 0.294 –1.004*** 0.291
Hispanic upper middle –0.528 0.483 –0.446 0.471
Hispanic upper –0.476 0.304 –0.591 0.390

Black lower –1.324*** 0.276 –1.487*** 0.295
Black lower middle –1.240*** 0.263 –1.297*** 0.319
Black upper middle –1.223*** 0.296 –0.754** 0.284
Black upper –1.105** 0.344 –0.907** 0.351

Predicting likelihood of first female intercourse without contraception
N=4,034 N=3,167

White lower 0.467** 0.164 0.540*** 0.164
White lower middle 0.285+ 0.163 0.284 0.185
White upper middle 0.186 0.155 0.206 0.161
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.095 0.523 0.226 0.548
Asian lower middle 0.335 0.429 0.394 0.483
Asian upper middle 0.193 0.605 0.310 0.613
Asian upper 0.202 0.307 0.068 0.388

Hispanic lower 0.378 0.264 0.473+ 0.291
Hispanic lower middle 0.566* 0.248 0.661* 0.307
Hispanic upper middle 0.335 0.312 0.229 0.344
Hispanic upper 0.383 0.314 0.269 0.424

Black lower 0.046 0.179 –0.020 0.195
Black lower middle –0.068 0.232 –0.097 0.294
Black upper middle 0.055 0.231 0.102 0.289
Black upper –0.190 0.309 –0.195 0.315

Predicting likelihood of first male intercourse without contraception
N=3,479 N=2,793

White lower 0.234 0.163 0.186 0.178
White lower middle –0.174 0.174 –0.212 0.201
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Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

White upper middle 0.090 0.135 0.122 0.143
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –2.517*** 0.657 –1.956** 0.628
Asian lower middle –0.253 0.585 –0.459 0.576
Asian upper middle –0.094 0.447 –0.002 0.505
Asian upper –0.028 0.332 0.092 0.386

Hispanic lower 0.323 0.262 0.345 0.262
Hispanic lower middle 0.109 0.253 0.009 0.333
Hispanic upper middle –0.078 0.318 –0.056 0.350
Hispanic upper 0.239 0.377 0.383 0.390

Black lower –0.271 0.205 –0.174 0.246
Black lower middle –0.144 0.254 0.115 0.273
Black upper middle –0.144 0.297 –0.028 0.337
Black upper 0.250 0.382 0.164 0.391

Marriage Cohabitation Marriage Cohabitation

B B B B

Predicting likelihood of female marriage and cohabitation (standard errors not 
shown)

N=4,755 N=3,733
White lower 0.498*** 0.584*** 0.483** 0.589***
White lower middle 0.403*** 0.353*** 0.377** 0.347***
White upper middle 0.224** 0.108 0.246* 0.105
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.316 –0.294 0.389 –0.180
Asian lower middle 0.032 –0.471 0.207 –0.262
Asian upper middle 0.147 –0.253 0.302 –0.059
Asian upper 0.132 –0.600** 0.126 –0.846***

Hispanic lower 0.506* 0.081 0.439** 0.158
Hispanic lower middle 0.382** 0.053 0.397* 0.064
Hispanic upper middle 0.192 0.067 0.189 0.029
Hispanic upper –0.216 0.066 –0.141 –0.067

Black lower –0.141 0.216* –0.142 0.239*
Black lower middle –0.029 0.154 0.025 0.110
Black upper middle –0.149 –0.318* –0.209 –0.318*
Black upper –0.560** –0.122 –0.816*** –0.137
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Predicting likelihood of male marriage and cohabitation (standard errors not 
shown)

N=4,219 N=3,384
White lower 0.280* 0.532*** 0.313* 0.607***
White lower middle 0.209 0.290*** 0.249 0.393***
White upper middle 0.191 0.139 0.231* 0.162+
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.064 –0.441 –1.066** –0.215
Asian lower middle –0.773* –0.417 –1.375*** –0.745+
Asian upper middle –0.133 –0.129 –0.098 –0.099
Asian upper 0.137 –0.350+ 0.192 –0.264

Hispanic lower 0.571*** 0.280+ 0.684*** 0.227
Hispanic lower middle 0.432** 0.257+ 0.547** 0.364*
Hispanic upper middle 0.349+ 0.052 0.511** –0.035
Hispanic upper 0.042 –0.259 0.197 –0.332+

Black lower 0.103 0.376* 0.021 0.344*
Black lower middle 0.045 0.002 0.116 0.393*
Black upper middle 0.080 0.305 0.108 0.038
Black upper –0.461 –0.570*** –0.317 0.277

Nonmarital Marital Nonmarital Marital

B B B B

Predicting likelihood of motherhood inside and outside marriage (standard errors 
not shown)

