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Abstract

This thesis focuses on the individual mobility adrking class students attained
through participation in higher education. | exaenihe structural and psychological barriers
they perceive and how these barriers prevent them $uccessfully engaging in individual
mobility. In Chapter 1, | outline the general thetizal background of the research reported in
the thesis by introducing relevant individual maiitonstructs and exploring current
research on this topic.

In Chapter 2, | examine mobility attitudes and hetar in three experimental
studies. | show that 1) highly able students areertikely to engage in individual mobility;

2) when the permeability of a high status instimtwas low, individual mobility decreases;
and 3) incompatibility between old and possible s®aial identities makes individual
mobility less attractive as a strategy, especiallg context where the higher status position is
prestigious and alternative options are seen asd‘@mough’.

In Chapter 3, | examine factors predicting the sgsf the upwardly mobile within
higher education. In four studies, using structeguation modelling, | demonstrate that
disadvantaged students are less likely to regairebrsity as consistent with their social
background, which predicts lower levels of psyclgatal fit. In turn, psychological fit
predicts lower levels of well-being, academic atipent and performance. | also explore the
effect of a value affirmation intervention on thieeagth of the relationship between identity
compatibility and psychological fit for low SES dtnts, which could potentially improve
their outcomes at university.

In Chapter 4, | examine why A-level pupils from IGES backgrounds are less likely
to apply to high status universities. In two stgdtenducted in UK secondary schools, |
found that application to high status universitgepredicted by anticipated psychological fit,

while controlling for academic performance.



In Chapter 5, | summarise the results of my reseancl draw some overarching
conclusions. | address some of its limitations iamglications, and outline directions for

future research.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and overview

How disadvantaged groups, such as ethnic minqritiesen or the working class,
respond to social inequality is a core issue inadadentity theory (SIT; Hogg & Abrams
1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). One way for membefrsisadvantaged groups to improve
their position in society is through individual midty; this entails working for personal
advancement, for example by attempting to leavie khv-status group and enter a higher
status group. Another possibility would be socrakativity, which entails redefining the
attractiveness of existing group attributes. Famegle, low status group members might
focus on a new and positively valued dimensionatmgare themselves to the higher status
group. As a third possibility group members mighga&ge in social competition, which
means engaging in social action intended to chémgexisting situation. This strategy
represents a direct attempt to challenge the stptosOf the three strategies, it is only
individual mobility that serves to improve the gasi of a particular individual, while social
creativity and social competition are both attentptaddress the current standing of the
group as a whole.

The current thesis focuses on individual mobilityworking class students through
higher education. Higher education can be seen aslavidual route to mobility because it
enables adolescents from disadvantaged backgreamagrove their position in society by
gaining a university degree, thereby increasing #erning potential and access to higher
status professions. By attending university, admets from disadvantaged backgrounds are
joining a new group of university students and iegwld groups behind, thereby improving
their own individual position, rather than the piasi of the group as a whole. However,
gaining access to a higher status group is noaay @ption and successfully adjusting to a

new group can be challenging (Argyle, 1994). Iis thiesis, | examine the structural and



psychological barriers perceived by working classients and how these barriers prevent
them from engaging in individual mobility succedlsfu
Social class as a relevant social category

Traditionally, social psychology has focused manegender and ethnicity as relevant
social categories within societies, whereas sogiste have studied social class for more
than a century (e.g., Durkheim, 1802). From the0s930ciologists in the UK started to
investigate the part played by education in manmmaj the social class structure and
facilitating social mobility (Flude, 1974). Onceetap in attainment between pupils from
different social class backgrounds was documestdthlars started to explore the education
system in relation to the wider social structuee(Elude, 1974). Their research focused on
the influence of pupils’ socio-cultural environmemt educational attainment, but also on the
role of social organisations (e.g., schools, ursiies) themselves (Floud & Halsey, 1958).
Initially, researchers argued that the working €la@lue system was culturally deprived,
posing a self-imposed barrier to education (e.gméah, 1967; Sugarman, 1970). Working
class people were believed to lack in ambition amdhterest in education, which resulted in
their relative educational failure. These belietrevstrengthened by the work of Douglas
(1964) who found differences in the educationaiathent of pupils with similar measured
cognitive ability but from different social clasadkgrounds. However, the approach of
cultural deprivation failed to challenge assumpgionderlying the organisation, transmission
and evaluation of knowledge in schools and unitiess{Flude, 1974). From the 1970s,
scholars acknowledged there were important cultlifidrences between social classes, but
focused more on the difficulties for the workingss to translate their ambitions into
educational success due to their limited mates@djal and cultural resources (Bourdieu,

1985, 1987; Brown, 1987; Willis, 1977).



In recent years social class has also attracted attgntion from social psychologists
(e.g., Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011), in the recdgin that social class both reflects and
influences more than the material conditions ofpgbes lives. Social class is based on an
interaction between people’s social, cultural, andnomic backgrounds and status. Like
other sociostructural variables, social class lwagepful influences on people’s personalities
and behaviours (Ostrove & Cole, 2003). Such vaembpredict what clothes people wear;
what food they eat; how they talk; their attitudeslpes, and preferences; and their physical
and mental health (Kraus & Stephens, 2012). Howekiere are some important distinctions
between social class and other sociostructurahlbas, such as gender and ethnicity. First,
the indicators of social class are not always imatety apparent, whereas gender and
ethnicity are social categories with relativelyasi@hysical signals (e.g., Knowles & Peng,
2005). Another difference between ethnicity anddgenon the one hand, and social class, on
the other, is that social class standing is redfffivnalleable. Although change in social class
IS not without its obstacles, one’s own and othpesteptions of one’s social class standing
in society can change over time. In contrast, ages ethnic or gender identity is likely to
remain stable throughout their lives. These chargstics of social class suggest that people
from disadvantaged backgrounds can engage in oheavimobility by physically distancing
themselves from their group and formally gainingess to the higher status group.
Measuring social class

Social class is traditionally assessed by measth@gducational attainment,
occupation or income of individuals and/or theirgrds. These measures reflect objective
indicators that reflect the means by which indialduhave access to material and social
resources (e.g., financial assets or social nesydtkaus & Stephens, 2012). Educational
attainment (e.g., highest earned degree) is tlerfost proxy for social class (see Snibbe &

Markus, 2005) and is the indicator most closelypeaisded with lifestyle, behaviours, and



relevant outcomes, such as well-being, health amdatity (Elo & Preston, 1996; Eikemo,
Huisman, Bambra, & Kunst, 2008; Kohn & Schoolel839Ross & Wu, 1995).

In the context of education, researchers ofterr teféhe educational attainment of
students’ parents as proxies for social class Is&caaiversity students have yet to establish a
stable income, occupation, or level of education & review see Rubin, 2012). Notably,
parental education can also be used to distindugthgeneration students (i.e., students
whose parents did not participate in higher edoogtirom continuing-generation students
(i.e., students whose parents did participateghdr education; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak,
& Terenzini, 2004; Pascarella, Wolniak, Piersonfé&enzini, 2003). Furthermore, parental
education is a relatively easy proxy to collectduese students are often unaware of the
income of their parents. For example, one studpdahat 51% of university student
respondents were unable to complete a family incoreasure (Jetten, lyer, Tsivrikos, &
Young, 2008, Study 1). | therefore used parentatational attainment as a measure of
students’ social class in the research reportédisrthesis.

In addition, | used a subjective, self-definitibngeasure of social class, alongside the
more objective measure of parental education. Soleaiss refers not only to an individual’s
material resources, but also to their perceive# vathin the social hierarchy (Kraus, Piff, &
Keltner, 2009). This perspective on social classrficely with Bourdieu’s (1985, 1987)
views on social class. He proposed that the simlbgective conditions, dnabitus in which
people from different social classes live, inclgldtheir differential access to social (i.e.,
social networks), cultural (i.e., specific knowledguch as manners and speech), economic
(i.e., material resources), and symbolic capital (prestige or recognition), give rise to
subjective identities that embody social classaBking respondents to complete a measure

of their subjective social class, | attempted tptaee this subjective identity.



Overview

In this introduction | will outline the general tretical background of the thesis. This
will be illustrated by real-life examples from am&rican podcast in which the barriers
disadvantaged students perceive in education glerexl (Joffe-Walt, 2015). The podcast

follows Lisa and Angela, who are both teacher©ismBronx in New York City, US:

Lisa Greenbaum's school, University Heights Highd#t, is a public [i.e., state]
school. It's 97% black and Hispanic. It is locatethe poorest congressional district
in the country, the South Bronx. Angela VassosbsetlFieldston, is also in the
Bronx, but it is one of New York City's elite prieaschools. It is 70% white. It is
known as a progressive school. One in five pupiteives financial aid, which is
helpful, because last year [2014] tuition was $@3,Even though these two schools
are situated only three miles away from each otherstudents needed a foreign

exchange program to meet each other’s worlds.

The illusion of meritocracy
The podcast follows the students from the publimst (Heights) visiting the private

school (Fieldston):

They couldn't believe the campus [of Fieldston]eyfelt like everyone was looking
at them. And one of the students started screaamdgerying-- like, this is unfair. |

don't want to be here. I'm leaving. I'm leavinditigow. I'm going home.

[A student from Fieldston] remembers the feeling Bad seeing the girl freak out,

feeling helpless. It's uncomfortable when you caelp someone not be



uncomfortable. No one wants to feel like they'ralmhill school on the top of the

hill. It's uncomfortable.

People — regardless of whether their group is adgma or disadvantaged — do not
like to think of the ways in which their outcomeayrbe determined by their group
membership, rather than their individual merit (baGramzow, McCoy, Levin, Schmader,
& Sidanius, 2002). As the above example shows,goeimfronted with the fact that people
enjoy different outcomes as a function of group roership can be quite painful and
uncomfortable and threatens just world beliefs.dRewant to believe that the world is a just
place, in which every individual receives the oateohe or she deserves (Hafer & Olson,
1989). Beliefs like this reinforce the meritocratieology, which refers to the conviction
held in most Western societies that people’s ouesogenerally depend on their individual
merit and that status differences are thereforedas merit (Goldthorpe & Jackson, 2008).

However, research evidence suggests otherwiseattige, talented members of low
status groups often face difficulties in improvihgir position. For example, talented young
people from working class backgrounds are les$ylikceattend a high-status university than
their more advantaged peers. Research by JerrimjeBdwski and Parker (2015) conducted
in three industrialized nations (Australia, US d&rdjland) shows that 27% to 52% of this
social class gap in access to high status unilessian be explained by factors unrelated to
academic achievement. Such findings suggest them, iéthey have the academic ability to
go to university, young people from working clas€kgrounds remain much less likely to
enter high status institutions than their more ativged peers. Similarly, statistics show that
ethnic minorities are less successful in work sg#tithan might be expected on the basis of
their level of education. Figures from the UK shihat they are less likely to be employed

and more likely to be lower paid than white Britjgople with the same qualifications



(Tackey, Barnes, & Khambhaita, 2011). In summadrgre is no shortage of evidence that
merit is not always sufficient for low status gromgmbers to engage in individual mobility.

| will now discuss the structural and psychologicalriers that people from low status
groups are likely to face and explain why indivitomeerit is not always sufficient to improve
one’s position in society. Unequal opportunities ey have implications for individual
fairness, but also represent a waste of humanttatehopportunity, and can have an adverse
impact on a broader societal level (see WilkinsoRi&kett, 2010).

The role of social structural factors in explainimglividual mobility

A student from Heights explained what she felt wiaesiting Fieldston:

Yep. And it was just like, OK, this is private. Ehs not available for kids of color.
This is something that only privileged or the etis have. | know | looked at it and |
said, well, I know that we're only being taughflip burgers in Burger King or
McDonald's or to hold doors for students like thiat will probably live in those
buildings on Madison Avenue, and we'll be wearimg tiniform, servicing these

people.

According to social identity theory, beliefs abthe feasibility of change are central
determinants of the extent to which members ofddiaataged groups pursue achievement
opportunities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). These bdliafe related to specific characteristics of
the social structure, such as the permeabilityrofig boundaries, and the stability and
legitimacy of group status structures. Perceivadpability of group boundaries is the
primary factor determining whether people are kel pursue individual mobility (Tajfel,
1978). When people believe that personal meriteattetermines outcomes and group

boundaries are seen as permeable, members of digaded groups are hypothesized to



pursue individual mobility. By contrast, when pemgkenerally believe that their group
membership prevents the achievement of certairomgs and group boundaries are
considered impermeable, individual mobility is I&kely to be pursued as a strategy for self-
enhancement. Research into tokenism suggestsviératvhen the higher status group is only
minimally open (i.e., when only a few individuateiin the lower status groups are allowed
into the higher status group), individuals prefetividual mobility over social change
(Wright, 2001; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).

Other characteristics of social structure, sucstaisility and legitimacy, also matter.

In more than three decades of research, Goldtramrgévarshall (1992) have shown that
despite periods of rapid economic social and palitthange, class relations are
characterized by stability. Class relations are gknerally seen as legitimate. When status
relations are seen as legitimate the relative staftgroups is justified as the “deserved
outcome of a just procedure” (Terry & O’Brien, 20@1274). System justification theory
even argues that people have a general tendesegtthe status quo as legitimate and
therefore see the current social system as gowdnédural, desirable, and even inevitable
(Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). As a result of tleeceived legitimacy of class relations,
members of middle and upper class positions anggthtcdo deserve their advantageous
position because they have earned it through gneater ability and effort.

Because class relations are seen as permeable, @tablegitimate, following the
assumptions of social identity theory, disadvandagg@up members are likely to regard
individual mobility as the only way towards statogprovement. Furthermore, experimental
research on the influence of social structuraldiechas shown that when intergroup relations
were presented as stable and people were ledievégroup boundaries were permeable,
intergroup differences were rated as relativelytiegte (Ellemers, 1993). In other words,

those who believe that the social structure alltwsndividual mobility are more likely to



deem existing intergroup differences to be legitanthereby enhancing the status quo. In
sum, when group relations are seen as stable gitanlate, the permeability of group
boundaries is a critical factor in determining likelihood of personal advancement,
especially in intergroup situations of a less atilestic nature (i.e., closer to the
interpersonal pole of Tajfel's [1978] interpersoidkrgroup continuum). In this thesis, |
therefore only examine the role of permeabilityaasructural factor and the influence it has
on the likelihood that disadvantaged group membseseducation as a way to improve their
position in society. Although the individual mobyliroute is sometimes seen as problematic
by social identity researchers (see Ellemers & Vaar, 2010), because it reinforces the
status quo, | argue that individual mobility has gotential to be a successful route for
change when barriers between social groups ardrggEnpermeable and perceived
psychological barriers between groups are remdvéginot so much individual mobility
itself that is the problem but rather the permetghiteal and perceived) of group boundaries.
Objective vs. subjective permeabiliBIT refers to thactual or perceivedhature of
intergroup relations, and therefore a distinctian be made between the subjective and the
objective characteristics of the social structtit@s distinction can be relevant because
people’s perceptions and actual figures do notwveaincide. Actual permeability refers to
the actual openness of the high status group (@@faial figures of low SES students that are
accepted at a prestigious university), whereasestilbe permeability refers tgpeople’s
shared understandirigHaslam, 2004, p. 24) osbcial beliefs (Hogg & Hains, 2001, p.
112) about such openness. In lab-based studieal pettmeability is often manipulated, for
example by informing participants about the peragatof low status group members that
gain access to the high status group (e.g., Ellenv&an Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990). In

Chapter 2, | will examine the effects of ‘actuagrmeability on individual mobility attempts.



It is also relevant to examine the extent to whgelceptions of permeability
influence individual mobility attempts among lovatts group members. In our more
naturalistic studies in secondary schools (see tehdp, we therefore operationalise
permeability asndividual perceptions of openness of the high status greup, the extent to
which certain universities are open to ‘studeris the’). This is different to how
permeability is defined in SIT and | therefore makeistinction between actual permeability
and (individual) perceptions of permeability in theoretical model. Because of our focus on
individual perceptions (rather than people’s shamederstanding) of openness we argue that
the concept of subjective permeability fits betteh other individual-level concerns of
being accepted by and fitting into the high stafrmip (see Figure 1.1 and below for the
paragraph on psychological fit).
The role of individual ability in engaging in indival mobility

A student from Heights reflects on her ability:

You know, maybe you were just somebody exceptibraluse of the environment
you were in, not necessarily because you are excgpt People are like, oh, you're
so smart. You're going to be this, you're goingedhat, you're going to be
somebody, you're going to change the world. Theytechme to apply for Harvard.
And it's like, be realistic. [Me] versus a kid likeeldston. You walk out in four years,

you're prepared to go to a school like that.

In the five-stage model (FSM) of intergroup relasqTaylor & McKirnan, 1984)
individual ability has been proposed as a relefactor in explaining individual mobility
attempts. FSM elaborates on SIT by arguing thatwmgreup boundaries are permeable,

individual mobility would only be pursued by membef the lower status group who

10



perceive themselves to be near the criterion fowyento the high status group. Previous
experiments have indeed shown that individual gfagi an important determinant of strategy
choice (Boen & Vanbaeselare, 1998, 2000, 2001, ;200@)ht et al., 1990).

Although individual ability is often representedaasharacteristic of the individual, it
is important to recognize that it is also influethdy group membership. In a meta-analytic
review in the US it was found that family SES i @i the strongest correlates of academic
performance (Sirin, 2005). A large study on progm@sde during secondary school using
UK census data found that 40% of the overall vamnain learning progress is due to
between-family variation and 38% to the pupil-leatd the remaining 22% is due to wider
environments, such as the school; Rasbash, Lde#iiager, & Jenkins, 2010). Data from
the Programme of International Student Assessnid8#) shows that in all OECD countries
a significant proportion of educational outcomes ba explained by socio-economic
background (OECD, 2010). However, unravelling #latronship between SES and
individual ability is beyond the aim of the currehesis. Individual ability in this thesis is
defined as the entrance criteria that are needgditoaccess to the high status group (e.qg.,
the grades needed to get into a particular uniyg@rand the aim is to examine whether
structural factors and psychological barriers preidividual mobility above and beyond the
impact of individual ability.

The role of psychological barriers in engaging mdividual mobility

A student from Heights who won a scholarship t@esfigious university:

It was never -- what | thought of myself in theug was being a janitor [i.e.,
cleaner]. That was what | was experienced in. Sleg®was like, | don't know what |
would do there. [...] Who am | to be accepted mtmllege? At the core, | still didn't

feel like | was worthy. And when | got to collegeshowed.
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Identity compatibility Social identity theorists (e.g., Hogg & Abrams, 898ajfel &
Turner, 1979) suggest that people develop multi@sted social identities based on their
group affiliations. Identity compatibility refers the organization, structure and inter-
relations between these identities (lyer, Jettsinrikos, Postmes, & Haslam, 2009). In the
context of individual mobility, it refers to the for compatibility between the current identity
network and the new identity. For low SES studestsjetal stereotypes that are often salient
in social and academic contexts communicate someedef incompatibility between having
a low SES background and being a university student

One way in which inter-relations between identitas be described is the extent of
perceived similarity between prototypical attrilaité the two groups concerned (Roccas &
Brewer, 2002). For example, a typical member ofwibeking class could be described as
dependent (i.e., socially connected to others)aamhnual worker, whereas the typical
university student is likely to be described aspehdent and intellectual (Stephens, Markus,
& Townsend, 2007). Thus on the basis of perceivadearity, the level of compatibility
between a university student and coming from a$®% background is likely to be seen as
low. Another way in which inter-relations betweeéenmtities can be described is in terms of
the degree of perceived overlap between the meimpsref the groups involved (Roccas &
Brewer, 2002). Typically, university students (espky those at more prestigious
universities) are seen as coming from more advadtagckgrounds. Indeed, the statistics on
access to higher education show that students disadvantaged backgrounds are still
underrepresented at university (Mangan, HughesieBa& Slack, 2010). Thus on the basis
of overlap in group membership, the level of coniplgtly between being a university student
and coming from a low SES background is likely ¢oskeen as low.

The level of compatibility between one’s currergndty network and the new

identity is likely to influence the ease of intefywa into the new group and thereby affect
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long-term well-being; this is likely to determintgetdegree to which the individual mobility
route is successful. In line with lyer and colleag2009), | propose that when a new
identity is perceived to be incompatible with the wlentity, the old identity might interfere
with integration into the new group. In such cases|-being is likely to be affected because
it will take longer for a new sense of identificatiwith and belonging in the new group to be
established. Furthermore, | expect that perceptbindentity incompatibility and its
anticipatedconsequences (i.e., lack of belonging and ideatifon and lower well-being) is
likely to lead members of disadvantaged groupefi@in from engaging in individual
mobility. | therefore propose that identity compdiiy is an important psychological barrier
for individual mobility (see Chapters 2 and 4) dhdt even if disadvantaged students
overcome this barrier and embark on this routeqtidecompatibility will influence the
success of individual mobility (in terms of integioa into the new group and gaining the
same outcomes as ‘original’ group members; see t€hdp

This view of identity compatibility is related toonk on identity conflict or identity
interference, which refers to the way in which pinessures of one identity can interfere with
the performance of another identity (Van Sell, BriéeSchuler, 1981). For example, work in
this tradition has demonstrated the conflicts entened by students who compete in athletics
(Settles, Sellers, & Damas, 2002) or by workingepés (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). However, an importafféitnce between the current view of
identity compatibility and prior work on identitpterference is that the latter line of research
adopts an individual-level approach in documentirgnegative consequences experienced
by those who occupy conflicting roles, rather tkansidering the compatibility between
group memberships and social identities (see gksoet al., 2009).

