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Abstract
Using a nationally representative data set, this study analyzes the impacts of income and wealth in the college-going process, with a focus on the role of academic achievement. In examining who applies to college, who attends college, and what type of college is attended (2-year, 4-year, or selective), the impact of wealth and income demonstrate different patterns within students’ levels of academic achievement.  Largely, income is not significant in these models, while the impact of wealth differs depending on outcome and the student’s academic achievement.  More specifically, wealthy families use their resources to promote selective college attendance (and discourage two-year college attendance) for their high achieving children and four-year college attendance for their low achieving children.
I.  Introduction

Increasing college access and success has become a major focus of public policy.  President Barack Obama, the nation’s top agenda-setter (Kingdon, 2002), has spoken of the need for the U.S. to improve its college completion rates (The White House, 2010).  Other developed countries have been increasing the proportion of their population with a college degree much more quickly than the U.S. has, leading to the U.S. beginning to falling behind these countries (Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, 2010).  This educational decline is not because the new generation of students no longer desire to complete college.  Nearly 60 percent of students plan to complete a bachelor’s degree (Hu, 2003), but only about half of them will do so (National Center for Education Statistics, 2003).

It is important to understand what is happening that students are falling short of their educational goals; to understand the predictors of college access and success.  College completion is the culmination of many steps and factors.  Students may prepare for college (by, for instance, taking the college preparatory courses and entrance exams, applying for financial aid and college admission), select a college from a wide array of options (two-year college or four-year college, public or private, local or international, selective or open access), matriculate, and, ultimately, will try to do what is necessary to graduate (such as complete any necessary remediation, declare a major, successfully complete coursework).  Students’ ability to execute these steps are often predicated on the student’s environment (including the environments of their educational institutions), background, and context 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000; Perna, 2000; Shulock & Moore, 2007; Venezia, Kirst, & Antonio, 2000)
.

Research has identified a number of factors as being key to students’ educational choices and outcomes.  Academic achievement has been shown to be a major predictor of students’ success in navigating their way to and through college (Adelman, 2006).  Policymakers are also increasingly concerned about socioeconomic (SES) disparities in educational outcomes.  While the operationalization of SES is varied, research consistently finds that low-SES students are less successful at achieving higher levels of educational attainment (Adelman, 2006; Cabrera, Burkum, & LaNasa, 2005).  


While many studies of college access and college going control for both SES and academic achievement, few (if any) examine the interaction between wealth and academic achievement.  While wealth is often casually thought of being like income, a common proxy for SES, wealth is actually quite different.  Income measures the cash payments received over a time period (like your annual salary), whereas wealth measures the value of everything owned (the value of everything you own – your house, retirement, investments, cars, etc. – minus the value of everything you own – your mortgage, credit card debt, student loans, etc.).  Of course, income can build wealth and wealth can provide income, but they are two fundamentally different concepts.  Surprisingly, the correlation between income and wealth is only 0.26 when excluding income generated from wealth (Lerman & Mikesell, 1988).


This paper looks at college access by wealth (and income, for comparison) for a given level of academic achievement.  A number of studies have examined the interaction of SES and academic achievement on college access 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Cabrera, Burkum, & La Nasa, 2003; Cabrera, et al., 2005; Hill & Winston, 2006; Hill, Winston, & Boyd, 2005)
.  This study, however, looks to see if wealth (and income) have differential impacts for students of different achievement levels.  One may believe that families with more or less wealth may utilize their resources differently if they believe their child has more or less academic promise.  This paper tests this assertion by comparing the impact of wealth and income on whether students applied to college, attended college, and what type of college they attended (2 year, 4 year, and highly or most selective college) within academic achievement quartiles.

The paper is organized as follows:  the next section lays out the conceptual framework that drives the study, followed by a discussion of the data and methods, along with an examination of the distribution of income and wealth over academic achievement quartiles.  An analysis of how college application, attendance, and selection vary based on wealth and achievement, and how this differs from the variation based on income and achievement follows.  The paper concludes with recommendations for policy and practice.
II.  Conceptual framework
To analyze how wealth and income affect the decision to attend college and how academic achievement impacts these effects, this study creates a college-going model based on an abbreviated form of Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) three-stage model of student college choice, with sociology’s status attainment model (P. Blau & Duncan, 1967) and an econometric model embedded within.  Hossler and Gallagher’s three-stage model is comprised of the following phases:

1.  Predisposition – The stage at which students determine whether they will continue their formal education after high school.

2.  Search – The stage at which students gather information about postsecondary institutions.

3.  Choice – The stage at which students formulate a choice set and decide which institution to attend.

Status attainment theory states that together socioeconomic status and academic ability mold a student’s college aspirations , and econometric theory poses that a rational person will consider the present value of costs and benefits and choose the option with the greater benefits, given her preferences.

From these theories, this paper posits a two-stage process:

1.  Predisposition and search/status attainment stage – merges the search stage with the predisposition stage and places the status attainment model within this merged predisposition and search stage. 

2.  Choice/econometric stage – places the econometric model within the choice stage.
[Insert Figure 1 about here]
Together, these two stages create the conceptual framework found in Figure 1.  This conceptual framework proposes that wealth, income, and other background characteristics interact with one another, and that together they affect a student’s habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  The habitus is “a system of durable, transposable dispositions which functions as the generative basis of structure, objectively unified practices” (Bourdieu, 1984: vii).  In other words, the habitus is a person’s collection of dispositions, continually developed and reformulated from one’s upbringing and direct environment; it shapes one’s expectations, attitudes, gestures, techniques, and aspirations (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Harker, 1990; McDonough, 1997).  Social capital refers to the value derived from social networks (Portes, 1998).  Cultural capital, as defined by Bourdieu, is culturally-valued taste and consumption patterns than one inherits (Bourdieu, 1986; Harker, 1990).  This definition is expansive and includes abstract as well as concrete inherited items, such as art, education, and language.  David Throsby (1999) describes cultural capital as including “the set of ideas, practices, beliefs, traditions and values which serve to identify and bind together a given group of people, however the group may be determined” (p. 7).  Capital’s value is associated with the social and cultural traits of the habitus (Bourdieu, 1984, 1986; Harker, 1990).

