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Abstract
Persistentacademic achievement gagdst betweenniversitystudents from highand low
socioeonomic status (SB®ackgroundsThe current researgiroposes thahe extent to which
auniversityis perceived aactively suppoihg versus passively negléaty students from diverse
socioeconomic backgroundaninfluencelow-SESstudents@cademienotivation and self
conceps. In Experimentsl and2, low-SES students exposed to cues suggestive of an
institutionOs warmth towards socioeconomic diversity demonstrated greater academic efficacy,
expectationsandimplicit associatios with high academic achievemerimparedo those
exposed to cues indicating institutional chillindssploring the phenomenology underlying
these effectd:xperiment Ilemonstratethatwarmthcuesled low-SES students tperceive
their socioeconomibackgroundhsa better matchith the resof the student body artd
perceivethe universityasmoresocioeconomially diverse thandid chilliness cuesContributions
to our understanding of Iov8ES studentsO psychological experiences in academic settings and

practical implications foacademignstitutionsare discussed.

Keywords:socioeconomic statusjstitutional climateacademic motivatioracademic
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The Effects ofa Warm or Chilly Climate towards Socioeconomic
Diversity on Academic Motivation and SeltConcept

Across nationsindlevels of education, persistent academic achievement gaps exist
between students from high and low socioeconomic status (SES) backgtauhddJnited
Statesfor example, IoOWSES students are abdive times more likelythan their higheSES
peergo drop out before graduating high sch@@hapman, Laird, & Remani, 2014ahd 30%
less likely to apply to postecondary education if they do complete high sct®alim, Ma, &
Payea, 203). Furthermore, between 1992 and 2004 gdyein universityacceptance rates
between qualified highand lowSES students increased by 14%ull, 2010) Becausenly a
select group ofow-SES studentare ableo overcome the oddandreachthe universitylevel,
onemightexpect that those who @mteruniversityN defined here aany bachelorOs geee
granting institutiofl would generally perform well thereifdowever, recent reports suggest that
this is not the caséow-SESuniversitystudentsn the United Stateare as many as eight times
less Ikely to graduate than their highSES peerglshitani, 2006; Rumberger, 201&0d similar
patterns emergi@ manyotherWestern industrialized countrié@ECD, 2014)

A growing body ofresearchhas begun to examirgevariety ofsocial psychological
mechanismsinderlyingthe socioeconomic achievement gap in higeéucationCroizet &
Claire, 1998; Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Johnson, Rmme& Finkel, 2011; Jury, Smeding, &
Darnon, 2015; Rheinschmidt & MendeRenton, 2014; Smeding, Darnon, Souchal, Toezek
Capelle, & Butera, 2013; Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012; Stephens,
Hamedani, & Destin, 20147 his paperbuilds uportheseemergingframeworls by investigaing
an underexplored potential contributor: how the perceptiorGamOversushillyO
institutionalclimate towards socioeconomic diversity at a university influences the academic

motivation and seltonaptsof low-SESuniversitystudentsSpecifically,three experiments
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examinethe effects oframinga universityas openlysupportiveversuspassively neglectful
towardsstudents from diverse socioeconomic backgrounde@academianotivation, sek
concets,and phenomenological experiences of 8®S students
Warm and Chilly Institutional Climates Towards Socioeconomic Diversity

Low-SES students and their familieenfacesignificantdifficulties in financinga
universityeducationsee Bowen, Kurzweil, & Tobin, 2006; OECD, 201While providing
financial resources itherefore unquestionably importdot addressinghesematerial
disadvantagg financial support can also offer psychological bendfits.example, prior
researcthas foundhat lowrincome middle school students who are led to believdittencial
aidto attenduniversityis readily availablexpect higher grades and plan to spend more time on
homeworkthan thosavho aresimply remindedf the high costsf attendng university(Destin
& Oyserman, 2009)n other wordsthe academianotivationand selconcepts ofow-SESpre-
universitystudentsnay besensitive tovhether higher education institutions seem to be
supportive of students like them.

The present research exaesnwhether a similar processcuss for studentsat the
university level. Specificallywe propose thahe perception of a OwarmO versus OchillyO
universityclimate towards socioeconomic diversityay influenceahe academimotivation and
self-concept®of low-SESuniversitystudentsPrior research defines a Ochilfyérsus OwarmO)
academic climate as one where students from a particular group feel that their needs are ignored
or overlooked by their institution and its constitugiiiam, 1991; Hall & Sandler, 1982Ve
adopt this terminology in the present work because this theme of feeling ignored or overlooked
in theuniversitycontext frequently emerges when k&S students discussethertheir
academic institutionare supportive of their financial situatioms numerous opeended

interviews and focus group sessions,8&S studentsaveexpressdthat many universitiesO
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financial aidpolicies are inadequate faddresig the specific peds ofstudentdike them with
the inadequacy aofiork and scholarship opportunitibeing a common complai(Baker &
SgoutasEmch, 2014; Somers & Cofer, 1997; Ziskin, Fischer, Torres, Pellicciotti, & Player
Sanders, 2014)
Financial Aid is a stressor. [E] When they [the university] offer you an amount
that is not even close to what you expect, you have to sperahtine summer
fighting just to get enough to stay on campus, let alone to get help with books and
all the other stuf{Baker & Sgoutasemch, 2014, p. 124)
Implicit in such reportss the sentiment that many Ie8ES students come to perceiverthe
universitesas not beingommitted to helimg supportstudentdike them In fact, manylow-SES
studentexpress this sentiment directly
1tOs great that measures are being taken to adiitif uBut once we get here,
weOQre left out in the cold. A little more effort to make this a place that is not just
catered toward the wealtlfilg] would go a long way(Class Confession #491,
2014)
In other wordsas this student makes clearany lowSES students may experience their
universityclimate as chillyand thereby feel out of place in that coni@tam, 1991; Hall &
Sandler, 1982)
The readiess and frequency with which this theme emefBaker & Sgoutas=mch,
2014; Somers & Cofer, 1997; Ziskin et al., 20i4grucial, asn recent years, researchers have
revealechow social psycholgical factors that lead I0BES students to feel out of the place can
contribute to the socioeconomic achievement §ame relevarfactors that have emerged
includeoneOs sense of social belongind theirvulnerability to experiencing social identity

threatin the university contextor examplestudents from lowSES backgrounds have been
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found to underperform academically when they perceive that they are different from the majority
of university student§lohnson et al., 2011; Ostrove & Long, 2Q@vhen they expect to be
socially excluded on campRheinschmidt & Mendoz®enton, 2014)and when they worry
about being perceived as unintelligé@toizet & Claire, 1998; Spencer & Castano, 2007)
Indeed,interventions can reduce socioeconomic disparities in academic outcomes by guiding
students to perceive their differences as strengths ratmeashdeficit{Stephens et al., 2014)
leveraging setaffirmation topromote asense of social belonging and academic fit
(Harackiewicz et al., 2014xnd using downward social comparison to enbastudentsO
perceived status and therdimyffer againsstatusbaseddentity threat§Johnson et al., 2011)
Furthermorelow-SESandfirst-generatioh universitystudents encounter spfic issues of
cultural mismatch becausmiversities endorse and perpetuatiependent cultural nornasd
values, whichif better with the norms and values shared by dominantstaghs groups than
with the more interdependefucused oneassociatedvith low-SESstudents@mily
background¢Stephens et al., 2012hdeed reading astandardvelcome lettepromoting the
schoolOs focus on independent values (e.g., Olearning by exploring your own interest) hindered
first-generation studentsO perforomean a subsequent academic tasks compared with those for
whomtheuniversityenvironmenivas presenteds embracing more interdependent cultural
values (e.qg.,|€arning by being part of a communijlyO