The current approach also differs from work omidg complexity, which refers to

an individual’s subjective representation of theeirelations among his or her multiple group
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identities (Roccas & Brewer, 2002). This line ofrvéocuses on how individuals differ in
their way in which they incorporate multiple groomqemberships into their sense of self,
which can range from low complexity (i.e., when tipié identities are subjectively
embedded in a single ingroup representation) tb bagnplexity (i.e., when differences
between ingroup categories are acknowledged) aahiees the consequences of identity
complexity for intergroup contact and outgroup tafee (Brewer & Pierce, 2005; Schmid,
Hewstone, Tausch, Cairns, & Hughes, 2009). By estitthe notion of identity compatibility
as used in the current thesis focuses on thetfitden an individual’s social identities, and
examines the consequences for integration intanagneup and for personal well-being.
Psychological fitSuccessfully adopting a new identity when the cantbanges, is
likely to have a positive influence on adjustmemd &ell-being. The extent to which the
upwardly mobile adopt a new identity is likely tepend on their perception that they are
accepted as a group member by the new groupde€eal belonging) and their wish to be
associated with the new group (i.e., their levesadial identification). More specifically,
social belonging refers to people’s perceptionthefquality of their social relationships in a
setting, including whether others in that settimgjude, value, and respect them (see
Baumeister & Leary, 1995). As such, social belogggfers to the perception of the degree
to which one is accepted as a group member. Thertance of a sense of belonging for both
psychological and physical well-being has been esthblished (Hagerty, Lynch-Sauer,
Patusky, Bouwsema, & Collier, 1992; Hale, Hannunk$pelage, 2005; Jetten, Haslam, &
Haslam, 2011; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 198&umeister and Leary (1995)
suggested that group affiliation patterns are bederstood as instantiations of the need to
belong. Although the potential fluidity of classgiton (i.e., engaging in individual mobility)
provides the opportunity to belong to almost angiaaclass group, markers of social class

(such as clothing, speech, and interests to desant identify “people like us”) can inhibit,
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and even prohibit a sense of real belonging tovasazial class (Ostrove & Long, 2007).
Relevant to the present research is the fact #gttresearch has shown that a sense of
belonging at university is a key indicator of imaigpn into academic settings, including
academic and social adjustment (Ostrove & Long,7200

Social identification refers to a motivational pess, reflecting the affective ties of
the individual to the group (Hogg & Abrams, 1988%. such, the extent to which an
individual identifies with a group is largely undas or her own control and reflects the
individual's wish to be associated with the grokfigmers & Jetten, 2013; Leach et al.,
2008). From an identity perspective, changes ingrmembership mean that individuals
have to cope with the loss of an existing identiben they leave one group to join another.
If the ‘old’ group has been important to an indivédis self-definition, the process of leaving
it behind may be difficult (Ellemers, 2003). Furtimere, individuals have to join a new
group and adopt a new identity. In order to adopéwa identity, the upwardly mobile are
likely to have to abandon their old identities, &sgplly if the old and new identities cannot
be reconciled (Haslam, Eggins, & Reynolds, 2008)vidus research suggests that group
identification can be an important resource in cgpuith stressful changes and challenges to
identity (Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Postmes & Bramsbe, 2002; Schmitt, Spears, &
Branscombe, 2003). Indeed, a longitudinal invesitgeof students entering university
showed that identification with the new group presticstudents’ views of this experience:
The more they identified with university studentaagoup, the more likely they were to
believe that attending university would be an umlvaobility strategy that would help to
improve their socioeconomic status (Jetten, lysiyrikos, & Young, 2008). The new sense
of belonging and identification should also havesitpve effect on long-term well-being

(Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Hirsch, 198dtten, Branscombe, Schmitt, &
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Spears, 2001), in part because self-categorisas@group member provides a new sense of
belonging.
The role of context

Self-categorisation theory (SCT; Turner, 1982; Buridogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987) suggests that the way in whichppeperceive themselves in relation to
their social environment is an important cogniti@etor that influences how people define
their own place in the social structure. Contextueds determine which of an individual's
multiple identities is active or salient at anytgadar point in time (e.g., Deaux & Major,
1987, Steele & Aronson, 1995). More specificalhg £xtent to which a particular identity
becomes salient is based on the contrast betwsterant's self-definition and the current
context. People with minority status in the groam(, low SES students at university) are
more likely to be aware of that characteristic themthose with majority status (McGuire,
McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 1978). This suggeststtfaa low SES students entering
university, their social background would be sdlie@specially when entering prestigious
universities where students typically come fromadaged backgrounds.
Further, the specific identity that is activatedhi a given context may influence whether
individuals appraise a situation as stressful dreh, how they cope with it. The mere
salience of negative stereotypes can lead membstigmatized groups to experience
anxieties, leading them to underperform (as a refdtereotype threat; Steele & Aronson,
1995). The application of negative group-based etgpiens to the self makes it less likely
that members of disadvantaged groups will disgh@ydompetence needed to take advantage
of individual mobility opportunities (Ellemers & Wad_aar, 2010). From the above, it can be
concluded that for low SES students it is likelgitttheir social background becomes salient
within a university context, especially in univeéies in which they are in a minority. As a

result, low SES students are less likely to fibintore prestigious universities.
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STRUCTURAL

Stability
Legitimacy
Permeability (actual)

(Anticipated) fit into
GROUP new grou Individual mobility

Identity compatibility Social identification Access
Social belonging Successfulness
gl Subjective permeability

Social contex
SELF

Individual ability

Figure 1.1.
Theoretical model of the role of structural, indival and identity factors in individual mobilitygfined as access to the high status group and
extent of success within the high status group).
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The present research

In this thesis, | examine how (perceptions of) &tal and psychological barriers, as
outlined above, inhibit working class students frengaging in individual mobility
(successfully), thereby showing that individual misrnot always sufficient to improve
one’s position in society. | will do so by usingreeal methodological and statistical
approaches and examining different populationsfegrent stages in their mobility
trajectory. In doing so, | show that individual nidp has the potential to be a successful
route for change when barriers between social gramp genuinely permeable and perceived
psychological barriers between groups are removed.

In Chapter 2, | examine the role of characteristicthe social structure (i.e.,
permeability of group boundaries), identity combpdityy (i.e., between the new and the old
identities) and individual ability on mobility attides and behaviour in three experimental
studies.

In Chapter 3, | argue that individual mobility slhebnot only be regarded as an issue
of accessbecause this would imply that entry into a higstetus group or institution
constitutes the endpoint of a person’s mobilityeiteory. In four studies, using structural
equation modelling, | examine the underlying preess explaining how socio-economic
status influences social and academic integratitmhigher education. | also explore the
effect of a value affirmation intervention on thieeagth of the relationship between identity
compatibility and psychological fit for low SES dnts, and thereby on their likely
outcomes at university.

In Chapter 4, | examine whether identity compaitiilanticipated psychological fit
and academic performance are able to explain whgvAl pupils from low SES backgrounds

are less likely to apply to high status universitie two studies conducted in UK secondary
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schools, | examine, using structural equation modglwhether these factors explain higher
education choices.

In Chapter 5, | summarise the results of my reseant draw some overarching
conclusions. | address some of its limitations iamalications, and outline some directions
for future theory and research.

It is worth noting that the three empirical chaptare based on multi-study papers
that are in the process of being submitted to p@gewed journals. As such, there is some
degree of overlap between these chapters with cespéheir introduction and discussion
sections, which ensures that each one can bemdagandently. To reflect the fact that the
research reported in the three empirical chaptassasnducted in collaboration with others, |

use the personal pronoun “we” rather than “I” inga empirical chapters.
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Chapter 2
The Limits of Meritocracy: The Impact of Permeability, Individual Ability
and Identity Compatibility on Individual Mobility A ttitudes and

Behaviours

How disadvantaged groups such as ethnic minoatesthe working class respond to
social inequality is a core issue in social idgmtieory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). One
way for members of such groups to improve theiitfsin society is via individual
mobility, which entails working for personal adventent, for example by attempting to
leave their low-status group and enter a higheustgroup. Personal advancement can be
achieved via employment, education or other opitias. Western societies tend to stress
the opportunities for everyone to cross status darties in the social hierarchy. According to
the principles of meritocracy, “the associationdEn individuals’ social origins and their
attainment must increasingly reflect only theirdegf ability - as other factors that might
prevent the full expression of this ability are mared or offset” (Goldthorpe & Jackson,
2008, p. 4).

In practice, however, talented members of low stgroups often face difficulties in
improving their position. For example, talented ygyeople from working class
backgrounds are less likely to attend a high-statisersity than their more advantaged
peers. Research by Jerrim, Chmielewski and Pa2kdr5) in three industrialized nations
(Australia, US and England) shows that 27% to 52%ie social class gap in access to high
status universities can be explained by factorglated to academic achievement. These
findings suggest that even if they have the acadatility to go to university, young people
from working class backgrounds remain much less\iko enter high status institutions than
their more advantaged peers. Similarly, statigieswy that ethnic minorities are less

successful in work settings than might be expeotethe basis of their level of education.

20



Figures from the UK show that they are less likelype employed and are more likely to be
lower paid than white British people with the sagoalifications (Tackey, Barnes, &
Khambhaita, 2011). In summary, there is no shortdgsidence that merit is not always
sufficient for low status group members to engag@dividual mobility. Unequal
opportunities not only have implications for indlual fairness, but can also have an adverse
impact on a broader societal level (see WilkinsoRiékett, 2010). The current research
focuses on the role of social identity factors ieventing low status group members from
realizing their potential.
The feasibility of individual mobility

According to social identity theory, beliefs abtiu feasibility of change are central
determinants of the extent to which members ofddigataged groups pursue achievement
opportunities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). These bdliafe related to specific characteristics of
the social structure, such as the degree of perititgaid group boundaries, and the stability
and legitimacy of group status structures. Sodiahiity theory suggests that individual
mobility as a strategy for self-enhancement is niksly when group boundaries are
(perceived as) permeable. The subjective beligftbigasystem allows for self-advancement
regardless of social background, gender, ethnicitgome other group-based identity is seen
as a precondition for the realization of such selancement (see also Ellemers, Van
Knippenberg, de Vries, & Wilke, 1988; Ellemers, lanippenberg, & Wilke, 1990) and
should determine the likelihood that people wiljage in actual personal advancement.

The five-stage model (FSM) is a related theorefreanework that addresses the
issue of how members of disadvantaged groups resposocial inequality (Taylor &
McKirnan, 1984). The model proposes that the tem@®quencing of relationships between
social groups fall into five discrete stages, with basic processes of causal attribution and

social comparison both underlying each stage anttabng the transition between the
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stages. In Stage 3, characterized by meritocr@¢iclogies, the FSM emphasizes the
importance of permeability by suggesting that menmbé disadvantaged groups will engage
in individual mobility even when the high statusgp is only minimally open, allowing only
a few tokens into the high status group. Reseantchtihe tokenism effect, in which
perceptions of group openness were manipulatedethébund that participants in the open
and minimally open conditions preferred individoabbility over collective action (Wright,
2001; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Thesaliilgs suggest that permeability of
group boundaries is a critical factor in determgnihe likelihood of personal advancement,
especially in intergroup situations of a less atilgstic nature (i.e., closer to the
interpersonal pole of Tajfel's [1978] interpersairdkergroup continuum) and where status
differences are stable.

According to the FSM, self-enhancement in sociafiis permeable group
boundaries is especially likely in a context whadeantaged and disadvantaged group status
is ostensibly based on ability and effort, and weh®reryone has potentially the same
opportunity to belong to the advantaged group. FBB states that in meritocratic societies
many disadvantaged group members come to viewphbsition as a just reflection of their
ability and effort. Therefore, those who have fe&y high status within the disadvantaged
group and are closest to achieving the entry requents of the high status group (i.e.,
attaining success on a dimension valued by the dt@flus group) are more likely to initiate
individual mobility. Thus, according to the FSMdimidual ability should interact with
permeability: When group boundaries are permeaidésidual mobility will not be pursued
by all members of the disadvantaged group, buerdil those who believe that they have
sufficient ability to qualify for membership of thegh status group.

However, to date no empirical support has beenddar this theoretically predicted

interaction between permeability and individualliabi Although previous studies (e.g., Boen
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& Vanbeselaere, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2002; Wright.e1890) found that talented group
members were more likely to engage in individuabitity than their less talented
counterparts, the predicted interaction with petoiigg did not emerge. Regardless of the
precise way in which ability influences self-advament, the above research suggests that in
addition to situational factors, individual chaexcstics also play a role in the feasibility of
individual mobility.
The costs of individual mobility

Despite having talent and opportunities, membediszdvantaged groups might
refrain from individual mobility due to certain cegquences of engaging in this strategy.
According to Blau (1956) the upwardly mobile areghginal men, in some respects out of
tune with others both in their new and originaatdrin the societal hierarchy” (p. 290). The
upwardly mobile typically have to choose betweesrifiaing valued social ties and customs
in an effort to gain social acceptance by the higit@&tus group and refraining from
translating their success into such acceptanceirigfito gain access to the higher status
groups is likely to entail a change in social idlgrds a higher status member and typically
entails leaving an old group. Research suggestsddiatity change can have negative
consequences for well-being if an individual’'s iiginetwork before the change is not
consistent with his or her new identity (lyer, dattTsivrikos, Postmes, & Haslam, 2009).

The anticipation of such consequences could inlolitstatus group members from
engaging in an individual mobility strategy. A syueikamining individual mobility in the
context of higher education suggests that the pesdeompatibility between old and new
identities can influence individual mobility effsr{Jetten, lyer, Tsivrikos, & Young, 2008).
These researchers measured students’ perceptiaosngitibility between being a university
student and their social background at a time wherstudents were still attending secondary

school, and assessed its influence on their paocepof higher education. Working class
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students were more likely to feel that their sobetkground was incompatible with being a
university student and therefore felt less prepéoedniversity life and expected to identify
less with other university students. It is worthing that such feelings of incompatibility
could be a result of lack of ability (i.e., low dges), because ability was not controlled for in
this study. Nevertheless, these feelings of incdibiity could potentially prevent working
class students from applying to study at univergiyther way in which compatibility of
identities might exert an influence is by constiragnan individual’'s degree of mobility. For
example, in research on students’ choice of unitygistudents from less advantaged
backgrounds were more likely to settle for ‘secbedt’ universities (Reay, Davies, David, &
Ball, 2001). Whether it influences readiness toagggin individual mobility and/or the
extent of such mobility, perceived compatibilitythlween one’s identity as a low status group
member and becoming a high status group membeaepfeexert an important influence
on upward mobility.

The current study

The present research examines the ways in whichidlgl ability, permeability of
group boundaries and compatibility of identitiesity influence individual mobility. In line
with SIT and the FSM, we expect that permeabilftgroup boundaries and individual
ability both play a relevant role in determining tleasibility of individual mobility. This is
examined in Study 1.

To date no research has examined the influenadeotity compatibility on individual
mobility. Prior research has only investigateditifeience of perceived compatibility of
identities on individual mobility beliefs (Jettenhad., 2008). In Studies 2 and 3 of the present
research, perceived compatibility of identitieexperimentally manipulated and its influence

on individual mobility is assessed. We hypothesied incompatibility of identities will
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inhibit members of low status groups from engagmigpdividual mobility, or lead them to
choose ‘second best’ options.

The current research advances the experimentaligara previously used to study
the impact of socio-structural characteristics muaber of ways. Prior studies (e.g., Boen &
Vanbeselaere, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2002; Ellemers, 9990; Wright, 1997) examined
reactions to permeability based on overt rejeatioacceptance of members of a low status
group by a high status group. However, in many Ifsaituations low status and high status
group members compete to gain access to a stilehigtatus group or institution (e.g., a
higher education institution, the board of a cogpion, or leadership positions in prestigious
organizations). To reflect this reality, in the mnt research low status group members are
not overtly rejected on the basis of their groupmbership, but instead receive information
either about the extent to which a higher statastirtion is open (i.e., permeable) to
members of their ingroup (Study 1) or about theeto which members of their own group
are likely to feel comfortable in the higher statpsup (identity compatibility; Studies 2 and
3). The aspiration of lower status group membeentgage in individual mobility is
measured. We also take the opportunity to exanhiegetissues in the context of membership
of educational groups that differ in status, asosggpl to the experimentally created groups
used in previous studies (e.g., Ellemers et aB019Vright, 1997).

Study 1
In the first experiment we examined the influentendividual ability and permeability of
group boundaries on attitudes to individual motilit
Method
Participants and Design
Participants were 79 undergraduate psychology stadeom Cardiff University. One

outlier with a very deviant response (more th&8C8 above the sample mean) on several
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measures was excluded from further analyses. Qftnaining sample (N = 78), 94% were
female. Participants were randomly assigned toobmiee four conditions of the study, in
which ability (ow vs.high) and permeabilityglosedvs. open were manipulated.
Procedure

Participants were seated at personal computernslimidual cubicles and were
told that the study was about career perspectesrfdergraduate students. First,
participants were asked to read a descriptionvafcancy for a position at a think-tank
that was open only to law and psychology studéftis.think-tank was presented as a
high status institution and it was stated thatlfiig position a candidate with excellent
information processing skills was sought. Afterdieg about the vacancy, participants
were asked to rate the attractiveness and stathe @osition. To manipulate ability,
participants had to perform an information proaggsask. Participants were asked to
work with a stack of corporate memoranda relatong fictitious company. They had to
imagine that they were employees of this compamlyaarswer as many multiple-choice
guestions as possible within 10 minutes, baseth®udata contained in the memos. They
were told that their information processing abilitguld be based on the number of
multiple choice questions answered within 10 miagpeed) and the number of
mistakes made (accuracy). To be considered fopdk#ion, a score of 7.5 (out of 10) or
higher was needed. After completing the task, padants were given information about
the importance of information processing as a cdempy. Manipulated feedback on the
task was given after the permeability manipulat{gge below).

Low relative group status was induced by informpagticipants that, on average,
undergraduate students in law score higher omtloennation processing test than

psychology undergraduates and that this differenceflected in the greater success law
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students have in finding a job once they have gatband the higher starting salaries that
they command.

Participants were then told that, “Of the highlhatfied applicants in the past 15
years, 48% were psychology students and 52% werstladents.” Permeability was
manipulated by providing information about the #atank’s hiring patterns in the last 15
years. In thelosedcondition, participants read that although both éand psychology
students were equally likely to be appointed togbsitions in the first 10 years, recently
only law students had been appointed and the dypasitions were filled by four law
students. In thepencondition, law students were said to have filldghasitions in the first
10 years but that more recently both law and pdggyosstudents had been appointed and
currently the positions were filled by two law ameb psychology students.

Participants were then given the opportunity taobtheir score on the information-
processing task from the database. Individualtghwias manipulated by giving different
feedback to the participants. In the low abilitynddion, participants were told that they
scored 6 out of 10, below the threshold of 7.8hkhigh ability condition, participants were
told they scored 8 out of 10 on the informationgassing task, above the threshold.
Participants then completed manipulation check tipes and the dependent measures.
Measures

To check the effectiveness of the induction of naup status, participants were
asked to rate the average information processiitig sk both law and psychology students
in two separate items, using a 7-point scale (dueh below averagd: = much above
average. To check the manipulation of individual abilifyarticipants were asked to evaluate
their information procession skills based on tlsk they had done (1wery poor 7 =very
good. The manipulation of permeability was checkedabling who has been appointed to

the student positions in the think tank in recezdrg (1 =only law students7 =only
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psychology studentsAfter the manipulation checks, participants was&ed questions about
theirindividual mobility attitudesFour items, e.g. ‘I'm keen to get this positiongre
measured on a 7-point scale (templetely disagre& =completely agrée One item,
namely ‘To what extent would you like to apply tbe position in the think-tank?’, was
measured on an 11-point scale (fiot at alt 11 =very muchbased on Boen &
Vanbeselaere, 2000). The five items were standagddand averaged to form a reliable scale
(o0 =.87).
Results
Analytic strategy

Scores on all measures were subjected to two-walyses of variance (ANOVA)
with individual ability {ow vs.high) and permeabilitydlosedvs. oper) as between-subjects

factors. Table 2.1 shows the descriptive statistcgach condition.

Table 2.1.
Study 1: Simple means for individual mobility atiis.
Low ability High ability
Permeability n M (SD) 95% CI n M (SD) 95% CI
Closed 20 -.47 (.60) [.78, .17] 19 .04 (.81) 28..37]
Open 21 0.7 (.75) [.24, .39] 18 43 (.64) [.10].76

Manipulation checks

Participants rated psychology students as havioggoanformation processing skills
(M =5.11,SD= .91, 95% CI[4.90, 5.33]) than law studeris# 5.90,SD = .80, 95%
CI[5.71, 6.09]),F(1,77) = 46.75p < .001 1,2 = .40, 90% CI[.24, .49]. Furthermore,
participants in the impermeable condition considetréess likely that psychology students
would get the position in the think-tank & 2.21,SD= 1.13, 95% CI[1.92, 2.49]) than did

participants in the permeable conditidh € 3.68,SD= .53, 95% CI[3.40, 3.98]Fk(1,74) =
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52.78,p < .001,m% = .42, 90% CI[.27, .52]. Neither the main effetability nor the
interaction was significant for the permeabilitymraulation checkfs(1,74) < .30ps > .60.
Finally, participants in the low individual abiligondition reported having worse information
processing skillsMl = 3.71,SD= 1.25, 95% CI[3.31, 4.11]) than did participaimshe high
ability condition M = 5.14,SD= 1.29, 95% CI[4.71, 5.56]F(1,74) = 23.98p < .001,np? =
.25, 90% CI [.11, .37]. Neither the main effecpefmeability nor the interaction effect was
significant for the ability manipulation chedks(1,74) < .10ps > .70.
Individual mobility attitudes

Analysis of responses on this measure revealedraeffact for individual
ability, F(1,74) = 7.39p = .008mp? = .09, 90% CI[.01, .20]. Participants in the high
ability condition had more positive attitudes todamdividual mobility M = .23,SD=
.75, 95% CI[.01, .47]) than did participants in tbe ability condition M = -.21,SD=
.73, 95% CI[-.42, .02]). There was also a significamain effect of permeability;(1,74)
=8.43,p = .005n% = .10, 90% CI[.02, .22]. Participants in the peafvie condition had
more positive attitudesV( = .24,SD= .72, 95% CI[.02, .48]) than did participantghe
impermeable condition = -.23,SD= .74, 95% CI[-.44, .01]). The interaction effect
was not significanti-(1,74) = .26p = .613.
Discussion

The results show that individual ability and perinbty are indeed relevant
determinants of individual mobility attitudes irfatgvely low status group members in
our paradigm. Contrary to the five-stage model,ibleeping with previous empirical
findings (Boen & Vanbeselaere, 1998, 2000, 2000220Vright et al., 1990), individual
ability and permeability did not interact. This gegts that low status group members are
more likely to engage in individual mobility whemet feasibility of mobility (defined in

terms of the characteristics of either the indialdor the situation) increases.
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Study 2

As noted earlier, another factor that is expeateidftuence the attractiveness of
individual mobility as a self-enhancement stratesgghe compatibility between social
identities, which was examined in a second stugywall as mobility attitudes, we measured
participants’ individual mobility choices, askingeim to choose between two positions that
differed in status.
Method
Participants and Design

One hundred and nine undergraduate psychologemstsict Cardiff University
participated in this study. They were randomly @ssd to one of the four conditions of the
study, in which ability low vs. high) and compatibility low vs. high) were manipulated.
Twelve participants were excluded (one did notolwlthe instructions in the ability task,
eight participants gave an incorrect answer onsechanipulation check for the ability task
and three participants were outliers with very datresponses, i.e., more tha8[3 above
the mean, on one or more of the measures). Okthaining sample (N = 97), 92% were
female.
Procedure

Participants were seated at personal computernslividual cubicles. They were told
that the study was about career perspectives fbengnaduate students. First, participants
read that the organization ‘Internship Consortiuvas offering a number of internships, two
of which were suited to psychology students. Pigditts were told that this organization
makes use of a validated test of information-preicgsability to help select interns. They
were asked to complete this test, so that theyavbaVve a good impression of the

information-processing skills required for the mighips. Participants were given 10 minutes
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to complete the test (as in Study 1). They wera thil that the experimenter would
calculate their score, which they would obtaindatethe study.

