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The Educational Costs of Being Multiracial: Evidence from a National Survey of Adolescents 

Abstract 

There is clear evidence that the number of multiracial children in the U.S. is growing, yet existing 
research offers few insights about how outcomes for these children compare to those of their single-race 
peers. We address this gap by using the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health to assess racial 
differences in education. Specifically, we compare vocabulary scores, grade point averages, and odds of 
repeating a grade for multiracial and single-race youth. Our findings are generally consistent with the 
marginal man hypothesis, an influential, yet rarely tested, thesis about the costs and benefits of being 
multiracial. We find that white/black youth have outcomes that are unlike those of blacks, and 
white/American Indians do not differ from whites, but the situation is more complex for white/Asians. 
We close by acknowledging that racial classification is a social process, and then discussing the 
implications of racial fluidity for assessments of educational differences.  
 
 



  

Over the past three decades, the number of Americans married to someone of a different race, as 

well as the number of children born to interracial couples, and the number of children who identify as 

multiracial, have all increased dramatically. In 1970, less than 1 percent of marriages were interracial 

(U.S. Census Bureau 1998). In 1998, 5 percent of all marriages were interracial, with outmarriage rates 

exceeding 15 percent for Hispanics and Asians (Suro 1998). Similar trends have been observed for 

multiracial children. Tafoya (2000) reports that in California, the number of multiracial children born 

each year now exceeds the number of births of black or Asian children, and is only about one-half the 

number of white births. Nationally, 4 percent of children were identified as multiracial in the 2000 Census 

(Grieco and Cassidy 2001). 

Despite the increasing racial diversity of American families, some are not convinced that 

interracial unions are good for society. Some objections are purely racist (Rushton 1995), while others 

belie concerns about the loss of cultural identity and community for nonwhite populations (Spickard 

1989), and the consequences of increasing intermarriage for those who wish to marry within their race 

(Crowder and Tolnay 1999). Still others voice objections to interracial marriage because they are 

concerned about the social and psychological well-being of multiracial children. As one woman put it, 

“The only thing that bothers me about interracial relationships is the kids that are produced—that poor 

child! You see a black and white couple together and they have a child, and you know the whites’ll say 

‘ugh’ and the blacks’ll say the same” (Frankenberg 1993, 94-95). This belief that multiracial children are 

destined to experience social and psychological stress has been formally stated as the marginal man 

hypothesis (Park 1928, 1931; Stonequist 1935, 1937). This hypothesis has had a remarkable impact on 

American racial thought, despite rarely having been subjected to rigorous empirical scrutiny. 

 In this paper we examine aspects of the marginal hypothesis by assessing differences between 

multiracial and single-race youth across several educational outcomes. Although we are not the first to 

study the academic achievement of multiracials (e.g., Kao 1999; Stonequist 1937), our study is unique in 

its generalizability, breadth, and approach to defining “multiracial”. 
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Race, Mixed Race, and Education 

Over 60 years ago, Park (1928, 1931) and Stonequist (1935, 1937) conducted a series of in-depth 

studies of multiracial populations, a group they referred to as “marginal men”. They concluded that 

because multiracial people are between multiple social worlds, they reflect “the discords and harmonies, 

repulsions and attractions of these worlds” (Stonequist 1937, 8). To Park and Stonequist, being 

multiracial had an important, permanent, and nearly inescapable impact on one’s life. Stonequist wrote 

that one’s “dual social connections will then be reflected in the type of life he leads, the nature of his 

achievements or failures, his conception of himself, and many of his social attitudes and aspirations” (3-

4). For Stonequist and Park, being multiracial was a defining quality of an individual, and the marginal 

man was a distinctive personality type. 

Although Stonequist and Park argued that the anxiety resulting from racial marginality often 

“initiates a process of disorganization which finds expression in statistics of delinquency, crime, suicide 

and mental instability” (Stonequist 1935, 12), they did not necessarily believe that multiracials would 

have poor educational outcomes. Instead, they observed that white/black individuals were more intelligent 

than blacks, and were more likely to become leaders, because crises of marginality made them more self-

conscious and reflective. Other reasons they offered for the achievement of multiracials included more 

contact with the dominant culture, and a lower likelihood of experiencing color prejudice. Neither scholar 

made any mention of how multiracial educational achievement fared relative to that of whites, though one 

can infer from their writings that they assumed white achievement would be superior. 

Though they were writing about a very different social world from the one we have today, 

Stonequist and Park’s hypotheses have implications for the educational outcomes of contemporary 

multiracial populations. First, they predict that multiracials should perform better than their component 

nonwhite racial group, but not as well as whites. Second, they posit that the effects of marginality depend 

on the social distance between single-race groups. As the social distance between whites and blacks is 
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greater than that separating whites from Asians or American Indians (Bobo and Zubrinsky 1996; Harris 

and Sim 2000), the marginal man hypothesis predicts that white/black youth will be more likely than 

white/Asians or white/American Indians to perform at a level that is clearly between that of their 

component groups. 

In the decades since the marginal man hypothesis was proposed, it has been subjected to 

surprisingly little empirical scrutiny, in part because of the scarcity of data containing indicators of 

multiraciality. However, there are three quite creative studies that have used representative data to 

examine education and education-related outcomes for multiracials. The first is Keith and Herring’s 

(1991) analysis of complexion effects in the National Survey of Black Americans. They find a strong 

negative relationship between the darkness of a person’s complexion, and his or her educational 

attainment, occupational status, and income. These effects are independent of region, urbanicity, age, 

marital status, and parents’ socioeconomic status (SES). They further find that complexion matters more 

for women than for men, perhaps because of the greater weight society places on appearance for women. 

