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Risk taking profiles among college students: An examination of health-risk taking, anti-

racism action, and college functioning 

Objective: This study expands the literature on risk taking among college students by exploring 

anti-racism action as a form of positive risk taking. Participants: 346 Black (64%) and Latinx 

(36%) college students (85% female) ages 18-27 years (M = 18.75, SD = 1.31). Methods: 

Participants responded to questionnaires on anti-racism action, health-risk taking, and college 

functioning. Latent class analysis identified behavioral profiles of risk takers. Indicators of 

profile membership and associations with college functioning were examined. Results: Three 

profiles emerged: moderate overall risk taking, high health-risk taking, and high anti-racism 

action. Personal experience with discrimination was associated with a greater likelihood of 

health-risk taking. Students in the high anti-racism profile evinced greater educational 

functioning than those in the high-health risk taking profile. Conclusions: Risky behavior on 

college campuses is not homogeneous. Specific interventions and support networks are necessary 

to support students falling within specific risk profiles. 

Keywords: critical civic engagement; anti-racism, college functioning, risk taking, health risk 

behavior 
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Introduction 

The college years are ripe with opportunities for risk taking. Dominating the conversation about 

risk taking among college students is health-risk behaviors such as binge drinking, substance use, 

and unprotected sex. Lacking from the discussion, however, is students’ engagement in positive 

patterns of risk taking that promote their well-being or the well-being of others. One such 

positive risk is anti-racism action, which involves behaviors that challenge racism through 

interpersonal, communal, and political initiatives.1 Anti-racism action reflects one domain of 

critical civic engagement, which are actions intended to resist and rectify systems of inequality.2 

Participation in critical civic actions such as anti-racism action is particularly important for the 

positive development and well-being of students from minoritized racial and ethnic groups, 

whose college experiences are intertwined with navigating historically-embedded systems of 

oppression. Although students experiencing discrimination are at greater risk for engaging in 

health-risk behaviors,3 anti-racism actions are an opportunity for students to cope with and 

redress oppression through active resistance.4 Most young people engage in both negative and 

positive risks;5 however, college students’ engagement in health-risks and positive risks are 

rarely studied together. To this end, the present study aims to identify profiles of negative risk 

taking (i.e., health-risk behaviors) and positive risk taking (i.e., anti-racism action) among 

college students, identify individual characteristics associated with those profiles, and explore 

implications for students’ college functioning.  

Colleges and universities afford students with opportunities to form social connections, 

learn new skills, and develop a sense of personal identity and meaning.6 Essential to meeting 

these milestones is a willingness to take risks.5 At the broadest level, risk taking involves 

engaging in behaviors for which the likelihood of their outcome, good or bad, is uncertain.7 



RISK PROFILES AMONG COLEGE STUDENTS    4 

 

Although certain risks, such as substance abuse or precocious sex, are often antisocial or 

dangerous, positive risks, such as critical civic engagement, are socially acceptable and 

developmentally constructive.8  

To put this into context, imagine a college student binge drinking at a party. There is the 

potential for both a positive outcome, such as having fun and connecting with new peers, and a 

negative outcome, such as getting ill or getting into an accident. Whether the student will have 

fun, get sick, or both, is uncertain. Now imagine a student protesting for social justice. There is 

the potential for a positive outcome, such as initiating political change, and a negative outcome, 

such as getting arrested.9 Of course, each of these risks also have a range of other potential 

outcomes, some of which may be more neutral (e.g., attending a protest without negative 

consequences). However, it is reasonable to speculate that individuals choose to take risks in 

pursuit of a desired outcome (for a more thorough discussion, see Duell & Steinberg8,10). Both 

binge drinking and protesting for social justice are risks given that the probability for any 

outcome occurring is uncertain; that is, greater than 0 and less than 1. Although both negative 

and positive risks may serve a developmentally constructive purpose (e.g., binge drinking may 

facilitate bonding with peers),8 positive risks are unique in their potential to improve the well-

being of youth or their communities through socially constructive activities.8 Colleges and 

universities are uniquely equipped to provide students with such opportunities.11 

College students are in a developmental phase during which political identities and social 

values take shape.12 Opportunities for civic engagement allow young people to engage in 

meaningful work that contributes to their identity development,13 such as participating in 

collective efforts to resolve social issues.12 Colleges and universities are essential to preparing 

young citizens to participate in democracy through opportunities in and outside of the classroom 
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to gain political knowledge and strengthen civic skills.11 Indeed, young adults with college 

experience are more civically engaged than their peers who do not attend college.11 With respect 

to anti-racism action, recent work has identified three distinct levels of action: interpersonal, 

communal, and political.1 Interpersonal action includes individual responses to racism that 

contribute to the culture of the young persons’ relationships and broader social context. 

