
EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Demographic Marginalization, Social Integration,
and Adolescents’ Educational Success

Aprile D. Benner • Yijie Wang

Received: 16 April 2014 / Accepted: 30 June 2014 / Published online: 18 July 2014

� Springer Science+Business Media New York 2014

Abstract Links between schools’ demographic compo-

sition and students’ achievement have been a major policy

interest for decades. Using a racially/ethnically diverse

sample from the National Longitudinal Study of Adoles-

cent Health (N = 6,302; 54 % females; 53 % White, 21 %

African American, 15 % Latino, 8 % Asian American, 2 %

other race/ethnicity), we examined the associations

between demographic marginalization, students’ later

social integration (loneliness at school, school attachment),

and educational performance and attainment. Adolescents

who were socioeconomically marginalized at school [i.e.,

having \15 % same-socioeconomic status (SES) peers]

had lower cumulative grade point averages across high

school and lower educational attainment. A similar disad-

vantage was observed among students who were both

socioeconomically and racially/ethnically marginalized at

school (i.e., having \15 % same-SES peers and \15 %

same-racial/ethnic peers). Indirect effects were also

observed, such that demographic marginalization was

linked to poorer school attachment, and poorer school

attachment, in turn, was related to poorer academic per-

formance. These results highlight the educational barriers

associated with demographic marginalization and suggest

potential targets for future intervention efforts.

Keywords Race/ethnicity � SES � Marginalization �
Achievement � Socioemotional well-being

Introduction

Since Brown v Board of Education, the desegregation of

America’s public schools and, more generally, the pro-

motion of racial/ethnic and socioeconomic diversity in

K-12 schools have been major goals of federal and state

policy. In addition to the obvious social justice issues

involved, this policy effort centers on a belief that diver-

sifying student bodies supports schools’ educational mis-

sions, providing opportunities for valuable cognitive

growth that translate into achievement and learning gains

for youth (Antonio et al. 2004; Tam and Bassett 2004).

Diversity, however, is not without its challenges, particu-

larly regarding the socioemotional well-being of children

and adolescents whose lack of demographic ‘‘fit’’ with their

schools may put them at risk for social marginalization in

this primary context of socialization (Benner and Crosnoe

2011).

This line of research on diversity and demographic fit

centers predominantly on racial/ethnic representation and

suggests that students tend to benefit socioemotionally

from having more same-racial/ethnic peers. Specifically,

greater racial/ethnic representation seems to promote more

positive attitudes about and connections to school (Gold-

smith 2004) and engender fewer feelings of alienation and

mistreatment (Benner 2011; Seaton and Yip 2009). Such

patterns take on added significance given the strong links

between school belonging and social integration (e.g., less

loneliness, greater peer acceptance) with greater academic

achievement and engagement in school (Anderman 2002;

McNeely et al. 2002).

This burgeoning line of research suggests attention to

the intersection of school racial/ethnic diversity and critical

mass is warranted. Prior research indicates that the benefits

of racial/ethnic diversity are enhanced when students
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attending diverse schools also have a greater representation

(or a ‘‘critical mass’’) of same-ethnic peers (Benner and

Crosnoe 2011). Debates around the exact threshold for

critical mass began post-desegregation (see Schofield and

Sagar 1983; St. John 1975), and recent scholarship

reviewing research cited in amicus briefs for the Parents

Involved (2007) Supreme Court case indicates that 15 %

representation seems to be the lower bound of that

threshold (30 % the upper bound), providing protection

against feelings of isolation and out-group hostilities (Linn

and Welner 2007).

Although certainly race/ethnicity is a key identifier

and stratifier in U.S. society generally and in schools in

particular, race/ethnicity is not the only demographic

characteristic by which sorting and ranking takes place.

Socioeconomic status (SES) is another key demographic

characteristic tied to social position (Huston and Bentley

2010), yet marginalization (i.e., a lack of representation)

due to SES has received scant attention in the empirical

base. Moreover, SES as a demographic marker is taking

on added significance in the school policy domain. With

Parents Involved (2007), the Supreme Court ruled that

public schools, when making student school assignments,

could not explicitly consider students’ race/ethnicity in

order to achieve or maintain racial integration.

Subsequently, some school districts have turned to stu-

dent SES as an alternative class-based means to maintain

policies supporting integration (Kahlenberg 2012). The

implementation of such efforts is tied to recognition of

the importance of integration as a mechanism for

helping young people learn to navigate an increasingly

diverse U.S. society and globalized economy (Wells

et al. 2008).

The current study seeks to build from the existing racial/

ethnic diversity and marginalization literature to address

the void in attention to SES marginalization, a void ren-

dered more critical given recent policy attention. Specifi-

cally, we use nationally representative data to examine the

links between both students’ racial/ethnic and SES mar-

ginalization in school and their subsequent educational

performance. Much of the existing literature examining the

effects of school demographics on young people’s well-

being has confounded race/ethnicity and SES, yet we know

that many young people of color are at a double disad-

vantage, as they are more likely to attend racially/ethni-

cally segregated schools with more low-income students

(Orfield and Lee 2007). A key contribution of our work is

to disentangle this overlap by examining how racial/ethnic

and SES marginalization both independently and con-

jointly influence achievement. We place particular atten-

tion on the mechanisms by which demographic

marginalization exerts its influence, specifically investi-

gating whether demographic marginalization matters for

academics in so much as it influences students’ feelings of

social integration and school attachment.

Race/Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Status, and Students’

Developmental Outcomes

Research on the implications of race and SES for children

and adolescents’ well-being is both expansive and con-

clusive—African American and Latino youth reared in

lower-income households fare worse across developmen-

tal domains than their White and more affluent counter-

parts (Cauce et al. 2011; Yoshikawa et al. 2012). More

specifically, race/ethnicity and SES have been found to be

key predictors of children and adolescents’ academic

progress and ultimate educational success (Lareau 2003;

Siegler et al. 2012; Kao and Thompson 2003; Lee 2002).

Similarly, socioemotional well-being seems to be more

compromised for children reared in low-SES homes, with

those youth exhibiting greater externalizing problems,

depression, and general psychological maladaptation

(Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Mistry et al. 2002). Although

racial/ethnic differences in psychological wellbeing are

less consistently observed (e.g., Blum et al. 2000), studies

tend to observe greater internalizing (Brown et al. 2007;

Twenge and Nolen-Hoeksema 2002) and externalizing

problems (Laird et al. 2005) for racial/ethnic minority

versus White youth.