Hill (2000) also examines the relationship between complexion and SES among black adults, but 

his approach corrects for a potential bias in the Keith and Herring study. In the data Keith and Herring 

analyze, interviewers code complexion after asking respondents a myriad questions about their attitudes, 

experiences, and background. This makes it possible that complexion is affected by socioeconomic status 

(i.e., interviewers code more affluent blacks as lighter skinned), and is therefore not completely 

exogenous. Hill solves this problem by using 1920 Census data for mulatto and black boys to predict their 

occupational status as adults. Like Keith and Herring, he finds a strong relationship between complexion 

and socioeconomic status. He also agrees with their conclusion that complexion effects are primarily due 

to contemporary color bias, rather than the cumulative effects of historical discrimination. Neither Hill 

nor Keith and Herring include data on whites, so their work is silent about whether outcomes for 

white/black adults are between those of whites and blacks. 
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A third, direct assessment of the relationship between multiraciality and education is offered by 

Kao (1999). She uses data from the National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS) to compare the test 

scores and grade point averages of multiracial and monoracial eighth graders. NELS lacks a measure of 

multiraciality, so Kao defines multiracial youth as individuals whose self-identified single race is 

inconsistent with the self-identified single race reported by their interviewed parent. She finds that with 

respect to grade point average and math test scores, biracial Asians resemble whites, but are outperformed 

by Asians, while blacks and biracial blacks are similarly outperformed by whites. 

Our analysis extends these studies in four important ways. First, we expand the number of 

multiracial groups considered by conducting separate analyses for white/black, white/Asian, and 

white/American Indian youth. Second, we not only focus on the contemporary relationship between 

education and multiraciality, but we do so for a broader age range than did Kao. Third, we consider three 

different education measures—vocabulary, grade point average, and grade repetition. Last, we use two 

different reports of self-identified race to identify multiracials, rather than interviewer observations or 

Kao’s combination of own and parent race. 

 

Data 

Our analysis is based on data from Wave 1 of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent 

Health (Add Health). Add Health is a school-based, longitudinal study of health behaviors for youth in 

grades 7 through 12. Wave 1 was collected in 1994 and 1995. Initially, 83,135 in-school interviews were 

conducted with students from 80 high schools and 52 middle schools. Next, in-home interviews were 

conducted with 18,924 youth from the school sample.1 Last, in-home interviews were conducted with a 

primary caregiver of each of the youth interviewed at home. In over 70 percent of cases the interviewed 

primary caregiver was the youth’s biological mother.2 

                                                           
1 Our analyses use weighted data and the survey commands in Stata to correct for oversamples in the 
home sample, clustering in the school sample, and survey nonresponse (Chantala and Tabor 1999). 
2 For more information about the design of Add Health see Bearman, Jones, and Udry (1997). 
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For our purposes the key features of Add Health are its large sample size, multiple measures of 

race, and numerous indicators of education. The presence of multiple indicators of race distinguishes Add 

Health from most other surveys. The self-administered school survey asks, “What is your race? If you are 

of more than one race, you may choose more than one.” At home, an interviewer reads the following, 

“What is your race? You may give more than one answer.” Both questions have the same response 

categories--white, black or African American, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Native 

American, and other. 

We restrict the Add Health sample in two ways. First, we exclude all youth who identify as 

Hispanic on either the school or home surveys. We can only examine the characteristics on nonhispanic 

multiracial youth because Add Health uses separate race and Hispanic origin questions. Second, because 

all of our education measures come from the home survey, and we will be using responses to both surveys 

to define race, we restrict the sample to youth who completed the school and home interview.3 

Our key variable is race. As has been argued elsewhere (Goldstein and Morning 2000; Harris 

2001; Harris and Sim 2000; Root 1992), it is not clear who should be considered multiracial. Previous 

work has shown that how the multiracial population is defined can affect its size and sociodemographic 

characteristics, and that sensitivity to alternative racial classification schemes depends on which single-

race groups are involved. Thus, our desired approach would be to define racial populations in several 

ways, and examine the effect of measurement on the relationship between race and education. 

Unfortunately, this approach is not possible with Add Health, or any other national dataset that we know 

of, because alternative measures of race are not available, or because sample sizes are to small. Instead, 

we use an inclusive definition of multiracial that is based on self-identified race on the school and home 

surveys.  

                                                           
3  See Harris and Sim (2000) for more information about the rationale and implications of these 
restrictions. 



6 

  

We define multiracials as youth who select more than one single-race group in the school or 

home survey, or who select one racial category at school and a different one at home.4 So, white/black 

youth select white and black on either survey, or white on one survey and black on the other. We define 

white, black, American Indian, and Asian youth as those who select the same single-race group twice. 

Although these definitions do not fully capture contextual effects on racial classification or perceptions of 

race by others, they are based on reports of race in two different settings. As such, we believe that they 

are a significant improvement over the racial classifications schemes used by Keith and Herring, Hill, and 

Kao. 

We examine racial differences across three measures of education. The first is grade repetition. At 

home, youth are asked, “Have you ever repeated a grade or been held back a grade?” We code those who 

report ever having repeated a grade as “1”, and others as “0”. Although little research has been done on 

grade repetition, Hauser, Pager, and Simmons (2000) argue that it is a widely-practiced, yet educationally 

suspect, aspect of the American educational system. They maintain that repeating a grade “has no lasting 

educational benefits, that it typically leads to lower achievement (than promotion) and to higher rates of 

school dropout” (2). Furthermore, their analysis of 1972-1998 Current Population Survey data shows 

strong racial differences in grade repetition. By ages 15 to 17, between 40 and 50 percent of blacks and 

Hispanics have repeated a grade, compared to only 25 to 35 percent of whites. Controlling for SES and 

geographic location explains racial differences at younger ages, and substantially reduces racial gaps 

among 15 to 17 year olds, but for this older group, a significant gap persists between whites and blacks 

and Hispanics. 

Second, we assess verbal comprehension and vocabulary with the Add Health Picture Vocabulary 

Test (AHPVT), which is an abridged version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R). 