N=4,767 N=3,860
White lower 1.562*** 1.229*** 1.615*** 1.099***
White lower middle 0.846** 0.938*** 0.769** 0.923**
White upper middle 0.570* 0.520 0.629* 0.569*
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –2.534*** –0.103 –2.708** 0.013
Asian lower middle –0.031 0.767 0.410 1.121*
Asian upper middle –0.926 –2.347** –0.590 –2.099*
Asian upper –1.131 0.730 –2.610*** 0.864

Hispanic lower 1.250*** 1.227*** 1.492*** 0.965**
Hispanic lower middle 1.616*** 1.381*** 1.707*** 1.406***
Hispanic upper middle 1.243** 0.766+ 1.366** 0.549
Hispanic upper 1.111* –1.926** 0.533 –2.749***
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Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Black lower 2.112*** 0.614* 2.229*** 0.664+
Black lower middle 1.974*** 0.458 2.247*** 0.671
Black upper middle 1.314*** 0.676 1.399*** 0.508
Black upper 1.379*** –0.325 1.665*** –1.489*

Predicting likelihood of fatherhood inside and outside of marriage (standard errors 
not shown)

N=4,230 N=3,298
White lower 0.971*** 0.734* 0.682* 0.766*
White lower middle 0.680* 0.456 0.596+ 0.578
White upper middle –0.028 0.438 –0.149 0.419
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –2.816** –2.140* –3.195** 2.153*
Asian lower middle –2.427*** –35.797*** –2.235*** –29.765***
Asian upper middle –0.599 –0.229 –0.508 –0.551
Asian upper –4.007*** 0.979 –3.838*** 1.008

Hispanic lower 1.420*** 1.395*** 1.242*** 1.330***
Hispanic lower middle 1.219** 1.157** 1.389*** 1.242*
Hispanic upper middle 1.499*** 0.597 1.521*** 0.871
Hispanic upper –0.194 0.506 –0.033 0.766

Black lower 1.458*** –0.165 1.575*** –0.647
Black lower middle 1.269*** 0.412 0.881* 0.331
Black upper middle 1.378*** 0.707 1.482*** 0.573
Black upper 1.962*** –0.147 1.877*** 0.143

Nonmarital Marital Nonmarital Marital

B SE B SE

Predicting likelihood of motherhood before age eighteen
N=4,763 N=3,678

White lower 1.102*** 0.299 0.889** 0.312
White lower middle 0.745* 0.381 0.387 0.402
White upper middle 0.049 0.354 –0.224 0.368
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –3.208** 1.110 –3.194** 1.120
Asian lower middle –0.545 0.922 –0.413 0.951
Asian upper middle –2.291*** 0.592 –2.460** 0.885
Asian upper –3.023*** 0.728 –2.803*** 0.708
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Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Hispanic lower 1.009* 0.436 0.813 0.521
Hispanic lower middle 1.377* 0.542 1.255* 0.540
Hispanic upper middle 0.638 0.508 0.157 0.618
Hispanic upper 0.897+ 0.536 –0.010 0.904

Black lower 1.404*** 0.179 1.379*** 0.349
Black lower middle 1.129** 0.382 1.175*** 0.379
Black upper middle 1.364** 0.428 1.323** 0.458
Black upper 1.171* .572 1.125+ 0.613

Chapter 5
Predicting regular smoking

N=8,981 N=7,169
White lower 0.387*** 0.109 0.327** 0.122
White lower middle 0.334*** 0.100 0.312** 0.110
White upper middle 0.147 0.092 0.175 0.096
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.644 0.468 –0.793 0.525
Asian lower middle –0.709+ 0.394 –0.585 0.420
Asian upper middle –0.435 0.350 –0.262 0.382
Asian upper –0.671*** 0.241 –0.613* 0.249

Hispanic lower –0.562*** 0.155 –0.738*** 0.181
Hispanic lower middle –0.546* 0.215 –0.440+ 0.237
Hispanic upper middle –0.281 0.233 –0.247 0.233
Hispanic upper –0.290 0.293 –0.277 0.302

Black lower –0.933*** 0.170 –0.877*** 0.155
Black lower middle –0.644** 0.239 –0.526+ 0.292
Black upper middle –1.435*** 0.221 –1.443*** 0.226
Black upper –0.816** 0.281 –0.829** 0.327

Predicting age when regular smoking began
N=3,378 N=2,670

White lower –0.890*** 0.167 –0.985*** 0.184
White lower middle –0.509*** 0.138 –0.464** 0.151
White upper middle –0.248 0.158 –0.128 0.165
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.698 0.867 –0.964 1.135
Asian lower middle 0.387 0.520 0.485 0.609
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Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle 1.297*** 0.367 1.230*** 0.371
Asian upper 1.092*** 0.319 0.898** 0.350