In addition to theseterpersonalself-oriented andculturalantecedentsecent research
has demonstrated thstructural elements of the university itself can also contributasteSES
students@cademic outcomeBor exampleresearchers haveted thaspecific structural
elementdike how the instittion defines thdunctionof its instructor{O[psychology] teachers
do their best, throughout their practices, to identify the best students amdh¢hpse who

deserve the most to become a psyohistO versus Oto help students become psychologistsO;
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Jury et al., 20153ndits student assessment practi(®shis test will [...] identify differences in
abilitiesO versus Othis test will help you to reactivate your knowledge [E] and to identify
elements that must be improvedO; Smeding et al., 2808)fluenceacademic outcomesf
low-SES studentsSpecifically, gventhat lowSES students asgsceptila to experienmg
threat in academicontexts(e.g., Croizet & Claire, 1998; Spencer & Castano, 20&{@nding
aninstitution thatappearstruduredin a way that favors dominant group memhees, to select
out weaker studentspn hinder their academic performano@mpared to when the structusea
better fit forlower-status studenis.e., promotes learning; Jury et al., 2015; Smeding et al.,
2013)

In other wordslow-SES studentsO academitcomes can biefluenced bywhethertheir
universityOgpoliciesappear tdit with or passively disregarthe instruction and assessment
styles favored byow-status studeni@ury et al., 2015; Smeding et al., 201B)ilding directly
on this structurdocused perspectiygve propos thatthe institutional climate toward
socioeconomic diversity may represent a distinct structural element with implicatidowfor
SES university students. In other worttstitutions in whicHow-SES studentexpect tabe
supportedr encounter difficulty in securing adequate work or financial aid opportuBegser
& SgoutasEmch, 2014; Somers & Cofer, 1997; Ziskin et al., 204#l) be seenrespectivelyas
having orlacking a structuraframework for supporting students from socioeconomically diverse
backgroundswhich could similarlyinfluence their academic outcom&xamining the
psychological influences of this largely unexgld factor is therefore critical #xtendng our
understandingf the structural elements that contributdéoie-SES studentsO experiesicethe
university setting.

In targeting the institutional climatthis approaclttomplementyet remairs distinct

from prior empirical efforts. For exampl@) arecentinterventionstudy; first- and continuing
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generation studemaneliss describedo participantgheir differences imow they adjusted to
academic life atheir university(Stephens et al., 2018uch informatiorcertainlyhintedthat
socioeconomic diversitwas acknowledgedt their institution but ultimatelyfocusedmore
explicitly on showing students how to leverage their different backgrounds as a resource rather
than explicitly framing the institutiai climateassupportve towardsocioeconomic diversityn
addition, some fathe other approaches discusgwéviouslyhave focused more directly on
changing studentsO perceptionsenfain aspects dfie university contexsuch aghe
institutionOs structuregarding selectioflury et al., 2015; Smeding et al., 20&8}its cultural
norms(Stephens et al., 201,2)utnone havexamined theole of the institutional climate
towards socioeconomic diversifihe present studies tledore extend the exisg literature by
examining thaunexplored and complementary potential influenceuals thaexplicitly suggest
greater institutional warmth or chilliness towards socioeconomic diveirsitydingexplicit
statementshat exalt or downplaghe institutimOgommitment to financial aidnd support for
socioeconomically diverse students.
The Influence on StudentsG\cademic Motivation and SeléConcepts

In additionto the previously discussembntribution we note thaimuch of the prior
researcthas focusedon identifyingimportantsociatpsychologicakffects onow-SESstudensO
achievement outcomes, such as performance on academic tasks andagitattes underlying
premise thaprocesses like threat andlturalmismatch impair academic ability and ftioaing
(Croizet & Claire, 1998; Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Jury et al., 2015; Rheinschmidt & Mendoza
Denton, 2014; Smeding et al., 2013; Stephens et al., 20lr2cent years, however, researchers
have argued thaterformancempairmens such as theseay in factrepresenshifts in
motivation away from the present tasks and gaatichanges in the perceived sedlevanceof

thosegoals(see Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012; Kurzban, Duckworth, Kable, & Myers, 201.3)
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other words, feelingut of pla@ in the academic contextay shift a studentOs motivational
prioritiesand selconceptsaway from academic tasks and goblewever, the motivational and
self-conceptrelevant influences of the institutional climate have yet to be exanimétk
currert research, wéhereforefocus on howpresenting aimstitutionOslimate ashilly or warm
caninfluencebothlow-SESstudent@motivationto pursueacademic goalandtheir academic
self-concepts, or the sense of connection betweendhirpersonal idetity and academic
goals.

We draw fromkey principles of identitypbased motivation theoryn line with the
motivationalandself-relevantshift perspectivethis theorypredicts that @ersonOs sensewdfat
theyare capable ah a certain domairs highy sensitive tasituatioral context Specifically, if
situational cues suggest tlredomainrelevant context is a goduersus poorjnatch for a
personthat individualwill feel more confidenin that domairandmoreefficacious andeady to
pursuedoman-relevant goal$i.e., greaterdomainrelevantmotivatior), as well as a stronger
sense opersonal conneetinesdo success in thatlomain(i.e., greater inclusion of domain
relevant success in the setincept; see Oyserma2013; Oyserman & Destin, 2010Ye
thereforepropose that cues which suggest that an educational institution is explicitly committed
to or passively ignoringf socioeconomic diversitfi.e., is warm or chilly) may exert parallel
effects ortheacademianotivation and sef€onceptf low-SES student#\s such, ifan
academignstitution seeraprepared teupportthe needs ofocioeconomically diverse studgnt
low-SES studentm that context shoulteel moreacademially efficadous(see Schunk, 199]1)
sethigheracademiexpectationgDestin & Oyserman, 2009andexperience strongersense of
connection between their own personal identity laigti academic achieveme(Ramsey, Betz,
& Sekaquaptewa, 2013; Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, & McManus, 2@iitheywould if their

institutionappearedess supportive
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Prior researclexamining other marginalized groulgnds some support for these
predictionsFor example, female STEM students whose programsex@teitly dedicated to
offering academic resources and social support for women entering STEMsFelded
stronger implicit identificationvith STEM than thos whose programs did not provide such
supportive messag¢€Ramsey et al., 2013)ikewise, minority workersreported greatetomain
relevantengagemenwhen heir majority group cevorkers valued diversitygompared to
setting where theyaluedcolor-blindnesqi.e., ignored group differences; Plaut, Thomas, &
Goren, 2009)In summarythe current approach builds upamemergingunderstandingf the
structural institutional factorthat caninfluencethe ability of lowSES students to succeley
investigaing how the perceived institutional climat®wards socioeconomic diversityight
influencethese students@ademicenotivation(i.e., academic efficacgndexpectationsand
self-concepts (i.eimplicit associatiorwith high academic achievement)

Overview of Experiments

Threeexperimentexaminewhetherthe presence afues suggestinguanstitutionOs
commitment toversus passive ignoring sbcioeconomic diversity can influentteeacademic
motivationand selconceps of low-SESuniversitystudentsExperiments 1 and @anipulate
theframing of theinstitutional climate towards socia@momic diversity to testur hypothesis
thatlow-SES students exposeddoessuggestive oinstitutional warmtrcanlead togreater
academic efficagyacademiexpectations(Experiment 1) andnplicit association withigh
academic achieveme(iExperimen 2) compared to those exposed to cues indicating institutional
chilliness In other wordsthese studies were designed to compare the effects afdtitational
climateframingson low-SES university studerflsacademic motivation and sshcepts
Findly, in a third study(Experiment 3)we attempt to gain a better understandingaf low-

SES studentexperienceand are influenced byarm and chilly institutional cueSpecifically,



CLIMATE TOWARDS SOCIOECONOMIC DIVERSITY 11
!