For the test an interviewer reads a word, and then asks the respondent to select which of four illustrations 

best fits the word. For example, for the word “furry”, the respondent is shown pictures of a parrot, a 

                                                           
4 One person identified as white/black at home and white/American Indian at school, and was dropped 
from the sample. No one else identified with more than one of the multiracial groups we examine. 
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dolphin, a frog, and a cat. The AHPVT contains 78 items, and was constructed by taking every other item 

from the PPVT-R. Scores on the AHPVT are standardized to have a mean of 100 and standard deviation 

of 15. Previous work shows that PPVT-R scores differ substantially between white and black youth. 

About one-third of the racial gap is explained by family income, and an equal amount appears to be due to 

a broad array of educational, household, and family factors (Phillips, Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, 

and Crane 1998). 

Our third education measure is self-reported grade point average (GPA). In both the home and 

school interview, youth are asked about their most recent course grades in English or language arts, 

mathematics, history or social studies, and science. We compute GPA by averaging across the four grades 

reported at home. If grades for any subject are missing from home data, we use reports from the school 

interview. We drop the 12 percent of youth who failed to report a grade for each subject in at least one of 

the interviews. It is not clear whether these individuals were not enrolled in one or more of the four 

subjects, or whether they did not want to divulge their grades. 

Perhaps because of its greater availability, GPA is commonly used to assess racial differences in 

education. As we have already discussed, Kao (1999) finds significant differences between the GPAs of 

white, black, Asian, biracial Asian, and biracial black eighth grades. Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 

(1998) present similar results for tenth graders, though their race variable only distinguishes between 

whites, blacks, and Asians. Neither of these studies discusses the accuracy of self-reported grades, but 

there is research that suggests estimates of the black-white gap in GPA are too small because the accuracy 

of self-reported grades varies by race. Bauman (1996) finds that in a sample of tenth graders, blacks 

overestimated their GPAs by .25 points, while whites inflated their grades by .20 points. We know of no 

studies that discuss the accuracy of self-reported grades for multiracial youth. 

We explore reasons for racial differences in education by estimating a series of nested regression 

models. In the first model we use race to predict each of the three education outcomes. In Model 2, we 

add four basic demographic indicators—age, sex, urbanicity, and region. Model 3 adds a categorical 

measure of immigrant status. We distinguish between youth who were born outside the U.S. (first 
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generation), those who were born in the U.S. to immigrant parents (second generation), and those who 

were born in the U.S. to parents who were both born in the U.S. (third or higher generation). We expect 

this variable to be an especially important factor in explaining Asian-nonAsian AHPVT scores, because a 

high proportion of Asians are immigrants (Farley 1996), and so might be expected to have smaller 

vocabularies than native English speakers. We also intend our immigrant status measures to capture some 

the educational benefits of immigrant cultures (Zhou and Bankston 1994; Waters 1999).  

In Model 4 we include three indicators of family composition—whether both biological parents 

live in the household, the number of siblings in the household, and the age of the youngest residential 

parent. Two-parent households and older parents tend to be wealthier, have more advantaged social 

networks, and provide better supervision, each of which encourages educational success (McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994). There is debate about whether number of siblings affects PPVT scores, but most agree 

that having more siblings has negative consequences for other aspects of education (Downey, Powell, 

Steelman, and Pribesh 1999; Guo and VanWey 1999; Phillips 1999). Researchers also agree that family 

SES affects educational outcomes (Hauser et al. 2000; Phillips et al. 1998). Add Health lacks good family 

income data, so in Model 5 we use the educational attainment of the most highly-educated coresidential 

parent as a proxy for family SES. Model 6 addresses the relationship between school racial composition 

and education (Mayer 1991) by controlling for percent nonhispanic white, percent nonhispanic Asian, and 

percent nonhispanic American Indian. We do not control for percent nonhispanic black because it is 

highly-correlated with percent nonhispanic white, and adding it to the model has no effect on race 

coefficients. 

 

Results 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for all of our variables by race. White/black youth have 

AHPVT scores, GPAs, and grade repetition rates that are between those of whites and blacks. 

White/Asians have vocabulary scores that are between those of Asians and whites, but lower GPAs and a 

lower probability of ever having repeated a grade. Patterns for white/American Indians are similar to 
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those observed for white/black youth, except that they are closer to whites in AHPVT scores and GPA, 

but farther than white/black youth from whites in grade repetition. Table 1 also shows substantial 

variation by race on most of the independent variables, which suggests that some of the baseline racial 

differences we observe are due to demography, immigration, family composition, and school 

composition. Last, Table 1 reports that sample sizes for American Indians and each of the multiracial 

groups are small to moderate. For this reason our discussion focuses on point estimates, as well as 

significance levels. 

[Table 1 about here] 

 We begin our assessment of educational differences by considering grade repetition. Table 2 

reports logistic regression coefficients for each of our six explanatory models. Model 1 shows total effects 

of race. All single-race groups significantly differ from whites in their likelihood of having repeated a 

grade, with blacks and American Indians being substantially more likely to have repeated, and Asians 

being less likely. Among the multiracial groups, only white/American Indians are significantly more 

likely than whites to have repeated a grade. Point estimates for the other two multiracial groups are large, 

but neither coefficient is statistically reliable. None of the multiracial groups differs from its component 

nonwhite group in grade repetition, though the gap between white/black and black youth is quite large. 

[Table 2 about here] 

 Model 2 tests the hypothesis that racial differences in grade repetition are due to racial differences 

in demography. As expected, each of our demographic measures is a significant predictor of grade 

repetition, with younger adolescents, girls, and youth from rural areas and the West being least likely to 

have ever been held back. Controlling for these demographic indicators leads to a slight increase in the 

gap between white/American Indians and whites, because white/American Indians are more likely than 

whites to be boys. The difference between these groups would be even larger in Model 2, except that 

white/American Indians are a young population and are 50 percent more likely than whites to live in the 

West. Controlling for demographic factors also affects differences between whites and white/black and 
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white/Asian youth, because larger shares of each of these multiracial groups live in urban areas and the 

West. However, neither of these differences is statistically significant. 