The habitus, social capital, and cultural capital directly shape a student’s academic achievement and a student’s academic achievement also works to shape her habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  Then, habitus, social capital, cultural capital, and academic achievement all directly affect the perception of the costs and benefits of a college education.  A student’s background characteristics also directly affect how she perceives the costs and benefits of continuing her formal education into college.  In this choice stage, a student will weigh the perceived costs against the perceived benefits and decide whether to attend college and, if the student chooses to enroll in college, which college to attend. 


The following two sections will detail how this conceptual framework structures these relationships within the two college choice stages.

Stage 1:  Predisposition and search / status attainment stage.  During the predisposition and search stage, students decide whether to continue their formal education after high school (predisposition).  Those who do choose the postsecondary educational path will then search for information on postsecondary institutions and determine which attributes are most important to them (search).  These two major steps in the college choice process are best described by status attainment theory, which states that socioeconomic status and academic ability shape a student’s educational goals. 

In Figure 1, we see that wealth, income, and other individual and family characteristics shape a student’s habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  The model above proposes that interactions exist between habitus, social capital, and cultural capital and academic achievement.  While academic achievement surely shapes educational aspirations (a student with better grades and test scores will likely be encouraged to continue her education, whereas a student with a less successful academic record will likely receive less encouragement).  However, the relationship may also work in the opposite direction – an internalized college track disposition will motivate a student to work harder on those metrics that matter in the college admissions process, like grades and test scores.

Stage 2:  Choice / econometric stage.  The second phase of the college choice process is best described as an econometric cost-benefit analysis.  At this point, the student will weigh the present value of the perceived costs and benefits and, based on tastes and preferences, decide whether or not to attend (a two-year, four-year, or selective) college.  All variables directly affect the perception of the costs and benefits of a college education but, notably, at least some of the impact of wealth (and income) is mediated by habitus, social capital, cultural capital, and academic achievement.  

III.  Literature review

Little research exists on the role of wealth on college access, and only one study was found that looks specifically at the interaction between wealth and academic achievement on college access.
A study by Philippe Belley and Lance Lochner (2007) analyzes the changing role of family income and ability in determining educational attainment.  While this paper focuses on the role of income, they do look briefly at the role of wealth.  Using a nationally representative data set, the authors break wealth (and income) into quartiles and find that the impact of income is largest for those with lower levels of academic achievement.  When looking at the role of wealth in college attendance, the authors find that students in the third and bottom quartiles are significantly less likely than students in the top wealth quartile to attend college, after controlling for a wide variety of background variables.  The authors also test if the addition of wealth has an effect on college attendance – if it is a statistically significant addition to the model – and they find that it does.  The authors, however, do not look at the type of college attended.  

This review of the literature exposes the lack of research that explicitly looks at either wealth or income’s interaction with academic achievement and the impact on college access. This study fills the gap by examining the differential roles of wealth and income and their interactions with academic achievement in the college choice process – specifically, who applies to college, who attends college, and what type of college they attend.

IV.  Data
For the analyses, I linked the National Longitudinal Study of Youth 1997 (NLSY:97) with the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  NLSY:97 provides extensive information about wealth, education, and upbringing for approximately 9,000 youth born between 1980 and 1984 (ages 26-30 today).  IPEDS is a comprehensive data set containing information on all institutions and educational organizations whose primary purpose is to provide postsecondary education.  This data set is comprised of a variety of institutional-level information, including data that allowed the categorization of institutions as 2-year or 4-year and level of selectivity.  These two data sets were matched by year such that, for example, a NLSY:97 respondent beginning college in 2003 is matched to the postsecondary data from IPEDS from 2003.  Together, these two data sets provide a more complete picture of the student and the institution of higher education chosen.
A.  Definition and description of key variables 


Wealth.  To measure wealth, this study utilizes the NLSY:97 net worth created variable.  This variable includes all reported assets of the household and subtracts out all reported debts of the household.  Median wealth is $34,550.  Median wealth for those in the top wealth decile is $490,001 and median wealth for those in the bottom wealth decile is -$375.


Income.  Income is the sum of all sources of income, including wages, child support, interest and dividends from stocks and mutual funds, rental income, retirement pension, alimony, Social Security payments, monetary gifts (except from those within the household), public support sources, and other income.  Median income is $41,000.  Median income for the top decile is $85,000 and median income for the bottom decile is $23,000.


Academic achievement.  This metric is measured by student performance on the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB).  The variable used in this study is a percentile score of the composite of four subject areas:  mathematical knowledge, arithmetic reasoning, word knowledge, and paragraph comprehension.  


Postsecondary institution or college.  The term “postsecondary institution” or “college” includes any sort of post-high school educational or vocational institution, ranging from heating and air conditioning apprenticeship programs to a four-year university (although few students attended the less than two-year institutions that provide certifications in specializations like cosmetology or mechanics).  

Attended a most or highly selective college.  Assignment as a most or highly selective college was based loosely on Barron’s categorizations of college competitiveness.  Colleges rated as most selective have acceptance rates below 33 percent and have admissions test scores in the top eighth quantile.  There are approximately 146 colleges in this category (according to Barron’s) and include the likes of Stanford University, Yale University, US Air Force Academy, and UC Berkeley.  Colleges rated as highly selective accept between one-third and half of their applicants and have admissions test scores in the second eighth quantile.  Postsecondary institutions included in this category include University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, University of Texas at Austin, and George Washington University.  A student that indicated that they attended a college that fit this guideline as their first postsecondary institution after high school was marked as having attended a most or highly selective college.


Habitus.  A person’s collection of dispositions, continually developed and reformulated from one’s upbringing and direct environment, that shapes expectations, attitudes, gestures, techniques, and aspirations is extremely difficult to operationalize, especially when selecting from a secondary dataset.  There were no variables that related directly to disposition, but there were variables that relate to the student’s environment and expectations.  The variables used to operationalize habitus are expectation of completing college and parents’ education.  


Expectation of completing college is the higher of the student and parents’ estimation of the likelihood of the student completing college.  This variable measures habitus as the parental and student expectations relate directly to the type of habitus that is developed.  