Hispanic lower 0.272 0.269 0.539+ 0.282
Hispanic lower middle –0.840* 0.392 –1.004* 0.404
Hispanic upper middle 0.516 0.510 0.780 0.517
Hispanic upper –0.164 0.339 –0.497 0.449

Black lower 0.493+ 0.268 0.399 0.328
Black lower middle 0.784* 0.362 0.847* 0.423
Black upper middle 1.161** 0.385 1.434*** 0.450
Black upper 0.736* 0.295 0.432 0.483

Predicting alcohol abuse
N=8,949 N=7,146

White lower –1.024*** 0.122 –1.047*** 0.144
White lower middle –0.578*** 0.105 –0.601*** 0.119
White upper middle –0.509*** 0.111 –0.482*** 0.112
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –1.746*** 0.476 –1.977*** 0.539
Asian lower middle –1.441*** 0.296 –1.061*** 0.325
Asian upper middle –1.167*** 0.289 –1.143*** 0.329
Asian upper –1.131*** 0.227 –1.109*** 0.258

Hispanic lower –1.294*** 0.141 –1.284*** 0.169
Hispanic lower middle –1.199*** 0.151 –1.311*** 0.187
Hispanic upper middle –0.790*** 0.188 –0.884*** 0.200
Hispanic upper –0.727** 0.232 –0.487* 0.229

Black lower –2.034*** 0.165 –1.999*** 0.162
Black lower middle –1.376*** 0.152 –1.466*** 0.191
Black upper middle –1.749*** 0.187 –1.666*** 0.191
Black upper –1.418*** 0.175 –1.543*** 0.206

Predicting hard drug use
N=8,996 N=7,147

White lower –0.375*** 0.136 –0.314* 0.159
White lower middle –0.218+ 0.129 –0.201 0.146
White upper middle –0.298* 0.126 –0.284* 0.127
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –1.068* 0.540 –1.194* 0.590
Asian lower middle –0.796+ 0.484 –0.474 0.544
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle –0.474 0.373 –0.280 0.369
Asian upper –0.795* 0.348 –0.891* 0.418

Hispanic lower –0.507** 0.174 –0.393+ 0.208
Hispanic lower middle –0.546* 0.227 –0.479* 0.244
Hispanic upper middle –0.479+ 0.246 –0.560* 0.259
Hispanic upper –0.162 0.301 0.032 0.317

Black lower –2.049*** 0.259 –1.884*** 0.276
Black lower middle –1.174*** 0.268 –1.058*** 0.308
Black upper middle –2.288*** 0.479 –2.279*** 0.571
Black upper –1.770*** 0.339 –1.606*** 0.357

Predicting consumption of fast food
N=8,995 N=7,173

White lower 0.581*** 0.144 0.551*** 0.164
White lower middle 0.408*** 0.112 0.465*** 0.131
White upper middle 0.197 0.121 0.161 0.130
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.129 0.418 –0.095 0.436
Asian lower middle 0.272 0.390 0.698 0.401
Asian upper middle –0.245 0.360 –0.193 0.379
Asian upper –0.117 0.266 –0.226 0.323

Hispanic lower 0.734*** 0.221 0.847*** 0.240
Hispanic lower middle 0.876*** 0.217 0.951*** 0.286
Hispanic upper middle 0.383 0.276 0.321 0.299
Hispanic upper 0.103 0.295 0.214 0.305

Black lower 0.568*** 0.164 0.863*** 0.214
Black lower middle 0.636** 0.210 0.954*** 0.263
Black upper middle 0.790** 0.260 1.019*** 0.244
Black upper 0.711+ 0.416 0.891* 0.429

Predicting engaging in risky sex (paid or with drug dealer)
N=8,969 N=7,164

White lower 0.577*** 0.255 0.372 0.311
White lower middle 0.608** 0.236 0.550* 0.268
White upper middle 0.399 0.112 0.387 0.287
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –3.228*** 0.985 –3.060** 0.994
Asian lower middle 1.183* 0.584 1.477* 0.624
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Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle –0.953 0.937 –0.844 0.929
Asian upper 0.388 0.524 0.600 0.528

Hispanic lower 0.659+ 0.363 0.595 0.471
Hispanic lower middle 0.930** 0.339 0.924** 0.341
Hispanic upper middle 0.876* 0.418 0.647 0.439
Hispanic upper 0.415 0.499 0.529 0.429

Black lower 1.608*** 0.219 1.425*** 0.261
Black lower middle 1.265*** 0.350 1.352*** 0.373
Black upper middle 1.463*** 0.284 1.267*** 0.328
Black upper 1.043* 0.410 1.021* 0.482

Predicting limitation on physical activity
N=8,831 N=6,844

White lower 0.447*** 0.101 0.431** 0.140
White lower middle 0.226* 0.123 0.330* 0.136
White upper middle 0.193+ 0.107 0.195 0.121
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.869* 0.366 1.100** 0.400
Asian lower middle 0.046 0.315 0.382 0.370
Asian upper middle –0.296 0.252 –0.524+ 0.290
Asian upper 0.169 0.207 0.325 0.263