Demographics matter, however, not just at the individ-

ual level. Just as schools are increasingly becoming more

segregated racially/ethnically (Orfield and Lee 2007), they

also are becoming more socioeconomically segregated,

placing low-income racial/ethnic minority students at a

double disadvantage (Crosnoe 2005). More than forty years

ago, the congressionally-commissioned Coleman Report

(1966) identified schools’ socioeconomic composition as a

principal influence on students’ learning and achievement.

Scholarship across the subsequent four decades has con-

sistently replicated Coleman’s findings, observing that

students who attend more socioeconomically disadvan-

taged schools tend to perform worse on a variety of

developmental indicators, including optimism, school

engagement, achievement growth, and educational attain-

ment (Battin-Pearson et al. 2000; Hoy et al. 2006; Palardy

2013; Rumberger and Palardy 2005; Lee and Smith 1995).

Similar findings have emerged for those students attending

schools enrolling predominantly racial/ethnic minority

students (Caldas and Bankston 1998; Goldsmith 2009;

Hanushek et al. 2009).

We extend this literature by taking a more nuanced

approach to understanding schools’ demographic compo-

sition, examining how matches and mismatches in demo-

graphics between students and their schoolmates promote

or impede development. Such an exploration is
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theoretically motivated, as both life course (Elder 1998)

and bioecological theories (Bronfenbrenner 1979) highlight

the importance of person-context interactions for devel-

opmental outcomes. Individuals are embedded in numerous

developmental contexts, with schools being a primary

socialization context of adolescence. Individuals’ inter-

personal interactions within these proximal contexts drive

development, but these interactions are shaped by matches

(or mismatches) between the characteristics of individuals

and the affordances of their environments. These person-

context interactions can explain variations in the associa-

tion between school contexts and young people’s outcomes

(Elder 1985; Shinn and Rapkin 2000).

In our current work, we explored person-context inter-

actions via our attention to how students’ individual

demographic characteristics intersect with the demographic

composition of their schools. This examination is also

empirically motivated, as recent scholarship investigating

both academic performance and socioemotional well-being

observes that the racial/ethnic match (Benner and Crosnoe

2011; Benner and Graham 2009) and SES match (Crosnoe

2009) between students and schools are critical compo-

nents for promoting adolescents’ developmental compe-

tencies, pointing to both advantages and disadvantages of

major efforts to desegregate schools racially and, more

recently, socioeconomically.

Defining Demographic Marginalization and Linkages

to Well-being

When investigating how demographic matches and mis-

matches between students and their schools’ larger student

bodies affect development, determining how to best cap-

ture SES is a particular challenge. In contrast to race/eth-

nicity, the categories of which are well-established in the

U.S. (although sometimes contested; see Harris and Sim

2002), there exists a long and vibrant debate among

scholars regarding how to measure poverty and social class

(see Diemer et al. 2013; Roosa et al. 2005 for reviews).

Such discussions become more complicated when consid-

ering how students perceive and classify their own and

their peers’ social class. Conceptualizations of SES mark-

ers are somewhat unique developmentally. Whereas adults

identify social class primarily by financial resources and, to

a lesser extent, housing, occupation, and education (Bull-

ock and Limbert 2003), an exploratory study with a sample

of working class and upper-middle class adolescents found

that adolescents tend to identify family money and lifestyle

as well as parental occupation and education as the most

important markers for determining social class (Goodman

et al. 2000). Thus, when considering how adolescents

perceive their own social class and their SES match (or

mismatch) with their schoolmates, the markers identified

by Goodman and colleagues are informative.

Indeed, Crosnoe (2009), using data from the National

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health),

used parent-reported family income to identify students as

low-income (family incomes below 185 % of the federal

poverty threshold) and a combination of parental education

and family income to determine school-wide SES levels.

Findings from that study suggest that low-income students

struggle more academically and psychosocially when in

schools with more middle- or high-income peers.

Our study, which also uses the Add Health dataset,

extends Crosnoe’s (2009) work in four ways. First, we use

two alternative means for capturing SES—parental educa-

tion and parental occupational status—both of which were

identified as salient markers of social class by Goodman et al.

(2000). By using these markers, we are able to identify exact

matches and mismatches between students’ SES and the SES

of their schoolmates. Second, whereas Crosnoe focused

specifically on low-income youth, through the identification

of social class matches and mismatches, we are able to

identify whether SES marginalization matters for students

regardless of their individual SES levels. Third, we examine

the intersection of SES marginalization with marginalization

tied to race/ethnicity. In this way, we test whether SES

marginalization matters above and beyond the impacts of

racial/ethnic marginalization, which has received greater

attention in the extant literature.

Fourth and finally, we are interested in the pathways by

which SES and racial/ethnic marginalization matter for

educational success. Prior research suggests that having

few same-demographic peers can compromise socioemo-

tional functioning in particular, and given established links

between social connections and integration with academic

performance (Anderman 2002; Hopson and Lee 2011;

Nasir et al. 2011), we propose that social integration will

serve as a key mechanism by which demographic mar-

ginalization influences educational success. In the current

study, we identified two aspects of social integration—

school attachment and loneliness—that the prior research

has identified as particularly important for young people’s

educational success (Anderman 2002; Benner 2011). The

general goal of this study is to examine whether, why, and

when students who do not have a critical mass of same-

demographic peers (i.e., demographically marginalized

youth) are more likely to struggle not only socioemotion-

ally but academically as well.

The Current Study

In the current study, we used data from the National

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) to
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examine three primary research aims. First, we investi-

gated the extent to which students experienced three types

of school demographic marginalization: socioeconomic

marginalization based on parental education, socioeco-

nomic marginalization based on parental occupation, and

racial/ethnic marginalization. Using recommendations by

Linn and Welner (2007), we used 15 % as the threshold

for identifying demographic marginalization. In examin-

ing the intersection of marginalization indicators, we were

particularly interested in identifying students who expe-

rienced marginalization tied to both SES and race, those

who experienced only one type of marginalization, and

students who did not experience any demographic

marginalization.