Parents’ education is measured by years of schooling completed.  Parents with higher levels of educational attainment are more likely to promote higher educational aspirations and have the knowledge to provide the environment that develops these goals, thereby developing a college-going disposition.


Social capital.  Social capital is the value derived from social networks.  Two variables are used to operationalize social capital: percent of peers that plan to attend college and the student-teacher ratio, both of which were reported by the student.  A student with more peers who plan to attend college will likely also have more access to information about the college-going process, as friends who are also seeking out information on the process surround them.  Students depend on teachers for information on the college choice process (Antonio, Venezia, & Kirst, 2004; Venezia, Kirst, & Antonio, 2003), and students in smaller classes likely have a closer relationship with and greater access to their teacher.


Cultural capital.  Cultural capital is inherited culturally-valued taste and consumption patterns, such as art, education, and language.  Two variables are used to operationalize cultural capital:  parents’ knowledge of school activities and the type of school the student attended.  Students were asked about their parents’ knowledge of their school activities – they were asked about their mother and father separately.  In constructing this variable, the higher of the two was used.  This variable serves as a measure of cultural capital, as it shows how much the parents value and consume the student’s education through his or her demonstrated interest.  The type of school attended by the student includes the following options:  public (the reference category for the logistic regressions); technical or vocational; Catholic school; private, religious non-Catholic school; private, secular school; home school; alternative school; and other.  This variable also demonstrates the consumption of education as shown through the type of school the student enrolled.

C.  Methods

Logistic regression was used to regress:


(1) whether a student applied to college, 


(2) whether a student enrolled in college, and 


(3) whether a student enrolled into a:



(a) two-year college



(b) four-year college



(c) most or highly selective college

on wealth, income, academic achievement, habitus, social capital, cultural capital, and other background variables.  


The use of binary logistic regression for (1) and (2) is clear, as they are binary choices.  For (3) multinomial logit was considered, but was not used because students do not necessarily consider their options being explicit and comprehensive (McDonough, 1997).  Multinomial logit requires one of the choices to be the reference and no such reference category makes sense with how students actually consider their college options – many students who are planning to attend a two-year college do not consider four-year colleges and many students who are planning to attend a four-year college do not consider two-year colleges.  As such, binary logistic regression is used for each choice.


Two specifications are utilized to see how the addition of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital alter the coefficient estimates for wealth and income.  As laid out in the conceptual framework, it is hypothesized that much of wealth’s influence plays out through habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  Thus, it is predicted that wealth will become less significant when habitus, social capital, and cultural capital are included.


To understand the relationship between wealth, income, academic achievement, and college access, this study utilizes a series of logistic regressions.  For each dependent variable , eight logistic regressions are specified – two regressions (one controlling for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.
IV.  Findings

A.  Distribution of income and wealth over academic achievement quartiles 


High-wealth and high-income students are overrepresented in the top academic achievement quartile.  This conforms to the conceptual framework posited in this paper:  both groups have greater financial means from which to draw upon to support academic preparation and, thus, achievement; and, moreover, these students likely grew up in environments that support high educational achievement.  


The distribution of wealth and achievement is more skewed than the income and achievement distribution.  This becomes visible when comparing the distribution of family wealth and achievement to the distribution of family income and achievement (see Figure 2). 

[Figure 2 about here]
B.  Variations in the college choice process by wealth, income, and academic achievement


This section examines the interaction of wealth and achievement on the college choice process by breaking students into wealth deciles and achievement quartiles and comparing the percent within each group’s rate of college application, attendance, and to where they matriculate.  The interaction of income and achievement on the same dependent variables are also compared.  Reporting of the results is done by dependent variable. 


It is important to note that this section documents associations and does not in any way attempt to measure causality.

1. Who applies to college


When looking at who applies to college, differences across wealth and income deciles are much less than differences across academic achievement quartiles (see Figures 2 and 3).  Within achievement quartiles, there is generally a difference of twenty percent or less between the top and bottom wealth deciles in college application rates.  This disparity is smaller for income – only those in the third academic achievement level quartile have a difference between the top and bottom wealth decile greater than five percentage points.


The differences in college application rates by academic achievement level are more distinct – with disparities around forty percentage points between the top and bottom achievement levels within wealth deciles (with an almost identical disparities within income deciles). 
[Insert Figures 3 and 4 about here]
2. Who attends college


Wealth, income, and academic achievement clearly play a role in who attends college, but the distributions, while very similar do have one striking difference (see Figures 4 and 5).  To focus first on their similarities, wealthy and high income students are more likely to attend college than their less wealthy and less high income counterparts. However, neither wealth nor income trumps academic achievement.  That is, wealthy but low achieving students are still less likely to attend college than low wealth but high achieving youth.  This holds true for income also. The income chart shows an interesting trend.  For all achievement levels, but most noticeably for high achievers, there is an upward swing in college attendance for the lowest income students.  This trend does not appear on the wealth chart.  This difference may likely be due to educational outreach and reforms targeted towards low-income students.  While many of these policies may likely want to also capture low-wealth students, it is much easier to determine if a student is low-income than low-wealth, especially as many schools use eligibility for a subsidized meal plan, which is determined based on income, as a proxy for student need.  This indicates that these reforms may be working in encouraging students to attend college.


Of course, for all the analyses in this Section B, one must keep in mind that they do not separate the impact of wealth and income from academic achievement or consider other factors that may affect any of these.  
[Insert Figures 5 and 6 about here]
3. Who attends two-year colleges


Two-year college attendance is the least straightforward of the college choice options.  There is no clear pattern for wealth or income.  One may argue that when looking at the highest achieving youth, wealth and income are inversely related to the likelihood of two-year college attendance.  In other words, bright rich youth are less likely than their equally bright but poor peers to attend a two-year college.

[Insert Figures 7 and 8 about here]
4. Who attends four-year colleges


Similar patterns emerge when examining the rate of four-year college attendance by wealth or income and achievement.  Students in the top decile of wealth and income are much more likely to attend a four-year college than less privileged students of similar academic achievement.  However, when looking at wealth, the inequality is even more striking.  The wealthiest students in the second achievement quartile are more likely to attend a four-year college than the highest ability students in the lowest wealth decile.  This overlap occurs when comparing the wealthiest but lowest achieving students to the poorest but higher achieving (third achievement quartile) students.