Participants were then asked to read descriptibhwmvacancies. Th&eneral
Psychology Internshigvas presented as a (relatively) lower statusnstap, for which
participants with good (but not outstanding) infatiman processing skills were sought. The
internship was described as offering an interestxjgerience and it was stated that just over
half the students who had completed this internshgbobtained a full-time position within 2
months of completing their degree. TRmfessional Psychology Internshiyas presented as
a higher status internship, for which participamith excellent information processing skills
were sought. The internship was described as dedgahg but rewarding experience and it
was stated that nearly all students who had coexgblgiis internship had obtained a full-time
position within 2 months of completing their degraé&er reading both descriptions, students
rated the attractiveness and status of each ittigrns

Next, participants were asked to read two intdpssteports written by Cardiff
University students who had previously completédezithe General Psychology Internship
or the Professional Psychology Internship. The lostatus internship (the GPI) was always
described as being compatible with being a Caldiiifversity student. In the report
participants read that the fellow interns all cdnoen other universities but that the student
found it easy to fit in with them. However, the qaatibility of the higher status internship
(the PPI) was varied across conditions. In thedompatibility condition, being an intern at
the higher status institution was described asgogicompatible with being a Cardiff
university student. Participants read that thewelinterns came from other universities and
that the student found it sometimes difficult toirfi with them. By contrast, in the high
compatibility condition being an intern at the heglstatus institution was described as being

compatible with being a Cardiff university studeParticipants read that the fellow interns
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came from other universities, but that the studenertheless felt they were one large group
of interns who got along well with each other.

Participants then received their score on thermétion processing task. They were
told that successful candidates should obtain eeszioc60% or higher to be considered for the
GPI and a score of 80% or higher for the PPI. liodigl ability was manipulated by giving
different feedback to the participants. In the klpiity condition, participants were told that
they scored 62% on the information-processing tiaskcating they were eligible to apply
for the GPI; they were also told that with addiabtraining they might become eligible to
apply for the PPI. In the high ability conditigrarticipants were told that they scored 82%
on the information-processing task, indicating thaye eligible to apply for both the GPI
and the PPI. Participants then completed the méatipn check questions and the dependent
measures.

Measures

To check the individual ability manipulation, paipants were asked how they
evaluated their own information-processing skiiased on the task they had done, using a 7-
point scale (1 ;average 7 =excellen). The effectiveness of the compatibility manipidat
was checked by asking how well a typical Cardifiwensity student would fit in socially in
the high status internship (et at alt 7 =very wel). Participants were next asked about
theirindividual mobility attitudesmeasured using the same 5-item scale as in St(y 1
.81). In addition, participantshdividual mobility choicesvere measured by asking whether
they wanted to apply for the low status internghipded 0) or the high status internship
(coded 1).

Results
Analytic strategy

Scores on the manipulation checks and attitudireglgare were entered into two-way
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analyses of variance (ANOVA) with individual abyliflow vs. high) and compatibility Iow
vs. high) as between-subjects factors. Individual mobiitpices were examined using
logistic regression. Table 2.2 shows the descreyiatistics for each condition.

Table 2.2.
Study 2: Simple means for individual mobility atliées and percentage choices for the higher

status (HS) vacancy (compared to the lower statgancy).

. Choices
Attitudes (for HS vacancy)
. . . . High
Low ability High ability Low ability ability
Compatibility n M (SD) 95% CI n M(SD) 95% ClI % %
Low 21 -.47(1.02)[-.80,-.13] 25 .08 (.75) [-.23,.39] 15 64
High 26 -.002(.69)[-.30,.30] 25 .31(.63) [.01,.62] 38.5 68

Manipulation checks

Participants in the low individual ability conditioeported having lower information
processing skillsMl = 3.21,SD=1.08, 95% CI[2.87, 3.55]) than did participaimshe high
ability condition M = 4.72,SD= 1.23, 95% CI[4.39, 5.05]F(1,93) = 40.18p < .001,n,2 =
.30, 90% CI[.18, .41]. Neither the main effect ofpatibility nor the interaction effect was
significant for the individual ability manipulatiozheck,Fs(1,93) < .10ps > .70.
Furthermore, participants did experience diffetemels of compatibility with the high status
internship. As expected, participants in the incatiigpe condition thought that a typical
Cardiff University student would fit in less webdally in the high status internshipl (=
2.72,SD=1.39, 95% CI[2.39, 3.02]), compared to partioigan the compatible condition
(M = 6.20,SD= .66, 95% CI[5.90, 6.50]F5(1,93) = 253.50p < .001,np2 = .73, 90% CI[.65,
.78]. Neither the main effect of ability nor thearaction effect was significarfts(1,93) <

1.5,ps > .25.
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Individual mobility attitudes

Analysis of responses on this measure revealedraeffact of individual ability,
F(1,93) = 7.48p = .007 n% = .07, 90% CI[.01, .17]. Participants in the hafility
condition had more positive attitudes towards irmdilal mobility (M = .20,SD= .69,
95% CI[-.02, .41) than did participants in the lakility condition M = -.21,SD= .87,
95% CI[-.46, -.01]). There was also a significargimeffect of compatibilityf-(1,93) =
4.87,p=.030mp? = .05, 90% CI[.00, .14]. Participants in the hagimpatibility
condition had more positive attitudes towards irdimal mobility M = .15,SD= .67,
95% CI[-.06, .37]) than did participants in the loempatibility condition = -.17,SD
=.91, 95% CI[-.42, .04]). The interaction effecswnot significant-(1, 93) = .54p =
463.
Individual mobility choices

The lower status internship was chosen by 51.5%efample, whereas the
higher status internship was chosen by the remgi5% of the sample. However,
these frequencies were significantly influencedabyity level B = 1.58,SE= .45),
Wald1l) = 12.51p < .001,0dds ratio= 4.83, 95% CI[2.02, 11.56]. When ability was
high, students were more likely to apply for thghar status position than the lower
status position (66% vs. 34%, respectively) compémenvhen ability was low (30% vs.
70%, respectively). The main effect of compatiiltas not significant3 = .53,SE=
A45,Wald1) = 1.44p = .230,0dds ratio= 1.71, 95% CI[.71, 4.08]. Furthermore, adding
the interaction term did not significantly improtree modely?(1) = .78,p = .38, as the
interaction effect was not significafd,= -.80,SE= .91,Wald1) = .77,p = .259.
Discussion

The findings indicate that individual ability andmapatibility of identities both

determine individual mobility attitudes. This sugtgethat low status group members are
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more favourable towards individual mobility whem tleasibility (in terms of the
characteristics of the individual) and the attnzetiess to do so increases. However, the
influence of compatibility was less strong thanentpd, especially in view of the fact
that this factor did not have a significant infleeron individual mobilitichoices This
might be due to the fact that the influence of catiglity had different implications for
low and high ability students in this study. Fowlability students, incompatibility of
identities reduced the feasibility of individual ility and led them to have objectives
that were morén keepingwith their ability level (i.e., to choose for thewver status
position). For high ability students, the reductinreasibility (as a result of
incompatibility of identities) made them more ime&ld to apply for a position that was
belowtheir ability level (i.e., the lower status posit). However, it might be that
incompatibility between identities is not sufficteén influence students to such an extent
that they would opt for an institution that is gigrantly below their ability levels.
Indeed, when examining the means (see Table 2dhfluence of compatibility seems
less strong in the high ability condition, compatedhe low ability condition. These
findings suggest that in addition to individual lapj compatibility of identities is a
relevant determinant of individual mobility, althgiuits exact influence may depend on
the context. This raises the question of what waldpen if students (either low or high
in ability) were presented with a more realistitation in which options are available
that are below, in line with, or above their redpecability levels. How would ability
and compatibility influence attitudes and inteniamder these conditions? Would it
inhibit students from aiming higher? These issuesvexamined in a further experiment.
Study 3
In this study we examined whether ability and conyiéy would influence the

degreeof individual mobility. All participants were prested with multiple internship
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options: ones that were below, in line with, orabdtheir own ability level. We manipulated
students’ ability level and wanted to investigateether incompatibility of identities would
prevent students, especially those with high gbifiom aiming high and thereby influence
the degree of mobility.
Method
Participants and Design

Eighty-nine undergraduate psychology studentsaatli@ University participated in
this study. They were randomly assigned to antgtmbndition (between-subjects: low vs.
high). Within the ability conditions, the statustafo internships was manipulated (within-
subjects: low vs. middle status in the low abittndition; and middle vs. high status in the
high ability condition) and participants were randyg assigned to a compatibility condition
(between-subjects: low vs. high). The design ofstiuely is represented diagrammatically in
Figure 2.1. Two outliers with deviant response®nea or more of the measures (more than 3
SDs above the mean) were excluded from the sampleethsas four participants who did not

follow the instructions correctly. Of the remainisgmple (N = 83), 84% were female.

Factors Levels
([ Ability Low i High ’
(between-subjects) n=43 n = 40

( Vacancy status
L (within-subjects) )

4 N\
Compatibility Low Hi .

_ . gh . Low High
pomenstions] (190 (o3 2] [me] 3] 005
Figure 2.1.

The design of Study 3 (N = 83).

[ Low ] [Middle] [Middle] [ High ]
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Procedure

Participants were seated at personal computernslimidual cubicles. They were told
that the study was about career perspectives fengnaduate students. First, participants
read that the organization ‘Internship Consortiuvas offering a number of internships,
among which were three that were suited to psydyostudents. Participants were told that
this organization makes use of a validated tegtfofmation-processing ability to help select
interns (for details see Study 1). They were theked to complete this test, so that they
would have a good impression of the informationepssing skills required for the
internships.

Next, participants received their (bogus) testecdhey were told that successful
candidates should obtain a score of 60% or highbetconsidered for@eneral Psychology
Internship(GPI), 70% or higher for amtermediate Psychology Internshii’l) and a score
of 80% or higher for #rofessional Psychology InternsHhipPl). Individual ability was
manipulated by giving different feedback to thetiggrants with regard to their individual
performance on the test. In the low ability coratifiparticipants were told that they scored
66% on the information-processing task, indicatimgy were eligible to apply for the GPI;
they were also told that with additional trainimgy could well become eligible to apply for
the IPI but that the PPI appeared to be out oftrelacthe high ability condition, participants
were told that they scored 76% on the informatiopepssing task, indicating they were
eligible to apply for both the GPI and the IPI;yhveere also told that with additional training
they could well become eligible to apply for thel PP

Next, the status of the internships was manipulaégarticipants were told that
description of the two vacancies that were cloge#teir information processing ability
would be shown to them, and that they would haeeottportunity to apply for one of these

vacancies. Participants in the low ability conditivere ostensibly shown the lower status
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(GPI) and the middle status (IPI) internships, wlasrstudents in the high ability condition
were ostensibly shown the middle status (IPI) d&ednigher status (PPI) internships. In fact,
the information presented in the vacancies wagtiickdnn both ability conditions, except for
the vacancy titles. The first vacancy (ostensihbylbwer status vacancy in the low ability
condition and the middle status vacancy in the lighty condition) stated that candidates
with good information processing skills were souditte internship was described as an
interesting experience and it was said that just dalf the students who had completed this
internship had obtained a full-time job within 2 mies of completing their degree.
Furthermore, they read that the success rate ditapfs was around 50%. For the second
vacancy (ostensibly the middle status vacancyerdtv ability condition and the high status
vacancy in the high ability condition), participamead that participants with excellent
information processing skills were sought. Thermsbip was presented as a challenging but
rewarding experience and participants read thatynet students who had completed this
internship obtained a full-time job within 2 montbiscompleting their degree. Furthermore,
they read that the success rate of applicants mamd 33%. After reading the two
descriptions participants rated the attractiveaessstatus of each internship.

Next, participants read two internship reporte r each vacancy, written by
Cardiff University students who had completed ohthe internships in the past. Being an
intern in the first internship (i.e., the lowertsiinternship in the low ability condition, the
middle status internship in the high ability corah) was always presented as compatible
with being a Cardiff University student. Participgnead that the other interns all came from
other universities but that the student found styeta fit in with them. However, the
compatibility of the second internship (i.e., theldbe status internship in the low ability
condition, the high status internship in the higiity condition) varied across conditions. In

the low compatibility condition, being an internthre organization was presented as being
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incompatible with being a Cardiff university studlearticipants read that the other interns
all came from other universities and that the stadiund it sometimes difficult to fit in with
them. In the high compatibility condition, being iatern within organization was presented
as compatible with being a Cardiff university stdéarticipants read that the other interns
all came from other universities; but that the studelt they were one large group of interns
who got along well with each other. After readihg blogs, participants completed the
manipulation check questions and the dependenturesas
Measures

To check the manipulation afdividual ability, participants were asked to rate their
information-processing skills, based on the tagly tthid, using a 7-point scale (1geod 7 =
excellent. The vacancgtatusmanipulation was checked by asking participantate the
status of each of the two vacancies that they abadt (1 =very low 7 =very high. The
compatibilitymanipulation was checked by asking participantate how well a typical
Cardiff University student would fit in socially the first (i.e., GPI in the low ability
condition, IPI in the high ability condition) andcnd internships (i.e., IP1 in the low ability
condition, PPI in the high ability condition), ugia 7-point scale (1 rot at alt 7 =very
well).

Participants were then asked about thedividual mobility attitudesegarding the
two internships that were presented to them. Indheability condition, participants
responded to questions regarding the lower (GRi)naiddle status internship (IP1), whereas
in the high ability condition participants respodde questions regarding the middle (IP1)
and high status internship (PPI). The same iteme wged in both conditions, using the same
5-item scale as in Studies 1 and 2, but with thoBtech of two items (‘| am very motivated to
apply to this internship,” and ‘I want to do thrgernship because it would be good for my

career prospects’). All items were standardizefdto a reliable scalex§ > .91). To measure
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individual mobility intentionsparticipants in the low ability condition werekad to apply
for the lower status (GPI; coded as 0) or the neiddihtus (IPI; coded as 1) internship
position, whereas participants in the high abitioyndition were asked to either apply for the
middle (IPI; coded as 0) or the higher status imgkip position (PPI; coded as 1).
Results
Analytic strategy

Because not all levels of the design were fullyssea (see Figure 2.1), analyses were
conducted within ability level (low vs. high). Thiat scores on all dependent measures
within each level of ability were subjected to atway analysis of variance, with vacancy
status (low and middle in the low ability conditjaniddle and high in the high ability
condition) as a within-subjects factor and comphiyl(low vs. high) as a between-subjects
factor. Significant two-way interactions were falled up with simple effects analyses.
Manipulation checks

Participants in the low individual ability conditioeported having lower information
processing skillsMl = 3.53,SD=1.30, 95% CI[3.19, 3.87]) than did participaims$he high
ability condition M = 4.57,SD= .87, 95% Cl[4.22, 4.93]F(1,79) = 17.99p < .001,np> =
19, 90% CI[.07, .31]. Neither the main effect ofpatibility nor the interaction effect was
significant,Fs(1,79) < 1.0ps > .30.

Within the low ability condition participants ratéae low status vacancil(= 4.93,
SD= .88, 95% CI[4.66, 5.21Bs having a lower status than the middle statusn@cM =
6.12,SD= .70, 95% CI[5.90, 6.33]F(1,41) = 133.93p < .001,n,2 = .77, 90% CI[.65, .82].
Within the high ability condition participants rdtéhe middle status vacandyl € 5.50,SD=
.78, 95% CI[5.24, 5.74]) as having lower statusittiee high status vacandyl= 6.47,SD =

.77, 95% CI[6.30, 6.74]F(1,38) = 72.20p < .001n,2 = .66, 90% CI[.49, .74]. There were
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no significant effects of compatibility or interaar effects within both ability conditiongs
<1.5ps>.25.

Within the low ability condition there was an eff@f compatibility on ratings of the
middle status vacanci(1,41) = 70.80p < .001,n,? = .63, 90% CI[.47, .72]. As expected,
participants in the incompatible condition thoutjtdt a typical Cardiff University student
would fit in less well socially in the middle statuacancyNl = 3.00,SD= 1.45, 95%
Cl[2.50, 3.50]), compared to participants in thenpatible conditionl = 6.00,SD= .78,
95% CI[5.49, 6.52]). Within the high ability conidit there was also an effect of
compatibility on ratings of the high status vacarfl,38) = 434.18p < .001,n,% = .92,
90% CI[.87, .94]. As expected, participants inithmompatible condition thought that a
typical Cardiff University student would fit in lsesvell socially in the high status vacand¥ (
=1.89,SD=.74, 95% CI[1.60, 2.19]), compared to particigan the compatible condition
(M =6.16,SD= .50, 95% CI[5.86, 6.45]).

Individual mobility attitudes

Within the low ability condition there was a maiffieet of internship status;(1,41) =
4.48,p = .040mp? = .10, 90% CI[.05, .17]. Students had more negatiwbility attitudes
towards the lower status positiavl € -.23,SD= .92, 95% CI[-.51, .06]), compared to the
middle status positiorM = .03,SD= .78, 95% CI[-.21, .27]). This was not qualifieg
compatibility,F(1,41) = .02p = .881 and there was no main effect of compatyhik(1,41)
= .67,p = .417. Within the high ability condition there svalso a main effect of internship
statusF(1,38) = 4.42p = .042np? = .10, 90% CI[.05, .18]. Students had more positiv
attitudes towards the middle status internsMp=(.25,SD= .64, 95% CI[.04, .45]),
compared to the higher status internsiMp=-.03,SD = .86, 95% CI[-.30, .25]). There was
no main effect of compatibility7(1,38) = .05p = .825. The effect of internship status was

qualified by compatibilityF(1,38) = 4.83p = .034np? = .11, 90% CI[.06, .19]. Simple
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effects showed (see Figure 2.2 for a graphicalkesgntation of the effects) that when
compatibility with each position was high, studemntse as favourable towards the middle
status M = .13,SD= .76, 95% CI[-.24, .49]) as towards the highusatosition 1 = .14,SD
= .88, 95% CI[-.29, .56]}F(1,38) = .00p = .948. However, when compatibility with the
higher status position was low (but compatibilitghwthe middle status position was high),
students were more favourable towards the middkeistvacancyM = .35,SD= .50, 95%
CI[.12, .58]), than the high status vacan®y= -.18,SD= .84, 95% CI[-.56, .20]%(1,38) =

9.73,p = .003n,2 = .20, 90% CI[.11, .33].

Low ability High ability
04 0.4
02 0.2
- -
.- 0 Low
0 . - compatibility
’f
0.2 02 === High
compatibility
04 0.4
Low status Middle status Middle status High status
vacancy vacancy vacancy Vacancy
Figure 2.2.

Study 3: Simple effects for individual mobilityitaties per ability condition.
Individual mobility choices

In the low ability condition, 40% of the particigarchose to apply for the lower
status internship, while the remaining 60% chosapialy for the middle status internship.
Compatibility did not significantly influence theshoices, B = .51,SE= .63),Wald1) =
.66,p = .418,0dds ratio= 1.67, 95% CI[.48, 5.74]. Within the high abilitpndition, 55%
chose to apply for the middle status internshipenine remaining 45% chose to apply for
the higher status internship. Compatibility hadgaisicant impact on these frequencieB,X
-.92,SE= .48),Wald1) = 4.61,p = .032,0dds ratio= 4.29, 95% CI[1.14, 16.18]. When

compatibility with both internships was high, peanpiants selected the middle status position
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less often than the high status position (37% 8%o,6espectively). However, the reverse
was the case in the low compatibility condition: &dlrcompatibility with the higher status
internship was low (but compatibility with the middstatus position was high), participants
were more likely to choose the middle status irgleim than the high status internship (71%
vS. 29%, respectively).
Discussion

The findings show that the effect of compatibiliijfers between low ability and high
ability participants. Compatibility did not affettte decisions of low ability students with
regard to their internship choice: On average these more likely to opt for the more
challenging internship, independent of its degreempatibility with their current identity.
However, compatibility did have an influence on theices made by the high ability
participants: On average they were more likelyttoase the less challenging internship
when the more challenging one was incompatible thi#ir current identity.

A possible limitation of this study is that the dgswas not fully factorial (see Figure
2.1), in the sense that levels of vacancy statdscampatibility were not fully crossed within
each ability level and therefore three-way intaoast between ability, status and
compatibility could not be calculated. Instead, tway interactions between status and
compatibility were calculated within each abiligvEl. This design was used because it
reflects reality constraints: In real life peopleose between positions that are in keeping
with their ability levels. For example, studentsddo decide between universities that
demand grades (or GPAS) that are close to thetbaethey are likely to achieve. Practical
constraints also played a role in shaping the degigking participants to read three

vacancies and internship reports might have ledftwmation overload.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of these studies show that individbditg, permeability and
compatibility are determinants of the individual lfidy of members of low status groups.
The permeability of group boundaries is a socraicstiral feature that has been theorized and
shown to be the primary determinant of whether membf low status groups pursue a
strategy of individual mobility (Ellemers et al988, 1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). In Study
1 of the present research we showed that permigabilnfluential in a different setting to
the one in which it has typically been investigatada situation in which members both of a
relatively low status group and relatively hightssagroup competed to gain access to a still
higher status group, the permeability of the lastg significantly affected attitudes and
intentions, such that they were less positive wiemmeability was low.

It is not only social structural characteristics biso attributes of individual group
members that shape the likelihood of pursuing dividual mobility strategy. In Studies 1
and 2 we also showed that high ability studentseweore likely to engage in individual
mobility than their less able counterparts, and thia effect of individual ability is
independent of the effect of permeability and cotibday. This finding runs counter to the
predictions of the five-stage model, which suggtsts the effect of permeability and ability
would be interactive: When group boundaries arenpjoev status group members should
only engage in individual mobility when they hahe &bility to do so. However, in line with
previous findings (Boen & Vanbeselaere, 1998, 2@001, 2002; Wright et al., 1990), we
found that individual ability had an independerieef on mobility strategies.

Although individual mobility may seem an attractsteategy when the social
structure permits it, there are a number of medmasithat can render it less attractive (see
Ellemers & Van Laar, 2010). In Studies 2 and 3 hvanged that compatibility of identities is

one of those mechanisms. When there is incompétibiétween current identity and a
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potential higher status identity, low status grougmbers have less favourable attitudes
towards individual mobility, although it is wortloting that the effects of compatibility on
mobility choiceswere less apparent in Study 2. Interestingly,tud$ 3 we found that when
compatibility between current identity and a poi@ht higher status identity was low, it was
the high ability participants who were more likéby'play safe’ by selecting the less
challenging option.