Hispanic lower 0.200 0.165 0.419* 0.183
Hispanic lower middle –0.043 0.195 0.097 0.214
Hispanic upper middle 0.214 0.263 0.068 0.276
Hispanic upper –0.148 0.369 –0.235 0.329

Black lower 0.101 0.168 0.080 0.189
Black lower middle –0.064 0.207 0.025 0.264
Black upper middle –0.152 0.225 –0.398 0.257
Black upper –0.002 0.249 –0.041 0.245

Predicting body mass index
N=8,575 N=7,226

White lower 1.246** 0.397 1.100* 0.461
White lower middle 1.146*** 0.199 1.209*** 0.326
White upper middle 0.101 0.326 0.096 0.347
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –1.969* 0.937 –2.992*** 0.834
Asian lower middle 0.076 0.883 0.677 0.952
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle 0.211 1.019 0.140 1.001
Asian upper –1.694* 0.649 –1.506* 0.701

Hispanic lower 1.253** 0.424 1.377** 0.501
Hispanic lower middle 2.493*** 0.549 2.395*** 0.750
Hispanic upper middle 0.810 0.567 1.138+ 0.648
Hispanic upper 1.446* 0.736 1.693* 0.856

Black lower 1.623*** 0.443 1.498** 0.481
Black lower middle 2.362*** 0.671 2.352** 0.856
Black upper middle 2.212*** 0.679 2.158** 0.671
Black upper 1.712 1.137 1.849 1.162

Predicting obesity
N=8,575 N=7,686

White lower 0.459** 0.147 0.536*** 0.165
White lower middle 0.421*** 0.112 0.450*** 0.128
White upper middle 0.137 0.140 0.185 0.140
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.652 0.679 –1.105 0.984
Asian lower middle 0.290 0.380 0.396 0.385
Asian upper middle 0.086 0.395 0.093 0.445
Asian upper –0.385 0.312 –0.339 0.375

Hispanic lower 0.393* 0.182 0.446* 0.225
Hispanic lower middle 0.632** 0.201 0.592* 0.245
Hispanic upper middle 0.238 0.246 0.424+ 0.256
Hispanic upper 0.492+ 0.273 0.580* 0.292

Black lower 0.618*** 0.146 0.653*** 0.169
Black lower middle 0.581** 0.225 0.594* 0.274
Black upper middle 0.733*** 0.220 0.722*** 0.220
Black upper 0.645+ 0.353 0.726* 0.351

Predicting STD diagnosis
N=8,947 N=6,954

White lower –0.094 0.189 –0.095 0.225
White lower middle –0.320 0.199 –0.454* 0.226
White upper middle –0.040 0.175 –0.160 0.194
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.309 1.007 –0.103 1.015
Asian lower middle –2.031** 0.698 –1.777** 0.674
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle –0.089 0.544 0.058 0.577
Asian upper –0.642 0.556 –0.777 0.629

Hispanic lower 0.147 0.245 0.151 0.327
Hispanic lower middle 0.206 0.276 0.020 0.371
Hispanic upper middle –0.559 0.443 –0.464 0.499
Hispanic upper –0.583 0.432 –1.127* 0.519

Black lower 0.710*** 0.191 0.789*** 0.199
Black lower middle 1.168*** 0.229 1.240*** 0.275
Black upper middle 0.920*** 0.240 1.091*** 0.281
Black upper 1.237*** 0.224 1.298*** 0.258

Predicting poor overall health
N=8,996 N=6,549

White lower 0.192*** 0.043 0.186*** 0.054
White lower middle 0.134** 0.048 0.153** 0.060
White upper middle 0.051 0.034 0.054 0.040
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.532* 0.216 0.523* 0.258
Asian lower middle 0.393* 0.142 0.580** 0.183
Asian upper middle 0.194* 0.087 0.220* 0.094
Asian upper 0.058 0.087 0.012 0.080

Hispanic lower 0.158* 0.065 0.164+ 0.086
Hispanic lower middle 0.120+ 0.067 0.115+ 0.071
Hispanic upper middle 0.032 0.088 –0.030 0.087
Hispanic upper 0.139 0.116 0.109 0.088

Black lower 0.068 0.060 0.079 0.062
Black lower middle 0.154* 0.070 0.188* 0.095
Black upper middle –0.049 0.065 0.016 0.076
Black upper 0.123 0.104 0.060 0.110

Predicting depression score
N=8,936 N=6,525

White lower 0.646** 0.227 0.734** 0.243
White lower middle 0.329 0.221 0.506* 0.243
White upper middle 0.240 0.208 0.330 0.221
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 1.861** 0.707 2.653*** 0.799
Asian lower middle 0.698 0.562 1.395* 0.658
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian upper middle 0.707+ 0.376 1.034* 0.429
Asian upper 1.624** 0.555 1.290* 0.460