Experiment 3 examindsow such cues influencgeveralpsychological onstructs that have been
connected to academic outcomes among$®@Band other minority students prior research,
including perceived numerical representation of oneOs geogyp Murphy, Steele, & Gross,
2007; Purdievaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditimann, & Crosby, 20p8)ceptions of matt
between one@scioeconomic background and that of the rest of their universityOs student body
(Johnson kal., 2011; Ostrove & Long, 20073nd feelings of and concerns regardogial
belonging(Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Rheinschmidt & Mendd&enton, 2014; Walton &
Cohen, 2007)
Experiment 1

Experimentl teds whetherthe framingof the institutional climate towards
socioeconomidiversity affect studentmotivation.Using statementghat exalt or downplay the
institutionOsommitment tesupporting socioeconomic diversifgxperiment Imanipulats the
framingof the universityclimateaseither warm or chillyand assess itseffects ontheacademic
efficacy and expectations of lewand highSES students attending thativersity.
Method

Before beginning data collectipwe estimated the sample size necessagchievea
power level of 80 for a mediunsized effect. Indicating that we were testing for a significant
interactionterm (conditionx SES)in a threepredictorregressionmodel, the analysi@ising
G*Power; Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2008yealed aMNminimumOf 55. We therplanned
to collect data for full academic quarters until this sample size requirement had been surpassed
Data collection foExperiment was ceased after one quarter, by which fideindergraduate
studentdrom a mediumsizedMidwesternAmericanuniversityhad paticipatedfor course
credit(see Table 1 for complete demographiBse-testing(N = 1,257) reveaédthatthis

institution had a predominantlywealthy student body the mediarhousehold incomef
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studentsO familiegas in the range of $120,08150,000, ompared wittthe population median
of $51,939(U.S. Census Bureau, 2014) addition, it had an extensive financial aid program,
participatel in the Federal WoHStudy programand advertisgin its promotional materialthat
it Qprides itself on the personal attention it provides to each financial aid app{icdfite of
Undergraduate Admission, 2014, p. 2% such depending on which cuageremade alient, the
institutional climate could bpresenteds eithemvelcoming or neglectful towarsbcioeconomic
diversity.Analyses were not conductedor to collection of the full sample.

As in prior researckxamining university studenfs.g., Johnson et al., 2011;
Rheinschmidt & Mendoz®enton, 2014)SES was operationalized as family incorfie that
end, & part of a maspre-testing sessiorstudentseporedtheir familyOs household income
from a list of nine categories: (1) $25,000 or less, (2) $2583@]000, (3) $40,00%70,000, 4)
$70,001$90,000, (5) $90,00$120,000, (6) $120,08%150,000, (7) $150,08%200,000, (8)
$200,001$300,000, and (9) $300,001 or m¢ké = 4.08,SD= 2.18)?

Participants then attended a lab session at least five weeks followitesting, at which
time they were told that they would be completing two short studies. For the firstthipgly,
completeda surveythat they were told was being conducted in conjunction with the admissions
office at theiruniversity, which wasdesigned tmather studentsO pjins on promotional
materials that the school was considering using to refatuite undergraduated.o corroborate
this cover story, all participants were first presented twithstandargromotional statemesit
regarding their schopO[School name] baver 80 majors and 4,000 classas@O[School
name] is recognized both nationally and internationally for the quality of its educational
programs at all levels. U.S. News & World Report consistently ranks the university's

undergraduate programs among best in the counti§
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The next two statements presented served andhgulaion of the framing of the
institutionOs climate regarding socioeconomic diverSjigcifically,studentsrandomly assigned
to thechilly climateconditionwere presented wittwo statementthat framed theiuniversity
environment as being a predominantly REBBS contextvhich passively ignores the presence
and needs of loweBES student€DThe cost of attendance for the 202Jacademic year was
$58,429, which over half gschool namefamiliesmanaged without any financial aid@dQn
2011, parents dschool namegtudents and alumni gave more than $1.8 million to bolster the
school's endowment through the ParentsO Fund, with gifts ranging up to $250,000. With their
help,[school namehas maintained the 9th largest endowment in the nation, surpassing $7
billion in 201020110The metamessagén this conditionwas thathe university ifocused on
servingstudents fromwealthy familiesBy contrast, participan@ssignedo thewarm climate
conditioninstead saw two statementsitipresented the context as committed to promoting
socioeconomic diversityODedicated to assisting students in earning money to meet their
educational costgschool namejs strongly involved wh the Federal WoHStudy program.
[School nameill pay over $2.8 million to its WorStudy students thigearGand ¢Bchool
namelhas an extremely fareaching financial aid program, with 60% percent ofsahool
name]undergraduates receiving financéd OThe metamessage in this conditiomasthat the
university iscommittedto servingstudents from albocioeconomidackgroundsFinally, to
corroborate the cover stotiyat the institution was collecting studentsO view on these statements
participants were asked to arrange the four statements in the order they thought they should
appear in any promotional materials that would be presented to the general public.

Fdlowing the manipulation participants weréold that they would now be continuing to
the second study, which was a series of academic questionfasesarticipant©academic

expectations were assessed by hatlegnreport the grade point average (out di)4hey
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expected to have when they gradudtdd= 3.53,SD= .33; e.g., Destin & Oyserman, 2009)
Next, acadenic efficacy was assessed using the following-fteen scaleQ can  even the
hardest work aischool nameijf | try O; Om certain | can figure out how to do the most difficult
class work@0OI1Om certain | can master the skills taughtlaods name] this upcoming yearO;
QVhen | experience challenges at [school name]ll have no problem asking for helpgdQ
can do all of the work in class if | dargive ugd(adapted from Midgley et al2000)
Participants responded usind-& scaleranging fromGstrongly disagre®to Gtrongly agre®&(M
=5.14,SD=1.04, a =.79). Finally, participants reported their current GPM = 3.44 SD=

42) to allow us to tesivhether random assignmentsdfective No cover story was presented
for this Osecond study

Resultsand Discussion

Twelve participantslid not report their familyOs household incoRendom assignment
was effective: there were no betwemndition differences in incomevarm climate condition:
M = 3.97, SD=2.33 chilly climate conditionM = 4.21, SD=2.01) or current GPA Warm
climate conditionM = 3.45, SD=.39; chilly climate conditionM = 3.43, SD= .45), ps> .66.