Opportunities for interpersonal action on college campuses are plentiful, through enriching 

classroom dialogues or through students’ daily interactions. Youth involved in communal action 

participate in collective efforts in their schools and communities, whereas those involved in 

political action participate in protests or engage with political officials and institutions. Despite 

the potential dangers of engaging in anti-racism action, ranging from disagreements with peers to 

physical harm, students engaging in anti-racism action also have the potential to make 

meaningful change, both in their own lives and in their communities. 

Among individuals from minoritized racial and ethnic groups, civic engagement in the 

form of anti-racism action may be particularly meaningful. Civic participation that is motivated 

by personal experiences of societal oppression may help young people mitigate the physical and 

psychological consequences of discrimination.2 However, the association between critical civic 

engagement and college student functioning is still unclear. On the one hand, civically engaged 

youth evince lower anxiety and distress14 and experience greater hope, self-esteem, and self-

efficacy about being able to make change and overcome challenges.15 Further, civic engagement 

among college students is associated with academic success,16 social skills,17 and even reductions 

in risky behaviors such as substance abuse.18,19 On the other hand, political activism increases 

youths’ exposure to injustice and their awareness about the seemingly unchangeable nature of 

the racially biased sociopolitical system, thereby increasing adjustment problems such as 
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isolation and loneliness.13 The potential harm associated with critical civic engagement such as 

anti-racism action is likely to be exacerbated among youth from minoritized racial and ethnic 

backgrounds, whose civic actions are personally meaningful and have implications directly 

relevant to their own lives. Thus, despite the benefits associated with civic engagement more 

broadly, anti-racism action among minoritized students may have negative implications for their 

college functioning. It is important to identify the risks and benefits associated with students’ 

critical civic engagement so that higher education institutions can determine how best to support 

these students.  

 The prevalence of anti-racism action among students from marginalized racial and ethnic 

groups and the implications for their college functioning is poorly understood. To illustrate initial 

connections between marginalized students’ civic behaviors and their concurrent psychosocial 

functioning, the present study used latent class analysis to identify subgroups of college students 

based on their engagement in negative health risks (binge drinking, marijuana use, and 

unprotected sex) and positive risks (anti-racism action via interpersonal, communal, and political 

activism). From these exploratory analyses, it was generally expected that a large proportion of 

students would report engaging in both health-risk taking and anti-racism action, but that there 

may also be unique groups of students engaging predominantly in health-risks or anti-racism 

action, respectively. Individual characteristics such as race and ethnicity and gender, as well as 

experiences with discrimination, were explored as predictors of risk profile. It was expected that 

experiences with discrimination, particularly among Black youth, would be associated with 

greater anti-racism action. Finally, we explored whether membership in any given risk profile 

was associated with psychological, educational, and interpersonal functioning among college 
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students. Considering prior literature,20,21 we hypothesized that higher health-risk taking would 

be associated with worse psychological and educational functioning.  

Marginalized college students’ anti-racism action has the potential to promote more 

positive psychosocial wellbeing, potentially due to the action serving as an adaptive coping 

response,2 but also has the potential to expose individuals to discrimination and failure when 

trying to dismantle entrenched social inequalities. Indeed, among Black, but not Latinx, college 

students, political activism exacerbates the effect of racial microaggressions on anxiety and 

stress.22 Given the potential for positive and negative associations between anti-racism action 

and functioning, we did not make specific hypotheses regarding the direction of association 

between risk profiles and college functioning.  