Hispanic lower 1.559*** 0.332 1.601*** 0.394
Hispanic lower middle 0.621 0.387 0.916* 0.435
Hispanic upper middle 2.234*** 0.447 2.007** 0.659
Hispanic upper –0.207 0.418 –0.115 0.479

Black lower 1.298*** 0.307 1.402*** 0.332
Black lower middle 1.374*** 0.377 1.337*** 0.404
Black upper middle 0.823+ 0.427 0.856+ 0.493
Black upper 0.808* 0.372 0.873+ 0.475

Predicting perceived likelihood of early death
N=8,996 N=6,550

White lower 0.512*** 0.114 0.433*** 0.133
White lower middle 0.339** 0.117 0.453*** 0.125
White upper middle 0.222* 0.101 0.207* 0.098
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.560+ 0.347 0.529+ 0.319
Asian lower middle 0.850* 0.382 1.238** 0.422
Asian upper middle 0.370 0.310 0.388 0.275
Asian upper 0.124 0.262 0.114 0.325

Hispanic lower 1.732*** 0.230 1.867*** 0.220
Hispanic lower middle 0.895*** 0.238 0.890*** 0.243
Hispanic upper middle 0.912*** 0.251 0.923*** 0.274
Hispanic upper 0.680* 0.279 0.882** 0.303

Black lower 1.422*** 0.143 1.597*** 0.173
Black lower middle 1.318*** 0.184 1.414*** 0.252
Black upper middle 0.855*** 0.203 0.889*** 0.253
Black upper 0.935*** 0.236 0.840** 0.288

Chapter 6
Predicting ADHD score

N=8,996 N=7,138
White lower 2.031*** 0.564 1.894** 0.681
White lower middle 1.383** 0.501 1.445* 0.493
White upper middle 0.278 0.527 0.365 0.602
White upper — — — —
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower –0.342 1.108 –0.011 1.273
Asian lower middle –1.929 1.207 –1.326 1.221
Asian upper middle –2.274** 0.856 –1.846+ 0.973
Asian upper –0.582 0.839 –0.463 0.787

Hispanic lower 1.861* 0.959 0.630 0.718
Hispanic lower middle –0.832 0.811 –0.897 0.808
Hispanic upper middle –1.706* 0.799 –1.486+ 0.912
Hispanic upper 1.416 1.707 –0.535 0.941

Black lower 0.762 0.969 –0.478 0.647
Black lower middle 0.029 0.946 –0.421 0.784
Black upper middle –1.439+ 0.721 –2.606*** 0.729
Black upper –1.652* 0.721 –1.485* 0.738

Predicting Picture Vocabulary Score
N=8,669 N=6,897

White lower –5.337*** 0.831 –5.384*** 0.886
White lower middle –3.644*** 0.696 –3.547*** 0.761
White upper middle –2.109*** 0.509 –1.789*** 0.510
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –12.656*** 2.621 –13.284*** 2.991
Asian lower middle –12.588** 4.103 –11.183** 4.111
Asian upper middle –2.107 1.990 –2.525 2.098
Asian upper –5.090** 1.864 –4.869* 2.055

Hispanic lower –13.759*** 1.335 –14.285*** 1.353
Hispanic lower middle –10.607*** 1.329 –10.514*** 1.324
Hispanic upper middle –9.191*** 1.846 –9.554*** 2.186
Hispanic upper –4.418** 1.508 –2.976* 1.374

Black lower –20.163*** 1.712 –19.104*** 1.571
Black lower middle –13.493*** 1.458 –11.683*** 1.215
Black upper middle –13.493*** 1.458 –11.494*** 1.459
Black upper –8.645*** 1.929 –8.519*** 2.111

Predicting high school GPA
N=7,277 N=5,653

White lower –0.504*** 0.056 –0.558*** 0.063
White lower middle –0.341*** 0.047 –0.319*** 0.055
White upper middle –0.124** 0.041 –0.123** 0.044
White upper — — — —
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower –0.099 0.203 –0.097 0.212
Asian lower middle –0.109 0.180 –0.074 0.127
Asian upper middle 0.015 0.110 –0.029 0.121
Asian upper 0.180* 0.081 0.159+ 0.087

Hispanic lower –0.678*** 0.097 –0.690*** 0.106
Hispanic lower middle –0.697*** 0.088 –0.751*** 0.089
Hispanic upper middle –0.524*** 0.088 –0.580*** 0.094
Hispanic upper –0.287*** 0.073 –0.259*** 0.077