Also, as was seen with college attendance, an uptick of four-year college attendance rates exist for students at the bottom of the income distribution.  But unlike the college attendance pattern, this pattern appears now for higher achieving, low wealth students, too.  This may be due to outreach efforts stemming from postsecondary schools, as four-year colleges have not only greater resources, they are more likely to provide financial aid, and thus collect data on family wealth.

[Insert Figures 9 and 10 about here]
5. Who attends most and highly selective colleges


This analysis demonstrates two things clearly:  most and highly selective colleges truly are for the highest achieving of the high wealth and high income student population, although there is some matriculation by high achieving students from across the economic spectrum (see Figures 10 and 11).

[Insert Figures 11 and 12 about here]

When comparing the wealth and income charts, it also stands out that there is much more variation in most and highly college attendance by achievement level in the income chart than in the wealth chart, with the small low-income uptick that was present in the analysis of general college attendance.  Noticeably, this uptick is most pronounced for the highest achieving students and drops monotonically by achievement quartile.

C.  Impact of wealth and income within academic achievement quartiles on the college choice process 


The previous sections have begun describing the relationship between wealth and academic achievement and have compared it to the relationship between income and academic achievement.  This section takes the analysis a step further by using binary logistic regression to analyze how the impact of wealth may vary within academic achievement levels.  Each regression is run within each achievement quartile and two specifications are run, such that there are eight regressions for each dependent variable (except for most and highly selective college attendance, for which only 4 regressions were run, as regressions were not run for the two lower achievement quartiles).  


From these analyses, the impact of wealth and income, after controlling for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of children in the household under 18, for a given level of achievement on the college choice process will become clear.  These analyses also test to see if wealth and income’s impact on college access is largely through their provision of more educationally-valuable habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.
1. Who applies to college


Across academic achievement quartiles, income is only a significant factor for the highest achieving students when controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital are included.  In this case, students in the second through fifth and bottom income deciles are more likely to apply to college.  This may indicate that these youth in the second through fifth deciles have some financial resources but are hindered by inadequate habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  For the students in the bottom income decile, this also points to inadequate habitus, social capital, and cultural capital – these students, being so low income, may qualify and be sought for outreach and support programs that promotes applying to college.  
Wealth only shows slightly more significance across the achievement quartiles and specifications.  The greatest impact of wealth is for middle achieving students, who are significantly less likely to apply to college than the wealthiest students.  However, this disparity is eliminated with the inclusion of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital, indicating these students lack the habitus, social capital, and cultural capital most necessary in this early stage in the college choice process.  These findings indicate that within achievement level, wealth and income differences noted previously were likely due to either racial and ethnic, gender, or a class issue captured in the measure of the number of children under 18 in home.  

[Insert Table 1 about here]
2. Who attends college


Wealth trumps income when looking at within achievement level impact on college attendance.  Income is rarely and sporadically significant in this analysis.  Mid- to lower-deciles of wealth, however, are consistently statistically significant different from the top wealth decile across achievement levels and specifications.  Moreover, the impact of wealth lessens with the addition of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital controls, indicating that students in the top wealth decile garner some of their advantages through more, more valuable, and more educationally-supportive habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  Also worthwhile to note is that wealth matters most for the top academic achievement quartile.  This may be because families with more wealth would be more likely to utilize their wealth and its resources to further promote a notably high achieving student.

[Insert Table 2 about here]

3. Who attends two-year colleges


Wealth matters in two-year college attendance for the highest academic achievers – the less wealth a student’s family has, the more likely that student is to attend a two-year college.  Interestingly, this pattern only exists for students in highest academic achievement quartile.  The addition of measures of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital actually intensifies this effect.  This leads one to wonder if this finding ties to school counseling advice, as was seen to be a driving factor especially in working-class families’ decisions in McDonough’s (1997) qualitative study on the role of class in the college choice process.  Possibly, there is something tied to habitus, social capital, and cultural capital that is not being captured by the measures used in this study.


Income is rarely a significant predictor for two-year college attendance within academic achievement quartiles.

[Insert Table 3 about here]

4. Who attends four-year colleges


Within achievement levels, wealth and income are rarely statistically significant.  Only in the lowest level of achievement does wealth present a consistent story.  Low-achieving, low-wealth students are significantly less likely to attend a four-year college than are the wealthier low-achieving students.  This impact lessens with the introduction of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  This indicates that wealthy but low-achieving students may have the college-going process instilled in them, regardless of their low academic achievement.  

[Insert Table 4 about here]

5. Who attends most and highly selective colleges


For this analysis, the bottom two academic achievement quartiles are excluded, as so few of this population attends these very selective universities.  Significant wealth differences exist amongst students in the top achievement quartile.  Students in the second through bottom wealth quartiles face a change in odds of between 0.03 to 0.30, indicating a large drop in the likelihood of most or highly selective college attendance for those not amongst the wealthiest tenth of the families.  Moreover, there is very little change in the odds ratios when controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital are added.


Wealth is not significant for those in the second achievement level nor is income significant in either level of achievement
.

[Insert Table 5 about here]

VI.  Conclusion


Through the college choice process, wealth and income demonstrate differential patterns from each other.  Moreover, income and wealth have differential impacts on different parts of the college choice process.  Largely, income is not significant in these models, while wealth shows different patterns by dependent variable and academic achievement quartile.

In affecting college application rates, income affects high achieving students.  When controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital are included, students in the second through fifth income deciles are more likely to apply to college than students in the top income decile.  Similarly, mid-achieving, mid-wealth students’ lower likelihood of applying to college is mediated by habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  Both of these findings point to the inadequacy of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital that high achieving, high- and mid-income and mid-achieving, mid-wealth students have.