In this study, we focused specifically on the experiences of Black and Latinx students for 

two reasons. First, we were interested in learning more about patterns of risk behavior, especially 

anti-racism action, among college students from demographic groups that are directly targeted by 

racism. Second, the time of data collection for this study—Fall 2019—was one of political 

significance for Black and Latinx communities. Specifically, this time preceded the 2020 

presidential election, a time characterized by a rise in political activism from those connected to 

movements such as the Black Lives Matter movement.23At this time when the presidential 

administration was igniting White supremacist and anti-Latinx immigrant rhetoric,24 there was 

also a groundswell of youth activism targeted towards fighting for the rights of and fair treatment 

of Latinx and immigrant populations. 

Materials and methods 

Participants and procedure 
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Participants were 346 racially/ethnically minoritized (64% Black, 36% Latinx) college 

students (Mage = 18.8, SD = 1.35, 85% female). A large majority of participants were freshman in 

college (66.5%), followed in frequency by sophomores (19.7%), juniors (10.1%), and seniors 

(3.8%). In terms of socioeconomic status, participants rated their subjective social status25 

relative to others in the U.S on a scale of 1 to 10. Mean subjective social status in our sample was 

5.22 (SD = 1.58). Participants provided their informed consent and completed an online Qualtrics 

study broadly assessing stress, coping, and wellbeing. Participants received research credit for 

their participation and became eligible to participate in a follow-up study. All study procedures 

were approved by the IRB at (blinded for review).  

Measures 

Health risk taking 

Health risk taking variables were assessed using single-item measures assessing the frequency of 

binge drinking, unsafe sex, and marijuana smoking. All measures were drawn from the 

Monitoring the Future Study.26 For binge drinking, participants indicated on a 1 (none) to 6 (10+ 

times) scale how frequently they had five or more drinks in a row over the past two weeks. 

Participants were also asked on a 1 (never) to 4 (11 or more times) scale how often in the past 30 

days participants had smoked marijuana and had sex (vaginal, anal, or oral) without using 

protection. Across the three items, higher values indicated more frequent engagement in the risk.   

Anti-racism action 

Anti-racism action was assessed using the Anti-Racism Action Scale.1 This scale assesses 

interpersonal (5 items), communal (4 items) and political (7 items) anti-racism action. 

Participants were asked to indicate whether, in the previous two months, they had (yes = 1) or 

had not (no = 0) engaged in actions such as “challenged or checked a friend who used a racial 
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slur or made a racial joke” (interpersonal), “attended a meeting on an issue related to race, 

ethnicity, discrimination, and/or segregation” (communal), and “attended a protest on an issue 

related to race, ethnicity, discrimination, and/or segregation” (political). Reliabilities were 

adequate (⍺ = .65 - .77) among a diverse sample of adolescents1 and ranged from .696 to .727 in 

our sample of Black and Latinx college students.  

College Adjustment 

College adjustment outcomes were assessed using the College Adjustment Questionnaire.27 This 

scale assessed educational (5 items), relational (5 items), and psychological (4 items) 

functioning. Participants were asked on a 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate) scale the 

degree to which statements such as “I am succeeding academically” (educational), “I am happy 

with my social life” (relational), and “I feel that I am doing well emotionally since coming to 

college” (psychological) accurately applied to them. Scores within each of the three subscales 

were averaged such that higher values indicated higher functioning. Prior reliabilities among a 

sample of college students ranged from .79 to .89 for each subscale.27 Reliability in our sample 

of Black and Latinx college students ranged from .810 to .852 across subscales.  

Covariates 

Covariates tested as predictors of membership in one profile relative to another included year in 

school (0 = freshman, 1 = upperclassman), grade point average (4.0 scale), age, gender (0 = 

male, 1 = female), racial background (Latinx = 0, Black = 1), and experiences of discrimination. 

Experiences of discrimination were measured using an average of the 9-item everyday 

discrimination measure.28 On a 1 (never) to 6 (almost everyday) scale, participants reported how 

often they experience things such as “people act as if they think you are dishonest” and “you are 
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treated with less respect than other people are.” Prior studies with Black samples have reported 

reliabilities ranging from .87-.88.29,30 Reliability of this measure in our sample was .899.  

Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among all study variables are available in Tables 1 and 2, 

respectively. 