 Model 3 adjusts for immigrant status, but because generation is not a significant predictor of 

grade repetition, none of the racial gaps are affected. Model 4 shows that family composition has a 

substantial effect on grade repetition. When we control for family composition, whites are still 

significantly less likely than white/American Indians to have ever repeated a grade, but because 

white/American Indians are less likely to live with both biological parents and more likely to have young 

parents, the net difference between these two groups is smaller. For white/black youth, controlling for 

family composition substantially reduces disparities with whites, but increases the grade repetition gap 

with blacks, because white/black youth are unlikely to live with both biological parents. Family 

composition has no effect on racial differences involving white/Asian youth. 

 Hauser and his colleagues (2000) find that for students younger than 15, race differences in grade 

repetition are fully explained by family SES. For students age 15 or older, they report reduced, yet 

significant, net race effects. Model 5 confirms that family SES predicts grade repetition. Both college 

attendance and college completion by parents significantly reduces the odds that adolescents ever repeat a 

grade. Controlling for SES further reduces the grade repetition difference between white/American 

Indians and whites, though the white advantage remains statistically significant. None of the differences 

for white/black or white/Asian adolescents change appreciably, despite family SES disparities between 

these multiracial groups and their component single-race groups. This suggests that variables in Models 

2-4 account for much of the explanatory power of family SES, most likely because of the strong 

correlation between family composition and family SES. 

 Last, Model 6 considers whether differences in school racial composition explain remaining 

racial disparities in grade repetition. As expected, we find that students who attend schools with 

substantial Asian or white populations have a significantly lower probability of ever repeating a grade. 

Controlling for racial composition substantially diminishes the white advantage over white/American 

Indians and white/blacks in grade repetition. Neither of these racial gap is statistically significant in the 
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full model. The white/Asian advantage over whites has changed little from the baseline model, and while 

not statistically significant, we suspect that the difference would be reliable if we had a larger sample of 

white/Asians. Our estimate is that white/Asians are only .61 times as likely as whites to ever repeat a 

grade. 

 In finding significant effects of school racial composition on grade repetition, our analysis 

extends work by Hauser and his colleagues (2000). It suggests that for older adolescents, racial disparities 

in grade repetition are the result of family SES and school racial composition differences. However, in 

answering one question, our work raises another—why does school racial composition matter? One 

explanation is that school racial composition is correlated with unobserved family differences in SES, 

attitudes, and culture. An alternative explanation emphasizes racial segregation in schools, and posits that 

race matters because schools with many Asian or white students tend to be in smaller, more affluent 

school districts in suburbs or rural areas. As a result, these schools may be more likely than large, central 

city schools to find alternatives to failing students. Although our data do not allow us to test these 

hypotheses directly, they nevertheless show that net of family composition, family SES, and school racial 

composition, none of the multiracial groups we consider significantly differ from their component single-

race groups in grade repetition. 

 In Table 3 we examine racial differences in vocabulary by contrasting scores on the AHPVT. Due 

to significant disparities in vocabulary between Hispanic and nonhispanic youth, standardized AHPVT 

scores for our sample are somewhat high, with a mean of 103.49 and standard deviation of 13.35. Model 

1 shows that each of the three multiracial groups has higher verbal abilities than its nonwhite component 

group. These differences are statistically significant and large. The American Indian-white/American 

Indian gap of 8.7 points, and black-white/black difference of 7.7 points are more than one-half of a 

standard deviation of overall AHPVT scores. The Asian-white/Asian gap is somewhat smaller, but even it 

is 5.8 points. Only white/black youth have AHPVT scores that are significantly below those of whites, but 

they too are closer to whites than nonwhites in verbal ability. 

[Table 3 about here] 
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 When we add several basic demographic indicators in Model 2, we see that AHPVT scores are 

higher for older adolescents, boys, and youth who live in central cities and outside the South. The 

anomalous finding of a central city advantage is likely due to the exclusion of Hispanics from the sample. 

Hispanic youth have a mean AHPVT score of about 93, and almost 50 percent of Hispanic youth live in 

central cities. Net of demographics, the white-white/black gap in AHPVT is 5 points, which is up slightly 

from its baseline value of 4.7. By contrast, the black-white/black gap has narrowed by 1 point, mostly 

because white/black youth are more likely than blacks to live in urban areas and outside the South. For 

white/Asian adolescents, controlling for demographics leads to a slight widening of verbal differences 

with both whites and Asians, although their scores are still not significantly lower than those of whites. 

The American Indian-white/American Indian gap also widens by about 1 point in Model 2, which is 

largely due to the higher share of boys among white/American Indians and their greater urbanization. 

 Unlike grade repetition, Model 3 reports that immigrant status has a significant effect on 

vocabulary. Given that a majority of young immigrants are not native English speakers, it is not 

surprising to see that being born outside the U.S. is associated with a 4-point decline in AHPVT. 

Interestingly, being the parent of immigrants does not seem to adversely affect vocabulary if the child is 

born in the U.S. Consistent with arguments about the benefits of partial assimilation (Zhou and Bankston 

1994; Waters 1999), AHVPT scores of second generation youth tend to be 3 points higher than those of 

third or higher generation adolescents. Immigration explains none of the vocabulary differences for 

white/black or white/American Indian youth, but is important for understanding white/Asian differences. 

White/Asian youth are substantially more likely than whites to be second generation, so controlling for 

immigration expands the white advantage by .83 points. Controlling for immigrant status has the opposite 

effect on the Asian-white/Asian gap. Fifty-six percent of Asian youth are foreign born, so controlling for 

whether youth are immigrants brings Asians 1 point closer to white/Asians on the AHPVT. 