When looking at college attendance and what type of college attended, no consistent income effect exists within achievement level.  Wealth, on the other hand, has significant effects.  The wealthiest students are more likely to attend college than their less wealthy counterparts for all levels of academic achievement.  This disparity is only slightly mediated by habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  
Interestingly, high achieving, mid- and low-wealth students are much more likely to attend a two year college than their wealthiest peers.  This result is exacerbated by habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  If one thinks that these students are better off at a four-year college, we should wonder about how habitus, social capital, and cultural capital are motivating these students to attend two-year colleges.  Or one could think that this finding is a result of wealthy families almost never allowing their brightest children to attend two-year colleges.  
Almost the opposite is found to be true for four-year college attendance.  Low achieving, low wealth students are significantly less likely to attend a four-year college than their wealthiest counterparts with habitus, social capital, and cultural capital mediating some of the impact.  Here, are wealthy students’ parents using their resources to place even their low achieving students in four-year colleges?   
The results for who attends most and highly selective colleges indicates that only the brightest and wealthiest students really do.  Even within the top academic achievement quartile, students in the second wealth decile are significantly less likely to attend one of these colleges – even after controlling for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital.  This is true for all but one wealth decile (the ninth wealth decile is not significantly different than the top wealth decile).

These findings indicate that wealthy families use their resources to promote selective college attendance (and discourage two-year college attendance) for their bright children and four-year college attendance for their less bright children.


While this study aimed to understand how wealthy families gain educational advantages, the measures of habitus, social capital, and cultural capital do not consistently mediate the impact of wealth.  Further research should explore other explanations for this wealth advantage – is it simply the financial resources or is it something more closely related to habitus, social capital, and cultural capital?  Likely it is a mix of both.  Understanding this wealth advantage could help educational institutions provide mid- and low-wealth students with these advantages, especially if the wealth advantage stems from different and more educationally valuable habitus, social capital, and cultural capital than the students are acquiring.  Changing wealth accumulation policies, if it is the financial resources in and of themselves that matter, would be another option, albeit a more politically-fraught and, likely, less feasible option.
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Figure 1.  Conceptual framework of the college choice process.
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Figure 2.  Distribution of wealth and income and academic achievement.
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Figure 3.  College application rates by wealth decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 4.  College application rates by income decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 5.  College attendance rates by wealth decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 6.  College attendance rates by income decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 7.  Two-year college attendance rates by wealth decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 8.  Two-year college attendance rates by income decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 9.  Four-year college attendance rates by wealth decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 10.  Four-year college attendance rates by income decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 11.  Most and highly selective college attendance rates by wealth decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Figure 12.  Most and highly selective college attendance rates by income decile and academic achievement (ASVAB) quartile.
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Table 1.  Estimated effects of wealth and income on college application rates within academic achievement quartile.
	[image: image13.emf]Academic achievement quartile 1 Academic achievement quartile 2 Academic achievement quartile 3 Academic achievement quartile 4

w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC

Wealth

Second wealth decile

1.229 1.5105 1.0827 1.3411 1.3354 1.2092 0.5863 0.676

(0.57) (0.41) (0.56) (0.41) (0.49) (0.44) (0.54) (0.30)

Third wealth decile

0.6809 1.0436 0.6014 0.6532 0.7028 0.657 0.4868 0.644

(0.36) (0.31) (0.35) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.32) (0.22)

Fourth wealth decile

0.5478 0.8199 0.7907 1.0799 0.4903* 0.5864 0.4626 0.567

(0.30) (0.27) (0.39) (0.32) (0.16) (0.20) (0.30) (0.20)

Fifth wealth decile

0.5792 0.8722 0.3268* 0.4887* 0.4048** 0.5154* 0.3854 0.4687*

(0.35) (0.24) (0.18) (0.14) (0.13) (0.17) (0.27) (0.16)

Sixth wealth decile

0.6525 1.2468 0.3475* 0.5452 0.6318 0.7089 0.4166 0.5892

(0.33) (0.33) (0.18) (0.18) (0.20) (0.23) (0.24) (0.21)

Seventh wealth decile

0.6867 1.4058 0.3775 0.5406 0.5447 0.7819 0.4457 0.6568

(0.47) (0.49) (0.23) (0.18) (0.19) (0.30) (0.33) (0.21)

Eighth wealth decile

0.335 0.8174 0.3448* 0.7877 0.4506* 0.6372 0.4409 0.6214

(0.22) (0.34) (0.18) (0.30) (0.15) (0.21) (0.25) (0.20)

Ninth wealth decile

0.2950* 0.7556 0.2344** 0.4394* 0.4551* 0.7259 0.3559 0.5383

(0.17) (0.27) (0.12) (0.15) (0.14) (0.24) (0.21) (0.17)

Bottom wealth decile

0.4074 0.7495 0.4523 0.7621 0.4573* 0.7331 0.4203 0.6647

(0.32) (0.24) (0.23) (0.26) (0.14) (0.24) (0.31) (0.22)

Income

Second income decile

1.6534 2.0001* 1.2037 1.491 0.9437 0.9991 1.0052 0.9085

(0.75) (0.56) (0.53) (0.48) (0.29) (0.30) (0.42) (0.29)

Third income decile

2.0396 2.4177* 1.1471 1.3078 1.0413 1.2097 1.3924 1.3434

(1.22) (0.87) (0.57) (0.42) (0.36) (0.41) (0.61) (0.39)

Fourth income decile

2.529 2.9845** 0.8826 1.3882 0.8516 0.8627 1.3989 1.3753

(1.79) (1.22) (0.37) (0.41) (0.25) (0.27) (0.60) (0.38)

Fifth income decile

1.3856 1.7324* 0.8349 1.2513 0.6007 0.7549 0.8736 0.8997

(0.73) (0.42) (0.35) (0.42) (0.20) (0.25) (0.34) (0.25)

Sixth income decile

1.0436 1.218 0.7072 0.999 0.5936 0.7145 0.8353 1.0414

(0.62) (0.40) (0.35) (0.33) (0.19) (0.23) (0.40) (0.30)

Seventh income decile

0.9353 1.349 0.5597 0.7905 0.6551 0.7434 0.8081 0.8679

(0.50) (0.39) (0.24) (0.25) (0.19) (0.23) (0.33) (0.25)

Eighth income decile

0.4487 0.6767 0.6824 1.2017 0.5726 0.6282 0.8466 0.8683

(0.20) (0.21) (0.40) (0.44) (0.17) (0.20) (0.30) (0.22)

Ninth income decile

0.7893 1.0772 0.7335 1.0922 0.6289 0.8231 0.7266 0.851

(0.57) (0.47) (0.35) (0.38) (0.18) (0.25) (0.25) (0.22)

Bottom income decile

1.9558 2.4380* 0.6491 0.778 0.5892 0.7301 0.8376 0.9541

(1.44) (0.94) (0.31) (0.26) (0.18) (0.24) (0.30) (0.25)

N = 8984

Statistics were made using an NLSY:97 custom weight, which adjusts for sampling design and the use of data from more than one round of surveying.