Black lower –0.922*** 0.089 –0.943*** 0.113
Black lower middle –0.795*** 0.097 –0.755*** 0.113
Black upper middle –0.536*** 0.106 –0.464*** 0.108
Black upper –0.437*** 0.131 –0.445** 0.143

Predicting proportion of courses failed
N=7,277 N=5,653

White lower 0.071*** 0.011 0.078*** 0.012
White lower middle 0.050*** 0.009 0.046*** 0.009
White upper middle 0.013* 0.006 0.011 0.007
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.008 0.024 0.019 0.028
Asian lower middle 0.040 0.040 0.014 0.019
Asian upper middle 0.014 0.015 0.022 0.017
Asian upper –0.003 0.013 –0.003 0.015

Hispanic lower 0.121*** 0.021 0.118*** 0.020
Hispanic lower middle 0.125*** 0.024 0.130*** 0.026
Hispanic upper middle 0.081*** 0.022 0.085*** 0.024 
Hispanic upper 0.026* 0.013 0.019 0.014

Black lower 0.137*** 0.019 0.138*** 0.025
Black lower middle 0.121*** 0.021 0.108*** 0.023
Black upper middle 0.071* 0.028 0.056* 0.024
Black upper 0.051+ 0.029 0.048 0.031

Predicting high school graduation

N=8,990 N=5,652
White lower –1.556*** 0.167 –1.627*** 0.232
White lower middle –1.122*** 0.158 –1.196*** 0.230
White upper middle –0.584*** 0.165 –0.579* 0.245
White upper — — — —
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower –0.100 0.673 –0.670 0.824
Asian lower middle –0.432 0.536 –0.904 0.574
Asian upper middle 0.064 0.560 –0.820 0.559
Asian upper 0.500 0.494 0.109 0.743

Hispanic lower –1.858*** 0.188 –2.041*** 0.251
Hispanic lower middle –1.506*** 0.202 –0.182*** 0.272
Hispanic upper middle –1.009*** 0.263 –1.264*** 0.352
Hispanic upper –0.815* 0.376 0.047 0.520

Black lower –1.380*** 0.190 –1.636*** 0.287
Black lower middle –1.206*** 0.221 –1.228*** 0.308
Black upper middle –0.693** 0.264 –0.910* 0.401
Black upper –0.361 0.388 –0.353 0.581

Chapter 7
Predicting involvement in nonviolent crime

N=8,837 N=5,597
White lower –0.333*** 0.082 –0.353** 0.109
White lower middle –0.150 0.097 –0.172 0.116
White upper middle –0.170* 0.087 –0.190+ 0.112
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.566*** 0.104 –0.670*** 0.105
Asian lower middle –0.477*** 0.105 –0.543*** 0.126
Asian upper middle –0.205 0.188 –0.310+ 0.181
Asian upper –0.330** 0.106 –0.376** 0.128

Hispanic lower –0.162 0.104 –0.176 0.149
Hispanic lower middle –0.253* 0.121 –0.287* 0.119
Hispanic upper middle –0.092 0.164 –0.321* 0.161
Hispanic upper –0.268* 0.115 –0.208 0.165

Black lower 0.227* 0.097 –0.280* 0.120
Black lower middle 0.076 0.234 0.175 0.425
Black upper middle –0.157 0.133 –0.159 0.181
Black upper 0.020 0.165 –0.113 0.240

Predicting involvement in violent crime
N=8,767 N=5,578

White lower –0.052 0.078 –0.022 0.095
White lower middle –0.080 0.072 –0.091 0.082
White upper middle –0.107 0.069 –0.126+ 0.072
White upper — — — —



384 APPENDIX C

Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower 0.034 0.480 0.109 0.595
Asian lower middle –0.347** 0.111 –0.363** 0.141
Asian upper middle –0.277* 0.181 –0.253+ 0.135
Asian upper –0.327*** 0.084 –0.314* 0.125

Hispanic lower 0.024 0.079 –0.085 0.084
Hispanic lower middle –0.157+ 0.092 –0.133 0.104
Hispanic upper middle 0.215 0.205 0.039 0.239
Hispanic upper –0.032 0.163 –0.055 0.207

Black lower 0.263+ 0.141 0.202 0.169
Black lower middle 0.481* 0.209 0.540 0.335
Black upper middle 0.035 0.129 0.092 0.197
Black upper 0.202 0.203 0.130 0.275

Predicting criminal justice involvement
N=8,827 N=5,488

White lower –0.034 0.064 –0.103 0.096
White lower middle 0.007 0.065 –0.100 0.074
White upper middle –0.080 0.059 –0.114 0.073
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.270* 0.134 –0.403*** 0.101
Asian lower middle –0.173 0.146 –0.100 0.196
Asian upper middle 0.021 0.144 0.131 0.198
Asian upper –0.002 0.139 0.178 0.204