To examine the effects of the institutional climate rdijey socioeconomic diversity on
low- and highSES studenistudents@cademic efficacgcoresandexpected graduating GPAs
wereindependentlyegressedn condition, incomémeancentered)and their interactiorlhis
analysis revealed significamterection terns predictingoothefficacyandexpected graduating
GPA (seeTable2 andFigurel). In addition,the simple effects afonditionon academic
efficacy (with the chilly and warm climate conditions coded®hsnd 1, respectivelyyere
significant anl positiveamong IowSES student&1 SDin income) and norsignificantamong
their highSES counterparis-1 SDin income;see Tabl&). The patterns of the simple effects of

condition onstudentsO expected graduating GPAs were sitmifaneither readd significance
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(see Table 2)n other wordslow-SES students reported lower levels of academic efficacy and
(nonssignificantly) lower expected graduating GP&entheinstitutionwasnot presenteds
beingstructured tsupport lowSES studentsomparé to when it was framed as being
supportive of socioeconomic diversityhile no betweertondition differences emerged among
their highSES peers.
Experiment 2

Building from the results of Experiment 1, the goal of Experimema&to examine how
cues abut the institutionatlimatetowards socioeconomic diversityfluencelow-SESstudentsO
academic sel€oncepts, or theense of connection between theim personal identity and high
academic achievemefgee Oyserman, 2013; Oyserman & Destin, 2000jile Experiment 1
revealed effects usingelf-report measures aicademic motivatigrprior research suggests that
examining one(@®rsonal connectedness tgaal domain (e.g., high ademic achievement)
mayrequire a more implicit approac8pecifically,while contextualkcuesare known tgroduce
substantial shifts in people@srking selfconceps (see Markus & Wurf, 1987; McConnell,
2011; Oyserman, 2013; Oyserman & Destin, 204fd)dieshavefoundthattheseshiftsmay be
observable onlywhenthe self-concepis examinedndirectly. In aseminal demonstration
Markus and Kund&1986)found thatwhile peopleOs explicit seléscriptionsdid not vary as a
result ofsituational manipulatias) the strength otheir self-associationgi.e., response latencies)
did. As suchthe authorgoncluded thaDvery general setfescriptive measures are inadequate
for revealing how the individual adjusts and calibrates thecsgi€ept in response to challenges
from the social environmentO §58).In addition, studiekave found that the effects of subtly
manipulating gendenepresentatiosues inSTEM environmerd (e.g.,advertising a math
department event featuring more or lemsale professor®r encountering andvanced female

or malemath studentwere observable wittmplicit but not explicit measures of STEM
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identification(Ramsey et al., 2013; Stout et al., 20 EX¥periment Zhereforeassesseshether
low-SESstudents@vel ofimplicit associatiorwith high academic achievemerdn be
influenced bywhetheror notther universityenvironment isramed asupportive ostudents
from their socioeconomic background
Method

Following Experimentl, weoriginally planned taollect datdor one academic quter.
While the result®f interestwere significanthereafter, our sample siadid not reach the
minimumsuggestedby thea priori power analysis (seexperimentl). We thereforecontinued
collecting participants for an additional academic quarten, atiech we had surpassed that
threshold. The final sample consisted of 130 undergraduate stirdenthe same Midwestern
American university as in Experimen{dee Table 1 for complete demographics

First, either at a mass prestng session or in aonline pre-testingsurvey,participants
reported their familyOs household incarmsieg thesamemeasuraised inExperimentl (M =
5.69, SD=2.64). At a separate lab sessjguarticipantsverethenrandomly assigned tihe same
warmandchilly climatemanpulationconditionsemployedn Experimentl. Consistent with
prior researchimplicit associatiorwith high academi@achievementvasthenmeasured using an
implicit association tegiAT), whichassessd how quicklyparticipantscategorizd stimuli
related to highachievementhonors DeanOs listop 5% successA+, 4.0 GPA versus low
achievementgdrobation drop out bottom 5%failure, D-, 1.0 GPA anditems that represented
the self(l, me my, mine versus other@hey, them, their, theirdor details, see Devos & Cruz
Torres, 2007Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 200Barticipants completexbven blocksf trials:
three practicélocks consisting of 20 trials eaandfour critical blocksconsistingof 40trials
each Finally, participantagainreported their current GBRAM = 3.40 SD= .41).

Resultsand Discussion
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Random assignment was effective: there were no betoa@aition differences in
income (varm climate conditionM = 5.94, SD= 2.77; chilly climate conditionM =5.50, SD=
2.55) or current GPAWarm climate conditionM = 3.43,SD= .44; chilly climate conditionM =
3.37, SD=.38), ps> .36. Implicit associatioawith high academic achievemewerecalculated
by subtractinghe meanlatenciedor | + low achievement | they + high achievemilatck
responses from thedor| + high achievement | they + low achievembluick responseand
dividing by the pooled (i.e., acrog®ndition) standard deviation for those blo¢ks details, see
Lane, Banaji, Nosek, & Greenwald, 2007, Table .3[B)s calculation was performed after
checking forcritical trials with response latencies greater than 10,000ms (0 @iadsemoving
the data oparticipants for whom more than 10% of their critical trials had latencies less than
300ms (1 participant, with 53.6% of trials below 300rR®)sitive scores indicattronger
implicit associatiorwith high academiachievementThe data of 1 other participantsouldnot
beincluded in the main analydédive whose IAT data were not recorded due to technical
difficulties, and sixwhoseremairing lab data were not recorded duetéchnical difficulties

To test whethelow-SES students euld display lower levels aimplicit associatiorwith
high academiachievemenivhen theuniversityclimatewas framedschilly with regard to
socioeconomic diversityompared tavhenit wasinsteadpresented awarm, implicit
associatiorscoresnvereregressedn condition, incomémeancentered)and theirinteraction
(see Table 3)Theinteractionwas significan{seeFigure?2), andbreakingthis termdown
revealed that the simple effesftcondition onimplicit association scordsvith the chilly and
warm climate conditions coded dsand 1, respectivelyyassignificant and positivamong
low-SES student&1l SDin income) and norsignificantamong their higfSES counterparis-1
SDin incone; see Tabl&). In other wordsthe strength olow-SES studentsO implicit

associations with high academic achievement were wedien the institution wasot
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presentecs beingstructuredo support IowSES students compartmwhen it was framed as
being supportive of socioeconomic diversifgain, no betweegondition differences emerged
among their higtSES peers.
Experiment 3

Experiments 1 and 2 support our contention thatpresence of cues suggestiva of
universityOdiversesocioeconomic dengwaphy and commitment to promoting socioeconomic
diversity can influencéheacademic motivatioand seKconcepts ofow-SESuniversity
studentsThe goal of Experiment 3 was to examine phenomenologgssociated witthese
framing effecs. In other wods,among our IoWSES participantsyhat psychological constructs
are being affected by these warm and chilly institutional tTlieseexamine thisye exposed
participants to the same manipulation befarkectingdata on a nomological net of variables
tha are central tahe psychologicatéxperiences of minority group membarsnajority-
dominateddomains Specifically, we assessed three factbethave been shown tofluence
academic outcomes among & Sand other minority students: perceived nunadric
representation of oneOs graugdomainrelevant settingée.g., Murphy et al., 2007; Purdie
Vaughns et al., 2008perceptions ofatch between oneixioeconomic background and that
of the resof theiruniversityOs student bodyohnson et al., 201,1and feelings of and concerns
regardingsocid belonging(Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Walton & Cohen, 2Q07)
Method

Participants completed Experiment 3 as part of an onlinespreening survey for an
unrelated studyThis surveywas availabldor participants to complefer oneacademic quarter
In keeping withthe minimumsample size recommendations culled fronagomiori power

analysis (see Experiment 1), 13idergraduate students from the saviidwesternAmerican
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universityas in Experiments 1 andc@mpleted Experiment8ithin this time framgsee Table 1
for complete demographicsAnalyses were not conducted priorclection of the full sample.