These findings suggest that identity compatibiktyot an absolute property that
depends only on the reported degree of compatilofian high status target group with
previous members of the ingroup; rather, its infleeevaries as a function of social structural
factors. In Study 2 we found that group membeitituates were more favourable towards
positions that were compatible with their curret@ntity; however, identity incompatibility
was not an important enough consideration for tt@ohoose a low status position for which
they were over-qualified. However, when such atpmsiwas presented in Study 3 as a
middlestatus position, identity incompatibility did haae impact, presumably because a
middle status position in a 3-tier status hierarslag seen as ‘good enough’. Thus when the
high status position was incompatible, a compatihi@édle status position was the preferred
option, despite the fact that the high status msivas within reach in terms of ability. In
keeping with Reicher’s (1996) recommendations therefore important to consider the
dynamic and context-specific aspects of each imegsituation, rather than expecting a
factor like identity compatibility to have the samiects regardless of contextual factors.

Our results suggest that incompatibility of idaasitcan be a barrier to individual
mobility in a context where the higher status posits prestigious and where alternative
options are seen as ‘good enough’. However, odirfgs also imply that when high status
institutions are accessible and compatible, lowustgroup members are likely to be willing

to invest the extra effort needed to engage inasoaobility and thereby realize their
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potential. Future research should examine in grekgil the way in which social context
moderates the impact of identity compatibility adividual mobility.

A limitation of the studies is the small sampleesiz Studies 1 and 3. Low sample
size can result in low statistical power, which methere is a reduced chance of detecting a
true effect. However, low power also reduces tkelihood that a statistically significant
result reflects a true effect (Button, loannidisgRvysz, Nosek, Flint, Robinson, & Munafo,
2013). Study 1, while using a different paradigaplicates the findings of multiple other
studies (i.e., Boen & Vanbeselaere, 1998, 20001 2P002; Wright et al., 1990) looking at
the effect of permeability and ability on individumaobility. Thus, the similar pattern of
results in previous studies supports our findimgsStudy 3, we found a large effect for our
main finding, that is, when compatibility betweamnrent identity and a potentially higher
status identity was low, high ability participamteo were more likely to ‘play safe’ by
selecting the less challenging opti@~.003 % = .20, 90% CI[.11, .33]). However, in
small studies effect sizes are more susceptibbedoestimation (Button et al., 2013).
Nevertheless, given the size of our effect we aambre confident that there is an actual
effect — although the true effect might be sligtsitgaller, given the small sample size.

Together, our findings suggest that individual mtyhis not simply a reflection of
merit. Characteristics of the social structure, patibility of identities and characteristics of
the individual group member all influence the likelod and attractiveness of individual
mobility as a strategy for advancement. Furthermitie effects of identity compatibility on
individual mobility suggest that this strategy & as ‘individual’ as it may at first appear. In
contrast with the view that individuals can actapdndently to optimize their personal well-
being and outcomes, the current findings showithaimportant to take into account

people’s group-based identity (see also Ellemex&& Laar, 2010). The greater the
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incompatibility between identities, the more thabple’s group-based identity is at stake,
and the less likely people are to engage in indizddnobility.

In addition, the current research suggests thaintportant to examine relative
mobility. Relative mobility compares the chancesvad individuals from different social
groups being found in one destination rather theotheer. By contrast, absolute mobility only
considers the movement between social group oaigthdestination (Breen, 2004). Even
where it appears that members of low status graupsipwardly mobile in an absolute sense,
they may often fail to achieve the same mobilitytesr higher status counterparts. For
example, the evidence concerning women'’s represemta senior political positions shows
that while progress in women'’s political particiipat continues to be largely positive across
the world, glass ceilings remain firmly in place feomen at the highest levels (UN Women,
2014). Similarly, people from lower social clas€kgrounds, as well as being generally
under-represented in UK higher education (Blacki&darman, 1993; Blanden & Machin,
2004), are known to be especially poorly represkimehe most prestigious universities
(Boliver, 2011; Zimdars, Sullivan, & Heath, 2008)study of the origins of these disparities
in higher education found that the unfairness afgpt@aarise largely from barriers to
applyingto prestigious universities (Boliver, 2013). Extragdolg from the present findings,
compatibility of identities is likely to be one tife barriers involved. This helps to explain
why highly able members of low status groups o&eoid the most challenging (but

potentially most rewarding) forms of social molyilit
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Chapter 3
Explaining Adjustment in Higher Education among Low SES Students:

The Role of Social Identity Factors

Participating in higher education is an importaawo improve one’s economic
position in society. Research evidence suggestattending university is related to several
positive outcomes, such as better employment potsp@ed better health outcomes
(Easterbrook, Kuppens, & Manstead, 2015; Putnai®Q28iegrist & Marmot, 2006).
Increasing the number of students from disadvadtdgekgrounds in higher education is
therefore an important way to enhance social mghaind improve wellbeing. Students from
disadvantaged backgrounds are still underrepresémigniversity (OECD, 2010) and
governmental policies have therefore focused oreasing widening participation (e.g.,
Greenbank, 2006). However, once disadvantagedrgitiave entered university, the
process of individual mobility is not finished. Magsearch has defined mobility as an issue
of access. Although this is important, one issu@ wiich an approach is that it tends to imply
that entry into a group or institution constitutkee endpoint of a person’s mobility trajectory.
While many individuals from disadvantaged backgadsido secure admission to prestigious
universities, this does not mean they necessarfiieae the same levels of success as those
from more privileged backgrounds. Research suggeststudents from lower SES
backgrounds leave university with lower grades (B, Allen, Casillas, Peterson, & Le,
2006) and are less likely to complete their degf@eslampalam, Naylor, & Smith, 2005;
Engstrom & Tinto, 2008), and — perhaps as a resthiey have lower occupational success
(Hussain, McNally, & Telhaj, 2008). Research intzapational mobility demonstrates that
even when the upwardly mobile are successful iararg elite occupations (e.g., doctors,
lawyers, scientists and IT professionals) afteniga a university degree, they have lower

incomes than their advantaged counterparts, evem whntrolling for important variables
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such as schooling, education, location, age, @lltapital (i.e., specific knowledge) and
social capital (i.e., social networks; Friedmanyiison & Miles, 2015).

Climbing the social ladder also entails becoming pha higher status group.
Integration into the new group can be achievedamous ways and the upwardly mobile
might not aim for or want a central position in tiew group (Ellemers & Jetten, 2013). One
could argue that the upwardly mobile are especi&igly to be perceived as marginal group
members because they are more likely to match skefvi@ing group characteristics but not
others (e.g., upwardly mobile individuals from I&ES backgrounds might have a university
degree, but lack the social networks of their namreantaged counterparts). Indeed, research
into social adjustment at university suggests shadents from low SES backgrounds are less
integrated than their more advantaged counterpantseta-analysis by Rubin (2012) showed
that students from lower socioeconomic backgrowamnddess likely to participate in formal
and informal social activities and feel less sevfdaelonging within their institution. In
addition, qualitative studies conducted in the UBdicate that social class has an impact on
levels of integration and the extent to which shiddeel that they ‘fit in’ (Aries & Seider,
2005, 2007). Social adjustment is important in bBrgbducation as it is related to students’
academic development, outcomes and retention (feviaw, see Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005). A recent report by the Higher Education Amag in the UK indicated that a sense of
belonging, an important indicator of social adjusiit is key to retention rates in higher
education (Thomas, 2012). Ostrove and Long (2000md that sense of belonging at college
mediated the relation between social class andeaci@chdjustment.

The role of social identity factors in universitgjastment

To date, little research has been conducted oartterlying processes, explaining

how socio-economic status influences social andexo& integration in higher education

(e.g., Langhout, Drake & Rosselli, 2009; Jettery |y sivrikos & Young, 2008). Some
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studies have focused on practical constraints andd that working-class students have
fewer financial resources available and have mam\and/or childcare commitments,
which reduces their opportunity for social integrat(Rubin & Wright, 2015). The current
research focuses on the role of identity factorzokding to social identity theory, members
of low status groups strive to achieve positiveaadentities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). One
strategy to achieve this is by moving into a higstetus group (i.e., individual mobility).
Education can be seen as an important upward myotulite because it provides students
from disadvantaged backgrounds with a means ofampg their individual position in
society. By climbing the social ladder the upwanaligbile join new groups (i.e., university
students) and leave their old groups behind faejly and friends from the community back
home). The ease with which the upwardly mobile @keheir new identity can be hindered
by a number of factors (Ethier & Deaux, 1994).

First, low SES students may become very awareedf focial background when
attending university, which then hinders them fradopting the new identity. According to
social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and selftegorisation theory (Turner, 1982; Turner,
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), the extenvhich a particular identity becomes
salient is based on the contrast between a stadsit:definition and the current context.
People with a minority status in the group (e@w BES students at university) are more
likely to be aware of that characteristic thantamse with majority status (McGuire,
McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 1978). This suggeststtfaa low SES students entering
university their social background would be sali@specially when entering prestigious
universities where students typically come fromadeaged backgrounds. The mere salience
of negative stereotypes can lead members of stigeshfjroups to experience anxieties,
leading them to underperform (as a result of stgpeothreat; Steele & Aronson, 1995). The

application of negative group-based expectatioriedself makes it less likely that members
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of disadvantaged groups will display the competaresded to take advantage of individual
mobility opportunities (Ellemers & Van Laar, 2010).

Furthermore, the ease at which the new identigdpted is likely to depend on the
contrast between a student's background and thentwontext (Ethier & Deaux, 1994). If
these two contexts are markedly different, theesak of the old identity should be greater
than if there were little or no change. Advantagealents come from an environment where
university attendance is common among their famigmbers and peers and is also expected
of them. By contrast, for disadvantaged studenénding university is more likely to entail a
change in in lifestyle and social networks (Reayzi&r, & Clayton, 2010). By this
reasoning, disadvantaged students should be maneeaktheir social background at
university than advantaged students whose prevdaakground more closely resembles their
current context.

Indeed, research on identity compatibility suppthis view. A longitudinal study by
Jetten et al. (2008) showed that lower SES studeerts less likely to perceive their social
background as being compatible with their new idgiof being a university student and
were therefore less likely to identify with univigysstudents as a group. This finding was
replicated in another study (lyer et al., 2009) rehewas also found that identification with
a new group (in this case university students)regp buffer individuals from the negative
well-being consequences of change. That is, wheméhwv identity is perceived to be
incompatible with the existing identity networkethetwork stands in the way of identifying
with, and thus adopting, the new group. As a reswdtl-being was negatively affected
because the new identity was resisted in favotin@bld one and a new sense of belonging
could not be established. Therefore, we expectthigaperceived compatibility between
social identities is likely to influence how studefrom different backgrounds adapt to

university, both socially and academically.
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Successfully adopting a new identity when the exinthanges is likely to have
positive influences. Stephens, Brannon, MarkusNgldon (2015) argue that in order for
students to be successful at university they neelgvelop school-relevant selves — the sense
that the pursuit of a university degree is certsalho they are. When students experience
this strong connection between their selves and whaeans to be a university student, they
will gain a sense that they fit into the acadenmei®nment and will be empowered to do
what it takes to succeed there. However, the dpwabmt of school relevant selves is not a
natural consequence of attending university. Ragarool-relevant selves are a product of
students’ ongoing experiences within particulaisatiltural contexts. Students will have a
greater chance of performing to their potential wtieey have the sense that people like them
— with backgrounds similar to their own — canffitand succeed in the academic
environment.

Low SES students have limited exposure to universiuicated role models. The lack
of role models can convey to these students thailpélike them’ are not university material
and that they may not have what it takes to extcehaversity, resulting in a lack of perceived
fit. The experience of fit is important becauss ithought to produce a sense of
psychological safety and comfort and as a resudtesits show an increased ability to adjust
to the environment (Stephens et al., 2015). Ircthreent study, we will therefore measure the
relationship between perceived fit — as measureghibyersity identification and belonging —
and university adjustment.

The present research

Four studies were conducted to examine the praxfaéasividual mobility within
higher education (see Figure 3.1 for the proposedef). More specifically, we examined the
relationship between SES and social and academeigration. We expected that students

from higher SES background would perceive theiraddimckground and attending
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university as compatible with each other. Therefarpositive relationship between SES and
compatibility of identities was predicted. Furthems, we expected that identity
compatibility would be positively related to psydbaical fit — which is measured by levels
of identification with university students and go& sense of belonging at university. We
also expected that psychological fit would be pesiy related to academic adjustment,

which in turn would lead to better academic perfance.

Identification| | Belonging

Well-being
ses |Lh Identity Psychologice
compatibility fit Academic | + | Academic
adjustment| | performance
Figure 3.1.

The proposed theoretical model.
Study 1A

We first conducted a cross-sectional study wittydar students from a relatively high status
university within the UK into expectations of sda@ad academic adjustment at university.
Method
Participants and Procedure

One hundred and eighty-thre# ylear Psychology students at Cardiff University, UK
participated in the study as part of a researchi@esluring their induction week, during the
week before the start of their degree programmetéaaber). The study was presented as a
study of students’ expectations of university ld@d students participated voluntarily.
Academic performance data was collected at theoéti first year. The marks were obtained
from the university authorities and were linked ttee students’ unique codes by an
administrator who was the only person who had actes list of the students’ names and
codes. In this way the marks could be matcheddqjtiestionnaire data without compromising

the participants’ anonymity. For 8 participantsagademic performance data were available
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and these students were excluded from further aeslyThe final sample consisted of 175
students (91% femal®)age 18.53,SD= 1.12).
Measures

Social classs a multifaceted construct that contains botlectbye features of
material wealth and access to resources (i.e.ma¢ceducation) as well as conceptions of
socioeconomic status rank compared to others iietyosubjective SES; Piff, Kraus, C6té,
Cheng, & Keltner, 2010). Therefore, as a measusaafl classobjective and subjective
measures were combined (3 items; .69). We used a standardised measure from the
European Social Survey (2012) to measure paredtisation. Students were asked to
indicate the highest level of education that bbo#irtfather and mother had achieved on a 7-
point response scale ranging from ‘no qualificagido ‘PhD’. Furthermore, students had to
indicate their own social class on a 7-point s¢ale lower working class; 7 = upper class).

To measur@dentity compatibilitybetween social background and attending university,
participants were asked to think about whether thegision to attend university was consistent
with a) their wider social background and b) tfamily backgroundsr(= .43). Participants
could choose from seven sets of circles, rangiognfl) no overlap to (7) complete overlap,
to provide their answer (based on Jetten et ab8R0

Social identificatiorwas measured using three items (e.g., ‘| expadetatify strongly
with other university studentsy = .83) to which participants responded on a 74{pscale (1
= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

Belongingat university was measured with four items (elghink | will generally feel
that people accept me at universitys .80) to which participants responded on a 74{x=xale
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). Thiégsms were adapted from the Sense of

Belonging — Psychological State, Home and ColleggdeS(Hagerty & Patusky, 1995).
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To measur@academic adjustmeine item was used (i.e., ‘How well do you thinkiyo
will adjust academically to your university?’) tohigh participants responded on a 5-point
scale (1 = not well at all; 5 = very well). This svadapted from the Adjustment to College
Index (Apsinwall & Taylor, 1992).

Five dimensions were used to operationaksd-being each measured with one
item. The dimensions wepmsitive affecti.e., ‘Thinking about myself and how | normally
feel, in general, | mostly experience positive ifegg’), negative affecti.e., ‘Thinking about
myself and how | normally feel, in general, | mgstkperience negative feelings’) alife
satisfaction(i.e., ‘Overall, | feel that | am satisfied withyrtife’), all of which were measured
on a 10-point scale (1 = disagree strongly; 10re@gtrongly). Furthermore, we measured
depressior(i.e., ‘On a scale of one to ten, how depressaddvgou say you are in general’,
anchors: 1 = not at all depressed; 10 = extremeyabsed) ananxiety(‘On a scale of one
to ten, how anxious would you say you are in gdhenachors: 1 = not at all anxious; 10 =
extremely anxious).

Academic performanogas measured by using the students’ overall maitkea¢nd of
their first year of study (measured in percentagmfO to 100%).

Results
Means, standard deviations and correlations fanalliiel variables are reported in Table 3.1.
Path Model

Because our sample size was not sufficient to cocisa full latent variable model,
we constructed observed variables (averaged aaliagsms) for the unidimensional
constructs. Given the strong association found éetwanticipated identification and
anticipated belonging, we modelled these obseregidbies as indicators of a latent

psychological fit factor, reflecting our theoretiG@mework.
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Table 3.1

Means, standard deviations and zero-order correlasi of variables in Study 1A (N = 175).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. SES 3.91 1.29 -
2. ldentity compatibility 485 1.29 .49+ -
3. Anticipated identificatioh 509 1.20 .15t .25* -
4. Anticipated belongirg 468 1.27 .20+ .21 .65 -
5. Anticipated academic adjustment 3.62 .83 -09 -.03 .09 .18* -
6. Positive affect 6.36 2.00 .13t .17 .48  49%* | 19* -
7. Negative affe€t 3.87 211 -11 11 -49+ - 55 6% L 745k
8. Life satisfactioh 7.15 2.03 .13t .15 42+ A8%* 18* .67** -.60**
9. Depressidn 3.55 2.08 -.08 -09 -43+ -51** -11 -64*** | 7H¥*_ GgF* -
10.Anxiety 6.14 2.27 -23* -18 -25* -40%* -06 -41*%* | 52%kk_7kkk AQEkx
11. Grade$ 64.50 5.40 .01 .00 .03 -.09 .151.05 .03 -.05 -.01 .04

Note.2measured on a 7-point scaleneasured on a 5-point scaleneasured on a 10-point scdl percentages (0 — 100%).
tp<.10.*p <.05. *p <.01. ** p <.001.
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Well-being was constructed as a latent factor Wt dimensions, namely life
satisfaction (LS), positive affect (PA), negativéeat (NA), depression (Dep) and anxiety
(Anx), with the latter three measures loading nieght. The coefficients for the indicators of
the latent factors psychological fit and well-bearg reported in Appendix 3.2. The model
(see Figure 3.2) specified socio-economic backgtd&ES) of students as an exogenous
predictor of identity compatibility, which then mlieted anticipated psychological fit and
anticipated academic adjustment. In turn, psychoédit predicted well-being, and
academic adjustment predicted academic perform&ucthermore, we followed the
modification indices by adding a covariance betwienPositive Affect (PA) and Life
Satisfaction (LS) observed variables. This models#d good fit indices according to
Kline’s (2005) criteriay?(42) = 55.77p = .076, comparative fit index (CFI)= .980, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .043.

As expected, SES positively predicted identity catiiplity, such that students with
an advantaged background were more likely to peedieir background as compatible with
being a university student € .48,SE = .07,p <.001). In turn, identity compatibility was
positively related to the latent factor psycholagjifit (as measured by anticipated social
identification and belongingp, = .26,SE = .06,p = .002, such that students perceiving a
high level of identity compatibility were more lilyeto expect to fit into university. In turn,
psychological fit was positively related to wellibg (3 = .72,SE = .17,p < .001). Identity
compatibility was not related to anticipated acadesjustment howevef (= -.03,SE =
.05,p=.741). Finally, anticipated academic adjustnveas positively related to academic

year performanced(= .15,SE= .49,p = .051).

Discussion
As expected, students from higher SES backgrourmds more likely to perceive

their background as compatible with being a uniyestudent. The greater the compatibility

57



Anticipated | | Anticipated
identification| | belonging | | PA||NA || LS ||Dep||Anx

26** Anticipated

Well-being

psychological fit

-48***‘ Identity

SES " |Compatibilityf —
+J Anticipated 15t End of year
-.01 academic > rades
adjustment °
Figure 3.2.

Path model (Study 1A) showing the substantive paittnsstandardised estimates (N = 175).
Solid lines are (marginally) significant and dasHets are not significantt p <.10. *p <
.05. * p <.01. ** p <.001.

between old identity and university identity, thena students anticipated adjusting socially
to university, which in turn was positively relatedwell-being. However, no effect of
identity compatibility was found on anticipated demic adjustment and therefore identity
compatibility did not have aimdirect effect on student grades. In Study 1B we examihed
effect of SES and identity compatibility on act(¢@ther than anticipated) social and
academic adjustment.
Study 1B

In this study university adjustment was measuredndtudents were 5 months into
their ' year. Furthermore, the sample consistec®ofelar students from a variety of courses,
not only Psychology students, which also resulted inore balanced sample in terms of
gender.
Method
Participants and Procedure

One hundred and forty-oné' §ear students at Cardiff University completed aline
study on integration into university life and wergered into a prize draw as a reward for their

participation. The study was advertised on the Brsivy’s electronic Noticeboard. Mature
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students (N = 18) were excluded from the sampleals® any integration issues they
experience are likely to be different from thos@enenced by low SES students (Rubin &
Wright, 2015). The final sample consisted of 123y@&ar students (62% femalelage 19.39,
SD=1.33).
Measures

The same items as those used in Study 1A weretasedasursocial clasq3 items;
a = .64),perceived compatibility of identitig? items;r = .41),identificationwith university
studentg3 items;o = .90),belonging at university items;a = .76), andacademic adjustment
(1 item). Measures of well-being were not taken anddemic performance data were not
available for these participants.
Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations fanallilel variables are reported in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelatiohsariables in Study 1B (N = 123).
M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. SES 4.01 1.20 -
2. Identity compatibility 4.94 1.34 D1 re* -
3. ldentification 4.99 1.40 A1 26%* -
4. Belonging 5.35 1.15 14 A7 50*** -
5. Academic adjustment 3.50 .99 14 .18* 12 21* -

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. ** p < .001.
Path Model

Because our sample size was not sufficient to coctsa full latent variable model,
we constructed a path model using observed vaddbieraged across all items). As in
Study 1, we modelled identification and belongisgradicators of a latent psychological fit
factor. Both indicators significantly predicted tlagent factor (identificationy = .79,p <
.001; belongingp = .68,p = .017). The model (see Figure 3.3) specifiedseconomic

background (SES) of students as an exogenous fediadentity compatibility, which then
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predicted psychological fit and academic adjustiiené model fitted the data weff(4) =
5.48,p = .241, CFl = .983, RMSEA = .043.

As expected, SES positively predicted identity catiiplity, such that students with
an advantaged background were more likely to peedbieir background and being a
university student as compatiblg£ .50,SE = .09,p < .001). In turn, identity compatibly
was positively related to psychological fit£ .23,SE = .09,p = .028), such that students
perceiving a high level of identity compatibilityene more likely to feel that they belong at
university and to identify with university studenksirthermore, identity compatibility was

positively related to academic adjustmeht(.17,SE = .06,p = .047).

Identification| | Belonging

Psychologics

NN Rl fit

Identity
| Compatibility

SES

Academic
adjustment

Figure 3.3.
Path model (Study 1B) showing the substantive paittnsstandardised estimates (N = 123).
*p <.05.**p<.001.