 Again, Model 4 shows that family composition has a significant impact on education. Larger 

vocabularies are observed for youth who live with both biological parents, have older parents, and fewer 

siblings. The effect of having two biological parents in the household is especially large, and is equivalent 
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to having a parent who is 20 years older, or having three fewer siblings. Family composition explains 

about 20 percent of the remaining white-white/black gap in verbal ability, although at 4.3 points, this gap 

remains statistically significant. The white-white/Asian gap widens slightly in Model 4, and is now 

marginally statistically significant. We also observe a 1-point decline in the American Indian-

white/American Indian gap in verbal ability when we control for family composition, which is primarily 

due to American Indian’s larger number of siblings and lower likelihood of living with both biological 

parents. 

 Consistency between AHPVT and grade repetition results are also apparent for family SES, as in 

Model 5 we again see that having a parent attend or complete college has positive effects on adolescent 

education. Higher levels of schooling by the parents of white/black youth mean that controlling for 

parental educational attainment narrows the black-white/black gap in AHPVT by 1 point. Family SES 

explains a much smaller fraction of the remaining gaps for white/Asians and white/American Indians. 

 Model 6 reports that each percentage point increase in percent white accounts for a 5-point 

increase in AHPVT. By contrast, American Indian students are associated with lower AHPVT scores. In 

this final model, the white-white/black gap in verbal ability is 60 percent of its original size, but at 3 

points, it remains statistically significant. The white/black advantage over blacks is down to 4.5 points, 

but it too remains statistically significant. Controlling for school racial composition has little effect on 

vocabulary differences between white/Asians and their component racial groups. White/Asian youth are 

not significantly different from whites, but both groups score substantially higher than Asians. Our 

models explain 27 percent of the original Asian-white/Asian gap in AHPVT. Like white/Asians, 

white/American Indians match whites’ scores on the AHPVT. Also, after controlling for school racial 

composition, we no longer see a reliable difference between American Indian and white/American Indian 

verbal ability. Our analysis suggests that the principal reason why American Indian adolescents have low 

vocabulary scores is because, on average, they attend schools that are 25 percent white and 22 percent 

American Indian. Given high levels of poverty and other social problems on Indian reservations (Trosper 
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1996), it is likely that these schools are underfunded, though we cannot reject the hypothesis that percent 

American Indian is capturing unobserved effects of family SES and culture.   

 Table 4 reports racial differences in GPA. In Model 1 we observe that blacks and American 

Indians have significantly lower GPAs than whites, and all three groups have lower GPAs than Asians. 

We also see that all three multiracial groups have GPAs that are below those of whites, though only the 

white-white/American Indian gap is statistically significant. The white-white/Asian GPA differential of 

.19 points is only .01 points smaller than the white-white/American Indian differential, and so would 

probably be statistically significant if our sample included more white/Asians. All of the GPA differences 

between multiracial and component nonwhite groups are statistically significant. White/black youth have 

GPAs that are .22 points higher than those of blacks, and white/American Indians outperform American 

Indians by .33 points, but white/Asians report GPAs that are .43 points below those of Asians. 

[Table 4 about here] 

 In Model 2 we see that GPAs are higher for girls and younger adolescents, but because of 

offsetting racial differentials on these indicators, racial differences in GPA are largely unchanged from 

the baseline model. Model 3 again shows that immigrant status affects education, but the pattern of effects 

differs from what was observed for AHPVT scores. Here, both first and second  generation youth have 

better outcomes, whereas previously there was actually a cost to being first generation. The reason for this 

change is that GPA is not a direct measure of English ability, and so higher scores attributable to 

immigrant culture are not offset by the reduced fluency of nonnative speakers.  

As expected, controlling for immigrant status has little effect on race differences in GPA for 

white/black and white/American Indian youth. However, in Model 3 we see that the Asian advantage over 

white/Asians has declined, while the white advantage over white/Asians has increased, and is now 

statistically significant. White/Asian and Asian youth are much more likely than adolescents from the 

other racial groups to be first or second generation Americans, so net of immigrant status, their GPA 

scores are substantially smaller. 
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 Also as in previous tables, Model 4 shows that family composition affects education. Having two 

biological parents in the household is associated with a .23-point, or one-third of a standard deviation, 

increase in GPA. Consistent with work that suggests household size effects vary by education outcome 

(Phillips 1999), we fail to find a significant relationship between number of siblings and GPA. 

Controlling for family composition, especially whether two biological parents are in the household, has a 

substantial impact on GPA differentials for white/black and white/American Indian youth. In Model 4, the 

white-white/black gap has declined by 75 percent, and it is no longer statistically significant. Likewise, 

the white-white/American Indian gap is down 21 percent, but whites continue to have significantly higher 

GPAs than white/American Indians. 

 Model 5 reports that parental education is a strong determinant of GPA. Including it in the 

equation causes a slight narrowing in black-white/black, white-white/American Indian, American Indian-

white/American Indian differentials, but all of these gaps remain statistically significant. Our final model, 

which adds controls for school racial composition, shows few changes in GPA differentials for 

white/black and white/Asian youth, but there is a substantial change in the gap between American Indian 

and white/American Indian youth. Net of school racial composition, and in particular the percentage of 

students who are American Indians or white, Model 6 shows that there is no longer a significant 

difference in GPA scores between whites, American Indians, and white/American Indians. The black-

white/black gap continues to be statistically significant, and as in the baseline model, is estimated at .20 

points. The white-white/Asian gap also remains statistically significant, and is now one-third larger than 

in the baseline model. The Asian advantage over white/Asians is 86 percent of what was observed in the 

baseline model, and it too remains statistically significant.  

 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 We began this paper by observing two facts—the number of multiracial children is increasing, 

and empirical social science has little to say about how these children will fare in the educational system. 

The best paper we have found on this topic is Kao’s (1999) analysis of NELS data. However, because she 
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uses a questionable definition of multiracial, and only examines data for eighth graders, her results are far 

from definitive. Our basic conclusions differ markedly from those presented by Kao. She summarizes her 

analysis of GPAs and math test scores by observing that biracial Asians perform like whites, while 

biracial blacks perform like blacks. In our analysis, white/black youth have outcomes that are unlike those 

of blacks, and although white/Asians are unlike Asians, they are not clearly like whites either.  