Participants began by responding to a basic demographics questioamdiegldedn
which wasthe same measure of family household income used in Experiments 1Mrd 2 (
5.18 SD= 2.27). Participants then completed sevaratelated filler questions befobeing
randomly assigned to the same warm and chilly climate conditions used in Experiments 1 and 2.

To test whether the warm and chilly climate conditions veéiectivelyaltering studentsO
perceptions ohow committedher university was to promoting socioeconomic diver§ity., a
manipulation check)participantsesponded to a twitem measur¢hatwe created: IJeel that
[school name] is committed to promoting socioeconomic diversity within its studen® kot
Q feel that [school name] cares about all its students and applicants equally, regardless of their
social class backgroudiyl = 4.16 SD=1.48 r(129) = .55, p < .001). Responses to this
measurend all measures that follofunless otherwise indicatedjere provided using aFoint
scale, ranging from Ostrongly disagreeO to Ostrongly agree.O

To determingheeffects of thevarm and chilly climate conditioren variables thaare
relevant tahe psychologicaéxperiences dbw-SESand other minority stuahs participants
completedour measures. Firsgs a measure sfudentsPerceptions of thelBESgroupOs
numerical representatiat their universitythey were askeddWhapercentage dschool name]
studentglo you think comdérom each of these samconomic backgrounds? (1pwerclass and
working-class(M = 26.5% SD= 13.4%) (2) Middle-class and uppeslassOThe sunmed
percentages had equal 100% for participants to be able to continue to the next s&ction.
Secondas an indicator of their sea of match/mismatch between their socioeconomic
background and the institutional contepdyticipants completed ti&ensitivity to SESased

Identity Discrepancy scal&SID; Johnson et al., 2011ems includedl come from a very
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different socioeconomic background than nisshool nametudent® andMy family
background/upbringing is similar to that of theitsal [school name] studeng@versescoredM
=4.09 SD=1.44 o = .91, see supplemental materials for the complete scehid, perceptions
of social belonging at their institutiomere assessed usia@neitem measuresed in prior
researci{Walton & Cohen, 2007; Harackiewicz et al., 2013) feel that | belong at [school
name]@M = 5.10 SD= 1.38). Finally, social belonging concerns were assessedatitio-item
measure of belonging uncertaintsed in prior researdWalton & Cohen, 2007; Harackiewicz
et al., 2014)CBometimes | feel that | belong at [school name], and sometimes | feel that | donOt
belongdandOVhen something bad happens, | feel that mayba©tibelong at [school naife]
(M =4.54 SD=1.44), r(125)=.48,p < .001 Finally, participantsagainreported their current
GPAs (M = 3.51, SD=.39).

Resultsand Discussion

Random assignment was effective: no betweamdition differences emerged inmes of
income (varmclimate conditionM = 4.91, SD= 2.16 chilly climate conditionM =5.45,SD=
2.36) or current GPAWarm climate conditionM = 3.49 SD= .36; chilly climate conditionM =
3.54,SD=.41), ps> .17 Table 4 presents the correlatiopetween our variables of interest.
With the exception of the stromgegativerelationship between income and S$#ee also
Johnson et al., 2011, Study, )e correlations were generally srmtalmedium, suggesting that
our measures were assessing relatively different constructs.

To test whether the warm and chilly climate conditions were irefeatinglow-SES
studentsO perceptions of how committenl tiréversity was to promoting socioeconomic
diversity, participantsO responsestomanipulation checkneasure were regressed on
condition, income (meacentered), and their interactiggeeTable5). There was a marginal

main effect of condition, such that those in the warm climate condition perceived the institution
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to be more committed to supporting socioeconomic diversity than did those in the chilly climate
condition.In addition a marginal interactioretm emerged, such that IBES student&1 SD
in income)in the warm climate conditioreported greater perceived commitméran those in
the chilly climate conditiorfisee Table 5By contrastthere was no effect of condition on
perceived commitment aang highSES studentstl SDin income;see Tabl&). In other
words, our manipulationsffectivelyinfluenced lowSES studentds@liefs regarding their
institutionOs level of commitment to supporting socioeconomically diverse students

Again, theprimarygoal of Experiment 3 was to determine whether framingitineersity
climate as warm versus chilbpuldinfluencea nomological net of variables trere central to
theacademiexperiences of minority group membero test thispur four dependent varides
of interesN participantsO estimates of the percentage of stifdemtlower-classand workng-
class backgrourgiSSID, belonging uncertainty, aperceived belonging amiversityN were
separately regressed oondition, income (meaoentered), and #ir interaction Theinteraction
termsfor two of the dependent variabldsumerical representatiaf students from loer-class
and workingclass backgrounénd SSIIN were significant and marginal, respectivédge
Table 5) In addition simple slope angses(see Table S)evealed thatompared to those in the
chilly climate conditionJow-SES students the warm climate condition reportsinificantly
higher estimates of the number of low and working casdents at their institutioand saw
themseles agnarginallyless discrepant from the SES norms ofuhersitycontext No
betweercondition differences emerged among higB&sS studentfor either of these dependent
measuredn addition no significant effects emerged regagistudentsO sensior uncertainty
regarding social belonging aniversity®

These findings suggest thatesimplying that theinstitutionalclimate is warm or chilly

towards socioeconomic diversitp, in factinfluencelow-SES studentsO perceptions off the
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universiyOs commitment smcioeconomic diversitgnd,ultimately, the perceived prevalence of
this diversity andheir sense dfiowwell they matctthe SES norms of theimiversityOs student
body.By contrast, studentsO feelings of and cosaegarding sociddelonging didhot appear
to be influencedby such cuedn other words, while social belongiaguniversitycan be a
centralconcern with deep implications for academic outcomes amon@E8/and other
minority studentgHarackiewicz et al., 2014; Rheinschmidt & Mend@=nton, 2014; Walton
& Cohen, 2007)the results of Experiment 3 suggest tatientsPerceptions of where the
institution itself stands on issues of socioeconomic diversity and finanpabmay be
another distincnechanism to targét.
General Discussion

Qualitative research efforts hakevealed thatnany lowSES students perceive their
academic institutionas not beingoncerned witlsupporing students like theprwith the
inadequacyf work and scholarship opportunities being a common comBaker & Sgoutas
Emch, 2014; Somers & Cofer, 1997; Ziskin et al., 20A4)eeling that oneOs needs are ignored
or overlooked byaninstitutioncan have significant implications for domaglevant motivation
and selconceptge.g., Murphy et al., 2007; Purditaughns et al., 2008; Ramsey et al., 2013)
we conductedhree experiment® examine whether presentiaginiversity asbeing warm and
supportiveof socioeconomic diversity could enharibe academic motivatioand seconcepts
of low-SES studentsompared tavhen the institution is framed akillier in that respect
Experiments 1 and dundthatexposingow-SESstudents ta@ues suggestive dieir
universityOs commitmentgapportingsocioeconomic diversitfvia financial aid and work
opportunities)ead togreaterconfidence in pursuing academic tadkigherexpectations for
academic success, asiflongermplicit associatios with highacademic achievemeodmpared

to whenthe institutionseemed less concerned wstlpporting IowSES studentgxploring the
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phenomenology of these effediperiment 3 foundhatframingthe universityclimate as warm
versus billy influenced low-SES studentgi@rceptions ofhe prevalencef socioeconomic
diversityat their universityand theirsense ofmatch between their own socioeconomic
background anthe student bodyt-large By contrast, o betweercondition differences
emerged among higBES students any of our studiesAn academic institution@émate
towards supporting socioeconomically diverse studinetefore appears to be anportant
determinant otheacademic motivatioand selfconceptof low (but not hgh) SESuniversity
students.
Theoretical Implications