Discussion

Study 1B provides further evidence that identitynpatibility has a significant
relation with social adjustment at university. Sints who perceived their social background
as compatible with being a university student waaoge likely to feel they fit into university.
Furthermore, we also found that identity compatippredicted academic adjustment (unlike
Study 1A where no significant associations vathicipatedacademic adjustment were

found). That is, students with compatible idensitreere more likely to find they adjusted
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well to university academically. In Study 2, wether examine the impact of identity
compatibility on academic adjustment.
Study 2

Study 2 improved upon Studies 1A and 1B in a nurob&rays. First, Study 2
examined the predicted associations longitudinatlytook measures of the key constructs
one week before students started university anih agaen they were 6 months into theft 1
year. Furthermore, we used more detailed meastisex@l identification and academic
adjustment and we also measured academic perfoenaanitsocial detachment, an indicator
of well-being.
Method
Participants and Procedure

Two cohorts of 1 year Psychology students at Cardiff Universitytiograted in the
study as part of a research session during theuriction week, during the week before the start
of their degree programme (September, T1; N = 4D2¢. study was presented as a study of
students’ expectations of university life. Afteritg at university for 6 months al'lyear
Psychology students received a follow-up emailtingithem to participate in an online study
about their experiences at university (March, T2; RR0, a response rate of 55%).
Students participated in the first wave on a va@uiyt basis and in the second wave in exchange
for course credits. In order to match the questmas all students received a unique code at
wave 1, which they then reported at the beginnihthe questionnaires completed at each
wave. The study was run in two consecutive acadgedcs and the data from these years were
combined to form one large dataset. Mature stud@hts5) were excluded from the sample.

The final sample consisted of 215 first year stusléd?2% femaleMage 18.27,SD = .56).

61



Measures

Time 1 measure3he same items were used to measo@al clasq3 items;a = .66)
as in Studies 1A and 1Blentity compatibilitywas measured using two itenns=(.61),
which were slightly modified from the previous seslin order to improve the clarity and
specificity of the items. The items now read ‘Thatkout whether your decision to become a
university student is consistent with your gené&ualily and social background’ and ‘Now
think more specifically about whether your decisiotbecome a university student is
consistent with your immediate family backgroundy(eyour parents’ education and
occupation)’. In line with Studies 1A &1B, partie@pts could choose from seven sets of
circles, ranging from (1) no overlap to (7) comeleterlap, to provide their answer.

Time 2 measure$he same items were used to meabetenging(4 items;a = .83) as
in Studies 1A and 1BSocial identificatioras a Cardiff University student was measured with
a 14-item scale (Leach et al., 2008), consistingyvof subscales measuring self-investment (
= .88) and self-definitiono(= .84). This was an improvement on Studies 1AEBdvhere the
three-item measure of identification consisted nyainf self-investment items. The
measurement aicademic adjustmeimtcluded the same item as in the previous studlies (
‘How well do you think you adjust academically towy university?’ measured on a 5-point
scale), with three additional items (e.g., ‘I anmtiged with my level of academic
performance’) adapted from the Student Adaptatio@allege Questionnaire (SACQ; Baker
& Siryk, 1989), and which were measured on a 74sxale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). The four items were standardised to forgliable scaled = .73).Social detachment
was measured using two subscales of the Utrechiseebickness scale (Stroebe, van Vliet,
Hewstone, & Willis, 2002) by asking students ‘to atbextent they had experienced the

following in the past week’. The subscales includégustment difficulties (4 items; = .90;
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e.g., ‘Feeling lost in a new situation’) and loneks (3 itemsy = .81; e.g., ‘Feeling lonely’)
and the items were measured on a 5-point scalen(tt at all; 5 = very strong).

Time 3 measuréVe measuredcademic performandey using the students’ overall
mark at the end of their first year of study (meadun percentage from 0 to 100%).
Results
Means, standard deviations and correlations fanalliiel variables are reported in Table 3.3.
Measurement Model

We constructed a measurement model that consiétEzllatent factors and two
observed variables (see Figure 3.4). Because weretdined one of the two identity
compatibility items! this construct was included in the model as aeies! variable, as well
as academic performance which was measured usingla item. Similar to Studies 1A and
1B, we modelled identification (here using bothsadles: self-investment and self-
definition) and belonging as indicators of a secordker psychological fit factor.
Furthermore, social detachment was constructedsasand-order factor with two
dimensions, namely adjustment difficulties and lovess. This model showed good fit
indices,(%(409) = 571.13p < .001, CFI = .952, RMSEA = .047, with all indictdoading
significantly on their respective factods(> .56;p < .001; see Appendix 3.3).
Structural Model

The structural model specified socio-economic bemkigd (SES) of students as an
exogenous predictor of identity compatibility at, Tahich then predicted perceived
psychological fit in university at T2, which in tupredicted academic adjustment and social

detachment at T2. Academic adjustment was expéatecedict students’ end-of-year

! The changes made in the two identity compatibility items resulted in a higher correlation among the items (r
=.61 compared to r = .40 - .45 in Studies 1A and 1B). However, the correlation with the SES construct also
increased, which was mainly due to the second compatibility item (ritem1 = .45; ritem2 = .70). Furthermore, the
second compatibility item had similar relationships with the other model variables as the SES constructs. To
avoid problems arising from multicollinearity we dropped the second compatibility item in Study 2.
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Table 3.3

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order corietat of variables in Study 2 (N = 215).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. SES (T1) 3.95 1.18 -
2. ldentity compatibility (T1) 4.73 1.54 A5** -
3. Identification —
. 5.69 .76 -.09 .07 -
self-investment (T2)
4. Identification —
o 4.90 1.08 .02 .16* 56*** -
self-definition (T2)
5. Belonging (T2) 5.50 1.05 .09 22%* H5*x* A8** -
6. Academic adjustment (T2) -.02 -.02 2Tr* 19%* 35xr*
7. Social detachment — -
_ 2.10 .86 -.08 =17 - 3%k Phkrk SV AN 1tk
loneliness (T2)
8. Social detachment — 58***
_ o 2.11 .94 -.06 -.14* =33k 25k o0 Rkl BN 1C Sl
adjustment difficulties (T2)
9. Grades (T3) 64.51 5.37 .00 -.05 -.03 .04 .03- 32x* .05 -.02

Note 2 standardised scalep < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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grades (T3). In addition, we included direct pdtbsn SES and identity compatibility to
academic adjustment and social detachment. Thelrfitide the data welly?(411) = 584.109,
p <.001, CFl =.949, RMSEA = .048.

We first tested whether the structural model vasigghificantly between the two
academic cohorts. No differences at the model-lexge found. Furthermore, we tested
path-by-path differences by constraining one pathtane to be equal across groups and
used the chi square difference test to evaluatenthakel. None of the chi square difference
tests (comparing the constrained and unconstrammeztels) were significant, thereby
suggesting that constraining the parameters tabal &lid not significantly reduce the fit of
the model; thus none of the paths differed sigaiftty across the academic cohorts (i.e., the
model does not fit better when each cohort takesnique parameter estimates). We were
therefore confident that the two cohorts could tsalgined.

Next, we tested whether the parameter estimates wehe expected direction and
statistically significant. As expected, SES posityvpredicted identity compatibility at T1,
such that students with an advantaged backgroungl mere likely to perceive their
background as being compatible with being a uniwyestudent § = .45,SE = .07,p < .001).
In turn, identity compatibly was positively relatedpsychological fit at T23(= .29,SE =
.05,p <.001), such that students perceiving a highl leelentity compatibility were more
likely to feel that they belong at university anddentify as a Cardiff University student.
Finally, psychological fit positively predicted atsamic adjustment at T3 & .21,SE=.06,p
<.001) and negatively predicted social detachraeii? ¢ = -.36,SE=.08,p <.001), such
that students who did not fit well into universiteere more likely to report having difficulties
adjusting academically and to experience lonelinésglly, reported academic adjustment
positively predicted the grades students achievéaesend of their first yeap = .35,SE=

83,p < .001).
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Discussion

In line with Studies 1A and 1B, the results of $t@dshow that students from high
SES backgrounds were more likely to perceive thagial background as being compatible
with being a university student, which was assedatith a higher level of social
adjustment. Furthermore, the longitudinal desigowsdd that perceived compatibility at the
start of the academic year predicted social adjestrim the second semester. Thus students
who viewed entering university as being compataikh their social background were more
likely to adjust well to university life sociallyn contrast to the results of Study 1B (but in
line with those of Study 1A) no direct effect o&ttity compatibility was found oacademic
adjustment (see Table 3.3). Rather, identity coibjh&y predicted academic adjustment via
psychological fit. That is, students who felt thay had a good psychological fit with
university were also more likely to adjust acadeaityc which in turn resulted in higher
grades at the end of their first year. Furthermsigents who perceived that they had a good
psychological fit with university were less likely show signs of social detachment, an
indicator of well-being. In Study 3, we examine matosely the effects of psychological fit
on well-being. Furthermore, we explore the posiybthat a self-affirmation intervention
might attenuate the relationship between identiygatibility and psychological fit for
disadvantaged students and thereby enhance thearsity experience.

Study 3

The strong relationships found between SES anditge@ompatibility in the previous
studies indicate that lower SES students percenixetsity to be different from their social
background and may therefore experience the uniyensvironment as a threat to their
social identity. More specifically, low SES pupitsght feel that their old identity is not
valued in the new environment (i.e., value threathat they are not fully accepted into the

new group (i.e., acceptance threat; Branscombeniglls, Spears & Doosje, 1999), resulting
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in the experience of uncertainty about belongitrgss, and discomfort (Steele, 2010). The
value affirmation (VA) intervention, which involvestudents writing about their most
important values, has been shown to help studemts disadvantaged groups (e.g., ethnic
minorities, women in math and science subjects,JavdSES students) to cope with identity
threat (Steele, 1988). When individuals affirm theare personal values in a threatening
environment, they can re-establish a sense of parsutegrity and worth, which bolsters
them against challenges and reduces stress (saa&@h& Cohen, 2006, for a review). The
VA intervention has been applied to educationaleement gaps and has been shown to
reduce them. In our study we want to examine tfextsf on psychological fit at university.
Self-affirmation is thought to work not by removitige threat itself, but more as a coping
mechanism to deal with the threat. Cook, Purdieg¥iag, Garcia and Cohen (2012) argue
that VA is effective because it helps to reducethineatening potential of negative
experiences in school environments and therebgpi®academic belonging. Building on
this, we hypothesise that a VA intervention shdwtp disadvantaged students to deal with
the threat of identity incompatibility and therelbgrease their perception of fit within
university. We therefore expect a weakening ofréiationship between identity
compatibility and psychological fit for low SES dtnts in the self-affirmation condition, in
comparison to low SES students in the control doordi In addition to exploring the effects
of a VA on psychological fit in this study, we exiawam the effects of psychological fit on
well-being longitudinally.
Methods
Participants and Procedure

First year psychology students at Cardiff Univgrgiarticipated in the study as part of
a research session during their induction weeknduhe week before the start of their degree

programme (September, T1; N = 181). The study wesegmted as consisting of two parts: the
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part focusing on students’ expectations of univensie (the questionnaire) and the second
part focusing on ‘values and beliefs’ (the intetvwam). Participants first completed a
guestionnaire that included demographic questiassyell as various self-report scales (see
section Questionnaire Measures for more detailegnT participants were exposed to the
intervention, in which they either completed a Viercise or a control writing exercise (see
section Experimental Design for more details).

An additional measurement was taken when studeete wne month into their first
year (October, Tt N = 129, a response rate of 71%). At this stageadministered the same
guestionnaire and the same intervention as at fids Tn total each student completed either
two VA interventions or two control writing exereis of similar format and length.

After being at university for 5 months alf* year Psychology students received a
follow-up email inviting them to participate in amline study about their experiences at
university (February, T2; N = 174, a response 0&t@6%).

Students participated in the first wave on a vambasis and in the follow-up waves
in exchange for course credits. In order to makhghduestionnaires all students received a
unique code at wave 1, which were reported at thee of the questionnaire in subsequent
waves. This code was also used to ensure that ‘astlitlents were assigned to the same
condition that they had been assigned to at TluMattudents (N = 3) were excluded from

the sample. The sample descriptives are shownbieTa4.

Table 3.4.
Sample descriptives per wave (after listwise detti
Sample
Descriptives T1-T1 T1-T2
N 117 156
% female 91% 94%
Mage (SD) 18.65 (1.02) 18.90 (1.25)
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Questionnaire Measures

Time 1 measure3.he same items were used to measo@al clasq3 items;a = .74)
as in Studies 1A, 1B and Rlentity compatibilityr = .70) was measured with the same two
items as those used in Study 2.

Time I measuresThe same items were used to measo@al identification(3
items;a = .85) as in Studies 1A and 1Belongingwas measured using the same four items
as in the previous studies, although two additiaieahs were added, one positive (i.e., ‘| feel
that I'm making good friends at university’) andeonmegative (i.e., ‘Il am worried that my
background and experiences are so different frasetaround me in university’). This
resulted in two subscales, one with three positeras (i.e., acceptance,= .88) and one
with three negative items (i.e., rejection: .82). This was done because previous research
on the effect of value affirmation on achievemen¢thnic minorities has found that the
affirmation intervention did not boost achievembeat instead slowed its decline. As a result,
the downward trend that is common among ethnic riias in education (Eccles, Lord,
Midgley, 1991) was shown to be less steep amomgregtl minorities. To examine this, we
assessed whether disadvantaged students woulddseiegative belonging (rather than
more positive belonging) as a result of the valfienaation intervention.

Time 2 measure3.he same measureshlonging(a = .87) andsocial identification
(oo = .91) were taken as the ones used at Faur dimensions were used to operationalise
well-being.Positive and negative affect (PANA®re both measured using 10 itermsa(=
.870na = .86) assessing the extent to which participgatserally felt excited, enthusiastic,
ashamed, nervous, etc., about themselves anditegDiener, Larsen, Levine & Emmons,
1985). All items were measured on a 5-point schke Yery slightly or not at all; 5 = very
much).Life satisfactiorwas measured with 4 items € .90; e.g., ‘In most ways my life is

close to ideal’) on a 7-point scale (1 = strongkadree; 7 = strongly agree; Diener,
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Emmons, Larsen & Griffin, 1985%elf-esteerwas measured with 10 items#£ .91; e.g., ‘I
feel that | have a number of good qualities’), aleca 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7
= strongly agree; Rosenberg, 1965).

The Intervention

Participants were blocked by generational staiust feneration vs. continuing
generation student) and were then randomly assigneondition (affirmation vs. control). In
each experimental condition participants were priesewith 12 valuesathletic ability;
being good at art; learning and gaining knowledgeeativity; independence; career,
membership in a social group; music; politics; meaships with family and friends;
spiritual or religious valuesandsense of humouthe values and procedures were similar to
those developed and validated in past research (®ben, Garcia, Purdie-Vaughns, Apfel,
& Brzustoski, 2009; Creswell, Welch, Taylor, Shemn&ruenewald, & Mann, 2005;
Sherman, Bunyan, Creswell, & Jaremka, 2009).

In the value affirmation (VA) condition participanvere instructed to select two or
three values most important to them, and to desdnila few sentences why the selected
values were important to them. Participants incitvatrol condition were instructed to select
the two or three values least important to themtardkscribe why these values might be
important to someone else. In both conditions sttedeere told not to worry about spelling
or how well written their ‘essay’ was. To reinfortte manipulation participants were asked
to list the top two reasons why these values waportant to them (VA condition) or the top
two reasons why someone else might pick these sasi@nportant (control condition). To
encourage further reflection upon the values, gigdints were asked to indicate their
agreement with 4 items (e.g., ‘In general, | tryive up to these values’ in the VA condition

vs. ‘In general, some people try to live up to thealues’ in the control condition).
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Results
Means, standard deviations and correlations fanalliiel variables are reported in Table 3.5.
Structural equation modelling

Item parcelsThe relatively small sample size required theafsgem parcels’ rather
than individual items, so we followed the procedusatlined by Little, Cunningham, Shahar,
and Widaman (2002) to construct parcels (i.e.,ggregate-level indicator comprised of the
average of two or more items) for most of our stalée did not create item parcels for SES,
identity compatibility and social identification nables because of the small number of items
in these scales(3 items). For the remaining scales (i.e., beloggoositive affect, negative
affect, life satisfaction and self-esteem), wedwakd Little et al.’s recommendations for
unidimensional constructs. We applied an item-tostauct balance procedure to construct
three equally balanced item parcels for each stakhort, this procedure included
specifying a single-construct model for each saalduding all items that were associated
with the construct. Then the factor loadings weseduas a guide to form the parcels. In the
first selection, the three items with the highestdr loadings anchored the three parcels. In
the second selection, the three items with the higktest factor loadings were then added to
the anchors in an inverted order (i.e., the higleesting of the first selection was combined
with the lowest loading of the second selectiomwy. fubsequent selections, the lower loading
items were placed with more highly loaded parckisi¢ et al., 2002).

Measurement modalVe constructed a measurement model that consistaghd
first-order factors and one second-order factog (Sgure 3.5). This model showed adequate
fit indices according to Kline’s (2005) criterig2(186) = 278.63p < .001, CFI = .959,
RMSEA = .057, with all indictors loading significyon their respective factorfg > .63,

ps < .001; see Appendix 3.4).
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Table 3.5

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order corietat of variables in Study 3 (Ns range from 11156).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. SES (T1) 4.07 1.30 -
2. ldentity compatibility (T1) 444 170  .50***
3. Social Identification (T9) 519 1.07 .03 21* -
4. Belonging (T1) 5.34 95 .12 22% B4rrx -
5. Social identification (T2) 518 1.24 .02 5T 67*%**  B55*** -
6. Belonging (T2) 527 105 .06 21%% BA4xxk JJrak T IR*
7. Positive affect (T2) 3.16 .70 .06 .05 28* 14 A1 34 -
8. Negative affect (T2) 213 .71 .03 -.07 -.20* -24%% - 30%Fk- 41 - 14T -
9. Life satisfaction (T2) 500 115 .03 6% 368* 40** BRI B4rrk AQkkk L 3 rrk -
10.Self-esteem (T2) 2.85 52 .05 A5t .21 AQ*ABE* * Blrrk AQFR* - AT7rR BAxex

Note.For T1-TZI correlations, N = 117 ; for T1-T2 correlations=N56 ; for TI-T2 correlations, N = 122.
tp<.10.*p <.05. *p <.01. ** p <.001.
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Structural modelThe structural model specified socio-economic bemkigd (SES)
as an exogenous predictor of identity compatibaityl 1, which then predicted perceived
psychological fit in university at T2 (as measubgtsocial identification and belonging). In
turn, psychological fit predicted positive affecggative affect, life satisfaction and self-
esteem at T2. Furthermore, we allowed the four-veithg factors to covary with one
another. The model fitted the data adequajé(95) = 285.60p < .001, CFI = .960,
RMSEA = .055.

We then examined whether the parameter estimatesiwéhe expected directions
and statistically significant. As expected, SESitpady predicted identity compatibility,
such that students with an advantaged backgrounel mvere likely to perceive compatibility
between their background and being a universitgesit3 = .69,SE = .12,p <.001). In
turn, identity compatibility was positively relatéal psychological fitff = .20,SE = .08,p =
.028), such that student perceiving a high levetiehtity compatibility were more likely to
feel that they belong at university and to identifigh Cardiff University students. Finally,
psychological fit positively predicted each of tlell-being dimensions: positive affe¢t €
45,SE=.06,p <.001), negative affecp = -.42,SE= .06,p < .001), life satisfaction3(=
.66,SE=.09,p <.001) and self-esteerfi £ .53,SE=.05,p <.001).

Self-affirmation intervention

Analytic strategyThe three primary outcome measures were positiagimg (i.e.,
acceptance), negative belonging (i.e., rejectionl) $ocial identification. The data were
analysed with multiple regression models with idgrdompatibility at T1 (standardised
continuous variable), affirmation condition (0 =¢wl; 1 = VA intervention) and
generational status (0 = continuing generationesitg] 1 = first generation students) as

predictors. Apart from the main effects, we alsduded all two-way interaction terms
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between identity compatibility, affirmation conditi and generational status, as well as the
three-way interaction term.

Negative belonging=irst, we examined the short-term effects on negédtelonging
(at TT). The three-way interaction approached signifteat{114) = 1.57p =.119,8 = .30,
so we decided to follow this up with separate asedyfor continuing (CGS) and first
generation students (FGS). For the CGS the maattsfbf identity compatibility and
affirmation condition, and the two-way interactieffiects were not significanis(68) > 1.5,

Bs < .25. For the FGS, we found a significant mdi@ce of compatibility,t(46) = -3.19p =
.003,B = -.61, and a marginal main effect of affirmatmondition,t(46) = 1.82p = .076,3 =
.30. However, these effects were qualified by aificant interaction{(46) = 2.22p = .032,

B = .46. Next, we calculated the simple effectstfier FGS and CGS (as a comparison) which
are depicted in Figures 3.6 and 3.7. Simple effiectthe FGS showed that within the control
condition there was a significant effect of comipitity on negative belonging(46) = -3.19,

p =.003,8 = -.61. This implies that in the control conditigfGS with lower levels of

identity compatibility were more likely to feel egjted. However, within the self-affirmation
condition this effect had disappeardd6) = .02,p = .983,f = .01. This suggests that within
the affirmation condition, perceptions of incompdtiy in FSG students did not have a
negative impact on feelings of rejection anymore.

Next, we examined the long-term effects on negdislenging (at T2). To test our
hypothesis we examined the three-way interaction,tevhich was not significant(151) =
.37,p=.713,p = .06. In addition, no significant two-way intetians were foundis(151) >
1.3,Bs < .22. When examining the main effects, we foaistgnificant effect of compatibility
on negative belonging(151) = -2.26p = .025,f = -.22. As expected, students who reported
higher identity compatibility were less likely tedl rejected. Together, these findings suggest

that the value affirmation intervention had a stterin effect on the relationship between
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compatibility and negative belonging for FGS studehut this effects did not sustain in the
long-term.
? —

6 -
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I .
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Figure 3.6.
Simple slopes for FGS for short-term negative bgalon (i.e., rejection).

—e— Control

[ u ----- Sell-allirmmation

Low compatibility High compatibility

Figure 3.7.
Simple slopes for CGS for short-term negative lggtan(i.e., rejection).