Profile identification 

To identify patterns of positive (i.e., anti-racism action) and negative (i.e., health risks) risk 

taking among our sample of marginalized college students, we first conducted a latent profile 

analysis using Mplus Version 8.5.31 To identify the optimal number of profiles, we used a 

combination of fit indices to qualitatively compare a series of models estimating between two 

and four profile solutions. Smaller32 and—as the number of estimated profiles increases—more 

gradually decreasing Akaike Information Criteria (AIC), Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC), 

and sample size adjusted BIC (SSaBIC) indicates better model fit (B. O. Muthén, personal 

communication, June 5, 2013). These indices were evaluated in combination with the Lo-Mendel 

Rubin Adjusted Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT). A significant LRT indicated that a solution with k 

number profiles fits better than a solution with k-1 profiles.32 Results indicated a 3-profile 

solution provided the best fit to the data (see Table 3 for model fit indices). Entropy (.964) was 

well above the recommended minimum value (.8),33 indicating that individuals were classified 

into their respective profile with a high level of accuracy.  

Most participants (N = 273, 79%) were sorted into the Average profile, characterized by 

levels of health risk taking and anti-racist action near the overall sample mean (see Table 1 for 

profile-specific means). The High Health Risks profile included a small number of college 

students (N = 35, 10%) who engaged in average levels of anti-racist action and frequent health-
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risk behaviors (0.5—2.5 SDs above the mean). The High Anti-Racism profile included a 

similarly small number of college students (N = 38, 11%) who engaged in a high level (0.5—2.0 

SDs above the mean) of interpersonal, communal, and political anti-racist activism and low 

levels of health-risk behaviors. For profile-specific means, see Table 2. For a visual 

representation of the profiles, see Figure 1. 

Predictors of profile membership 

Using the R3Step procedure within Mplus,34,35 we used multinomial logistic regression to 

examine whether experiences of discrimination and various sociodemographic characteristics 

influenced the likelihood of an individual belonging to one profile versus another. Given the 

non-symmetric distributions around probabilities of profile membership, we use 95% confidence 

intervals, which do not assume a symmetric distribution, rather than p-values to establish 

statistical significance.36 Recent updates to Mplus have removed p-values from the output of 

multinomial regression altogether to encourage the use of confidence intervals., over p-values 

Comparisons across the three profiles with respect to year in school, grade point average, age, 

gender, racial background, and experiences of discrimination yielded minimal differences (see 

Table 4). However, a one-unit increase in perceived discrimination was associated with a 

significant increase in the odds of belonging to the High Health Risk profile than the Average 

profile (B = 2.309, 95% CI [1.404 - 3.797]). This implies that discrimination was associated with 

greater health risk-taking in college, but not anti-racism action.  

Profile membership and college adjustment 

Finally, we employed the BCH procedure in Mplus35 to examine mean-level differences in 

educational, relational, and psychological functioning among risk taking profiles. Results 

indicated that college students in the High Health Risk profile endorsed lower levels of 
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educational functioning than did the Average (χ2 = 7.997, p = .005) and High Anti-Racism (χ2 = 

5.409, p = .020) profiles. Additionally, those in the High Health Risk profile endorsed worse 

psychological functioning than did those in the Average profile (χ2 = 4.323, p = .038). The High 

Anti-Racism and Average profiles reported similarly high levels of educational and psychological 

functioning. No differences between profiles were observed with respect to relational 

functioning. Figure 2 illustrates these differences in college adjustment across the three profiles. 

Discussion 

Risk taking is a normative and constructive part of the college experience; it affords students 

with opportunities to learn new skills, discover their identities, and forge meaningful 

relationships.6 However, not all risks are equally beneficial to a young person’s well-being.8 

College students from minoritized racial and ethnic groups may be particularly susceptible to 

engaging in health-risk behaviors due to their direct and indirect experiences with institutional 

and interpersonal discrimination.3,37 However, recent work has shown that civic engagement, 

such as anti-racism action, may serve as an adaptive coping response for students of color.2 

Although students of color are sure to engage in both positive and negative risks, no study has 

explored both of these behavioral patterns together. Thus, the goal of the present study was to 

identify distinct risk taking profiles among college students from marginalized racial and ethnic 

groups. Latent profile analyses revealed three groups: students engaging in moderate levels of 

both health-risk taking and anti-racism action (79%), students engaging in high levels of health-

risk risk taking (10%), and students engaging in high levels of anti-racism action (11%). 