Second, we examined the associations between demo-

graphic marginalization and adolescents’ academic out-

comes, including cumulative high school grade point

average (GPA) and educational attainment approximately

2–7 years following high school. Here, we were interested

in whether experiencing marginalization would operate in

an additive fashion, such that experiencing a single form

of demographic marginalization would put students at risk

academically, but experiencing both types of marginali-

zation would be even more detrimental to students’ edu-

cational success. Third, we investigated possible

mechanisms underlying these links. As shown in the

conceptual model (see Fig. 1), we expected that margin-

alized adolescents would feel less socially integrated (i.e.,

more lonely, less attached to school), and this poorer

social integration, in turn, would be linked to more neg-

ative educational outcomes. We hypothesized that the

socioemotional and academic disadvantages of marginal-

ization would be most evident for students experiencing

both types of marginalization. Because our study is the

first to explore SES marginalization using parental edu-

cation and occupational status, we posited no hypotheses

regarding whether SES marginalization based on educa-

tion or occupation would have differential effects on the

constructs under study. Our final set of analyses examined

whether these relationships were similarly observed for

students of different races/ethnicities and of different SES

levels.

Method

Data

Data for the current study were drawn from Add Health, a

longitudinal, nationally representative study. In 1994, an

initial In-School survey was conducted with 90,118 7th to

12th grade students from 144 schools. Almost all students

at each school participated in the In-School Wave

(responses ranged from 25 to 2,559 students per school).

Within the same school year, a representative sample of

20,745 students from these schools was selected to par-

ticipate in the Wave 1 interview. This sample (with the

exception of the 12th grade students in Wave 1) was re-

interviewed in 1996 when they were in grades 8–12 (Wave

2; N = 14,738) and in 2001–2002 when they were between

ages of 18–26 (Wave 3; N = 15,197). High school tran-

scripts were obtained from 12,241 participants in Wave 3.

School administrator data were collected in Waves 1 and 2.

The current study used data from the In-school Survey

and Waves 1–3. Among students who participated in the

In-School Survey, we selected 6,302 participants. The

current sample includes 54 % females and is racially/eth-

nically diverse (53 % White, 21 % African American,

15 % Latino, 8 % Asian American, 2 % other race/eth-

nicity). A majority (78 %) of the current sample are native

born with native born parents. The 130 schools (118 public,

12 private) in our sample represented a variety of demo-

graphic characteristics. There were 50 middle schools, 50

high schools, and 30 schools serving grades at both the

middle and high school levels. Descriptive statistics for

sample characteristics are displayed in Table 1.

We excluded 9,053 students who had missing data from

Wave 1, 2, or 3, or who transferred schools between Waves

1 and 2. Exclusions due to school mobility or normative

school transitions were necessitated because such changing

contexts were often accompanied by changes in schools’

demographic composition. Compared to the excluded stu-

dents, students in our sample were more likely to be girls

[v2 (1) = 25.2, p \ .001], White [v2 (1) = 47.5, p \ .001],

in lower grades (t = -20.6, p \ .001), and live with both

biological parents [v2 (1) = 231.0, p \ .001]. Our analytic

Marginalization 

(Wave 1) 

SES and Racial/ethnic 

Marginalization Overlap 

Social Integration 

(Wave 2) 

Loneliness 

School Attachment 

Educational Outcomes 

(Wave 3) 

Cumulative GPA 

Educational Attainment 

Fig. 1 Conceptual model of

marginalization, social

integration, and educational

outcomes
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sample was also more likely to be in schools in the Mid-

west area [v2 (1) = 50.2, p \ .001], schools in rural areas

[v2 (1) = 124.6, p \ .001], and schools serving both

middle and high school grades [v2 (1) = 101.2, p \ .001]

or high school grades only [v2 (1) = 7.4, p \ .01].

Measures

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics and bivariate corre-

lations for all study variables.

Socioeconomic Marginalization

Based on a combination of In-School and Wave 1 data, we

created two dichotomous variables capturing SES mar-

ginalization, one based on parental education and one

based on parental occupation. The construction of SES

marginalization variables proceeded in four steps. First, we

created two variables to represent individual-level parental

education and occupation, drawn from student reports at

Wave 1. We selected the highest level of education and

occupation across student reports for their mothers and

their fathers. Parental education was originally measured

by a 10-point scale ranging from (1) never went to school

to (10) professional training beyond a 4-year college. We

recoded parental education into four levels: (1) less than

high school (11 % of sample), (2) high school degree or

GED (28 %), (3) some college (21 %), and (4) 4-year

college degree or higher (40 %).

Parental occupation was originally measured by 15

categories, and we grouped occupations into four levels

based on each occupation’s Social Economic Index (SEI;

Hauser and Warren 1997). The SEI was created based on

the education and income of all workers in the 1990

Census, and a higher index indicates a higher SES of an

occupation. The four occupation levels used in the current

study included (1) currently unemployed (8 % of sample),

(2) SEI below 30 (i.e., restaurant worker or personal ser-

vice, construction worker, factory worker or laborer,

transportation, farm or fishery worker; 19 %), (3) SEI

between 30 and 40 (i.e., office worker, sales worker,

craftsperson, mechanic, military or security; 28 %), and (4)

SEI at or above 40 (i.e., technical, manager, professional;

46 %). Parental education and occupation were moderately

correlated with each other (r = .52, p \ .001).

In the second step, we created school-level proportions

of parental education and occupation. To assess the former,

we first recoded In-School Survey student reports of

parental education using the same coding scheme as in the

initial step. We then aggregated individuals’ parental

education within each school to determine the proportion

Table 1 Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of students

and their schools

Variable N % M SD

Adolescent characteristics

Gender 6,302

Female 3,372 53.5

Male 2,930 46.5

Race/ethnicity 6,302

White 3,362 53.3

African American 1,324 21.0

Latino American 945 15.0

Asian American 516 8.2

Other race/ethnicity 152 2.4

Grade level at wave 1 6,256 9.35 1.40

Picture vocabulary test scores 6,024 101.66 14.39

Generational status 6,302

Both parents born in U.S. 4,887 77.5

At least one parent foreign-born 1,415 22.5

Intact family 6,302

Living with both biological

parents

3,709 58.9

Living with one or none

biological parents

2,593 41.1

Family income (in thousand

dollars)