Hispanic lower –0.055 0.100 –0.132 0.111
Hispanic lower middle –0.130 0.084 –0.046 0.120
Hispanic upper middle 0.137 0.178 –0.131 0.146
Hispanic upper 0.080 0.148 –0.076 0.153

Black lower –0.032 0.086 –0.205 0.092
Black lower middle 0.193 0.165 0.275 0.293
Black upper middle –0.142 0.094 –0.053 0.157
Black upper –0.028 0.104 –0.018 0.145

Chapter 8
Predicting receipt of college degree by Wave 4 

N=7,851 N=5,013
White lower –1.901*** 0.178 –1.679*** 0.184
White lower middle –1.235*** 0.112 –1.150*** 0.126
White upper middle –0.724*** 0.114 –0.697*** 0.121
White upper — — — —
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower –1.393* 1.269 –1.279* 0.607
Asian lower middle –0.453 0.344 –0.531+ 0.392
Asian upper middle 0.407 0.301 0.080 0.399
Asian upper 0.394 0.273 0.427 0.309

Hispanic lower –1.648*** 0.238 –1.534*** 0.284
Hispanic lower middle –2.019*** 0.282 –1.753*** 0.300
Hispanic upper middle –0.722** 0.228 –0.551* 0.252
Hispanic upper –1.097*** 0.259 –0.650* 0.284

Black lower –1.812*** 0.247 –1.709*** 0.243
Black lower middle –1.432*** 0.232 –1.176*** 0.273
Black upper middle –0.856*** 0.243 –0.738** 0.684
Black upper –0.432 0.311 –0.421 0.331

Predicting receipt of graduate degree by Wave 4 
N=7,851 N=5,013

White lower –1.827*** 0.318 –1.477*** 0.362
White lower middle –0.877*** 0.168 –0.733*** 0.201
White upper middle –0.772*** 0.180 –0.675*** 0.186
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.996 0.955 –0.889 0.976
Asian lower middle –0.135 0.387 –0.566 0.505
Asian upper middle –0.294 0.422 –0.279 0.451
Asian upper 0.128 0.433 –0.120 0.476

Hispanic lower –1.334*** 0.390 –1.252** 0.468
Hispanic lower middle –1.729*** 0.518 –1.245* 0.525
Hispanic upper middle –1.127** 0.417 –0.908* 0.459
Hispanic upper –0.855 0.545 –0.399 0.568

Black lower –1.627*** 0.378 –1.392*** 0.392
Black lower middle –1.473*** 0.328 –1.206** 0.429
Black upper middle –0.683* 0.340 –0.413 0.369
Black upper –0.150 0.404 –0.224 0.480

Predicting part-time employment at Wave 4
N=7,821 N=5,005

White lower –0.565*** 0.276 –0.564* 0.279
White lower middle –0.184 0.193 –0.106 0.232
White upper middle –0.945 0.198 –0.060 0.234
White upper — — — —
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

Asian lower –0.718 1.111 –0.461 1.345
Asian lower middle 0.097 0.604 –0.082 0.617
Asian upper middle 0.394 0.504 0.417 0.589
Asian upper –0.177 0.462 0.136 1.001

Hispanic lower –1.189*** 0.316 –1.066*** 0.319
Hispanic lower middle –0.550+ 0.331 –0.015 0.423
Hispanic upper middle 0.625 0.565 0.037 0.726
Hispanic upper –0.472 0.513 –0.413 0.700

Black lower –0.548* 0.264 –0.599+ 0.348
Black lower middle –0.128 0.302 0.157 0.407
Black upper middle –0.265 0.471 0.068 0.433
Black upper –0.818** 0.325 –0.586 0.472

Predicting full-time employment at Wave 4
N=7,821 N=5,005

White lower –0.792*** 0.189 –0.804*** 0.245
White lower middle –0.363* 0.154 –0.341* 0.169
White upper middle –0.143 0.146 –0.196 0.200
White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.301 0.754 –0.262 0.995
Asian lower middle –0.168 0.410 –0.466 0.466
Asian upper middle –0.382 0.410 –0.848 0.501
Asian upper –0.031 0.426 0.383 0.841

Hispanic lower –0.439 0.279 –0.662** 0.252
Hispanic lower middle –0.370 0.224 –0.303 0.366
Hispanic upper middle 0.594 0.414 0.411 0.457
Hispanic upper –0.458 0.396 –0.076 0.437

Black lower –0.875*** 0.205 –0.890*** 0.224
Black lower middle –0.476+ 0.258 –0.786** 0.306
Black upper middle –0.499 0.413 –0.193 0.350
Black upper –0.757** 0.262 –0.813* 0.340

Predicting annual earnings at Wave 4
N=6,093 N=4,020

White lower –0.425*** 0.079 –0.309*** 0.067
White lower middle –0.268*** 0.046 –0.234*** 0.049
White upper middle –0.146** 0.045 –0.162*** 0.048
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Table C.1  (continued )