Despite our attempt to draw general conclusions about racial gaps in education, it is difficult to 

summarize racial differentials because they vary by outcome. Once we control for school racial 

composition, there are no race differences in grade repetition. White/black youth have vocabulary test 

scores that are solidly between those of whites and blacks, but their GPAs are indistinguishable from 

whites’ scores and significantly above those of blacks. By contrast, white/Asian and white youth have 

comparable vocabulary scores, yet in terms of GPA, white/Asians fare significantly worse than whites or 

Asians. As for white/American Indians, our work finds that they do not differ from whites in verbal 

ability or GPA once we control for school racial composition. They are also not different from American 

Indians, though the small number of American Indians in Add Health makes us reluctant to draw strong 

conclusions about American Indian-white/American Indian differentials. 

 Our results are largely consistent with the predictions of the marginal man hypothesis. First, we 

find that white/black youth fare no worse than blacks. Second, we show that this pattern is weaker when 

the social distance between component racial groups is smaller, as in the case of white/Asians and 

white/American Indians. Our work suggests that, at least with respect to education, concerns about 

increased hardships for the children of interracial relationships are largely without merit white/black and 

white/American Indian youth, and only somewhat justifiable for white-Asians. 

Although we provide some clues about why racial groups differ in education, our analysis fails to 

fully account for racial differences. Aside from the obvious conclusion that race, per se, affects 

educational outcomes, there are at least three other possible explanations for persistent racial differentials. 

First, remaining racial gaps might reflect differences in home environment. As Phillips and her colleagues 

(1998) note, models that account for parenting practices and a broad array of family environment factors 



17 

  

do quite well at explaining racial differentials. Second, racial differences might reflect unobserved, 

nonracial differences in schools. Unfortunately, Add Health has limited school measures, and so we were 

unable to fully explore this hypothesis. 

Our final point about persistent educational differences between multiracial youth and their 

single-race peers is that these gaps should be understood as associational, rather than causal. As has been 

argued elsewhere, race, especially when it includes multiracial categories, is neither exogenous nor 

obvious. It is not exogenous because, for example, children of white-black unions might be more likely to 

self-identify as white if they are good students, and academic achievement is taken as an indicator of 

whiteness. This suggests that some of the racial gaps we observe might reflect effects of education on 

race, rather than the effect of race on education.  

We observe that race is not obvious, because there are many legitimate ways to classify race, and 

at least for youth, these alternative racial classification schemes significantly affect the size and 

sociodemographic characteristics of multiracial populations (Harris 2001; Harris and Sim 2000). This 

raises the possibility that had we used biological parents’ race, the perceptions of teachers, or even a less 

inclusive version of self-reported race to identify racial groups, our conclusions might have been 

different. This is an issue that has not been resolved by the new census race question, which after all is a 

single, static measure of race. If we truly hope to understand educational outcomes for multiracial youth, 

we will have to engage in major new data collection efforts that seek to obtain multiple measures of race 

for large numbers of people. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics by Race.

White Black Asian
American 

Indian White/Black White/Asian
White/American 

Indian
Means:

Add Health Picture Vocabulary Test Score 105.89 93.47 98.40 96.82 101.15 104.21 105.52

Grade Point Average 2.94 2.62 3.18 2.41 2.84 2.75 2.74

Age of Youngest Coresidential Parent 40.51 40.63 43.74 39.87 39.48 42.62 38.55

Number of Siblings 1.29 1.52 1.79 1.74 1.27 1.26 1.30

School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White 0.75 0.29 0.30 0.25 0.48 0.55 0.68
   Percent Nonhispanic Asian 0.02 0.03 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.09 0.03
   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.02

Proportions:

Has Repeated at Least One Grade 0.15 0.27 0.10 0.24 0.19 0.09 0.22

Age 16  or older 0.41 0.48 0.55 0.31 0.40 0.32 0.32

Female 0.50 0.55 0.51 0.43 0.50 0.51 0.47

Immigrant Status:
   First generation 0.01 0.02 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00
   Second generation 0.04 0.02 0.35 0.00 0.08 0.41 0.04
   At least third generation 0.95 0.96 0.09 1.00 0.92 0.51 0.96

Both Biological Parents in Household 0.64 0.32 0.75 0.46 0.29 0.58 0.52

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less 0.32 0.48 0.29 0.36 0.37 0.31 0.37
   Some college 0.32 0.29 0.19 0.54 0.26 0.23 0.42
   College degree or higher 0.37 0.23 0.52 0.11 0.36 0.46 0.21

Urbanicity:
   Rural 0.22 0.18 0.01 0.74 0.11 0.13 0.23
   Urban 0.17 0.24 0.28 0.07 0.35 0.33 0.18
   Suburb 0.60 0.59 0.70 0.19 0.54 0.55 0.60

Region:
   West 0.10 0.05 0.53 0.81 0.12 0.31 0.16
   Midwest 0.33 0.20 0.17 0.09 0.34 0.16 0.35
   South 0.40 0.71 0.12 0.03 0.39 0.31 0.39
   Northeast 0.17 0.04 0.18 0.07 0.15 0.22 0.10

Unweighted N 5,264 2,080 692 38 128 113 304



Table 2.  Logistic Regression of Grade Repetition on Individual, Family, and School Traits. 