The currentwork has several theoretical implications. Forembstxtendshe empirical
conversation regardintpe influencesof structuralelementf the academic environmefatr
low-SES student®s discussedyrior research has found that specific structtaetors such as
whether or not an institutiomppears to be organizpdmarily to select out weaker students from
the systenfJury et al., 2015; Smeding et al., 20k3ninfluencethe academic outcomes of lew
SES university student¥he present research proposed thatinstitutional climate toward
socioeconomic diversity represents another essential structurah¢heitterelatedacademic
implications Indeed,ourthree experiments suggélatinstitutionsthatappeato lack a
structuralframework for supporting students from socioeconomically diverse backgr@uuis
as thosén which lowSES studentencountedifficulty in securing adequate work or financial
aid opportunitiescanhinder theacademic motivation and salbnceptsf its low-SES students
compared tahose that are seen as supportigtically, this structural elemembayinfluence
students evehefore they reach universjtgsprior research has found tHaw-income middle
studentsvho believe thauniversityfinancial aid is readily available expect higher grades and

plan to spend more time on homewtitlan thosavho were simply reminded howpensive
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universityis (Destin & Oyserman, 2009 other wordsacross levels of schoolinthe
academioutcomeof low-SES students may Isensitive tavhether the current or future
universityworld appears to be structd to support studenlige them

Furthermorethis research extendgon the numeroustudies demonstrating important
sociatpsychological effects on the academic performance of3&8 studentée.g., Croizet &
Claire, 1998; Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Rheinschmidt & Mendaziaton, 2014; Smeding et
al., 2013; Stephens et al., 20b3)shifting the focus to key motivational and setincept
relevantprocessesSuch advanceare crucial, as examining these processes may be imperative
for achieving a complete understanding of how SES influences academic outcomes. For
example, one extensiar thesocial identity threat perspective discussed previquslposes
thatseeing one@scioeconomic background as mismatched with that of thefrdssir
universityOs student bodyay deplete IowSES studentsO limited sedfjulatory resources
(Johnson et al., 2011thereby undermining their academic performa@meizet & Claire, 1998;
Spencer & Castano, 200 Hrom this view, selfegulatory resource depletion is proposed as the
mechanism by which SES influences academic outc¢dodmson et al., 2011As discussed,
however, in recent years, researchers have argued that such depletiorianbsepresent shifts
in motivationaway fromthe present tasks and goatelchangesn the perceivedself-relevance
of thosegoals(see Inzicht & Schmeichel, 2012; Kurzban et al., 2Q118)other words, our
understanding of the causal path from SES to performance thselighgulationmay be
strengthenedy the inclusion of motivationalnd selfconceptcenteredactorsexplaining the
initial link between SES arsklf-regulation Futureefforts to model therelationship between
SES and academic performamaighttherefore seek to build from the present findings

Finally, the lack of effecteamonghigh-SES students &lso noteworthyGiven gior

findings regarding dominant group membersO responses to multiculturalism and diversity
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policies(see Verkuyten, 2006t seemed plausible that presenting their university as being
committed to promoting socioecomic diversitycould negativelyinfluence the psychological
experiences diigh-SES studentddowever, he null results amontesestudents in
Experiments 1 and 2 suggest that comparedhentheir universitywas frameds having a
high-SESfocused struttire (i.e., the chilly climate conditiorpresentinghe context abeing
structured to promote socioeconomic diversity (i.e., the warm climate condition) didweot
any negative effects on their academic outcomiese findingaresupported by priowork
examining structural factors in the university environment, as Smeding and collé2@L&s
similarly found that the academic outcomes of HRES students were not influenced by
whether an institution appeared structured primarily to select out weaker students from the
system, which favors dominant group members, or to promotergamall students, which
supports the needs of lowstatus studentés to why these null effects emerge, examination
of the results of our manipulation check from Experiment 3 reveals that in both conditions, high
SES students (+&D) responded neuwthy with regard to theiperceptions of how committed
thar university was to promoting socioeconomic diver§yl 3 on a #oint scale)ln other
words, highSES students may generally be unaware of their universityOs policies towards
socioeconomic diusity and may therefore not see the warm climate condition as suggesting any
differences in the schoolOs level of commitment thereto. Hoveewvestudies were not designed
to provideanin-depthexamination othe psychological experiences bigh-SES stdentsand
future reseah on the effects afuchstructural changes on this groughsreforerequired.
Practical Implications

The present findings also have potenpiactical implicationsSpecifically,for
institutions that already have the structwiaiments in @ce to support Iov8ES studentée.g.,

those that offer large amounts of financial amtl work opportunitiedike theuniversitywe
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examinedl, our findingsilluminate the importance dfow such policiesare presentedror
example, in a reant and widelycirculated announcement regarding a major increase in the
number of families qualifying fowuition-free admission, one Americamiversity followed their
positive financial aid message by statihgt only around half adheir studentsecave financial
aid, in spite of the fact thdamilies with incomes up to $225,080uld qualify for financial
assistanceGiven the presetiindings, it seems plausible that such detadisld counteract the
potential positive effects thatere intended toesult from the increased support message and
ultimately suggest to IoOMBES students thatmajority oftheir peercome from families making
more than $225,00@hereby leading them to belietlegat the school may not lpgimarily
concerned with the need$§low-SES studentdn other words, whil@rovidingmonetary
resources is unquestionably importéBbdwen et al., 2006 pur worksuggest thatthe way in
which such policies angresented cahave added implications for studergs€atpsycholgical
resources

The significance of our results faniversities that do not have such policies in place
remains an open questid@n one hand, because it may be difficult to present an institution as
warm when ifacks policiedor promoting socioeconomidiversity, our findings suggest that
such institutions may be more likely to be viewed as chilly, which should resuibiptimal
outcomesBYy contrastjt seems plausible th#te psychological importance of the climate
towards socioeconomic divernginaybereducedat institutions thakack such policies but
traditionallyimpose less financial burden on their students, sutdrger public American
universitieg Rheinschmidt & Mendoz®enton, 2014)community college&Ziskin et al., 2014)
andEuropearuniversitiegSmeding et al., 2013Both of these possibilities are speculative,
however, and should be the focus of future research

Future Directions
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Some addional questions remain. First, our studies did not include a control condition.
As such, we acknowledge that this research does not enable us to determine whether the default
climate at the institution we investigated trended towards being chilly or walhmnegard to
socioeconomic diversity, nor, as a result, whether changes in academic outcomes from baseline
emerge when academic climates are warmed, chilled, or both. However, we note that these were
not the goals of the present research. As discussaubtiout, our studies were designed to test
the more generaociatpsychologicauestion of whether presenting the institutional climate as
warmer towards socioeconomic diversity can lead to better academic outcomes am8aglow
students compared to wiéhe school is framed as being chillier in this regard. Given these
goals, determining whether the climate at the institution we investigated is generally chilly,
generally warm, or somewhere in between would have done little to enhance our understanding
of the general psychological process of interest. Instead, we focused on exploring the basic
dynamics and influences of this previously unexplored factor, with the aim of contributing to a
more complete understanding of k&ES studentsO psychological eigpees (and, potentially,
achievement outcomes) in specific academic settings. In other words, just as we have discussed
that future research is required to examine the implications of climate at institutions that do not
have the resources in place fopparting lowSES students, we feel that the question of what
the default climates and directions of posnipulation change are at this artber types of
institutions isbroader than the present project was designed to explore. We feel that this question
would be better suited to (and that the present research would be well complemented by) a more
comprehensive followup project aimed at documenting the role of climate at different types of
institutions with varying socioeconomic support structures ioepla

Secondpur studies presented cues represeninly a single way of framinthe

institutional climatgi.e., warmthcuesor chillinesscues). In the real world, howevestudents
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likely experience both types ofieseverydayN for example, beinin thevicinity of sorority and
fraternity housesversusseeing a long lineip at the financial aid offic&Giventhat opposing
situational cues can interantimportant wayge.g., Purdie/aughns et al., 2008xamiring the
types and quantésof SESrelevant cues thatudentexperience on a daily basis and how they
respond to and are influenced by such @oedd povide valuable advances to our
understanding ahelongitudinaleffects ofthe institutional climaten acaemic outcomes.