Full Sample Reduced Sample

B SE B SE

White upper — — — —

Asian lower –0.306 0.234 –0.331 0.271
Asian lower middle 0.080 0.127 0.138 0.138
Asian upper middle –0.132 0.228 –0.019 0.123
Asian upper 0.223* 0.093 0.224 0.078

Hispanic lower –0.213** 0.067 –0.304*** 0.082
Hispanic lower middle –0.242* 0.117 –0.257* 0.104
Hispanic upper middle –0.056 0.082 0.057 0.090
Hispanic upper –0.031 0.107 0.039 0.125

Black lower –0.577*** 0.081 –0.611*** 0.117
Black lower middle –0.424*** 0.082 –0.351*** 0.088
Black upper middle –0.341*** 0.079 –0.225** 0.084
Black upper –0.109 0.106 –0.130 0.111

Predicting TANF receipt at Wave 4
N=7,839 N=5,001

White lower 1.466*** 0.150 1.304*** 0.182
White lower middle 0.700*** 0.134 0.612*** 0.162
White upper middle 0.264+ 0.142 0.192 0.171
White upper — — — —

Asian lower 0.324 0.783 0.062 1.044
Asian lower middle –0.390 0.726 –0.107 0.771
Asian upper middle –0.979+ 0.535 –1.234 0.881
Asian upper –0.886+ 0.504 –1.027+ 0.592

Hispanic lower 0.800*** 0.217 0.873*** 0.253
Hispanic lower middle 0.825*** 0.239 0.948** 0.328
Hispanic upper middle 0.696** 0.258 0.604+ 0.325
Hispanic upper 0.162 0.300 –0.170 0.390

Black lower 1.802*** 0.170 1.907*** 0.552
Black lower middle 1.111*** 0.247 0.891** 0.329
Black upper middle 1.371*** 0.268 1.106*** 0.278
Black upper 0.756** 0.277 0.575+ 0.330

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data set described in Harris and Udry (2008).


	Figure 1.1
	Figure 2.1
	Figure 2.2
	Figure 2.3
	Figure 2.4 2.5
	Figure 2.6
	Figure 2.7
	Figure 2.8
	Figure 2.9
	Figure 2.10
	Figure 2.11
	Table 2.1
	Table 2.2
	Table 2.3
	Figure 3.1
	Figure 3.2
	Figure 3.3
	Figure 3.4
	Figure 3.5
	Figure 3.6
	Figure 3.7
	Figure 3.8
	Figure 3.9
	Figure 3.10
	Figure 3.11
	Figure 3.12
	Figure 3.13
	Figure 3.14
	Figure 3.15
	Figure 3.16
	Table 3.1
	Figure 4.1
	Figure 4.2
	Figure 4.3
	Figure 4.4
	Figure 4.5
	Figure 4.6
	Figure 4.7
	Table 4.1
	Table 4.2
	Table 4.3
	Table 4.3a
	Table 4.4
	Table 4.5
	Table 4.6
	Table 4.7
	Table 4.8
	Table 4.9
	Table 4.10
	Figure 5.1
	Figure 5.2
	Figure 5.3
	Figure 5.4
	Figure 5.5
	Figure 5.6
	Figure 5.7
	Figure 5.8
	Figure 5.9
	Figure 5.10
	Figure 5.11
	Table 5.1
	Table 5.2
	Table 5.3
	Table 5.4
	Table 5.5
	Table 5.6
	Table 5.7
	Table 5.8
	Table 5.9
	Table 5.10
	Table 5.11
	Table 5.12
	Table 5.13
	Figure 6.1
	Figure 6.2
	Figure 6.3
	Figure 6.4
	Figure 6.5
	Table 6.1
	Table 6.2
	Table 6.3
	Table 6.4
	Table 6.5
	Table 6.6
	Table 6.7
	Figure 7.1
	Figure 7.2
	Figure 7.3
	Table 7.1
	Table 7.2
	Table 7.3
	Table 7.4
	Table 7.5
	Figure 8.1
	Figure 8.2
	Figure 8.3
	Figure 8.4
	Figure 8.5
	Table 8.1
	Table 8.2
	Table 8.3
	Table 8.4
	Table 8.5
	Table 8.6
	Table 8.7
	Figure 9.1
	Figure 9.2
	Figure 9.3
	Figure 9.4
	Figure 9.5
	Figure 9.6
	Figure 9.7
	Figure 9.8
	Figure 9.9
	Figure 9.10
	Figure 9.11
	Figure 9.12
	Figure 9.13
	Figure 9.14
	Table 9.1
	Figure 10.1
	Figure 10.2
	Figure 10.3
	Figure 10.4
	Figure 10.5
	Table A.1
	Table B.1
	Table C.1