4,925 48.11 52.55

School characteristics

School sector 6,302

Public 5,808 92.2

Private 494 7.8

School size 6,302 1,191.32 816.35

Location 6,302

West 1,366 21.7

Middle west 1,589 25.2

South 2,382 37.8

Northeast 965 15.3

Urbanicity 6,302

Urban 1,676 26.6

Suburban 3,314 52.6

Rural 1,312 20.8

Grade span 6,302

Middle school only 1,002 15.9

High school only 3,482 55.2

Both middle and high school

grades

1,820 28.9

School racial diversity 6,302 .44 .19

SES diversity (based on parental

education)

6,302 .65 .10

SES diversity (based on parental

occupation)

6,302 .63 .10
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of students in each parental education group: less than high

school (10 % of students per school, on average), high

school degree/GED (33 %), some college (17 %), and

4-year college degree or higher (39 %). Using an identical

approach, we constructed another set of school-level vari-

ables to indicate proportions of parental occupation groups

within each school: unemployed (6 % of students per

school, on average), SEI below 30 (17 %), SEI between 30

and 40 (31 %), and SEI at or above 40 (46 %).

In the third step, we determined the SES marginalization

for each student in the analytic sample by matching student-

reported parent SES with school-level proportions of others

whose parents had different SES levels. Each student had two

SES marginalization scores—one indicating the percentage

of students in their school who had parents with different

education levels and one indicating the percentage of stu-

dents in their school who had parents with different occu-

pational levels. On average, SES marginalization in parental

education levels was 65 % (SD = 18), indicating that the

average student’s parents had an education level different

than 65 % of his/her peers’ parents. A similar mean

(M = 63 %, SD = 18) was observed for SES marginaliza-

tion using parents’ occupational status. SES marginalization

based on parental education and occupation were moderately

correlated with each other (r = .52, p \ .001).

In the last step, we created dichotomous variables to

identify each student as either being socioeconomically

marginalized (i.e., having more than 85 % of peers at

school who had different SES levels) or not socioeco-

nomically marginalized. Two dichotomous variables were

created for parental educational and occupational margin-

alization, respectively. Overall, there were 10 % (N =

610) marginalized students based on parental education

and 12 % (N = 679) marginalized students based on

parental occupation.

Racial/Ethnic Marginalization

Racial/ethnic marginalization was created in four steps based

on In-School data, using a similar approach as capturing SES

marginalization. First, we identified students’ race/ethnicity

as White, African American, Latino, Asian American, or other

based on their self-reports. We then aggregated student data

within each school to determine the proportion of each racial/

ethnic group at the school level: White (55 %), African

American (19 %), Latino (15 %), Asian American (4 %), and

other (6 %). In the third step, we calculated racial/ethnic

marginalization for each student by matching individual race/

ethnicity with the proportions of all other racial/ethnic groups

at school. On average, each student had 42 % (SD = 29) of

peers at school who did not share his/her race/ethnicity.

Lastly, we created a dichotomous variable to identify each

student as either being racially/ethnically marginalized (i.e.,

having more than 85 % of peers at school from different

racial/ethnic groups) or not racially/ethnically marginalized.

Overall, there were 10 % (N = 641) students who experi-

enced racial/ethnic marginalization.

Social Integration

Data on the two measures of social integration, feelings of

loneliness and school attachment, were collected at Wave

2. Students rated a single item on loneliness (i.e., ‘‘How

often you felt lonely in the past week?’’) using a 4-point

scale (0 = never or rarely, 3 = most of the time or all of

the time). Higher scores of loneliness denote poorer inte-

gration. School attachment was assessed by three items

(i.e., feel close to people at school, feel like part of school,

happy to be at school) rated on a 5-point scale

(1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree). Scores of the

three items were averaged and coded so that higher

Table 2 Correlations, means, and standard deviations for study variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. SES marginalization—parental education (W1) –

2. SES marginalization—parental occupation (W1) .16*** –

3. Racial/ethnic marginalization (W1) .05*** .05*** –

4. Loneliness (W2) .01 .04** .02 –

5. School attachment (W2) -.01 -.05*** -.07*** -.20*** –

6. Cumulative GPA (W3) -.06*** -.11*** -.02 -.08*** .17*** –

7. Educational attainment (W3) -.14*** -.12*** .01 -.06*** .13*** .57*** –

M .10 .12 .10 .43 3.75 2.69 4.10

SD .30 .32 .30 .66 .85 .78 1.96

Sample size ranges from 4,958 to 6,298

W Wave

** p \ .01. *** p \ .001
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composite scores denote greater attachment to school. The

internal consistency of the three items was high (a = .79).

Educational Outcomes

Data on the two measures of educational outcomes,

cumulative GPA and educational attainment, were col-

lected at Wave 3. Cumulative GPA was obtained from high

school transcripts. It represented the average GPA across

all subjects and all high school years, ranging from 0 (F) to

4 (A). Educational attainment was reported by participants

and recoded on a 7-point scale (1 = high school dropout,

7 = 4-year college degree or higher).

Covariates

We included both student and school characteristics as

control variables in all analyses. Student characteristics,

including gender, race/ethnicity (White, African American,

Latino, Asian American, other), grade level, generational

status (0 = at least one parent born outside U.S., 1 = both

parents born in U.S.), and family structure (1 = both

biological parents in the household, 0 = other family

structure) were obtained from student reports at Wave 1.

Students’ cognitive ability was measured by the Picture

Vocabulary Test (PVT), administrated during the Wave 1

interview. PVT scores provide an estimation of students’

vocabulary ability and aptitude standardized by age. We

also controlled for parent reported family income at Wave

1, which assessed total income in the past year.

School characteristics reported by the school administrator

included school sector (private, public), size, location (west,

midwest, south, northeast), urbanicity (urban, suburban,

rural), and grade span (middle school only, high school only,

mixed middle and high school). We also constructed three

diversity-related school-level variables from the In-School

data. School SES diversity (separate measures based on

parental education and parental occupation) and racial/ethnic

diversity were computed using Simpson’s (1949) index of

diversity. Using school SES diversity based on parental edu-

cation as an example, the index of diversity accounts for both

the relative proportion of each parental education group in the

school (pi) and the number of education groups represented

within the school (g), providing the probability (ranging from

0 to approximately 1) that two students randomly selected

from the same school will have parents with different levels of

education. Higher scores on the diversity index reflect greater

SES or racial/ethnic diversity within the school.