Third, as discussed, our research focused on documémtirggfects of how an
institutionappeardo be organized in terms of their commitment to supporting socioeconomic
diversityN in other words, the effects dfrectly manipulatinghow a structural element of the
institutionis presente@see also Jury et al., 2015; Smeding et al., 204@)ever,it seems
plausible thaperceptbns of the institutional climateould also have roots in the cultural norms
of the institution Specifically, in the same wdkatcultural norms of independenaad
interdependence can lead school administrators to organize their classroom policegl& pr
ample versus limited individual freedgior review, see Stephens, Markus, & Phillips, 2014)
whether an institutiopublicizes policies thdtame it as actively committed to versus passively
ignoring of socioeconomic diversityay result fronthe administrationOs beliefs regardirmt
should benormative in the universitgnvironmentin short, the institutional climate towards
socioeconomic diversity may ultimately be the product of both structural and cultural elements,
and future research should seelex@end ourstructurefocused approachy more directly
examiningtheinfluence ofinstitutions@ultural normsegardingsocioeconomic diversity

Fourth in Experiment 3, we found th#ttatbelonging and belonging uncertainty among
low-SESstudentavere notinfluenced bycuesrelaed to the institutionOs socioeconomic climate
Giventhat social belonging ainiversitycan be a central concern with deep implications for

academic outcomes among k&S and other minority studerftdarackievicz et al., 2014;
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Rheinschmidt & Mendoz®enton, 2014; Walton & Cohen, 20Q0T)tureresearch should seek to
furtherunderstanénd extend this findingdOn onehand, because our manipulation materials
focused orfinancial aspects of theniversityenvironment it seemdogical thatstudentsO
immediate concernmight center orthe general appropriateness of their SES background therein
(Johnson et al., 2011yith thequality of their saial bonds in that settin@.g., Walton &
Cohen, 2007)hereby becoming a more secondang lessalientconcern However, this
interpretation should be taken with caution until a more thorough investigatiardehstO
belongingrelevant experiences is conduct8gecifically, while we assessed belonging and
belonging uncertainty using validated measures that $esmextended use in similar research
endeavorgHarackiewicz et al., 2014; Walton & Cohen, 2QQFg scales included only a small
number of itemswhich might not provide optim@ranularity andotherpotentiallyrelevant
constructsvere not examine(e.g., clasdased rejection sensitivity; Rheinschmidt & Mendoza
Denton, 2014)In addition prior studies examining these interpersonal experiences have been
largely longitudinal in naturée.g., Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Walton & Cohen, 260&)
strategy vich may be better able to capture these potentially secondary concerns as they
emerge

Finally, the samples utilized in the present work wamedominantly Whiteind Asian
(see Table 1 for complete demographas) were thereformapproprate for ploring the
effects among minorityacestudent8l another group at risk for acadendiecrementge.g.,
Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002; Walton & Cohen, 2a8@)vever, given that the negative
effects ofbeinglow-SES reported herein resulted from whether the institutional climate was
framed as warnor chilly with regard to socioeconomic diversity, it seems likely that the

combinedeffects ofSES andace on academic outcomes should similarly hinge on whether the
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climate is experienced as warm or chilly with regartidth socioeconomic arrdcial diversity
(e.g., Purdievaughns et al., 2008)
Conclusion

To date, the expansion of financial aid has been the primary means for addressing the
socioeconomic disparities imiversityattendancand achievemerfsee Bowen et al., 20Q6)
However, asecent findingsuggest, the concept of equal opportunity in education also hinges
heavilyon creating educationaénvironmentshat allow all capable students to showcase their
full potential(e.g., Jury et al., 2015; Smeding et al., 2013; Stephens et al., 281 findings
suggest, suchentures should considtdre everydaypresentatiomf thesocioeconomiclimate

atacademidnstitutions.
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Footnotes

!t is important taacknowledge that socioeconomic status (e.g., income) and
sociocultural status (e.g., firstersuscontinuinggeneration status) will not always be
equivalenil for example, 27 percent éimericanadults withnon-collegiatepostse@ndary
licenses or certificatesarn more than the average bachelde@see holdefSymonds, Schwartz,
& Ferguson, 2011However,we note thaparentalkeducatioroftenrepresergdareasonable
proxy for student SE&ee Stephens et al., 208cause across Western developed countries,
attaining a university degree is important for finding a fstgtus, professional job and provides
substarial advantages in lifetime earnin@ECD, 2014)Indeed, many of the studies that we
reference which examined firgeneration universitgtudentgeportthat such students were
more likely to be lowincome compared with their continuing generation counterfagds
Stephens et al., 2012; Stephens et al., 2014)

%|n keeping wittbestpracticerecanmendationgKraus & Stephens, 2012 our three
experimentsstudentsO perceived socioeconomic ranking in society was also assigptte
MacArthurscaleof subjectivesocial statusHowever, no significantasults emerged when
including this measure in place of income in our analyses.

% In the interest of examininipe educatiorrelevant question of whethtre institutional
climate influence gaps in academic efficacy and expectations between &nghlowSES
students, we also performed the opposite simple slopes andlisesmple effects of income
onboth outcomevariables were significant and positive in the chilly climate condition
efficacy:b =.25[.07, .42]1(60) = 2.80,p = .007, expectationsb =.065 [.0@, .13, t(59) = 2.06
p = .044N and nonsignificant in the warm climate conditibinefficacy:b =-.018 [.17, .13],
t(60) = -.24,p = .81; expectationsh =-.024 F.076, .028]1(59) =-.93,p = .36. Given the

significant condition< income inteaction terms (see Table 2)e SESbased gaps in academic
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efficacy and expectations weleereforesmallerwhen the institutional climate was presented as
warm versus chillyvith regard to socioeconomic diversity

“ As in Experiment 1 e simple effecof incomeon our dependent variable was
significant and positive in the chilly climate conditjdr= .04[.01, .07], t(115 = 2.72, p =.008,
and nonsignificant in the warm climate conditiplh=-.0005[-.03, .03, t(115 =-.04, p = .97.
Given the sigrficant conditionx income interaction terrsee Table 3), thBESbased gaps in
implicit association with high academic achievemeeatethereforesmallerwhen the
institutional climate was presented as warm versus chitly regard to socioeconomic dis#y.

®> These labels were selected because in the United States (where thisastudy w
conducted), the terms Olowaas® and Oworkingass@re commonlysed to refer to
individualson the lower half of the SES dividehile OmiddlelassO an@ipperclasareboth
been used to reféo those on the upper efske Lareau & Conley, 2008; Stephens et al., 2014)

® The effectsof this manipulation on SSIRndthe null effects on belonging and
belonging uncertaintgmong lowSES studentsave been replicated with an independmiot
sample N = 49).