Identification of these unique groups of risk takers has implications for equipping colleges to 

handle the unique needs of its student body. 
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Perhaps most compelling is that students in the high anti-racism action profile evinced 

greater educational functioning than those in the high health risks profile. This finding is 

consistent with prior literature demonstrating an association between positive risk taking and 

school engagement among late adolescents.5 Furthermore, the association between anti-racism 

action and greater educational functioning aligns with findings from prior research 

demonstrating associations between greater civic engagement and better academic functioning 

(see Heberle38 for a brief review). This finding may suggest that high levels of anti-racism action 

is associated with greater investment in one’s academics. Alternatively, it may be the absence of 

health-risk taking behaviors that promotes greater educational functioning. This is an empirical 

question worthy of future examination. Preliminarily, prior work has shown that involvement in 

extracurricular activities, which may include civic engagement, facilitates academic success 

among marginalized students who have experienced discrimination by protecting their 

psychological health.39 In light of this evidence, universities may consider providing students 

with opportunities to participate in varying levels of anti-racism action, either through classroom 

dialogues, student organizations, or opportunities to interact with politicians. These opportunities 

may provide students from marginalized racial and ethnic groups with a sense of control and 

agency in contributing to the wellbeing and improvement of their communities.40   

We expected that experiences with discrimination would be associated with membership 

in the high anti-racism action profile, but this was not the case. Although discrimination is 

known to motivate anti-racism action among minoritized college students,41 personal experiences 

with discrimination may not be the sole source of motivation for students’ anti-racism action. 

Rather, a general awareness and understanding of systematic inequalities (i.e., high critical 

reflection42) may also spur anti-racism action among marginalized students. Granted, personal 
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experiences of discrimination may inspire greater critical reflection.43 To this end, one 

compelling question for future research is whether critical reflection mediates the association 

between personally experienced discrimination and anti-racism action. It is important for future 

work to consider and unpack the mechanisms and contexts in which discrimination does and 

does not lead to engagement in anti-racism action amongst marginalized college students. 

Identification of these mechanisms may help educators create opportunities for students to cope 

with their experiences in constructive rather than harmful ways. 

In contrast to individuals in the high anti-racism profile, those in the high health risk 

taking profile did report higher levels of personally experienced discrimination. This finding is 

consistent with a large body of literature demonstrating the deleterious consequences of 

discrimination on risk-taking behaviors such as pernicious sex44 and alcohol misuse.37 It is 

essential that higher education institutions apply these findings to policies and programs focused 

on cultivating an equitable and inclusive learning environment, perhaps through anti-racism 

training to reduce discrimination at the individual, interpersonal level. Beyond efforts to reduce 

marginalized students’ exposure to interpersonal discrimination, university leaders may better 

serve their students by ensuring their policies and procedures do not inadvertently disadvantage 

those from marginalized populations. 

Although prior work has indicated that critical civic engagement among youth of color 

may lead to worse psychological functioning,22 findings from this study indicate comparable 

levels of psychological functioning between youth in the high anti-racism action and average risk 

profiles. However, consistent with our expectations, students in the high health risk profile 

endorsed worse psychological functioning than their peers in the average risk profile. Together, 

findings from this study allude to the prevalence of a small subset of students at particularly high 
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risk for engaging behaviors with serious negative implications for their educational and 

psychological functioning. Given the high incidence rates of psychological problems on college 

campuses,45 it is critical for institutes of higher education to limit opportunities for problematic 

substance use, provide resources to students struggling with substance use, and provide 

opportunities for positive risk taking (e.g., opportunities to be civically engaged on campus and 

in the community).  

That students in the high health risk taking profile did not evince any detriments in 

relational functioning could be because substance use and, certainly, sexual intimacy, occur in 

social settings. Thus, engagement in health-risk behaviors might actually facilitate feelings of 

connectedness between students and their peers. Granted, because this study examined 

concurrent associations between risk taking profiles and functioning, we cannot rule out the 

possibility that health-risk taking has longer-term consequences on relational functioning.  