Positive belongingNext, we examined the short- and long-term effeatpositive
belonging (at T1and T2). To test our hypothesis we examined treetlvay interaction for
both outcome measures, but neither effect wasfgignt, tshort-ter{114) = -.01p = .994 8 =

-.01; tiongter{151) = -.67p = .505,8 = -.11. These findings suggest that the valuena#iion
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intervention had no short- or long-term effect ba telationship between compatibility and
positive belonging for FGS students (or CGS stus)ent

Social identificationFinally, we examined the short- and long-term effem social
identification (at TZ and T2). To test our hypothesis we examined theetivay interaction
for both outcome measures, but neither effect wasfieant, tshort-ter{114) = -.21p = .835,

B = -.04;tiongter(151) = .30p = .765,4 = .05. These findings suggest that the value
affirmation intervention had no short- or long-teeffect on the relationship between
compatibility and social identification for FGS dants (or CGS students).
Discussion

In line with the previous studies, the results tfdy 3 show that students from high
SES backgrounds were more likely to perceive thaiial background as being compatible
with being a university student. Higher compattiilvas associated with a higher level of
psychological fit when students were 5 months th&r university degree. In turn, greater
psychological fit was positively associated withlivaeing, as measured using multiple
indicators.

The results of the value affirmation interventioare/inconclusive. We found some
evidence for our hypothesis that the VA exerciseld@attenuate the relationship between
identity compatibility and psychological fit forwonSES students, but these effects were only
found for negative belonging in the short-term.(icme month after the intervention). No
effects were found on positive belonging and sadiahtification.

Several factors might have weakened the impadteoiritervention. First, the sample
size per condition may have been too small to deteg effects, especially due to the
relatively low number of first generation studeriarthermore, Cohen, Purdie-Vaughs and
Garcia (2012) have argued that the success of Ahmiérvention depends on students

perceiving the writing exercise as a course assggnmroming from the instructor. The
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exercise has to be presented in class, so tharggidee it as an integral part of the course.
However, the current study was run in a researssi@e in the induction week in which
incoming students learned about research in tharttapnt and completed a number of
studies. In sum, although this was a useful fixpi@atory study into the potential positive
effect of self-affirmation on weakening the relatioetween identity incompatibility threat
and university fit, further studies are neededxdana@ne this hypothesis more thoroughly.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Higher education can be seen as an important upmakility route because it
provides students from disadvantaged backgrounttsanineans of improving their
individual position in society. Most research hafirted mobility as an issue atcess
implying that once the upwardly mobile have entdriggher education (or another high status
group), they have successfully climbed the soeiddier. However, research suggests that
students from disadvantaged backgrounds are lesessful in higher education — socially
and academically — than their more advantaged eopentts (Arulampalam et al., 2005;
Engstrom & Tinto, 2008; Robbins et al., 2006), Aasle lower occupational success
(Hussain et al., 2008). Even though these upwamndilgile students may be more successful
than their parents were, they still are more likelyrave a lower social standing than their
more advantaged counterparts who pursued the sigimer leducation path. The current
research showed that social identity factors plegievant role in explaining these
differences in outcomes.

In four studies we demonstrated that disadvantagetents — in the context of a high
status university — were less likely to regardratieg university as consistent with their
social background. As a result, disadvantaged stadeere less likely to feel that they fitted
into university. The longitudinal analyses in Segl?2 and 3 showed that identity

compatibility at the start of the academic yeadpmied psychological fit in the second
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semester. Thus individuals were more likely to také¢he new identity as a university
student and felt a greater degree of belonging whein social background was compatible
with the new context they were entering. Our figdimre consistent with those of previous
studies on identity compatibility (Jetten et aDP8, lyer et al., 2009), which were also
conducted in a UK university. The longitudinal fings of those studies showed a positive
relationship between identity compatibility and isbaentification as a university student
when students were two months into their degree fiddings add to that by showing that
this relationship still exists when students aradhths into their degree. Future studies could
examine how identity compatibility develops ovendi, when students get further into their
degree. A study on gender—STEM (science, technokgyineering, and mathematics)
compatibility suggests that identity compatibilisynot a stable construct that increases or
decreases over time, but rather that it fluctuet@ssponse to negative academic experiences
(Ahlgvist, London & Rosenthal, 2013).

Whereas lyer et al. (2009) and Jetten et al. (2688B) examined the effects of
identity compatibility on social identification, waggue that in the case of a change in group
membership it is relevant to examine not only thiéngness of the upwardly mobile to
adopt the new identity as a university student,dis the extent to which they aecepted
as a group member by members of the higher stabugpgWe argue that although belonging
and identification are separable psychological agpees, they are also mutually reinforcing.
In other words, the presence of one is likely taps) create, and afford the experience of the
other. In one direction, a sense of social belapgifeing accepted as a group member — is
likely to increase students’ motivation to adop tfew identity as a university student. In the
other direction, identification as a universitydgat is likely to increase the feeling that being

a university student is central to who they arec&this notion has been established they are
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more likely to feel a sense of belonging in uniitgrdHowever, more research is needed to
examine the ways in which these constructs inflaezach other.

Furthermore, we found in these studies that psychodl fit predicted levels of well-
being, academic adjustment and performance. Thediads are in line with those of lyer et
al. (2009), who found that when students adopted#w identity of university student this
had positive consequences for their well-being. {dwlings add to that by showing the
positive association between psychological fit anddemic adjustment and performance and
thereby increasing insight into why low status graeembers do not always achieve the
same outcomes as their higher SES counterparts.igrelevant in order to make efforts to
engage in individual mobility (such as lower SE&Isnts going to university) more
successful.

Our findings support the theorising of Stepheral.ef2015) who argue that in order
for students to be successful at university theadrte be able to develop school-relevant
selves (i.e., seeing being a university studeweasral to who they are), which is
characterized by feelings of being included andrese of empowerment. Future research
could examine the role of empowerment, which wasmeasured in the current studies.
Empowerment refers to a sense of entitlement,afficand control over their experience
(e.g., Gurin, Nagda, & Zuniga, 2013). Stepheng.€R@15) argue that with the sense of
ownership that comes with empowerment, studentsare likely to influence their situation
and seize available opportunities (e.g., askingtioies after a lecture). Therefore,
empowerment seems to be a relevant additional p&ygical factor that could explain SES
variations in the level of academic adjustmentfqrerance and well-being at university.

Taken together, our findings suggest that socetitly factors are important in
explaining social and academic adjustment to usityerThese findings were found in first

year students, examining both psychology and nguokmdogy student samples.
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Limitations and future research

The aim of these studies was to account for thetamiversity adjustment and well-
being of low SES students in high status educattioor@exts and the results therefore need
to be interpreted within this context. We expeaett tihat the level of identity compatibility
and psychological fit disadvantaged students vatcpive will depend on the number of
students from disadvantaged backgrounds attendiagteular university. Choosing a
highly ranked university generally means that tregeefewer students from low SES
backgrounds and a greater likelihood of a lacktpifthough success in such a university
increases the chances of improving one’s positisociety. In future research, it would be
interesting to study how identity compatibility apérceived fit vary as a function of the
social and academic standing of the institutiooaltext.

The continuing struggle for those engaging in irdlial mobility is to decide how to
reconcile past identity with present identity. byi&ting into the new group should provide
these upwardly mobile individuals with a sensedehiity and security and should satisfy
their belongingness needs, which can be a soureshzinced well-being (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995; Lewin, 1948; Tajfel & Turner, 1979)owMever, this is not the only path the
upwardly mobile can follow in order to take on the¢w identity. Taking on a core position
in other groups (such as becoming part of a voéririg organisation, or becoming part of an
organisation by getting a job) while at universitgy be sufficient to satisfy individual
belongingness needs and allow the upwardly mobiternain in a marginal position in
relation to their new group (i.e., university statie see also Ethier & Deaux, 1994) and yet
maintain relationships with their old group. Futoesearch could examine the different
strategies the upwardly mobile use in order to tiaggotheir position within their new group

(Ellemers & Jetten, 2013).
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In conclusion, past research has shown that stsifiem disadvantaged backgrounds
are less likely to adjust to university — both stlgiand academically. The current research
found that identity compatibility and psychologidialare relevant social identity mediators
that can account for this relationship. Despiteahgence of clear supportive evidence from
the current research, a self-affirmation interv@mtinight be a useful way of dealing with the
threat of identity compatibility and thereby incseahe level of social and academic

adjustment at university.
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Chapter 4
Knowing one’s academic place: The role of socio-ewomic status,
academic performance and social identity factors itigher education

choices

Getting a good education is typically seen as atwamprove one’s position in
society. At a societal level, education is perceige an engine for social justice. To provide
all individuals with equal opportunities, educaabmstitutions aim to equip all students with
knowledge, skills and capacities for learning seytban develop their potential (Bowen,
Kurzweil, Tobin, & Pichler, 2005; Duru-Bellat, 200&s well as this educational function,
education has a selective function (Autin, Batr&Butera, 2015). That is, education is
believed to help in assigning individuals to thademic and social positions that correspond
to their ability and motivation. Most societies prote the meritocracy principle whereby
social positions are based on merit, rather thaardactors (Young, 1958/1994). More
specifically, the principle is that “the associatimetween individuals’ social origins and their
attainment must increasingly reflect only theirdegf ability — as other factors that might
prevent the full expression of this ability are mared or offset” (Goldthorpe & Jackson,
2008, p. 4). Educational systems serve an importd@tn selection as they become the place
where merit can be estimated and certified, relging@ssessment methods rather than
differences in social background (Carson, 2007 3éiection function of education is
therefore focused on ranking and social compariésra result, the influence of education
on social positions is substantial and educatiab®eome a strong predictor of important
life outcomes. Educational attainment has beeretink happiness (Chen, 2011; Cuiiado &
Gracia, 2011; Diener, 2000), health (Marmot, RyfB&mpass, 1997) and social trust

(Huang, Maassen van den Brink & Groot, 2009) amngl‘dducation effect’ has been shown
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to be relatively stable over time (covering 198@-P(h the UK; Easterbrook, Kuppens, &
Manstead, 2015).

Higher education also has positive outcomes foiletpas whole. Numerous studies
have found a positive association between yeasstujoling and the economic growth of
nations — although the magnitude of the impactegaconsiderably from study to study
(Benhabib & Spiegel, 1994; Hall & Jones, 1999).tanslard way to interpret this
relationship is to argue that educational attainn(@hincreases human capital, which refers
to people’s knowledge, skills, health and hab#sypitting in the enhanced productivity of a
nation’s workforce; (b) increases the rate of techinnnovation; and (c) facilitates the
adoption of new production techniques. All thestcomes help to boost economic growth
(Barro, 2001; Mincer, 1984). More recent reseam@$ found that it is not so much the
amount of time that children spend in school thatters, but rather the knowledge, skills and
habits they acquire both in and out of school. Gbgnitive skills of the population have been
found to have more powerful and reliable assoamstiwith economic growth than years of
education (Hanushek & Woessman, 2008).

However, the selection procedures used in educat®mot neutral. Research has
long shown that meritocratic selection based oividdals’ potentials is an illusion: the
reality is that socio-economic status (SES) i$ itiated to educational outcomes. Indeed,
several international surveys have pointed to déleethat, compared to their socio-
economically advantaged counterparts, disadvantsigei@nts are more likely to
underperform, repeat grades, drop out, and atteower level of education (OECD, 2010,
2013). As aresult, disadvantaged individuals gméhdower status occupations than their
advantaged counterparts, thereby reproducing ttialdoerarchy that existed prior to the
educational process (OECD, 2010). Not only aredlegicational differences unfair; they

also represent a waste of human talent and opptyrtun
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Most research on the relationship between SES @dncaéional outcomes has focused
on the role of academic performance, whereas icudh@nt research we aim to focus on the
role of social psychological factors. Although aginic related variables play an important
role in explaining the differences in educationaioomes attained by low and high SES
individuals, they cannot explain them fully. Foraexple, research examining access to
higher education in three industrialized nationagtfalia, US and England) shows that 27%
to 52% of the social class gap in access to higfustuniversities can be explained by factors
unrelated to academic achievement (Jerrim, Chmgkeg\& Parker, 2015). These findings
suggest that even if young people have the acadaility to go to university, those from
working class backgrounds are much less likelynterehigh status institutions than their
socially advantaged peers. As a result, studeois fnon-traditional backgrounds’ are
disproportionately concentrated in less prestiginisersities, and the opportunities and
benefits of undergraduate study are therefore upfaistributed. Indeed, graduates of more
prestigious universities have been shown to be nileely to secure professional and
managerial jobs and to earn higher salaries (BiMttKnight, Naylor, & Smith, 2004;
Chevalier & Conlon, 2003; Hussein, McNally, & Telh2009).

Longitudinal research into higher education actlessdistinguishes between making
applications to and receiving admission offers fimgh status universities in the UK
suggests that for those from lower social clas&dracinds, the unfairness appears to be
largely to do with barriers to applying to hightstuniversities (Boliver, 2013). Most of the
studies that have focused on application to higtustuniversities have been qualitative in
nature and have typically found that more prestigioniversities are perceived by those
from non-traditional backgrounds to be the preseifithe privately educated, white upper-
middle class (Ball, Davies, David, & Reay, 2002t¢tungs & Archer 2001; Reay, Davies,

David, & Ball, 2001). Because social class is hyghdsociated with prior achievement, it is
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important to ask whether this association betweerakclass background, ‘fitting in” and
choice of type of university remains once studeetsimination grades are taken into
account. A rare quantitative study suggested tithcators of social class do not directly
predict choice of university in the UK (Mangan, Hheg, Davies, & Slack, 2010). Rather, the
results of this study led the authors to explasmadhksociation between indicators of social
class background and choice of universiirectly via examination grades, attending an
independent school, proximity of a high-rankinguansity and fear of debt. However, social
psychological factors, such as ‘fitting in’, weretriaken into account in this study.
The role of social identity factors in higher edtioa choices

In the current research we consider how univerditice is predicted by subjective
perceptions of group membership. Despite increasumgbers of working class students
applying to university, for the most part their expnce of the process of deciding which
university to apply to is qualitatively differerd that of their socially advantaged
counterparts (Reay, 2005). For working class stigjgoing to university is different from
the career paths other family members have takeiit éimerefore means breaking away from
their social background; by contrast, for theiriathg advantaged counterparts, going to
university is in keeping with their social backgnolyin the sense that one or both of their
parents typically also went to university, andhsrefore consistent with their group
membership. According to social identity theoryj{@la& Turner, 1979) and self-
categorisation theory (Turner, 1982; Turner, HdQgkes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987),
group memberships are not external to a personsesef self; rather, they are typically
internalised and incorporated into a person’s dlebase of self (i.e., who they are, what
they stand for, and what they do). Moreover, grogmberships have positive implications

for well-being and play an important role in helpindividuals to adjust to the transitions
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they experience in life (Haslam, Holme, Haslamy Iyetten, & Williams, 2008; Jetten,
Haslam, & Haslam, 2012), such as entering uniwe(€ihemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001).

Social identity theory (SIT) argues that peopleracgivated to achieve positive
identities, that is, identities that are positivegtued in society (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). For
people from working class backgrounds this provalebkallenge, because they have a low
status within society. SIT suggests that low stgtesips (such as the working class) have
several strategies for dealing with this. One ehths individual mobility, which refers to
improving one’s individual position in society. Esjally for disadvantaged pupils, obtaining
a university degree is regarded as a way to impooees life conditions and become part of
a group that is valued by society. Becoming a usitAestudent can give the upwardly
mobile status and distinctiveness from others @afig from their social background) on
comparison dimensions that are valued within sg¢eqg., ability, motivation), and provide
a sense of meaning.

The ease with which one can construct a positieatity as a university student is
likely to depend on one’s existing identities, sashone’s social background. For example, a
student from a disadvantaged background may sesdkioeconomic group membership as
incompatible with becoming a student at a moretgiesis university, where typical students
are seen as coming from more advantaged backgrowfd= a new identity is perceived to
be incompatible with an existing identity netwoak, individual’'s sense of continuity is likely
to be disrupted (lyer, Jetten, & Tsivrikos, 2008gsearch on self-continuity suggests that
people aim to maintain a stable sense of self twer (Breakwell, 1986; Sani, 2008). That is,
they are motivated to see themselves as the sarsenpeegardless of life changes. Thus, it
is likely that when an existing identity networkpisrceived to be incompatible with the new
identity, people will be less willing to take orethew group membership and may try to find

a group that is more compatible with their curieentity. Jetten, lyer, Tsivrikos and Young
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(2008) found that students entering university waoge likely to identify as a university
student when they thought their social backgrouad eompatible with being a university
student. In the current research, we aim to examhether identity compatibility predicts
university choice in such a way that students fdbsadvantaged backgrounds are more
likely to apply to universities that are seen aserammpatible with their background.

Another identity factor that might play a role iniversity choice is the level of
perceived fit with university. In qualitative resela on students’ choice of university,
students from less advantaged backgrounds were likelgto indicate that they did not
expect to fit into prestigious universities and gvérerefore more likely to settle for ‘second
best’ universities (Reay et al., 2001). Researcstaidying the effects of tokenism and solo
status have generally found that individuals areounfortable in situations in which they feel
too dissimilar from others (Brewer, 1999). Therefarpwardly mobile students may be more
likely to choose universities in which they thifiat they would fit in and would be able to
successfully adopt a new identity as a universitgent. As suclpsychological fittan be
defined as the wish to be associated with a pdatigroup (i.e., social identification), the
perceived level of acceptance by members of tlatm(i.e., social belonging) and the extent
to which a given university is seen as being opeand accepting of ‘people like me’ (i.e.,
subjective permeability).

The degree of perceived psychological fit is likedydepend on the university setting
in question. In general, working class studentspeiindividual mobility in ‘outgroup
contexts’, in the sense that universities (esplydiaé more prestigious ones) are typically
seen as being home to the middle class,. Intergroagparisons are therefore quite salient in
these settings. The level of psychological fit toat SES students perceive between
themselves and a given university setting is likelgepend on the extent to which they see

the situation in terms of ‘us’ (working class) fteem’ (middle class).
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The extent to which intergroup comparisons are nvétlen a specific context is
theorised (Bruner, 1957; Turner, 1985) and showak@, Haslam & Turner, 1994) to
depend on the level of comparative and normativ&€bmparative firefers to the social
organization of similarities and differences betweeople in a given context (Rosch, 1978;
Turner, 1985). We use categories that minimizeiotass differences compared to inter-
class differences (Reicher, Spears & Haslam, 20a@he context of higher education, a
(female) student from a low SES background mighatreeresimilarities between herself and
people who share her background than between harsktypical university students, and
moredifferencedetween people who share her social backgroundhasé who are typical
students. As a result, she might group students'stiidents from working class
backgrounds’ vs. ‘students from middle class baskgds’.Normative fitarises from the
(expectedyontentassociated with similarities and differences betwgeople (Tajfel, 1969;
Reicher et al., 2010). Returning to the above exentipe student from a low SES
background might have a stereotype about univessifyents (e.g., that they are middle
class, well off and behave differently) and a diéf& stereotype about people like her (e.g.,
that they are working class and relatively lesd w#). Comparative fit and normative fit
often work hand in hand (see Oakes et al., 1994ypical’ students indeed look, speak and
act differently from working class student®fparativedit) and these perceptual differences
are consistent with social stereotypesr(nativefit) then the categorisation of people into
groups (‘them’ vs. ‘us’) is likely to be particulgrstrong. We expect that low SES students
are more likely to see the situation in termslodrih’ and 'us' in the context of prestigious
universities, and are therefore more likely to khiimat there is a lack of psychological fit
between themselves and the particular universttinge

In the current research we examine whether studeatsore likely to choose to

apply to universities where they expect to feet thay will fit in, as measured by the wish to
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be associated with students at the university,gpti@ns of the possibility of forming good
relations with other students at the university #re extent to which ‘people like them’ are
likely to be accepted by a particular universitycl feelings of fit are not stable, but rather
are likely to depend on the specific universitytingt
The proposed model

Research examining access to higher education statvpart of the social class gap
in access to high status universities can be exgdiaby factors unrelated to academic
achievement (Jerrim et al., 2015). In the curresearch we propose that these factors are
based in social identity constructs. We expect ploigils from a high SES background will
perceive their background to be more compatiblé Wéing a university student than will
their low SES counterparts (see Figure 4.1). Idgnbmpatibility, in turn, should influence
the perceived psychological fit with a particulaiversity: the more identity compatibility
students perceive, the more likely they are to eixjmefit into a high status university.
Psychological fit is defined by the perceiver’s exied level of belonging with other
university students, the perceived permeabilitthefuniversity (i.e., the extent to which the

university accepts students ‘like them’), and teecpiver’'s expected level of identification

: Subjective e .
Belonging Permeabilit Identification

Expected

psycr}giloglca Access to
! high status
universities

Figure 4.1.

Theoretical model in which access to high statusaisities is influenced not only by
academic achievement (which is related to SESthe.achievement gap), but also by social
identity factors.
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with students of the university. In turn, students expect to fit well into a high status
university are more likely to apply to a high statniversity. We examine these effects while
controlling for the fact the students from high Siggkgrounds gain higher grades than their
low SES counterparts (i.e., the achievement gabpiciwmakes them more likely to apply to
higher status universities.
Study 1

We conducted a study with secondary school studerke UK. We investigated
how academic grades, social background and sa@atity factors influenced their higher
education decisions. More specifically, we examihed expected psychological fit with
two local universities — one much more selectiantthe other — was related to the status of
the universities students wanted to apply for, bdntrolling for the influence of academic
achievement.
Method
Participants and procedure

Pupils were recruited from seven secondary stétedds in South Wales. The initial
sample consisted of 254 pupils, all from the yeaupg consisting of pupils aged 16-17 years.
The vast majority of pupils (>85%) were of Whiteiiah ethnicity, and the proportion of
pupils receiving free school meals (an indicatodgprivation) varied between 6 and 25% per
school (national average = 18%). The study wasdhited by explaining that the researchers
were interested in students’ higher education d&tss Pupils completed paper-and-pencil
guestionnaires individually but in a group settifige students received instructions before
administration and were debriefed immediately aféeds. No difficulties in administration
were observed and no problems with completing tlestonnaire were reported. At the time
of completion of the study (June) pupils were 1ryeaay from their final exams in

secondary school (A-levels) and 6 months befordithe at which they had to indicate
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which universities they would like to apply fo6tudents who had indicated on the
guestionnaire that they did not want to go to ursitg (N = 27) were excluded from further
analyses. Four statistical outliers were also aladid The final sample consisted of 223
pupils (47.5% maleMage 16.85,SD = .35). For more than half of these students (55%)
neither parent had been to university.

Measures

Parental educatiori.Pupils were asked to indicate the highest leveldofcation that
both their father and mother had achieved on aiidtpesponse scale ranging from ‘no
gualifications’ to ‘PhD’ ( = .48), based on a standardised measure includbe European
Social Survey (2012).