"To avoid perpetuating fitdrawer effects, we note theis project includedne
additionalcorrelationaktudy. In a masgesting sessiorf,99 undergraduates (89 male, 110
female)from the same private Midwestern American university completed meagdwtisacy
(as in Experiment 1), SSID (as in Experiment 3), and reported their families household income
(as in allthreeexperiments)We found thatower-SES students reportedsignificantly higher
sense ofnismatch between their socioeconomic backgdoamd the institutional contefte.,
higher SSID scores)(160)=-.56 [-.66, -.45], p < .001(as in Johnson et akP11, Study 1)
which contributed to a significant indirect effect of SES on academic effibacyd8 [.04, .13],

p < .01 (test of mediation with 5,000 bootstrapped samples; Preacher & Hayes, 2008)
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Table 1

Demographics of participants

Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3
N 76 130 131
Mage (SD) 18.8(.90) 19.2(1.19 19.8(1.39)
Gender
Male 43.4% 31.5% 22.1%
Female 55.2% 68.5% 77.9%
Race
White 50.0% 53.1% 45.8%
Asian 35.5% 27.7% 32.%%
Black 1.3% 6.2% 7.6%
Latino 6.6% 4.1% 3.8%
Middle-eastern N 3.1% N
Multi-racial 5.3% 5.4% 8.4%
Class:
Freshmen 75.0% 62.3% 24.4%
Sophomore 14.5% 22.3% 32.1%
Junior 5.3% 10.8% 16.8%
Seniors 5.3% 4.6% 26.7%
Family household income:
$25,000 or less 10.5% 6.2% 6.9%
$25,001$40,000 9.2% 8.5% 4.6%
$40,001$70,000 15.8% 123% 12.2%
$70,001$90,000 19.7% 10.8% 13.7%
$90,001$120,000 10.5% 8.5% 23.7%
$120,001$150,000 6.6% 6.2% 9.2%
$150,001$200,000 3.9% 10.8% 9.9%
$200,001$300,000 2.6% 18.5% 8.4%
$300,001 or more 5.3% 17.7% 10.7%

Note.Values do not always total 1@0because some participants dat provide responses to

all of the demographic questions.
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Table2
Statistical results of regressing academic efficaeglexpected graduating GPdnincome, condition, and their interactipand the
simple effects afondtion among low and high SES studen(fSxperimentl).
Academic efficacy Expected graduating GPA
b [95% Cls] t di p b [95% CIs] t di p
Main effect of income 13[.01,.24 2.17 60 .034 .03[}.02,.07 1.22 59 .23
Main effect of condition .09 [.15,.34] .75 60 .46  .009 F.08,.10] 22 59 .83
Condition! incomeinteraction "13;2[;282'3%01] -2.25 60 .028 "O4f£":096;§03 -2.15 59 .03%6
Simple effect otondition among IowSES students 1 SD) .38 [02,.74 2.12 60 .038 .10[.02,.23 1.64 59 .11
Simple effect otondition among higiSES students (+$D) -19 [.55,.16 -1.11 60 .27 -.09[-.21,.03 -1.46 59 .15

Note.The chilly and warm climate conditions were codedlasnd 1, respectivel\Degrees of freedom vary slightlgr@ss analyses

because 1 participant did not report their expected graduating GPA.
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Table 3
Statistical results of regressirsgudentsO level of implicit association with high academic achieviek@me condition, and their

interaction and the simpleféectsof condition among lowand highSES studeni&xperimeng).

b [95% CIs] df t p
Main effect of income .02[.00%, .04] 2.08 115 .040
Main effect of condition .03[-.02 .09 1.29 115 .20
Condition! income interaction -02 E}'S‘lbégoos] -2.01 115 047
Simple effect of condition among Ie®ES students SD) .09 [.0], .16] 2.31 115 .023
Simple effect of condition among hiBES students (+3D) -.02 [-.09, .09 -.56 115 .58

Note.The chilly and warm climate conditions were codedlasnd 1, respectively.
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Table 4

Correlations between measures in Experiment 3.

43

1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
(1) Income —
(2) Perceived institutional commitment .00 [-.17, .17] —
(3) Numerical representation .06 [-.11, .23] 20%%% [ 12, .44] —
(4) SSID -.61%** [- 71, .49] -.15[-.31, .03] -.25%* [-.40, -.08] —
(5) Belonging .20* [.03, .36] 24%* 1,06, .39] 8% [.01, .34] -.33%%* [-.48, -.16] —
(6) Belonging uncertainty .03 [-.14, .21] -.26*%* [-41, .09] .05 [-.13, .22] .20* [.02, .36] -.35%%* [-.49, -.18]

Note. Values in square brackets represent 95% confidence intervals.

p<.10. * p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001
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Table 5
Statistical results of regressing perceived institutional commitment to socioeconomic diversity (manipulation check), numerical representation of low-SES
students, sensitivity to SES-based identity discrepancy (SSID), belonging uncertainty, and perceived belonging on income, condition, and their interaction,
and the simple effects of condition among low- and high-SES students (Experiment 3).
Perceived commitment Numerical representation SSID Belonging uncertainty Belonging
b(95%Cls) t df p b (95% Cls) t df p b(95% Cls t df p b(95%Cls) t df p b(95%Cls) t df p
Main effect of income 005 [-11,.12] .09 126 93  35[-67,136] .68 126 .50 -39[-48,-30] -8.57 122 <.001 .03 [-.09,.14] .46 122 .65 .12[01,.23] 2.17 122 .032
Main effect of condition 25[-.007,.50] 1.93 126 .056 1.72[-56,4.01] 150 126 .14 -05 [-25,.15] -51 122 .61 .08[-18,.34] .64 122 53 .02[-22,.27] 20 122 .84
o . . -1 [-.22, .005] -1.26 [-2.27, -.24] .09 [-.0002, .18] 02 [-.10, .14] -.08 [-.19, .03]
Condition X income interaction £- 029 -1.90 126 .06 £= 048 -2.45 126 .016 £= 03 1.97 122 .051 £= 0009 33 122 .74 £- 018 -1.48 122 .14
Simple effect of condition among
low-SES students (-1 SD) 49[.13,.85] 272 126 .008 4.57[1.35,7.79] 2.80 126 .006 -26[-.54,.024] -1.81 122 .073 .04[-33,.41] 21 122 .83 21[-13,.55] 123 122 22
Simple effect of condition among ) 3¢ 361 01 126 99 1.12[438.2.14] 0.68 126 50  14[-14.43] 1.00 122 32 13[-24..49] 67 122 50 -15[-50,.19] -87 122 39

high-SES students (+1 SD)

Note. The chilly and warm climate conditions were coded as -1 and 1, respectively.
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Figure 1.The relationship, by SES, between condition and (a) academic efficacy and (b)
expected graduating GPA in Experiment 1. Points are plotted at 1 standard deviation above and

below the mean for income.



CLIMATE TOWARDS SOCIOECONOMIC DIVERSITY 46

0.7 7
----- Low-SES students (-1 SD)

— High-SES students (+1 SD)

o
(o))
1

o
a
1

Implicit association with
high academic achievement
o
~

o
w
1

0.2 . T
Chilly climate condition Warm climate condition

Figure 2.The relationshipby SES, between condition and implicit association with high
academic achievement in Experiment 2. Points are plotted at 1 standard deviation above and

below the mean for income.