There are several limitations that warrant consideration when interpreting the results of 

this study. First, the group sizes for the high health risk and high anti-racism profiles were small. 

Although it is unsurprising to find small numbers of individuals along behavioral extremes, the 

small group sizes limited our ability to make strong claims about predictors of profile 

membership and differences in college functioning. Furthermore, our indices of risk behavior 

were measured along different timeframes (e.g., 2-month retrospective report for anti-racism 

action vs. 2-week retrospective report for binge drinking). Using the same timeframe would have 

allowed us to make direct comparisons of risk-taking behaviors in terms of frequency. Granted, 

this limitation is minimized by the fact that we interpreted our risk profiles based on standardized 

values of our indicators. Additionally, given our predominantly-female sample, our measure of 
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binge drinking behavior (five or more drinks in one sitting) may be an underestimate of true 

binge drinking behavior, which is considered four or more drinks for females. 

There are also limitations in this study specifically relevant to the sample. First, the 

sample for this study included Black and Latinx students enrolled in an entry-level psychology 

course, thereby limiting the generalizability of the sample to a broader college population within 

the United States. The students within the sample also varied greatly in age. The likelihood of 

engaging in health risk taking or one’s confidence and maturity to engage in anti-racism action 

likely increases with age. Although age did not distinguish between risk profiles, it may have 

been a confounding factor in our results. Thus, future research exploring profiles of risk taking 

among college students may give special attention to age differences in factors such as 

opportunity and life experience. Finally, future iterations of this work would be more 

generalizable by including students from multiple marginalized racial and ethnic groups, such as 

students identifying as Asian, Pacific Islander, Middle Eastern or North African (MENA), and 

Native American. This is important because risk behavior among students from these groups—

including both positive and negative risk taking—are likely to differ as a function of cultural 

norms and opportunities. This will call for purposeful study design and strategic recruitment 

methods that center the voices and perspectives of college students from these backgrounds. 

There are several exciting opportunities for future research on the topic of positive and 

negative risk taking among college students. First, to make causal claims about the predictors 

and outcomes of health-risk taking and anti-racism action, future work should replicate this study 

longitudinally. A longitudinal design would also allow researchers to examine how profile 

membership and its effects on college functioning change throughout the college years. 

Additionally, future research should explore moderators of the associations between risk profile 
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and college functioning. For example, although psychological functioning may not differ among 

average risk and high anti-racism action students, perhaps anti-racism action is associated with 

greater feelings of hope.46 Additionally, research on Black young adults indicates that the 

association between discrimination and alcohol use is moderated by perceived stress,3 which 

may be informative for universities seeking ways to help their marginalized students manage the 

stress caused by experiences of discrimination.  

Ultimately, the results of this novel study broaden the scope of risk behaviors endorsed 

by college students, providing evidence for positive and highly prosocial risk behaviors among 

college students. Although most students endorse both patterns of risk taking, results from this 

study identify two unique subgroups of risk takers at opposite ends of the spectrum. These 

findings may present opportunities for colleges and universities to direct college students’ desires 

for risky and exciting experiences towards behaviors that are developmentally adaptive and 

socially beneficial. Furthermore, in identifying the factors associated with these distinct patterns 

of risk taking, colleges and universities may be able to develop services and initiatives that cater 

to the unique needs of their students.  
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  Risk Taking Profile  

  Range Average Risk 

(N = 273) 

High Health Risks 

(N = 35) 

High Anti-Racism 

(N = 38) 

Full Sample 

(N = 346) 

Variable  M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) 