Analysis Plan

Data analysis proceeded in four steps. First, to explore

students’ marginalization status, we conducted three cross

tabulations to examine the overlap between SES margin-

alization based on parental education versus occupation,

between SES marginalization based on parental education

and racial/ethnic marginalization, and between SES mar-

ginalization based on parental occupation and racial/ethnic

marginalization. In each set of cross tabulations, we iden-

tified each student’s marginalization status as one of the

four categories: being marginalized based on both indica-

tors, being marginalized based on only one indicator (two

separate categories), and not being marginalized on either

indicator.

To test our conceptual model (see Fig. 1), we conducted

path analyses in a structural equation modeling (SEM)

framework in two steps. First, two models were tested to

examine the direct associations between marginalization

overlap and educational outcomes (i.e., cumulative GPA,

educational attainment). The first model used the inter-

section of racial/ethnic and parental educational margin-

alization, and the second used the intersection of racial/

ethnic and parental occupational marginalization. In each

model, we used three dichotomous variables to capture the

intersection between racial/ethnic and SES marginalization

(racial/ethnic but not SES marginalization, SES but not

racial/ethnic marginalization, and both racial/ethnic and

SES marginalization); students who were not marginalized

served as the omitted reference group. Next, we tested two

mediated models to examine the relationships between

marginalization intersection, social integration (i.e., lone-

liness, lack of school attachment), and educational out-

comes. Direct relationships among the study variables and

indirect effects of marginalization on educational outcomes

were estimated simultaneously. All models included stu-

dent and school characteristics as covariates.

Our last set of analyses examined whether the rela-

tionships of interest varied by students’ race/ethnicity (i.e.,

White, African American, Latino, Asian American) or SES

(i.e., some college or higher versus high school degree or

less; SEI of 30 or higher versus SEI lower than 30). We

specifically examined potential variation within demo-

graphic domain, such that racial/ethnic differences were

examined for the effects of racial/ethnic marginalization,

and SES differences were examined for the effects of SES

marginalization. For the multiple group analyses, a base-

line model was estimated with all paths freely estimated

across groups. This model was then compared to a fully-

constrained model in which all paths from marginalization

to social integration and educational outcomes were con-

strained to be equal across groups. If the fully-constrained

model fit the data significantly worse than the baseline

model, we then examined group differences for individual

paths by constraining one path at a time. Model compari-

sons were done using Satorra–Bentler scaled Chi square

tests to adjust for estimations with the MLR estimator
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(Satorra and Bentler 2001). However, this test sometimes

produces negative correcting factors and thus is untenable

when comparing two models that highly deviate from each

other (Satorra and Bentler, 2010). In these cases, we con-

ducted Wald Chi square tests of parameter equalities as an

alternative approach of model comparison.

All analyses were conducted in Mplus 7 (Muthén and

Muthén 1998–2012). The current study has some missing

data due to its longitudinal nature. Mplus handles missing

data with full-information maximum likelihood (FIML).

FIML provides estimations using all available data without

imputing missing values (Enders 2001), and it is one of the

preferred procedures for handling missing data (Schafer

and Graham 2002). Our study also contains non-indepen-

dent data from students nested in schools, and Mplus is

able to address such dependency by producing robust

standard errors with the Cluster command.

Results

Overlap Between Various Types of Marginalization

We first examined the overlap between marginalization

based on various demographic indicators. Table 3 presents

the group size and the percentage of the overall sample

experiencing each type of marginalization (i.e., having

\15 % same-demographic peers at school). As shown in

the upper portion of Table 3, the overlap between parental

educational and occupational marginalization occurred for

a small proportion of students (3 %). In total, 7 % of stu-

dents were marginalized based only on their parents’

education, and 9 % of students were marginalized based

only on their parents’ occupation. The majority of students

(82 %) were not marginalized based on either SES

indicator.

A similar distribution was observed for the overlaps

between SES and racial/ethnic marginalization. When SES

marginalization was based on parental education (see the

middle portion of Table 3), 1 % of students experienced

both SES and racial/ethnic marginalization, 9 % experi-

enced only racial/ethnic marginalization, and another 9 %

students experienced only SES marginalization; 81 % of

students were not marginalized socioeconomically (based

on parental education) or racially/ethnically. When SES

marginalization was based on parental occupation (see the

lower portion of Table 3), we observed an overlap between

SES and racial/ethnic marginalization for 2 % of the

overall sample. In total, 10 % of students were only

socioeconomically marginalized, 9 % of students were

only racially/ethnically marginalized, and the majority of

students (80 %) did not experience either SES (based on

parental occupation) or racial/ethnic marginalization.

Direct Relationships Between Demographic

Marginalization and Educational Outcomes

Our second set of analyses examined the direct relationships

between demographic marginalization and educational out-

comes, controlling for the individual and school covariates. In

examining the intersection of racial/ethnic and SES margin-

alization based on parental education (see the upper portion of

Table 4), students who experienced only SES marginalization

had lower grades and attainment than their peers who expe-

rienced no demographic marginalization. Students who

experienced both racial/ethnic and SES marginalization also

exhibited lower educational attainment compared to non-

demographically marginalized students. In contrast, students

experiencing only racial/ethnic marginalization had similar

achievement levels as non-marginalized students. We

observed similar results when SES was assessed by parental

occupation (see the lower portion of Table 4).

