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Figure 13.1  Interaction Between z%LUNCH and zBYSES Graphed in Probability

SOURCE: National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS88) from the National Center for Education Statistics 
(http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nels88/).

B SE Wald df p Exp(B) 95% CI for Exp(B)
Lower Upper

z%LUNCH 2.273 0.457 24.708 1 .000 9.706 3.961 23.780
zBYACH −2.402 0.417 33.229 1 .000 0.090 0.040 0.205

zBYSES −1.371 0.316 18.877 1 .000 0.254 0.137 0.471
EVER_MJ 0.511 0.505 1.021 1 .312 1.667 0.619 4.489
zBYACH by z%LUNCH 0.039 0.328 0.014 1 .906 1.039 0.547 1.975
zBYSES by z%LUNCH 0.567 0.242 5.501 1 .019 1.763 1.098 2.832
EVER_MJ by 
z%LUNCH

0.208 0.406 0.261 1 .609 1.231 0.555 2.729

Constant −7.291 0.707 106.249 1 .000 0.001

Table 13.3  Inappropriately Disaggregated Analysis

SOURCE: National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS88) from the National Center for Education Statistics 
(http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nels88/).

departure from the appropriately modeled analysis; however, there are some important 
differences. For example, the intercept itself is altered substantially from the appropri-
ate HLM analysis, the effect of the disaggregated z%LUNCH is overestimated signifi-
cantly (1.630 versus 2.273), as are the effects of zBYACH (−1.777 versus −2.402) and 
zBYSES (−1.034 versus −1.371). The effect of EVER_MJ is underestimated and also 
represents a Type II error here, being significant in the HLM analysis and about half 