Profile Indicators      

1. Binge Drink 1—6 1.12 (.02) 3.604 (.128) 1.088 (.047) 1.377 (.046) 

2. Sex w/o Birth Control 0—4 1.583 (.069) 2.466 (.267) 1.303 (.134) 1.643 (.064) 

3. Smoke Marijuana 0—4 1.532 (.069) 3.179 (.267) 2.013 (.264) 1.751 (.069) 

4. Interpersonal Action 0—5 2.617 (.1) 3.384 (.256) 3.911 (.232) 2.832 (.088) 

5. Community Action 0—4 0.942 (.074) 0.824 (.158) 2.989 (.299) 1.147 (.071) 

6. Political Action 0—7 0.864 (.067) 1.3 (.16) 4.704 (.373) 1.136 (.083) 

Profile Outcomes      

7. Educational Fxn. 1—5  3.784 (.052) 3.335 (.15) 3.809 (.138) 3.743 (.047) 

8. Relationship Fxn. 1—5 3.052 (.063) 3.251 (.176) 3.3 (.178) 3.098 (.057) 

9. Psychological Fxn. 1—5 3.664 (.062) 3.263 (.183) 3.373 (.183) 3.594 (.056) 

Table 1. Unstandardized means and standard errors (N = 346). Fxn. = functioning 
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  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Educational Fxn. — .271 .577 -.124 -.12 -.198 -.134 -.001 .035 -.027 -.162 -.051 

2. Relationship Fxn. 

 

— .454 -.089 .061 .001 .017 -.016 .12 -.003 -.16 -.116 

3. Psychological Fxn. 

  

— -.213 -.112 -.083 -.126 -.114 -.036 -.122 -.192 -.101 

4. Discrimination Exp. 

   

— .044 .041 .137 .363 .154 .284 .005 -.004 

5. Binge Drinking 

    

— .174 .318 .096 -.099 -.023 .104 -.058 

6. Sex w/o Birth Control 

     

— .213 .002 -.028 -.023 .108 .018 

7. Smoke Marijuana 

      

— .149 -.034 .127 .011 .026 

8. Interpersonal Activism 

       

— .242 .342 .05 .007 

9. Community Activism 

        

— .492 -.117 .009 

10. Political Activism 

         

— .014 .031 

11. Age 

          

— -.081 

12. Female 

           

— 

Table 2. Correlations among primary study variables. Bolded values are significant at p < .05. Fxn. = 

functioning. Exp. = experience.  
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Number of 

Profiles 

AIC BIC SSaBIC Entropy LRT 

(p-value) 

Bootstrapped LRT 

(p-value) 

2 6425.102 6498.185 6437.911 .998 391.078 

(.0003) 

400.634 

(<.0001) 

3 6211.062 6311.070 6228.590 0.964 222.601 

(.0002) 

228.040 

(<.0001) 

4 6088.003 6214.935 6110.249 0.946 133.791 

(.0562) 

137.060 

(<.0001) 

Table 3. Model fit indices for competing latent profile models. Fit indices for the final profile 

solution are bolded. AIC = Akaike Information Criteria; BIC = Bayesian Information Criteria; 

SSaBIC = sample size adjusted BIC; LRT = Lo-Mendel Rubin Adjusted Likelihood Ratio Test.  
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Profile and Variable OR (SE) 95% CI 

Average v. High Health Risk  

Black/African American 2.120 (1.152) .731-6.149 

Discrimination 2.309 (.586) 1.404-3.797 

Gender 1.285 (.894) .329-5.024 

Age 1.379 (.314) .882-2.156 

GPA .509 (.183) .252-1.029 

Upper Year in School .192 (.172) .033-1.114 

Average v. High Anti-Racism   

Black/African American .812 (.314) .380-1.734 

Discrimination 1.457 (.319) .949-2.239 

Gender .791 (.408) .287-2.176 

Age 1.052 (.177) .756-1.464 

GPA .525 (.183) .266-1.039 

Upper Year in School 1.497 (.821) .511-4.388 

High Health Risk v. High Anti-Racism     

Black/African American .383 (.243) .111-1.326 

Discrimination .631 (.185) .356-1.120 

Gender .615 (.481) .133-2.843 
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Age .763 (.190) .469-1.242 

GPA 1.032 (.452) .437-2.436 

Upper Year in School 7.801 (7.466) 1.195-50.917 

Table 4. Logistic regression results examining predictors of profile differences.  

OR (SE) = Odds ratio and corresponding standard error. 95% confidence 

intervals (CI) were used to determine statistical significance over p-values 

based on recommendations from Muthén.x Bolded values were determined to 

be significant based on a confidence interval that does not cross 1.000.   
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Figure 1. Class membership and standardized means. 

Figure 2. Mean differences in college functioning across profiles. Values within bars indicate 

standardized means of educational functioning within each profile. * = lower than Average & 

High Risk profiles p < .05. † = lower than Average profile p < .05. 

 

 

 