Multiple imputation was used to adjust for missing data

Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering in parentheses.

All regressions control for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of kids under 18 in home.  Columns marked "w/o HSCCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were not included.  

Columns marked "w/ HSCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were included.

Academic achievement quartile 1 is the highest achievement quartile.  The reference category for wealth is the top wealth decile.  The reference category for income is the top income decile




Table 2.  Estimated effects of wealth and income on college attendance rates within academic achievement quartile.
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w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC

Wealth

Second wealth decile

0.4382 0.455 0.6088 0.71 1.6728 1.5336 0.5743 0.6516

(0.28) (0.27) (0.28) (0.30) (0.73) (0.76) (0.35) (0.34)

Third wealth decile

0.3205 0.4906 0.3025* 0.3029* 0.6522 0.6072 0.3355* 0.4284

(0.20) (0.30) (0.15) (0.15) (0.25) (0.28) (0.18) (0.20)

Fourth wealth decile

0.2617* 0.3635 0.3236* 0.4038 0.3291** 0.3596* 0.2850* 0.3426*

(0.16) (0.20) (0.16) (0.19) (0.14) (0.18) (0.14) (0.15)

Fifth wealth decile

0.1636** 0.2290* 0.1730*** 0.2581** 0.3136** 0.3708* 0.2518** 0.2937**

(0.09) (0.13) (0.08) (0.12) (0.12) (0.17) (0.13) (0.14)

Sixth wealth decile

0.1477*** 0.2730* 0.1410*** 0.2209** 0.3335** 0.3592* 0.2753* 0.3714*

(0.08) (0.16) (0.08) (0.12) (0.13) (0.17) (0.14) (0.18)

Seventh wealth decile

0.1354** 0.2555* 0.2069** 0.3007* 0.4042* 0.5965 0.1981*** 0.2692**

(0.09) (0.15) (0.11) (0.15) (0.17) (0.29) (0.09) (0.11)

Eighth wealth decile

0.1164** 0.3539 0.1394*** 0.3003* 0.3068** 0.4315 0.2109*** 0.2832**

(0.08) (0.25) (0.07) (0.16) (0.13) (0.21) (0.10) (0.12)

Ninth wealth decile

0.0502*** 0.1084*** 0.0955*** 0.1670*** 0.2221*** 0.3294* 0.1344*** 0.1835***

(0.03) (0.07) (0.05) (0.08) (0.09) (0.16) (0.07) (0.08)

Bottom wealth decile

0.0930*** 0.1814** 0.2372** 0.4081 0.3020** 0.4804 0.1656*** 0.2407**

(0.06) (0.10) (0.13) (0.22) (0.12) (0.22) (0.09) (0.11)

Income

Second income decile

1.2268 1.775 1.7966 2.4021* 0.9324 0.971 1.38 1.3299

(0.75) (1.02) (0.78) (1.05) (0.36) (0.40) (0.61) (0.55)

Third income decile

1.4121 1.8454 1.1177 1.2817 0.9144 1.1291 1.1293 1.1343

(0.77) (1.05) (0.50) (0.55) (0.38) (0.50) (0.55) (0.52)

Fourth income decile

2.6243 3.9024* 1.0343 1.7737 0.8661 0.91 1.1441 1.1107

(1.74) (2.30) (0.40) (0.69) (0.32) (0.37) (0.44) (0.43)

Fifth income decile

0.9761 1.3491 0.7574 1.1142 0.4986 0.6158 1.192 1.3774

(0.52) (0.86) (0.32) (0.47) (0.20) (0.26) (0.55) (0.61)

Sixth income decile

0.6945 0.7224 0.5876 0.7979 0.4838 0.5997 0.6388 0.8522

(0.37) (0.38) (0.24) (0.35) (0.19) (0.25) (0.27) (0.35)

Seventh income decile

0.4783 0.7206 0.4509* 0.6459 0.4681* 0.5138 0.8883 1.0266

(0.25) (0.40) (0.18) (0.26) (0.17) (0.20) (0.37) (0.40)

Eighth income decile

0.2467** 0.3897 0.4393 0.7489 0.4631* 0.4715 0.6815 0.7087

(0.13) (0.23) (0.20) (0.31) (0.18) (0.20) (0.25) (0.27)

Ninth income decile

0.329 0.4414 0.734 1.129 0.4547* 0.5674 0.4786* 0.5724

(0.19) (0.27) (0.29) (0.49) (0.15) (0.21) (0.17) (0.21)

Bottom income decile

1.6456 2.6073 0.6014 0.7338 0.4219* 0.4831 0.8027 0.9675

(1.09) (1.80) (0.23) (0.28) (0.15) (0.19) (0.26) (0.31)

N = 8984

Statistics were made using an NLSY:97 custom weight, which adjusts for sampling design and the use of data from more than one round of surveying.

Multiple imputation was used to adjust for missing data

Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering in parentheses.

All regressions control for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of kids under 18 in home.  Columns marked "w/o HSCCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were not included.  

Columns marked "w/ HSCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were included.