Linking Demographic Marginalization, Social

Integration, and Educational Outcomes

We next examined whether social integration mediated the

relationships between demographic marginalization and

educational outcomes using path analyses. Two mediated

models were tested to examine the direct and indirect

Table 3 Overlap between students’ SES and racial/ethnic margin-

alization status

Parental occupation

Represented Marginalized Total

Overlap between parental education and occupation marginalization

Parental education

Represented 4,642 (82 %) 487 (9 %) 5,129 (91 %)

Marginalized 395 (7 %) 143 (3 %) 538 (9 %)

Total 5,037 (89 %) 630 (11 %) 5,667 (100 %)

Overlap between racial/ethnic and parental education marginalization

Race/ethnicity

Represented 4,926 (81 %) 524 (9 %) 5,450 (90 %)

Marginalized 519 (9 %) 86 (1 %) 605 (10 %)

Total 5,445 (90 %) 610 (10 %) 6,055 (100 %)

Overlap between racial/ethnic and parental occupation

marginalization

Race/ethnicity

Represented 4,671 (80 %) 580 (10 %) 5,251 (90 %)

Marginalized 499 (9 %) 99 (2 %) 598 (10 %)

Total 5,170 (88 %) 679 (12 %) 5,849 (100 %)
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effects of the intersection of racial/ethnic and parental

educational marginalization and the intersection of racial/

ethnic and parental occupational marginalization. Model fit

indices were not available because the models were just-

identified. However, the models did account for a consid-

erable amount of variance in our educational outcomes

(r2 = .31 for cumulative GPA and r2 = .24–.25 for edu-

cational attainment). Estimations of direct effects are dis-

played in Figs. 2 and 3; indirect effects are displayed in

Table 5, and the Appendix presents the covariate effects.

Demographic marginalization was more consistently

associated with school attachment than with loneliness. Spe-

cifically, in the models examining racial/ethnic and each type

of SES marginalization, compared with non-marginalized

students, students experiencing only racial/ethnic

marginalization or both racial/ethnic and SES marginalization

reported significantly poorer school attachment, regardless of

whether SES marginalization was assessed by parental edu-

cation or occupation. Additionally, students reported higher

levels of loneliness when they experienced racial/ethnic and

SES marginalization tied to parental occupation.

Social integration, in turn, was linked to students’ edu-

cational outcomes. Specifically, in both models, greater

loneliness and poorer school attachment was significantly

related to lower cumulative GPA at the end of high school

and lower educational attainment. The direct effects of

demographic marginalization on educational outcomes

persisted even when including the mediators and covariates,

such that SES marginalization and the intersection of dif-

ferent types of demographic marginalization were associated

with lower cumulative GPA and poorer educational attain-

ment. However, students who were racially/ethnically but

not socioeconomically marginalized at school earned higher

GPAs than their non-marginalized peers.

Differential Effects by Race/Ethnicity and SES

Our final set of analyses examined whether the effects of

marginalization on social integration and educational out-

comes varied by individual student demographics. We

observed significant racial/ethnic differences in the models

testing the intersection between racial/ethnic and SES mar-

ginalization [v2
diff (24) = 146.77, p \ .001 when SES mar-

ginalization was based on parental education; v2
diff (24) =

110.28, p \ .001 when SES marginalization was based on

parental occupation]. As seen in the upper portion of Table 6,

Loneliness 
(W2) 

School Attachment 
(W2) 

-.02 (.01) 

-.04 (.01)**

-.03 (.01)*

.12 (.01)***

.14 (.01)***

Racial/ethnic Marg Only 
(W1)

Parental Edu & 
Racial/ethnic Marg 

Overlap (W1)

Parental Edu Marg Only 
(W1)

Cumulative 
GPA
(W3)

Educational 
Attainment

(W3)

 .01 (.01)  

 .00 (.01)  

 -.01 (.01)  

 -.02 (.01)  

-.07 (.02)***

-.04 (.02)*

-.03 (.02)*

.02 (.01) 

.01 (.01) 

-.09 (.01)***

.00 (.02) 

-.03 (.01)*

Fig. 2 Standardized coefficients for model of various types of SES

and racial/ethnic marginalization, social integration, and educational

outcomes. Edu Education, Marg Marginalization. Reference group

are those students experiencing neither SES nor racial/ethnic

marginalization. *p \ .05. **p \ .01. ***p \ .001

Table 4 Standardized coefficient estimates for the direct relation-

ships between marginalization and educational outcomes

Predictors Cumulative

GPA

Educational

attainment

b SE b SE

Parental education marg. only -.04 (.02)* -.09 (.01)***

Racial/ethnic marg. only .01 (.01) -.01 (.02)

Parental education and racial/

ethnic marg. overlap

.00 (.01) -.03 (.01)*

Parental occupation marg. only -.04 (.01)** -.06 (.02)***

Racial/ethnic marg. only .02 (.01) -.01 (.02)

Parental occupation and racial/

ethnic marg. overlap

-.03 (.01)** -.04 (.01)**

Marg Marginalization

* p \ .05, ** p \ .01, *** p \ .001
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the negative association between being racially/ethnically but

not socioeconomically marginalized at school and school

attachment was only significant for African American students.

Similarly, we observed that being both racially/ethnically and

socioeconomically marginalized at school was associated with

poorer school attachment and educational outcomes for Afri-

can American students, regardless of how SES marginalization

was assessed, and this dual marginalization was also detri-

mental for the socioemotional and academic outcomes of

White students when SES marginalization was based on

parental occupation. These relationships were generally not

significant for Latino and Asian American students.

There were fewer variations in the relationships under

study when considering student SES [v2
diff (8) = 20.68,

p \ .01 when SES marginalization was based on parental

education; v2
diff (8) = 21.42, p \ .01 when SES marginali-

zation was based on parental occupation]. Significant SES

differences for individual paths are displayed in the middle

and lower portion of Table 6. These differences were pri-

marily centered on school attachment, such that being SES

marginalized (either alone when based on parental education

or in conjunction with racial/ethnic marginalization when

based on parental occupation) was more detrimental for the

school attachment of low-SES versus higher-SES youth. In

contrast, SES marginalization was more detrimental for the

educational outcomes of high- versus low-SES youth.

Discussion

For decades, policymakers at the local, state, and federal

levels have debated how to best address school assignments

and demographic composition. Recently, the focus has

moved from race-based to SES-based practices to maintain

integrated learning environments at the K-12 level.

Although the existing body of research illustrates the aca-

demic benefits of racial/ethnic diversity for students (Gurin

et al. 2003), less is known about how SES diversity, and the

accompanying issue of representation versus marginaliza-

tion, influences students (see Crosnoe 2009 for exception).

The current study addresses this limitation by investigating

the consequences of both racial/ethnic and socioeconomic

marginalization. Specifically, we sought to establish the

extent to which demographic marginalization directly

influenced adolescents’ subsequent educational outcomes

and whether these relationships were in part explained, by

feelings of social integration.