Identity compatibilityWe measured the level of perceived compatibilityveen a
student’s background and becoming a universityestudsing two items (= .79), based on
Jetten et al. (2008): ‘To what extent do you femirydecision to become a student is
consistent with your general family and social lgaokind?’ and ‘To what extent do you feel
your decision to become a student is consisteitt yatir immediate family background, for
example your parents’ occupation?’ Responses wateran a 7-point scale (1 = not at all
consistent; 7 = very consistent).

Psychological fitWe measured the student’s perceived level of pdgghaal fit with

two large universities in the same geographicabregs the schools from which participants

2 In Britain, potential students typically applyaamumber of universities (up to 5), whose entriedia can
vary, before doing their A-levels (i.e., their firexams in secondary schools). Admissions to usityeare
mainly based on students’ predicted A-level redlikgs, their performance as predicted by teach8&sgause
A-level results are only released a few weeks Igefloe start of the academic year, students typieglply to a
range of universities.

3 Global measures of influence (Cook’s distance @Rfit) and a measure of discrepancy (standardiséetet
residuals) were examined. Only extreme cases ¢ases above conventional rule-of-thumb cut-offaj had
large gaps in values of influence or discrepantatire to other cases were deleted (see Cohen,riCaltlest &
Aiken, 2003).

4We also asked students to indicate their own kolzias on a 7-point scale (1 = lower working cl&ss upper
class), to measure subjective social class. Howstedents had difficulty ranking themselves arad th
correlation with parental education was quite low (29), so we therefore decided to drop this measu
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were drawn. These universities differ in acaderaputation, as reflected in UK national
university rankings. One of the universities is @nmer of a group of prestigious British
research universities (the so-called ‘Russell Grof@ipniversities; subsequently referred to
as a selective university; SU), whereas the otherusity has a lower ranking and a more
applied focus (referred to as a less-selectivearnity; LSU). The universities are of similar
size and have similar student satisfaction scdi&-CE, 2013). Psychological fit consisted
of three constructs, which were all measured ofpaifit scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =
strongly agree)Social identificatiorwas measured with three itenas = .80,aLsu = .85;
e.g., ‘| expect to feel strong ties with other Uamisity X students’)Belongingwas measured
with two items ¢su = .85,0Lsu = .85; e.g., ‘| am confident that | would fit initw others at
University X’) andpermeabilitywas measured with one item (i.e., ‘University Xogen to
students like me’).

Academic abilityPupils were asked to provide the grades theyveden three core
courses (English, Mathematics and Science;.83) for their General Certificate of
Secondary Education (GCSE) exams taken at age .Ibhe6grades range from higher to
lower (A*, A, B, C, D, E, F, G, U) and this scalasvreverse-coded for analyses (1 = U; 9 =
A%),

University statusPupils were asked to indicate the top three unitres they would
like to apply to, and their answers were compaoeithié University League Table 2014
(which includes 124 universities and is reportedhie Complete University Guidelheir
answers were reverse-coded (1 = lowest rankingeusity; 124 = highest ranking university)

and then averaged across their three choices.§3).
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Results
Preliminary analysis

Means, standard deviations and correlations fanalliel variables are reported in
Table 4.1. To check for clustering (i.e., depengiaaraong pupils within schools) the
intraclass correlation (ICC) of all model variableas calculated, which measures the
proportion of total variance that is accounteddpithe clustering of the cases within schools
and ranged between 0 and .20. Only parental eadunclaéid significant school variation (ICC
=.20). Bickel (2007) and Maas and Hox (2005) recmnd taking clustering into account if
ICC > .10. Because the number of clusters was smalan 10 (i.e., 7 schools) we included
school (as dummy variables) into the model as digi@ of parental education to account
for the between-school variance (see Cohen, CaNest, & Aiken, 2013).

Table 4.1

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelatiohsariables in Study 1 (N = 223).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Parental education 3.49 1.50 -

2. ldentity

compatibility 4.48 1.80 .49

3. Identification LSU 4.30 .99 -.13* .04 -

4. Belonging LSU 4.68 1.24 -21* -01 .66*+*

5. Permeability LSU  5.22 1.37 -.21** -.05 H2xkk Bkxx

6. Identification SU ~ 4.68 .90 .12 7% BhRRx ZLwkk 2%k

7. Belonging SU 5.39 1.05 .16*  .22%  3Q%** AZ*xx Dk Hhwkx -

8. Permeability SU 5.471.20 .13 25%*%  165%  15*  36** 41+ B0 -

9. Grades 435 97 .36** .14* -11 -21* .00 A6* .10 21

10. University status 85.221.38 .40** .19** -19* -30** -13 .08 9% 22%  58rr*

Note.* p < .05. **p < .01. ** p < .001.
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Measurement Model

We first constructed a measurement model consisfimgght first-order factors and
two second-order factors. Given the strong assooi&und between social identification,
social belonging and subjective permeability, wedelled these latent variables as indicators
of a latent psychological fit factor, reflectingrabeoretical framework (see Figure 4.2). This
model had good fit indices according to Kline’s @3 criteria,x?(141) = 221.58p < .001,
comparative fit index (CFI) = .965, root mean s@uarror of approximation (RMSEA) =
.045, with all indictors loading significantly oheir respective factorgg > .56;ps < .001,;
see Appendix 4.2 for factor loadings).
Structural Model

Next, we tested our theoretical predictions by adgiaths to the measurement model
(see Figure 4.2). The model specified socio-econdrackground (SES) of pupils as an
exogenous predictor of grades (measuring the sdass achievement gap), which then
predicted university status. SES was also an exagepredictor of the perceived
compatibility between the participant’s social bgrdund and being a university student,
which then predicted expected psychological fitmaach of the two universities, which then
predicted university status. In addition, grade=dmted expected psychological fit with each
university and we also added the direct path fr@&® $ psychological fit and to university
status. We also controlled for the participantsicgat by including it as covariate on SES.
The analyses revealed that the model fit the dath ¥9(259) = 342.97p < .001, CFI = .962,
RMSEA = .041. As expected, SES positively predigeaties, such that pupils with an

advantaged background gained higher gragles.44,p < .001).

> We also added covariances between the individsyadtmlogical fit items that were the same acrosh bo
universities (e.g., between B1 LSU & B1 SU) to agudfor common method variance. Furthermore, we
followed the modification indices by adding covagas between the Psychological Fit LSU and Psygficab
Fit SU second-order factors; the Mathematics andr8e items; the two Belonging LSU items (B1 & Bahd
the two Belonging SU items (B1 & B2).
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In turn, pupils with higher grades were more likiyapply for a high-ranking universit§ €
.58,p < .001).

SES also positively predicted compatibility, sulshttpupils with an advantaged
background perceived greater compatibility betwiberr background and being a university
student § = .62,p <.001). In turn, pupils perceiving greater coniphty expected to fit in
better with the selective university € .24,p = .020), but there was no significant association
between compatibility and expected fit with thesksglective universityp(= .11,p = .151).
Instead, psychological fit with the less-selectiviversity was predicted directly by SES, in
such a way that socially disadvantaged pupils ebepeto fit better into the less-selective

university Bses= -.38,p = .007).

[BLflB2 [Pl i2] 13|

Belonging/ Identification
Permeability SU SuU
Psychologice
fit SU

[Br| B2 Pi|[ux |[12] 13

Identity 22*
Compatibility Belonging/ Identification
< P bilit
“lso =
o Al,ns ~~o
Psychologice : ;
it LSU Um;/etrsny

[G1|[c2 ][ 3] Status
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Figure 4.2.

Structural equation model (Study 1) showing thestariiive paths with standardised
parameter estimates (N=223). Solid lines are sigaift and dashed lines are non-
significant.* p<.05. *p < .01. ** p< .001.
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No direct relations were found between grades aydhmlogical fit with the less-selective
university Bgrades= -.16,p = .120) or between SES and grades, on the one hadd
psychological fit with the selective university, the other [§ses= .040,p = .751;Bgrades=
.089,p = .358).

In turn, psychological fit predicted university ste. That is, the higher the expected
fit with the selective university, the more likgdypils were to intend to apply to a high-
ranking university in genera = .22,p = .011), whereas the higher the expected fit ith
less-selective university, the more likely pupilsre/to intend to apply to a lower ranking
university ¢ = -.24,p = .009). Furthermore, the direct path from SES8nwersity status was

not significant § = .06,p = .513).

Discussion

The results of Study 1 showed that social iderfigityors play a significant role in
explaining higher education choices among thosa faw SES backgrounds, even when
controlling for academic performance. School stisl@&rho expected to fit well into a
selective university were more likely to apply fogher ranking universities in general,
whereas the opposite was the case for school ssiddio expected to fit well into a less
selective university. Expected psychological fitturn, was influenced by levels of identity
compatibility. A limitation of the current study tbat we asked participants about their
university applicationntentions Participants were still six months away from thement at
which they had to make an actual decision abolurt #pplications, so their intentions might
not have reflected their actual behaviour. In StRdye therefore examined a different
sample. Furthermore, in Study 1 we only asked siisdabout their perceptions of fit with
two local universities, whereas typically studdmse to choose between multiple
universities in the application process. To refleetlity, in Study 2 we therefore examined fit

with three universities that differed in their degrof selectivity.
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Study 2

In Study 2, we aimed to replicate the findings tfdy 1 in another sample, namely
students in their final year of secondary schoge¢hl7 or 18). Higher education choices
should have been even more relevant for thesecpmamits. We also took the opportunity to
expand the measurement of subjective permeabnitych was only measured with one item
in Study 1) so it could be included as an indepenhtietor in the model as part of the
psychological fit construct. A final change fronu8y 1 is that we now asked students to rate
their anticipated psychological fit with three uarsities: in addition to the less-selective and
selective university used in Study 1, we includedae prestigious university that is ranked
even higher in the academic tables than the SWdlecl in Study 1. Perceptions of
universities and their students are not stablealmitikely to be influenced by the particular
groups that form the comparative frame of referdqears & Manstead, 1989).
Method
Participants and procedure

The initial sample consisted of 337 pupils, allhfrthe school year group consisting
of pupils aged 17-18 years. Pupils were recruitethfeight secondary state schools in South
Wales. The vast majority of pupils at these sch{®l85%) were of White-British ethnicity,
and the proportion of pupils receiving free schoelals (an indicator of deprivation) varied
between 6 and 22% per school (national averagé).18s in Study 1, the research
involved pupils completing paper-and-pencil questares individually but in a class
setting, with the rest of the procedure also bsinglar to that used Study 1. At the time of
completion (November) pupils were only five monétvgay from their final exams (A-levels)
and 6 weeks away from having to indicate which arsity they would like to apply for.
Students who indicated on the questionnaire tteat thd not want to go to university (N =

36) were excluded from further analyses. Of theaiemg sample, a further 38 were
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excluded for one or more of the following reasangsing data on several (key) variables (n
= 27), lack of motivation (e.g., reporting thatyHeund the questionnaire boring, n = 9),
and/or extremely low variance in respons®g® € .15, n = 4). Ten participants who were
outliers on the variables included in the strudtaradel were also excludédrhe final

sample therefore consisted of 253 pupils (41% nMigs= 17.32,SD= .57). For more than
half (57%) of these students neither parent had beaniversity.

Measures

Parental educatioh This was assessed using the same two items thatused as in
Study 1 ( = .52).

Social compatibilityAgain, this was assessed using the same two iteshsvere
used as in Study € .78).

Psychological fitWe measured the student’s perceived level of pdgghaal fit with
three large universities that differed in acaderaputation, as reflected in the UK university
rankings. In addition to the two universities uge&tudy 1 (a non-research-intensive
university, referred to as the less-selective usiyg LSU; and a selective university,
referred to as SU), we also asked for the antiegb&t with a still more prestigious Russell
Group university (hereafter referred to as the lytglelective university, HSU). This
university is perceived to have a higher status tha other two universities, in that it is
ranked more highly academically and has a muchehighoportion of students who were

privately educated (Paton, 2014). Although the iHersity is slightly further away

5 As in Study 1, global measures of influence (Coak&ance and DFfit) and a measure of discrepancy
(standardised deleted residuals) were examined. €titeme cases (i.e., cases above conventiorsabful
thumb cut-offs) that had large gaps in values fifiénce or discrepancy relative to other cases weleted
(see Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003).

7 As in Study 1, we also asked students to indittati# own social class on a social ladder (indieidare asked
to place an ‘X’ on the rung on which they feel tletgnd) to measure subjective social class (AdI&té&wart,
2007). However, students had difficulty rankingrttselves and the correlation with parental educatias
quite low ¢ = .27), so we therefore decided to drop this measu
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geographically and is slightly smaller in size tltla@ other two universities, it has similar
student satisfaction scores (HEFCE, 2013). Theaggdesychological fit with the three
universities was measured using three construdts,alV items measured on a 7-point scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agreé&cial identificationwvas measured with three
items @usu = .81,0su = .78,ansu = .79; e.g., ‘| expect to feel strong ties withert

University X students’)Belongingwas measured with two items §u = .87,asu = .83,0Hsu
=.83; e.g., ‘I am confident that | would fit in thiothers at University X' )Permeabilitywas
measured with three iteme.u = .72,asu = .73,ansu = .76; e.g., ‘University X is open to
students like me’).

Academic abilityPupils were asked to provide the grades (up eedithey expected
to achieve in their upcoming A-level exanas<.83). The grades range from higher to lower
(A*, A, B, C, D, E, F, G, U), and was reverse-codedanalyses (1 = ‘U’; 9 = ‘A*) and then
averaged across their three grades.

University statusAs in Study 1, pupils were asked to indicate tpethree
universities they would like to apply to and thesrswers were scored with reference to the
University League Table 2015 (which includes 12Bersities and is reported Fhe
Complete University GuideTheir answers were reverse-coded (1 = lowestimgn
university; 123 = highest ranking university) ahérn averaged across their three choiaes (
=.70).

Results
Preliminary analysis

Means, standard deviations and correlations fanalilel variables are reported in

Table 4.2. To check for clustering (i.e., depengiearaong pupils within schools) the

intraclass correlation (ICC) was calculated, whighged between 0 and .03.
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Table 4.2.

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelatiohsariables in Study 2 (N = 253).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Parental education 3.35 1.39 -
2. ldentity compatibility = 4.23  1.82 .54** -
3. Identification LSU 4.62 1.26 -.14* -13* -
4. Belonging LSU 5.45 1.18 -13* -15* .63*** -
5. Permeability LSU 5.62 101 -02 .00  .23%%26%**
6. ldentification SU 5.38 1.02 .00 -.04 34xFx 1 8xr 18%* -
7. Belonging SU 5.88 .88 -.06 .01 A7 3ER2Rr A7 -
8. Permeability SU 5.50 95 .03 .03 .01 .09 15 AQ*++ | 35*+* -
9. Identification HSU 5.05 1.08 .14* A5* 10 002 .19** 35%* 27% 2% -
10. Belonging HSU 5.45 1.05 .03 12 12 24%PARRR Q0% 4GFrr 25%FF B4k -
11. Permeability HSU 4.97 1.11 .15 A3* .10 8.0 .35*** 11 24%FF AQRRE AARRR B -
12. Grades 7.36 64 19*  15* - 25%%k 2@k 12 A6* .32 10 .20 .02 .18** -
13. University status 82.66 24.86 .18* .13* *B3 -26** .10 A6* .32%x 10% 28%x  16*  19%*  5E%*

Note.* p<.05. *p<.01. *** p<.001.
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Because the between school variation was low (I€lGvb.10) there was no need to take
clustering into account in the model (see Bick8D2, Maas & Hox, 2005).
Measurement Model

We first constructed a measurement model consistid@ first-order factors and
three second-order factors (see Figure 4.3). Thidairhad good fit indices according to
Kline’s (2005) criteriay?(346) = 512.21p < .001, comparative fit index (CFI) = .952, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .Qdith all indictors loading significantly
on their respective factorfq > .54;ps < .001; see Appendix 4.3 for all factor loadings)
Structural Model

To test the hypothesized relationships betweelaias we added regression paths to
the measurement model (see Figure 4.3). The mpdelfeed socio-economic background
(SES) of pupils as an exogenous predictor of gramegasuring the social class achievement
gap), which then predicted university status. SEBS also an exogenous predictor of the
perceived compatibility between one’s social baokgd and being a university student,
which then predicted expected psychological fitmaach of the three universities, which
then predicted university status. In addition, gsadredicted expected psychological fit with
each university and we also added the direct path SES to university status. Correlations
were allowed among the three psychological fitdegt The analyses revealed that the model
fit the data welly%(351) = 510.63p < .001, CFIl = .955, RMSEA = .042.

The parameter estimates were in the expectedidinecand statistically significant.
As expected, SES positively predicted grades, shathpupils with a more advantaged
background gained higher grad@s=(.28,p < .001). In turn, pupils with higher grades were

more likely to apply for a high-ranking univers{fy = .43,p < .001).

& We also added covariances between the individyalhadogical fit items that were the same acrossthihee
universities (e.g., between B1 LSU & B1 SU & B1 HSW account for common method variance.
Furthermore, we followed the modification indicgsaulding covariances between two Social Identificat
LSU items (11 & 13); two Social Identification HSitems (11 & 13); two Permeability LSU items (P2 &P
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SES also positively predicted compatibility, sulshttpupils with an advantaged
background perceived more compatibility betweelr th@ckground and being a university
student§ = .71,p <.001). In turn, pupils perceiving greater coniphty expected to fit in
better with the highly-selective universify € .12,p = .072) and less well with the less-
selective universityf( = -.13,p = .048); no relation was found with fit with thelsctive
university ¢ = -.05,p = .460). Psychological fit was also predicted bgdgs. That is, pupils
with higher grades expected to fit better intogkkective university(= .23,p = .004), and
less well into the less-selective universjiy«-.26,p = .002), whereas the effect of grades on
expected fit into the highly selective universitgswot significant(= .10,p =.170). In turn,
psychological fit predicted university status. Tlstthe higher the expected fit with both the
selective and the highly selective university, tare likely pupils were to apply to a high-
ranking university in generafu = .19,p = .029;Bnsu = .17,p = .016), whereas the higher
the expected fit with the less-selective univerditg more likely pupils were to apply to a
lower ranking university(= -.27,p < .001). The direct path from SES to universigtiss
was not significant( = .03,p = .68).

Discussion

As in Study 1, social identity factors played andigant role in explaining higher
education choices, independent of the effect ofi@eac performance. School students who
expected to fit well into a (highly) selective uergity were more likely to apply for higher
ranking universities in general, whereas the ogppasgas the case for school students who
expected to fit well into a less selective univigtsThe nature of the relationships between
identity compatibility and psychological fit wadférent compared to Study 1. In Study 2,
school students who perceived their backgroundtodmpatible with being a university
student were less likely to see themselves agdittito a less-selective university and more

likely to see themselves as fitting into a highgfestive university, but no association was
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Belonging Identification Permeability
LSU LSU LSU

Psychological fit LSU - 27FF*

.28***

v University
43 i Status

Predicted
Grades

Figure 4.3 Structural equation model (Study 2) showing thestariiive paths with standardised parameter estim@tie=253). Solid lines are
significant, and dashed lines are non-significdr.< .10. *p < .05. *** p < .001.
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found for the selective university (whereas wefaid a positive and significant relation
between identity compatibility and psychologicaMith the selective university in Study 1).
We believe that this is due to the anchoring predidy the presence of both the highly
selective and the less-selective university. Is tuntext, the selective university was
unrelated to identity compatibility. Perceptionsuniversities and their students are not
stable, but are likely to be influenced by the ipatar groups that form the comparative
frame of reference (Spears & Manstead, 1989).
GENERAL DISCUSSION

According to social identity theory, people are ivated to hold positive identities
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). One way to achieve thisasmprove one’s position in society and
strive for self-enhancement, following an indivitlo@obility route. In a society where
university education is in principle open to alheowould therefore predict that many,
especially those from disadvantaged backgroundsldymirsue a university degree to
improve their status in society. Yet, the stats8aggest otherwise. Despite the enormous
growth of university entrants, class differencegehaot disappeared and indeed have
remained fairly constant (Blackburn & Jarman, 19Blanden & Machin, 2004).
Furthermore, for the most part students from diaathged backgrounds attend different
universities to those attended by their advantageaterparts (Boliver, 2011; Zimdars,
Sullivan, & Heath, 2009). Even when controlling tbe achievement gap (i.e., the fact that
disadvantaged students in general attain loweregréthn their more advantaged
counterparts), disadvantaged students are ledg tdkapply for higher status universities
(Jerrim et al., 2015). This implies that in additio the motivations of self-enhancement and
improving one’s position in society, other motiweats, such as identity continuity (i.e., the
motivation to maintain a stable sense of self twvee; Breakwell, 1986; Sani, 2008;

Vignoles, Manzi, Regalia, Jemmolo, & Scabini, 200&jnoles, Regalia, Manzi, Golledge, &
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Scabini, 2006) and belonging (i.e., the motivatomaintain meaningful social
relationships; Baumeister & Leary, 1995) also @awle in higher education choices.

For socially advantaged students it appears th#tede motivations are aligned when
applying for a high status university: admissiorstieh an institution would enhance their
status in society and provide economic benefitedhey get their degree, be consistent with
their social backgrounds and they would be likelyind similar others there. Indeed, in the
current studies we found that socially advantagedesnts felt that their social background
was compatible with being a university student trestefore expected that they would fit into
a selective (Study 1) or highly selective (Studw@iversity. These feelings of fitting in were
based on expected identification with other stuslabthat university, the expectation of
being able to form meaningful relations with oteerdents at that university, and the
expectation that applicants like them would be pta by the university.

By comparison, disadvantaged pupils face a dilengagring entry to a high status
university would help them to improve their statithin society, but other motivations such
as self-continuity and feelings of belonging wohélless likely to be fulfilled. To be
upwardly mobile it is often necessary for indivithitp dissociate themselves from their
former group, severing connections and therebydptie benefits of their initial group
membership (Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de Vrie8Yidkke, 1988; Van Laar, Derks,
Ellemers, & Bleeker, 2010). Indeed, in the curgnties disadvantaged pupils were more
likely to feel that their social background wasanmgpatible with becoming a university
student and they therefore expected to fit less inl a selective (Study 1) or highly
selective (Study 2) university, but expected tdétter into a non-selective university (Study
2). Expected fit, in turn, predicted applicatiorodes: students expecting to fit into a
selective or highly selective university were midkely to apply for higher ranking

universities in general, whereas students expettifiiginto a non-selective university were
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more likely to apply for lower ranking universitiesgeneral (Studies 1 & 2). These
associations with expected psychological fit wenenid while controlling for the fact that
socially advantaged pupils gained higher gradesnard therefore more likely to apply for
higher status universities (Studies 1 & 2).