Academic achievement quartile 1 is the highest achievement quartile.  The reference category for wealth is the top wealth decile.  The reference category for income is the top income decile




Table 3.  Estimated effects of wealth and income on two-year college attendance rates within academic achievement quartile.
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w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC

Wealth

Second wealth decile

3.1342 3.2517* 0.9887 1.0547 0.999 0.9415 2.4865 2.18

(1.99) (1.73) (0.41) (0.40) (0.46) (0.44) (2.71) (1.95)

Third wealth decile

1.9571 1.9945 0.454 0.4643 0.4032 0.4162 0.9296 0.9225

(1.41) (1.19) (0.25) (0.24) (0.22) (0.22) (0.98) (0.80)

Fourth wealth decile

2.8533 3.3203** 0.9491 0.9798 0.4423 0.4774 2.2113 2.2991

(1.89) (1.47) (0.43) (0.37) (0.23) (0.25) (1.88) (1.41)

Fifth wealth decile

2.5879 2.4722 0.4463 0.4425 0.5375 0.5962 1.9086 1.8321

(1.76) (1.46) (0.25) (0.22) (0.26) (0.29) (1.88) (1.35)

Sixth wealth decile

4.8718* 4.6433** 0.4402 0.5295 0.3863 0.3922 1.5711 1.6055

(3.08) (2.42) (0.22) (0.22) (0.20) (0.21) (1.56) (1.19)

Seventh wealth decile

7.7879** 8.3171*** 0.7396 0.7647 0.6011 0.7059 1.062 1.099

(5.60) (5.00) (0.36) (0.34) (0.31) (0.36) (0.91) (0.61)

Eighth wealth decile

6.1540* 6.8622** 1.0883 1.2929 0.396 0.4726 1.9027 1.9929

(4.64) (4.07) (0.64) (0.70) (0.20) (0.25) (1.85) (1.42)

Ninth wealth decile

3.2263 3.1642 0.3414 0.42 0.2904* 0.3598* 0.95 0.9703

(2.70) (2.39) (0.22) (0.20) (0.14) (0.18) (0.96) (0.71)

Bottom wealth decile

7.2050* 7.0622** 0.5264 0.5701 0.5739 0.7337 1.1573 1.2064

(6.28) (4.65) (0.33) (0.26) (0.27) (0.35) (1.18) (0.92)

Income

Second income decile

2.087 2.2022 1.6468 1.5768 0.7947 0.8259 2.4749 2.2334

(1.33) (1.20) (0.76) (0.69) (0.43) (0.46) (2.04) (1.63)

Third income decile

1.3224 1.2321 0.6676 0.6214 0.9934 1.1213 1.5176 1.652

(0.99) (0.80) (0.38) (0.33) (0.39) (0.45) (1.14) (1.13)

Fourth income decile

0.7053 0.6718 1.2982 1.3822 1.4636 1.5879 0.828 0.7969

(0.54) (0.46) (0.65) (0.63) (0.65) (0.74) (0.65) (0.54)

Fifth income decile

1.7894 1.6573 1.5631 1.5478 0.8442 1.0089 0.9034 0.8995

(1.17) (0.94) (0.72) (0.67) (0.40) (0.48) (0.73) (0.65)

Sixth income decile

1.9062 1.9827 0.7559 0.7368 0.845 0.9642 1.0827 1.1986

(1.20) (1.14) (0.45) (0.42) (0.40) (0.47) (0.84) (0.84)

Seventh income decile

1.0803 0.88 0.7909 0.8564 0.9667 1.09 1.0832 1.1046

(0.85) (0.60) (0.44) (0.43) (0.41) (0.48) (0.80) (0.72)

Eighth income decile

1.9054 1.7383 0.5517 0.5945 0.8182 0.9031 0.6826 0.6587

(1.49) (1.14) (0.32) (0.30) (0.39) (0.44) (0.46) (0.40)

Ninth income decile

3.334 3.0789 3.3460** 3.3073** 1.2759 1.483 1.1747 1.3146

(2.26) (1.81) (1.44) (1.40) (0.54) (0.65) (0.76) (0.76)

Bottom income decile

3.6837 3.6263* 1.5702 1.5253 0.6348 0.7521 1.4095 1.5436

(2.51) (2.13) (0.83) (0.80) (0.29) (0.35) (0.82) (0.80)

N = 8984

Statistics were made using an NLSY:97 custom weight, which adjusts for sampling design and the use of data from more than one round of surveying.

Multiple imputation was used to adjust for missing data

Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering in parentheses.

All regressions control for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of kids under 18 in home.  Columns marked "w/o HSCCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were not included.  

Columns marked "w/ HSCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were included.

Academic achievement quartile 1 is the highest achievement quartile.  The reference category for wealth is the top wealth decile.  The reference category for income is the top income decile




Table 4.  Estimated effects of wealth and income on four-year college attendance rates within academic achievement quartile.
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w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC w/o HSCCC w/ HSCCC

Wealth

Second wealth decile

0.4774* 0.4571* 0.8291 0.837 1.2479 1.2333 0.4529 0.5397

(0.14) (0.14) (0.33) (0.33) (0.58) (0.60) (0.36) (0.44)

Third wealth decile

0.6281 0.5769 1.1007 1.0769 0.6886 0.6246 0.4601 0.5557

(0.18) (0.16) (0.44) (0.41) (0.41) (0.37) (0.35) (0.40)

Fourth wealth decile

0.9129 0.84 1.2362 1.3209 1.1561 1.3148 0.1760* 0.2002*

(0.29) (0.26) (0.40) (0.43) (0.54) (0.63) (0.14) (0.15)

Fifth wealth decile

0.644 0.6099 1.6157 1.9393* 0.4285 0.56 0.3951 0.5021

(0.24) (0.23) (0.54) (0.63) (0.19) (0.27) (0.27) (0.34)

Sixth wealth decile

0.981 0.9341 0.9121 1.1111 0.9888 1.1894 0.2825 0.3643

(0.32) (0.31) (0.33) (0.41) (0.45) (0.55) (0.19) (0.24)

Seventh wealth decile

0.2580* 0.2386* 1.1027 1.3121 0.7121 0.8893 0.2776* 0.3876

(0.14) (0.14) (0.40) (0.46) (0.33) (0.42) (0.18) (0.24)

Eighth wealth decile

0.9156 0.8888 1.0374 1.3878 1.0097 1.2905 0.2113** 0.2883*

(0.41) (0.40) (0.38) (0.51) (0.44) (0.57) (0.13) (0.17)