Our first goal was to identify overall demographic mar-

ginalization levels, and we observed that only 20 % of the

sample experienced demographic marginalization (i.e., hav-

ing fewer than 15 % same-demographic peers). Relatively

equal proportions of students were marginalized due to SES

versus race/ethnicity, and very few students (2 %) experi-

enced both types of marginalization. Our findings, however,

highlighted the challenges of demographic marginalization

both for students’ academic and socioemotional outcomes.

First, when examining the direct links between demo-

graphic marginalization and academics, SES marginalization

appeared to be a greater challenge to educational success.

When compared to non-marginalized students, students

experiencing only SES marginalization earned lower GPAs

and advanced less far educationally. In contrast, racially/eth-

nically marginalized youth looked no different academically

than their non-marginalized peers. Racial/ethnic marginali-

zation was, however, detrimental for academics when com-

bined with SES marginalization (i.e., those students at a

Loneliness 
(W2) 

School Attachment 
(W2) 

-.02 (.01) 

-.04 (.01)**

-.03 (.01)*

.12 (.01)***

.14 (.01)***

Racial/ethnic Marg Only 
(W1)

Parental Occ & 
Racial/ethnic Marg 

Overlap

Parental Occ Marg Only 
(W1)

Cumulative 
GPA
(W3)

Educational 
Attainment

(W3)

-.06 (.02)**

-.03 (.01)**

.03 (.01)*

*-.02 (.01) 

-.00 (.02) 

 .02 (.02)  

-.00 (.01)  

.03 (.02)*

 -.03 (.02)  

-.05 (.02)***

-.06 (.02)***

-.03 (.01)**

Fig. 3 Standardized coefficients for model of various types of SES

and racial/ethnic marginalization, social integration, and educational

outcomes. Occ Occupation, Marg Marginalization. Reference group

are those students experiencing neither SES nor racial/ethnic

marginalization. *p \ .05. **p \ .01. ***p \ .001
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double disadvantage). The particular potency of SES mar-

ginalization for academics is consistent with recent advance-

ments in the achievement gap literature that highlight stronger

SES versus racial/ethnic contributions (Reardon 2011). These

differential effects may also be tied to the characteristics of

demographically marginalized youth and the larger school

contexts in which these youth are embedded. For example,

being a numerical minority in a diverse school (where many

groups are represented, thus limiting the relative size of any

given group; Budescu and Budescu 2012) will likely exert a

different effect than being a numerical minority in a more

segregated school where one’s numerical minority status may

be more apparent (and more isolating). This is an exciting

topic for future inquiry.

We observed that those students with few demographi-

cally similar peers felt lonelier and less attached to their

schools, and they also had lower subsequent grades and

educational attainment. These findings are consistent with

recent work on SES marginalization showing that low-

income students struggle both socioemotionally and aca-

demically when in schools with more affluent peers (Crosnoe

2009). By examining racial/ethnic and SES marginalization

simultaneously, our study demonstrated that SES margin-

alization posed a risk for youth’s educational outcomes over

and above the influence of racial/ethnic marginalization.

With the increasing attention to SES diversity in school

districts (Kahlenberg 2012; Nelson 2008), our findings

suggest that such efforts should be mindful of the relative

representation of groups, particularly those students who

may not have a critical mass of same-demographic peers.

This is in line with previous scholarship documenting greater

learning gains and socioemotional well-being when students

in diverse schools also have higher representation of same-

racial/ethnic peers (Benner and Crosnoe 2011).

In exploring the mechanism by which demographic

marginalization may impede educational success,

Table 5 Tests of mediation for path analysis model

Path Indirect effects

b SE

Parental education marg. only ? loneliness ? GPA .000 (.001)

Parental education marg. only ? loneliness ? attainment .000 (.000)

Parental education marg. only ? school attachment ? GPA -.003 (.002)

Parental education marg. only ? school attachment ? attainment -.002 (.002)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? loneliness ? GPA .000 (.001)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? loneliness ? attainment .000 (.000)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? school attachment ? GPA -.010 (.003)***

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? school attachment ?attainment -.009 (.002)***

Parental education and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? loneliness ? GPA .000 (.001)

Parental education and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? loneliness ? attainment .000 (.000)

Parental education and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? school attachment ? GPA -.006 (.002)*

Parental education and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? school attachment ? attainment -.005 (.002)*

Parental occupation marg. only ? loneliness ? GPA -.001 (.001)

Parental occupation marg. only ? loneliness ? attainment -.001 (.000)

Parental occupation marg. only ? school attachment ? GPA -.004 (.002)

Parental occupation marg. only ? school attachment ? attainment -.004 (.002)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? loneliness ? GPA .000 (.001)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? loneliness ? attainment .000 (.000)

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? school attachment ? GPA -.009 (.003)**

Racial/ethnic marg. only ? school attachment ? Attainment -.007 (.003)**

Parental occupation and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? loneliness ? GPA -.001 (.001)

Parental occupation and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? loneliness ? attainment -.001 (.001)

Parental occupation and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? school attachment ? GPA 2.007 (.002)**

Parental occupation and racial/ethnic marg. overlap ? school attachment ? attainment -.006 (.002)**

Bold paths indicate significant indirect effects

Marg Marginalization

*p \ .05, ** p \ .01, *** p \ .001
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compromised school integration emerged as one such

mechanism. Students who had fewer same-demographic

schoolmates felt less socially integrated in their schools, and

school attachment in particular served as a critical link

between marginalization and later educational success. This

is consistent with the literature highlighting the importance

of school belonging in students’ educational success (An-

derman 2002; Blum et al. 2002). More importantly, it points

to intervening tools to strengthen school integration for

students who are at the numeric margins of their schools;

finding ways to increase demographically-marginalized

students’ involvement in school activities and promote

connections between students and both their peers and

educators may serve as a mechanism to engage students in

the educational process (Fredricks et al. 2004).

We did, however, observe persistent direct links

between SES marginalization and students’ educational

success, suggesting that other potential mediators may be at

work. For example, SES marginalized youth may face

overt or covert forms of victimization. The research base

on victimization and discrimination tied to race/ethnicity is

expansive, with evidence suggesting that such mistreat-

ment is more common when students have fewer same-race

peers at school (Benner and Graham 2013). Yet we know

very little about mistreatment tied to students’ SES or the

contexts in which this is more or less common, and this is

an important area for future study.