Coeff Odds Coeff Odds Coeff Odds
Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black 0.71 2.04 *** 0.66 1.94 *** 0.66 1.94 ***

(0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
   Asian -0.52 0.59 * -0.26 0.77 -0.39 0.68

(0.28) (0.29) (0.29)
   American Indian 0.54 1.72 * 0.82 2.28 ** 0.83 2.30 **

(0.33) (0.36) (0.36)
   White/Black 0.27 1.31 0.32 1.38 0.32 1.38

(0.26) (0.33) (0.33)
   White/Asian -0.56 0.57 -0.39 0.67 -0.46 0.63

(0.69) (0.72) (0.75)
   White/American Indian 0.42 1.53 ** 0.49 1.64 *** 0.50 1.64 ***

(0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
Female -0.50 0.61 *** -0.50 0.61 ***

(0.09) (0.09)
Age 16 or Older 0.45 1.56 *** 0.45 1.56 ***

(0.11) (0.11)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban -0.34 0.71 * -0.34 0.71 **

(0.17) (0.17)
   Suburban -0.34 0.71 ** -0.34 0.71 **

(0.16) (0.16)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest 0.42 1.52 * 0.42 1.52 *

(0.22) (0.22)
   South 0.68 1.96 *** 0.68 1.97 ***

(0.18) (0.17)
   Northeast 0.57 1.76 *** 0.56 1.75 ***

(0.19) (0.18)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation 0.14 1.15

(0.21)
   Second Generation 0.15 1.17

(0.24)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household

Age of Youngest Residential Parent

Number of Siblings

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college

   College degree or higher

School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White

   Percent Nonhispanic Asian

   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian

Constant -1.70 *** -1.93 *** -1.94 ***
(0.08) (0.20) (0.20)

Unweighted N
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

8,619 8,619 8,619



Table 2.  Logistic Regression of Grade Repetition on Individual, Family, and School Traits (cont'd).

Coeff Odds Coeff Odds Coeff Odds
Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black 0.44 1.55 *** 0.34 1.40 ** 0.05 1.05

(0.13) (0.13) (0.15)
   Asian -0.34 0.71 -0.49 0.62 * -0.34 0.71

(0.29) (0.29) (0.31)
   American Indian 0.71 2.04 ** 0.57 1.76 * -1.74 0.18

(0.34) (0.32) (2.09)
   White/Black 0.07 1.07 0.10 1.10 -0.07 0.94

(0.35) (0.31) (0.29)
   White/Asian -0.45 0.64 -0.49 0.61 -0.50 0.61

(0.74) (0.70) (0.67)
   White/American Indian 0.40 1.49 ** 0.35 1.43 * 0.29 1.34

(0.18) (0.19) (0.18)
Female -0.53 0.59 *** -0.58 0.56 *** -0.59 0.56 ***

(0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
Age 16 or Older 0.52 1.68 *** 0.52 1.68 *** 0.60 1.82 ***

(0.11) (0.10) (0.10)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban -0.35 0.70 ** -0.23 0.80 -0.31 0.74 **

(0.16) (0.14) (0.15)
   Suburban -0.34 0.71 ** -0.26 0.77 * -0.30 0.74 **

(0.15) (0.14) (0.15)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest 0.45 1.56 ** 0.29 1.34 0.24 1.27

(0.21) (0.19) (0.20)
   South 0.75 2.11 *** 0.61 1.84 *** 0.55 1.73 **

(0.17) (0.17) (0.22)
   Northeast 0.65 1.92 *** 0.52 1.68 *** 0.57 1.77 ***

(0.17) (0.17) (0.19)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation 0.18 1.20 0.27 1.31 0.27 1.31

(0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
   Second Generation 0.25 1.28 0.32 1.38 0.37 1.45

(0.25) (0.24) (0.24)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household -0.67 0.51 *** -0.57 0.56 *** -0.56 0.57 ***
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10)

Age of Youngest Residential Parent -0.02 0.98 *** -0.01 0.99 ** -0.01 0.99 **
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Number of Siblings 0.13 1.13 *** 0.13 1.13 *** 0.12 1.13 ***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college -0.64 0.53 *** -0.61 0.54 ***

(0.09) (0.09)
   College degree or higher -1.00 0.37 *** -0.95 0.39 ***

(0.11) (0.12)
School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White -0.72 0.49 ***

(0.26)
   Percent Nonhispanic Asian -2.84 0.06 **

(1.14)
   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian 7.23 1,373.82

(8.00)
Constant -1.06 *** -0.72 ** -0.19

(0.32) (0.30) (0.49)

Unweighted N
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

8,619 8,619 8,619



Table 3.  OLS Regression of AHPVT Scores on Individual, Family, and School Traits

Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black -12.42 *** -11.78 *** -11.73 ***

(0.94) (0.90) (0.89)
   Asian -7.49 *** -9.02 *** -7.69 ***

(1.53) (1.52) (1.41)
   American Indian -9.07 *** -9.54 *** -9.37 ***

(3.38) (3.32) (3.29)
   White/Black -4.74 * +++ -5.06 ** +++ -5.23 ** +++

(2.64) (2.42) (2.40)
   White/Asian -1.68 ++ -2.31 +++ -3.14 ++

(1.92) (2.01) (1.97)
   White/American Indian -0.37 ++ -0.25 +++ -0.28 +++

(1.04) (1.02) (1.02)
Female -1.75 *** -1.70 ***

(0.40) (0.40)
Age 16 or Older 1.41 ** 1.46 **

(0.60) (0.59)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban 2.35 * 2.41 *

(1.34) (1.31)
   Suburban 1.19 1.21

(0.86) (0.85)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest -1.25 -1.15

(1.34) (1.31)
   South -2.76 *** -2.64 ***

(1.00) (0.99)
   Northeast 0.70 0.81

(1.19) (1.17)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation -4.13 ***

(1.37)
   Second Generation 3.13 ***

(1.00)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household

Age of Youngest Residential Parent

Number of Siblings

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college

   College degree or higher

School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White

   Percent Nonhispanic Asian

   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian

Constant 105.89 *** 106.45 *** 106.21 ***
(0.41) (1.32) (1.32)

R2 0.12 0.14 0.15

Unweighted N 8,619 8,619 8,619
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 1 Model 3Model 2



Table 3.  OLS Regression of AHPVT Scores on Individual, Family, and School Traits (cont'd).

Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black -10.73 *** -9.91 *** -7.79 ***

(0.84) (0.77) (0.67)
   Asian -7.81 *** -7.11 *** -6.83 ***

(1.36) (1.35) (1.49)
   American Indian -8.69 *** -7.39 ** 2.62

(3.11) (2.94) (3.92)
   White/Black -4.26 * +++ -4.24 ** +++ -3.08 ** +++

(2.25) (1.82) (1.55)
   White/Asian -3.22 * ++ -2.92 + -2.62 +

(1.91) (1.96) (1.98)
   White/American Indian 0.19 +++ 0.79 +++ 1.15

(1.05) (0.99) (0.93)
Female -1.65 *** -1.46 *** -1.44 ***

(0.39) (0.38) (0.37)
Age 16 or Older 1.05 * 1.13 ** 0.73 *

(0.55) (0.47) (0.44)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban 2.27 * 1.31 2.12 **

(1.22) (0.99) (0.98)
   Suburban 1.08 0.46 0.78

(0.81) (0.64) (0.67)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest -1.12 0.04 -0.21

(1.24) (1.04) (1.31)
   South -2.82 *** -1.73 ** -1.71 *

(0.93) (0.82) (1.03)
   Northeast 0.52 1.52 0.85

(1.10) (0.94) (1.08)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation -4.20 *** -4.76 *** -4.80 ***

(1.33) (1.36) (1.36)
   Second Generation 2.94 *** 2.39 *** 2.29 **

(1.00) (0.93) (0.91)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household 2.46 *** 1.54 *** 1.42 ***
(0.39) (0.36) (0.35)

Age of Youngest Residential Parent 0.12 *** 0.06 ** 0.07 ***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Number of Siblings -0.84 *** -0.85 *** -0.84 ***
(0.21) (0.20) (0.20)

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college 4.12 *** 3.92 ***

(0.49) (0.48)
   College degree or higher 7.69 *** 7.40 ***

(0.58) (0.54)
School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White 5.36 ***

(1.58)
   Percent Nonhispanic Asian 10.40

(6.90)
   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian -33.94 *

(19.11)
Constant 101.36 *** 99.41 *** 95.66 ***

(1.85) (1.63) (2.23)

R2 0.17 0.22 0.23

Unweighted N 8,619 8,619 8,619
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6



Table 4. OLS Regression of GPA on Individual, Family, and School Traits.

Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black -0.32 *** -0.34 *** -0.34 ***

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
   Asian 0.24 *** 0.24 *** 0.07

(0.07) (0.07) (0.08)
   American Indian -0.53 *** -0.52 *** -0.51 ***

(0.11) (0.12) (0.13)
   White/Black -0.10 +++ -0.11 * +++ -0.12 * +++

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
   White/Asian -0.19 +++ -0.22 +++ -0.29 ** ++

(0.15) (0.14) (0.14)
   White/American Indian -0.20 *** +++ -0.19 *** ++ -0.19 *** ++

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Female 0.21 *** 0.21 ***

(0.03) (0.03)
Age 16 or Older -0.07 ** -0.07 **

(0.03) (0.03)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban 0.07 0.06

(0.07) (0.07)
   Suburban 0.00 -0.01

(0.06) (0.06)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest -0.06 -0.06

(0.07) (0.07)
   South 0.02 0.02

(0.06) (0.06)
   Northeast 0.02 0.02

(0.07) (0.07)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation 0.22 ***

(0.07)
   Second Generation 0.15 ***

(0.05)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household

Age of Youngest Residential Parent

Number of Siblings

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college

   College degree or higher

School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White

   Percent Nonhispanic Asian

   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian

Constant 2.94 *** 2.86 *** 2.86 ***
(0.03) (0.08) (0.08)

R2 0.03 0.06 0.06

Unweighted N 8,619 8,619 8,619
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 1 Model 3Model 2



Table 4.  OLS Regression of GPA on Individual, Family, and School Traits (cont'd).

Race:
   White (omitted)
   Black -0.27 *** -0.22 *** -0.19 ***

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
   Asian 0.05 0.08 0.12

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
   American Indian -0.47 *** -0.39 *** -0.03

(0.12) (0.11) (0.26)
   White/Black -0.03 +++ -0.04 +++ -0.01 ++

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
   White/Asian -0.28 ** ++ -0.27 ** ++ -0.25 * ++

(0.14) (0.13) (0.13)
   White/American Indian -0.15 ** +++ -0.12 * ++ -0.11

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Female 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.23 ***

(0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Age 16 or Older -0.09 *** -0.08 *** -0.09 ***

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Urbanicity:
   Rural (omitted)
   Urban 0.07 0.02 0.03

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
   Suburban 0.00 -0.03 -0.03

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Region:
   West (omitted)
   Midwest -0.07 -0.01 -0.04

(0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
   South 0.01 0.07 0.03

(0.06) (0.05) (0.07)
   Northeast -0.01 0.04 0.01

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Immigrant Status:
   First Generation 0.20 *** 0.17 *** 0.17 ***

(0.07) (0.06) (0.06)
   Second Generation 0.12 ** 0.09 * 0.09 *

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
   Other (omitted)

Both biological parents in household 0.23 *** 0.17 *** 0.17 ***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Age of Youngest Residential Parent 0.01 *** 0.00 * 0.00 *
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Number of Siblings -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Parents' Educational Attainment:
   High school or less (omitted)
   Some college 0.17 *** 0.16 ***

(0.03) (0.03)
   College degree or higher 0.42 *** 0.42 ***

(0.03) (0.03)
School Racial Composition:
   Percent Nonhispanic White 0.08

(0.09)
   Percent Nonhispanic Asian -0.13

(0.32)
   Percent Nonhispanic American Indian -1.60

(1.31)
Constant 2.47 *** 2.40 *** 2.39 ***

(0.11) (0.11) (0.14)

R2 0.09 0.14 0.14

Unweighted N 8,619 8,619 8,619
Note: Conventional statistical comparisons are shown by *** p < .01  ** p < .05  * p < .10. For the multiracial variables, comparisons
with nonwhite component groups are shown by +++ p < 0.01  ++ p < 0.05  + p < 0.1. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
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