Ninth wealth decile

0.7194 0.6695 0.9763 1.2523 0.6266 0.828 0.2083* 0.2724*

(0.39) (0.36) (0.41) (0.54) (0.32) (0.43) (0.14) (0.18)

Bottom wealth decile

0.5191 0.5271 1.6591 1.9087 0.8941 1.0987 0.2325* 0.3319

(0.24) (0.24) (0.67) (0.79) (0.39) (0.51) (0.15) (0.21)

Income

Second income decile

1.4099 1.442 1.057 1.0988 0.8529 0.8885 0.5735 0.5013

(0.43) (0.44) (0.48) (0.49) (0.38) (0.41) (0.40) (0.36)

Third income decile

1.4184 1.3866 1.5117 1.5896 1.0884 1.2073 0.7439 0.6375

(0.45) (0.46) (0.57) (0.61) (0.55) (0.67) (0.48) (0.39)

Fourth income decile

1.1452 1.1228 1.682 1.9796 1.2946 1.3891 0.7671 0.7418

(0.36) (0.40) (0.68) (0.82) (0.56) (0.64) (0.48) (0.48)

Fifth income decile

1.1258 1.0698 1.1572 1.3718 0.6972 0.812 0.8297 0.7548

(0.39) (0.38) (0.49) (0.58) (0.37) (0.44) (0.45) (0.41)

Sixth income decile

1.2159 1.1375 1.1652 1.3291 0.8682 1.0606 0.5224 0.5441

(0.41) (0.40) (0.53) (0.62) (0.40) (0.52) (0.29) (0.31)

Seventh income decile

1.7038 1.6854 1.389 1.7182 0.5381 0.6055 0.8006 0.8194

(0.68) (0.71) (0.48) (0.61) (0.25) (0.30) (0.40) (0.42)

Eighth income decile

0.9014 0.927 2.4445* 3.0184* 0.7841 0.85 0.7064 0.6592

(0.45) (0.46) (1.03) (1.30) (0.43) (0.49) (0.38) (0.36)

Ninth income decile

2.6800** 2.5543* 1.2721 1.4649 0.4174 0.5065 0.3730* 0.3959

(1.02) (1.02) (0.54) (0.62) (0.22) (0.28) (0.18) (0.21)

Bottom income decile

1.0946 1.0636 1.5776 1.7537 0.4886 0.5793 0.6389 0.6502

(0.45) (0.47) (0.67) (0.76) (0.24) (0.30) (0.33) (0.33)

N = 8984

Statistics were made using an NLSY:97 custom weight, which adjusts for sampling design and the use of data from more than one round of surveying.

Multiple imputation was used to adjust for missing data

Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering in parentheses.

All regressions control for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of kids under 18 in home.  Columns marked "w/o HSCCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were not included.  

Columns marked "w/ HSCCC" indicates that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were included.

Academic achievement quartile 1 is the highest achievement quartile.  The reference category for wealth is the top wealth decile.  The reference category for income is the top income decile




Table 5.  Estimated effects of wealth and income on most and highly selective college attendance rates within the top two academic achievement (ASVAB) quartiles.
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Wealth

Second wealth decile

0.2084*** 0.2087*** 1.2204 0.9963

(0.09) (0.09) (0.46) (0.41)

Third wealth decile

0.1159*** 0.1369*** 1.8414 1.2477

(0.06) (0.07) (1.13) (1.00)

Fourth wealth decile

0.2649** 0.2981* 1.731 1.6837

(0.13) (0.14) (1.66) (1.68)

Fifth wealth decile

0.2244*** 0.2684** 0.3569 0.3659

(0.10) (0.12) (0.41) (0.47)

Sixth wealth decile

0.1050*** 0.1343**

(0.07) (0.10)

Seventh wealth decile

0.2479* 0.3603 0.131 0.1371

(0.16) (0.25) (0.16) (0.19)

Eighth wealth decile

0.0342** 0.0387** 0.8249 0.7152

(0.04) (0.04) (0.94) (0.88)

Ninth wealth decile

0.5084 0.7008 2.0602 1.6719

(0.34) (0.48) (1.69) (1.69)

Bottom wealth decile

0.1498* 0.1945* 1.803 1.4857

(0.12) (0.14) (2.56) (2.27)

Income

Second income decile

0.7605 0.7587 0.4719 0.4796

(0.28) (0.27) (0.39) (0.40)

Third income decile

0.8552 1.0031 1.3776 1.6096

(0.39) (0.45) (1.00) (1.23)

Fourth income decile

0.965 1.1207 0.4838 0.5107

(0.50) (0.56) (0.38) (0.39)

Fifth income decile

0.6555 0.7145 0.6527 0.6866

(0.36) (0.39) (0.84) (0.88)

Sixth income decile

1.1486 1.2414 0.3986 0.3549

(0.52) (0.52) (0.40) (0.41)

Seventh income decile

0.9814 1.0944 0.2753 0.3938

(0.53) (0.62) (0.34) (0.49)

Eighth income decile

0.1429* 0.171 0.3008 0.2596

(0.14) (0.17) (0.35) (0.30)

Ninth income decile

0.216 0.2834 0.19 0.1815

(0.20) (0.26) (0.22) (0.19)

Bottom income decile

0.5022 0.5312 0.3812 0.3663

(0.30) (0.29) (0.36) (0.34)

N = 8984

Multiple imputation was used to adjust for missing data

Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering in parentheses.

All regressions control for race and ethnicity, gender, and number of kids under 18 in home.  Columns marked "w/o HSCCCC" indicates 

that controls for habitus, social capital, and cultural capital were not included.  Columns marked "w/ HSCCC" indicates that controls 

Academic achievement quartile 1 is the highest achievement quartile.  The reference category for wealth is the top wealth decile.  

Statistics were made using an NLSY:97 custom weight, which adjusts for sampling design and the use of data from more than one 

round of surveying.




� The exception is: for the top achievement quartile, students in the eighth income deciles are significantly less likely to attend a most or highly selective college than students in the top income decile.
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