Our findings also highlighted some nuances in demo-

graphic marginalization based on race/ethnicity versus SES.

First, students who experienced multiple forms of marginal-

ization (e.g., SES marginalization based on both parental

education and occupation, both racial/ethnic and SES mar-

ginalization) displayed academic and socioemotional disad-

vantages more consistently than those who experienced one

type of marginalization or non-marginalized students. This is

consistent with the literature highlighting the cumulative

impact of multiple contextual risks for young people’s

adjustment (Gutman et al. 2002; Morales and Guerra 2006).

Table 6 Significant group differences in relationships among marginalization, school integration, and educational outcomes across student race/

ethnicity and SES

Model path Group differences Standardized coefficient estimates by group

Wald (df) Latino African American Asian American White

Race/ethnicity

1. Racial/ethnic marg only ? School attachment 11.97 (3)** .03 -.16** -.12 .00

Racial/ethnic marg only ? GPA 13.38 (3)** .02 .05 .27* -.04*

Parent edu and racial/ethnic marg ? School attachment 23.40 (3)*** .04 -.13*** .09 -.01

Parent edu and racial/ethnic marg ? Educational attainment 10.60 (3)* -.04 -.11** .04 -.01

2. Racial/ethnic marg only ? School attachment 13.27 (3)** .03 -.15** -.04 .02

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? Loneliness 19.35 (3)*** .03 .02 -.01 .04**

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? School attachment 11.77 (3)** .03 -.12** -.01 -.03**

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? GPA 16.09 (3)** -.04 -.04 .11 -.03*

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? Educational attainment 18.51 (3)*** -.07 -.10** .10 -.04*

Wald (df) Low Parental Educationa High Parental Educationa

Parental education

1. Parent edu marg only ? School attachment 10.79 (1)** -.07** .02

Wald (df) Low parental occupationb High parental occupationb

Parental occupation

2. Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? School attachment 10.85 (1)*** -.08** -.03*

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? GPA 16.45 (1)*** -.03 -.02*

Parent occ and racial/ethnic marg ? Educational

attainment

6.30 (1)* -.02 -.01*

All model paths tested, but only paths with significant group differences are included
a The high parental education level was set to be some college or higher, and the low parental education level was set to be high school degree or

lower
b The high parental occupation level was set to be having an SEI higher than 30, and the low parental occupation level was set to be having an

SEI lower than 30

* p \ .05, ** p \ .01, *** p \ .001
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Additionally, we observed a slightly stronger impact for

SES marginalization based on parental occupation versus

parental education. It is likely that students would be more

aware of the occupations of their peers’ parents rather than

those parents’ highest educational levels, thus making

social comparisons (and recognition of marginalization)

more apparent when grounded in parents’ occupations.

How adolescents view their own SES standing and assess

the relative SES of their peers has received scant attention

in the extent literature (see Goodman et al. 2000 for an

exception), and future research in this area is critical to

more comprehensively assessing SES marginalization and

its effects on young people’s well-being.

Finally, we observed some racial/ethnic and SES variations

in the effects of demographic marginalization on students’

socioemotional and educational outcomes. Specifically, the

disadvantages associated with demographic marginalization

were more pronounced for African American and White stu-

dents than for Asian American and Latino students. In relation

to SES differences, demographic marginalization was more

closely associated with poorer school integration for low SES

students, but more closely related to poorer educational out-

comes for high SES youth. These findings added to prior work

highlighting the disadvantage of marginalization for racial/

ethnic minority and low SES students (Crosnoe 2009), and our

study suggests that demographic marginalization is tied to

socioemotional and educational challenges for students from

diverse racial/ethnic and SES backgrounds.

Although the study makes several contributions to the

extant literature on school diversity and marginalization, some

limitations should be noted. First, we used two primary

markers to capture SES marginalization—parental education

and parental occupation—as these have been shown to be key

markers of social class for adolescents. However, there are

other important indicators of SES, such as family income and

lifestyle (Goodman et al. 2000) or money available for needs

and wants (Mistry et al. 2009), not available in the Add Health

data to the extent needed for our study, that might better

capture how students determine their socioeconomic fit with

their peers. In fact, the field knows very little about exactly

how adolescents determine and classify their own SES and the

SES of their peers and how adolescents figure out whether

they match (or not) the sociodemographics of their larger

schools. Future work should incorporate more diverse meth-

odologies and measures of SES and explore whether mar-

ginalization based on more salient SES indicators impact

students’ educational outcomes to a similar extent.

Second, our sample was restricted to students who

remained in the same school between Waves 1 and 2, as

students who transferred schools likely experienced chan-

ges in the demographic composition of their schools. While

this decision ensured the reliability of our marginalization

measures, it may have affected the representativeness of

the analytic sample, which tended to be more advantaged

(e.g., more likely to be White and live with both biological

parents) than the excluded students. The benefit of using a

large population-based sample, however, is that the relative

size of students across the economic spectrum remained

large in our analytic sample (e.g., we had almost 700 stu-

dents in the most disadvantaged SES group).

A third limitation relates to the restricted age range of the

current sample. Although our selection of adolescents was

purposeful, driven by the cognitive capabilities of adoles-

cents to understand SES and race/ethnicity and their fit with

the larger school context (Goodman et al. 2000; Ryan and

Patrick 2001), other studies have examined the effects of

racial/ethnic representation in children as young as kinder-

garten (Benner and Crosnoe 2011). Given that children are

able to understand issues of race as well as poverty and

affluence in elementary school (Brown et al. 2007; Baron and

Banaji 2006), examining whether the mechanisms under

study hold for a younger sample is an important next step.

Conclusion

The current study clearly illustrates the educational risks

posed by demographic marginalization for adolescents. A

key contribution of our work is to disentangle the challenges

youth face when at the margins of their schools racially/

ethnically versus socioeconomically. Here, we find links

between both racial/ethnic and SES marginalization and

students’ loneliness, school attachment, and subsequent

academic achievement and attainment, particularly for those

students at a double disadvantage (i.e., those reporting

marginalization across multiple demographic markers). Our

study also points to school integration as a potential point of

intervention. Given the massive shift in the demographic

composition of American public schools (Orfield and Lee

2007) and school districts’ increasing reliance on school

assignment methods relying on SES (rather than race),

understanding issues around demographic representation

and marginalization are more critical than ever.
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