Previous research into adjustment to univerdigyias found that incompatibility
perceptions are related to SES and predict long-teriversity identification and well-being
in students who are already at university (lyeslet2009; Jetten et al., 2008). The present
studies add fresh insights by showing that idemtoiypatibility also predictanticipated
adjustment to being a university student, whichssociated with the type of universities
students choose to apply to in the first placenGoo university is an important life
transition for all students, and the present figdishow that this identity change does not
take place in a social vacuum. To understand hawgmembers choose to take on new
group memberships when faced with identity changes,needs to understand how the new
identity fits with previously established identgiéSani, 2008).

Although previous research had pointed to the ingnae of feelings of fitting in and
belonging in higher education choices (e.g., Reay.e2001; Reay, 2005) the current studies
are to our knowledge the first to examine thisesguantitatively. The main strength of this
guantitative approach is that it allows researcherontrol for the influence for academic
performance, which is important given the large@atment gap between pupils from
different SES backgrounds. The results of the atiistudies show that psychological fit has
an independent effect on higher education chowbgh explains why highly able students
who come from socially disadvantaged backgrounesraire likely to settle for ‘second

best’ universities.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions, limitations and future directions

Contrary to the principles of meritocracy, the emtrthesis shows that individual
mobility in the context of higher education is sonply a reflection of merit. Characteristics
of the social structure, social identity factorsl @haracteristics of the individual group
member all influence the likelihood and attractiess of using individual mobility as a
strategy for self-advancement. In addition, theenirthesis suggests that it is important to
examine relative mobility. Relative mobility comparthe chances of two individuals from
different social groups ending up in one destimatether than another. By contrast, absolute
mobility only considers the movement between sagialip origin and destination (Breen,
2004). Indeed, the current studies showed that edeme it appears that members of low
status groups are upwardly mobile in an absolutsesehey often fail to achieve the same
degree of mobility as their higher status countégpd hat is, despite the fact that many
students from low SES backgrounds do go to uniwersiey are more likely to apply to
lower ranking universities (independent of theia@emic achievement; see Chapter 4). These
findings are in line with other research in thetea of higher education showing that people
from lower social class backgrounds, as well asdpgenerally under-represented in UK
higher education (Blackburn & Jarman, 1993; Blanfldviachin, 2004), are known to be
especially poorly represented in the most presigjianiversities (Boliver, 2011; Zimdars,
Sullivan, & Heath, 2009).

In the current thesis | examined individual moihiot only in terms of access (i.e.,
getting into university), but also in terms of thecess of those who do embark upon this
route. In the context of higher education, stud&ats low SES backgrounds have been
found to leave university with lower grades (Rolshiallen, Casillas, Peterson, & Le, 2006)

and are less likely to complete their degrees @mydalam, Naylor, & Smith, 2005;
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Engstrom & Tinto, 2008) and have lower occupatiauaicess (e.g., Friedman, Laurison, &
Miles, 2015). They therefore ultimately achieve évwstatus positions than their more
advantaged counterparts who follow a similar rolrtéine with such findings, the current
studies showed that low SES students have loweomes at university than high SES
students, in terms of both social and academicsadgent and academic performance (see
Chapter 3).

To gain more insight into the underlying procedscused on how structural factors
and identity factors present a barrier to individuability and therefore help to explain why
highly able members of relatively low status groofien avoid the most challenging (but
also the potentially most rewarding) forms of sboiability. Furthermore, | examined why
those who are upwardly mobile are often less sséaksnce they have embarked upon this
route. These ideas are represented in the thesirgtadel (see Figure 5.1). For the purposes
of discussion, I will now discuss the relevant ¢angs examined in this thesis one by one,
rather than repeating the discussion from Chajtersl will then use the remainder of the
chapter to point towards future work that followsically from the main conclusions (and
limitations) of this thesis.

The role of permeability of group boundaries

In contexts that can be seen as stable and leggjrtiee permeability of group
boundaries is a social structural feature thdtestized in social identity theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979) and has been shown to be the pridetgrminant of whether members of low
status groups pursue a strategy of individual nitgl{iEllemers, Van Knippenberg, De Vries,
& Wilke, 1988; Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, & WilkE990). In the present studies (see
Chapter 2, Study 1) | showed that permeabilityfhiential in a setting different to the one in
which it has typically been investigated (Boen &Waeselare, 2000, 2002; Wright, Taylor,

Moghaddam, 1990). Rather than examining reactiomwért rejection or acceptance by the
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high status group, | considered how students raspsrobservers of unequal hiring practices
by a high status institution. The study was desigoeparallel real-life situations, for
example in which students are exposed to figuriscteng the participation of under-
represented groups in prestigious universities. pdreneability of the high status institution
significantly affected individual mobility attitudeand intentions of low status group
members, such that they were less positive whanegurility was low. Thus, even when low
status group members met the entry criteria fohtghk status position, they had lower
intentions to apply when group boundaries wereedos

According to SIT, permeability refers not onlyaotual openness of group boundaries
but also to people’s shared understanding@daslam, 2004, p. 24) of group openness. In
Chapter 4, we measured perceptions of permeabflitystitutions and examined how well
this predicted individual mobility behaviour in temorld settings. It is worth noting that my
notion of perceptions of permeability (noted asjsctbve permeability in the model, see
Figure 5.1) differs slightly from the definition BIT, because | focused oxdividual
perceptions of openness and acceptance by therlsgttias group. In two studies | showed
that pupils who perceived that regional selectivhighly selective universities had low
permeability were less likely to apply to highenkang universities in general. As such, the
current research, with the aim of paralleling fdalsituations and examining mobility
behaviour in real-world settings, found similaresffs of permeability to those found in
previous research. The current research has iniplsafor real-world education settings.
Prior research found that disadvantaged groupsteiaipositive perceptions of the higher
status group and individual mobility beliefs evarconditions of low permeability (Danaher
& Branscombe, 2010). Such effects demonstratetthanism, despite being harmful to low
SES group members, prevents them from perceiviadrtie inequalities and thereby serves

to maintain the status quo.
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The role of individual ability

In line with previous studies (Boen & Vanbaeseld&98, 2000, 2001, 2002; Wright
et al., 1990), the current studies show that intigl ability is an important determinant of
strategy choice. In Chapter 2, experimentally malaiged levels of individual ability had an
independent effect on mobility attitudes and bebtanisuch that highly able students were
more likely to apply to high status institutions.the real-world setting studied in Chapter 4,
A-level students with higher grades were more Vikelapply to higher status universities.
The implications of these findings are that by éoisig the perception that disadvantaged
group members lack the criteria necessary for entoya high status group, the advantaged
group could reduce the likelihood of individual nidip attempts by disadvantaged group
members (Wright et al., 1990). Furthermore, thdifigs in Chapter 4 show that school
grades were strongly influenced by SES backgrowhd;h is in line with research on the
achievement gap (and is depicted in my theoretrzadel as the influence of low vs. high
status group membership on individual ability; OE@D10). Ability (at least as reflected in
formal grades) is less ‘individual’ than it is aftassumed to be, in that it is strongly
influenced by the context in which children growio@nd the expectations (both from the
child and from his or her environment) that coméhwinese contexts.
The role of psychological barriers

The current studies show that identity compatipgind its anticipated consequences
(i.e., lack of belonging and identification and kwwvell-being) lead members of
disadvantaged groups to refrain from engagingdiividual mobility. This implies that, in
addition to the motivations of self-enhancement iamgfoving one’s position in society,
other motivations, such as self-continuity (i.ee motivation to maintain a stable sense of
self over time; Breakwell, 1986; Sani, 2008; Vigem|Manzi, Regalia, Jemmolo, & Scabini,

2008; Vignoles, Regalia, Manzi, Golledge, & Scapi06) and belonging (i.e., the
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motivation to maintain meaningful social relatiomsh) Baumeister & Leary, 1995), also play
a role in individual mobility considerations. | cistently found that low SES pupils were
less likely to perceive their background to be catilgbe with university (see Chapters 3 and
4). Critically, identityincompatibility predicted lower levels of anticipateelonging in,
identification with and permeability of selectivelaghly selective universities and higher
levels of anticipated belonging in, identificatisiith and permeability of a less selective
university (see Chapter 4). Thus it is not lowsdagroup membership itself that is
problematic, but rather low status group membgesteptionsof incompatibility of their
current identity with the one associated with teerphigher status group. | argue that low
SES pupils face a dilemma: one the one hand, tbelg @ain entry to a high status
university, which would help them to improve thstiatus within society; on the other hand,
motivations such as identity continuity and feediraf belonging would be less likely to be
fulfilled (see also lyer, Jetten, Tsivirkos, Possi8eHaslam, 2009). When low SES pupils
engage in individual mobility it is often necessarydissociate themselves from their former
group in order to integrate successfully into teevmgroup, severing connections and thereby
losing the benefits of their initial group membepsf\Van Laar, Derks, Ellemers, & Bleeker,
2010). In the studies reported in Chapter 4, | sgfwbthat anticipated perceptions of (lack of)
fit in the high status group decreased the likathof applying to high status universities.
Although previous research had pointed to the ingmmze of feelings of fitting in’
and belonging in higher education choices (e.gayRPavies, David, & Ball, 2001; Reay,
2005), the current research is to my knowledgditeeto examine this issue quantitatively.
A key strength of this quantitative approach ig thean control for the influence for
academic performance, which is important givenatti@evement gap between pupils from
different SES backgrounds. The results reportedhapter 4 show that psychological fit has

an effect on higher education choices even whetralding for academic ability, which
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helps to explain why highly able students from albgidisadvantaged backgrounds are more
likely to settle for ‘second best’ universities.

Furthermore, the results reported in Chapter 2 ghaivexperimentally manipulating
the level of identity compatibility can make indivial mobility a less attractive strategy, even
when the social structure permits it (in the sehaépermeability is high). When there was
incompatibility between a current identity and agodial higher status identity, low status
group members had less favourable attitudes towadilddual mobility (see Chapter 2,
Study 2). Interestingly, | found that when compiitipbetween current identity and a
potentially higher status identity was low, it vtag high ability participants who were more
likely to ‘play safe’ by selecting the less chaliamy option (see Chapter 2, Study 3). These
findings suggest that a perceived incompatibilitydentities can act as a barrier to individual
mobility in a context where the higher status posits prestigious and where alternative
options are regarded as ‘good enough’. Future relseshould examine in greater detail the
ways in which social context moderates the impaaentity compatibility on individual
mobility.

| also examined the role of psychological barrterthe success of low SES students
who are already at university. In line with lyerdacolleagues (2009), | found that when a
new social identity is perceived to be incompatibith the ‘old’ identity, the old identity
stands in the way of integrating into the new grdaghese circumstances, well-being was
adversely affected, presumably because a new séientification with and belonging in
the new group could not be established. More sjpadlif, analyses showed that identity
compatibility at the start of the academic yeadpted psychological fit in the second
semester (see Studies 2 and 3, Chapter 3). Psyotall@t, in turn, predicted levels of well-
being and academic success. That is, studentseltithdt they had a good psychological fit

with being at university were more likely to adjastademically, which in turn was
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Figure 5.1.
Theoretical model of the role of structural, indival and identity factors in individual mobilitygfined as access to the high status group and
the extent of success within the high status group)
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associated with higher grades at the end of theiryfear. Furthermore, students who
perceived that they had a good psychological fihwhiversity had greater well-being (see
Chapter 3). Thus, perceptions of identity inconphty and low psychological fit among

low SES students appear to hinder successful atiegrinto the higher status group. This
shows that identity changes (such as becoming\weersiiy student) do not take place in a
social vacuum. To understand whether members ofialggroup choose to take on higher
status group memberships when faced with life ttmms, one needs to understand how the
new social identity fits with established identtigsani, 2008). Future studies could examine
how the upwardly mobile try to reconcile incompdities between old and new social
identities (e.g., whether to try to maintain linkgh their social background or to try to
assimilate to the high status group), perhaps ugisgarch on acculturation as an example
(e.q., Berry, 1997).

In sum, it seems reasonable to conclude that iyesumpatibility and perceptions of
social belonging and social identification are imtpot psychological barriers to individual
mobility that not only influence the success ofiundual mobility (in terms of integrating
into the new group and gaining the same outcomésigmal’ group members) once
disadvantaged students have embarked upon this, touttalso lead members of
disadvantaged groups to refrain from engagingdividual mobility in the first place.

Methodological considerations

In the research reported in this thesis, | examthednodel summarised in Figure 5.1
using different methodologies (experimental, cresstional and longitudinal) in both lab-
based and more naturalistic settings. In the |agfe of setting, | examined low status group
members at different stages of the individual mbbibute by conducting studies both
among pupils at secondary school at a time thgtwleze making higher education choices

and among students who were already at univenssing both psychology and non-
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psychology samples). The studies had good sang#s,salthough the sample sizes in the
experimental studies could have been higher. A&urstrength of the research reported in
this thesis is that | aimed and also managed ticege findings across different studies,
despite differences in samples and methods.
Implications

Even when self-advancement is objectively posgilg., a student has the grades to
get into a high status university) or encouragethleyenvironment (e.g., by the school, an
individual teacher or the individual's parents aratakers), the awareness that only a few
people from one’s background have followed the seouge in the past can reduce the
objective expectation of success (Barreto, Ellem®iBalacios, 2004). It is worth noting that
the school students who were participants in osgaech (reported in Chapter 4) were being
educated in broadly similar school environments (in the state sector, in comprehensive
schools, in South Wales). However, even within ti@adly similar school environment we
found that high SES pupils were more likely to gpgpla high status university than were
their low SES counterparts. Interventions desigoethange this should focus on the
individual school students’ perceptions of identgmpatibility and/or their perceptions of
psychological fit with high status universitiesidtlikely to be more difficult to change
perceptions of identity compatibility, in that pereed incompatibility is grounded partly in
social class identity, which might be difficult tbange — even if this was felt to be an
acceptable objective. Changing perceptions of pdggical fit, on the other hand, should be
a more achievable goal. High prestige HEIs coultisimould do more to increase perceptions
of permeability, and to foster the idea that stasiémm disadvantaged backgrounds not only
can gain entry but will also be made to feel weleance they have arrived. These are
psychological interventions that should enhancdikieéhood that highly able working-class

students will choose to apply to and (if accepted)rish in high prestige universities.
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However, it should also be acknowledged that acadaahievement in public examinations
is linked to SES and that it has an influence loothhe kind of university to which students
apply and on the likelihood of gaining entry. Itiéovs that any measure that reduces the
academic achievement gap at school level wouldlssan effective way to enhance the
likelihood of success of low SES individuals whaoé@dhe intellectual ability to gain entry to
highly selective universities.
Awareness of the role of social contexts

The present research shows that there are sesetaid that reduce individual
mobility among low SES students. Making studentsl ([@achers) aware of these barriers
and how they are grounded in SES should be astiegtin any campaign to increase the
chances of individual success. This may seem obyiaut just world beliefs often make
people overlook evidence of the role that group tenship plays in their (lack of) success
(Major, Gramzow, McCoy, Levin, Schmader, & Sidani2802). When conducting my
research, | noticed that some participants reaquiéée strongly to the SES-related questions
that were incorporated near the end of my questioes. Pupils wrote comments such as
‘social class is not relevant anymore today’ anadealid not want to complete the SES
qguestions, illustrating how well entrenched meridoy-related beliefs are in present day
society. Increasing the awareness of potentialdyarto low status group members could be
achieved by educating students about the signiéeaf social contexts (such as the roles of
social class, gender and ethnicity), and how tleyse the self-concept and possible selves
(Markus & Nurius, 1986). Within schools, studentsiid be educated about how social class
background can affect the type of university toahtihey think about applying. At
university, students could also be educated abmwttheir social class background can
influence their sense of belonging and adjustnfemtexample, in a study by Stephens,

Hamedani and Destin (2014) senior university sttglfom different backgrounds shared
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personal stories with incoming students that hgitted how social class backgrounds can
affect how students cope with the challenges tiyt aire likely to face at university, as well
as how certain strategies for coping with thesdl@hges can be successful. By the end of
their first year low SES students who learned abimeisignificance of their backgrounds
earned higher grades. By increasing awareness #imule of social contexts, students are
likely to understand themselves and others betteich should equip them with the tools
they need to take charge of their university (amnassquent) experience (Boykin & Nogera,
2011; Fook & Askeland, 2007).
Positive role models

Even if individual mobility is objectively possihléhe awareness that only a few
members of the ingroup have been successful ipabemight not be encouraging (Barreto,
Ellemers, & Palacios, 2004). Schools and univesitiould therefore provide low SES
students with positive role models, for examplecksating materials and resources showing
prospective and current students examples of padtists from low SES backgrounds who
have been successful (Zirkel, 2002). However, raarareness of role models does not
automatically enhance the mobility of other ingranpmbers (Ellemers & Van Laar, 2010).
It will be important that these role models arespréed as ‘one of them’, rather than as
exceptions to the rule, in order to avoid the vikelbwn problem that counter-stereotypical
exemplars are regarded as ‘exceptional’ with tiseltehat exposure to such exemplars fails
to result in generalization to the category as ale/ksee Gibson & Cordova, 1999;
Hamburger, 1994).

Theory and research suggest that people engagindiindual upward mobility
(such as the successful role model) distance tHeessiom the stereotype of the ‘old’
group, which not only involves perceiving the sedfa non-prototypical group member, but

may also elicit stereotypical views of other inigpanembers, implying they might not have
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what it takes to become successful (Ellemers, \@anHkuvel, de Gilder, Maass & Bonvini,
2004). Successful role models have the potentimd®ase low SES students’ sense that
different kinds of students can gain access tobensuccessful in university and thereby have
a positive effect, as long as the role models eea s1s relevant and attractive.
Cultivating a sense of fit

Within the context of higher education, the upviardobile are likely to experience
threats to their identity. My findings indicate thaw SES pupils may feel that their old
identity is not valued in the new environment (iv&alue threat) or that they are not fully
accepted into the new group (i.e., acceptancetttBeanscombe, Ellemers, Spears & Doosje,
1999). To tackle this, interventions should encgarstudents to see that ‘people like them’
are valued, recognised and included as part afitingersity community (Steele, 2010; Steele
& Cohn-Vargas, 2013). Self-affirmation interventsomave been shown to help students from
disadvantaged backgrounds to cope with identitgahby providing them with an
opportunity to reflect on and validate values tirat central to the self (for an overview see
Cohen & Sherman, 2014). These interventions haga beccessful in decreasing the
achievement gap between majority and minority gsolgpg., African Americans and low
SES students in education, and women in STEM stf)j€ohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master,
2006; Cohen, Garcia, Purdie-Vaughns, Apfel, & Btaski, 2009; Harackiewicz et al. 2014;
Miyake, Kost-Smith, Finkelstein, Pollock, Cohen]t&, 2010), but no research has examined
the effects on psychological fit.

My attempt to address this gap produced inconctussgults (Study 3, Chapter 3).
Some limitations of the self-affirmation intervesiused in that study were discussed in
Chapter 3. Another reason for the lack of significaffects could be that self-affirmation as a
response to identity threats is more limited wheromes to increasing feelings of belonging.

Research on self-affirmation following social thseto the self has found that affirming
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one’s values in a non-social domain is unlikelygmove the pain of social exclusion:
although such affirmations may restore feelingseadf-worth and even compensate for lack
of personal accomplishment, they do not seem &ffieetive in creating a sense of social
belonging (Knowles, Gale, Molden, Gardner & Ded&il@). Although the research by
Knowles and colleagues did not directly investigadeial identity threat, their findings
suggest that an intervention directly aimed atadanclusion might be more effective.

An intervention directly aimed at increasing thasseof belonging ofslyear African
Americans in college (by framing social adversgycammon and transient) found that
African Americans’ (but not European Americans’lf-seported health and well-being
increased as a result of the intervention, althdeghngs of belonging were not measured
(Walton & Cohen, 2011). In sum, self-affirmationdesocial belonging interventions might
prove a fruitful opportunity to increase feelinggsychological fit among low SES students
in higher education, although a deeper understgrmfihow these interventions transform
disadvantaged students’ university experience béyloa realm of academic achievement is
needed.

Future directions

In this section | aim to point towards new aveniogsesearch, besides the ones
already discussed. As with much social psycholdgesearch, there are variables beyond
those considered that are potentially relevantsdnoaild be taken into account. Below |
highlight some that | regard as important and psamgi.

Psychological fit is an important factor in my rasgh, where it was measured by
feelings of social belonging, social identificatiand (in the case of anticipated psychological
fit) perceptions of permeability. Future researohld examine the role of empowerment,
which was not assessed in the current studies. &empoent refers to a sense of entitlement,

efficacy, and control over one’s experience (&rgan & Deci, 2006). Stephens, Brannon,
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Markus and Nelson (2015) argue that with the sehsgvnership that comes with
empowerment, students are more likely to influathegr situation and seize available
opportunities (e.g., by asking questions afterctule). Thus empowerment seems to be an
additional relevant psychological factor that coeigblain SES variations in levels of
academic adjustment, performance and well-beingigersity.

Another variable that played an important role um studies is identity compatibility.
In the present studies | assumed that people warrickive greater incompatibility between
old and new identities if the old identity was ampprtant one. However, we did not assess
the perceived importance of SES identity. Thisesstithe importance of pre-transition
identity and how it affects psychological fit deges greater consideration in future research.

Future studies could also examine the motives Uyidgrthe positive effects of
identity compatibility and psychological fit. Based SIT, we assumed that people are
motivated to maintain or enhance feelings of daitueness, self-continuity and belonging,
and that for low SES group members these motivatawa involved when engaging in
individual mobility (whereas motives of distinctivess might be fulfilled, this is much less
likely to be true of self-continuity and belongingptivations ). Future research could
examine the links between SIT motives, identity patibility and psychological fit.

Conclusion

The present chapter has attempted to summarigefieations of my research on
the structural and psychological barriers facinglehts from low SES backgrounds and to
discuss how these barriers prevent them from saftdgsengaging in individual mobility. |
drew conclusions based on the findings of the stite@ported Chapters 2, 3 and 4, studies
showing that individual merit is not always suféiot to improve one’s position in society.
The main point emerging from the thesis is thaividdial mobility has the potential to be a

successful route for change if barriers betweerasgooups are genuinely permeable and
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perceived psychological barriers between socialgsare removed. Although much work
remains to be done, the interventions suggestedegtmovide ideas about how to increase

low SES students’ access to higher education apdramities to succeed.
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Appendices

The appendix contains supplementary informatioandigg the measures used in Chapters 2,
3 and 4 and factor loadings of the measurement iImad€hapter 3 and 4.
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Appendix 2.1: Full details measures Chapter 2

Measures Study 1
Manipulation check group status
— How would you rate the average information proaegskills of law students,
compared to other fields?
- How would you rate the average information proaegskills of psychology students,
compared to other fields?
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Much below average’; 7 = ‘Mualhove average’)

Manipulation check individual ability
— Based on the task you just did, how would you yat& own information processing
skills? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Very poor’; 7 = ‘Verygd’)

Manipulation check permeability
— Who has been appointed to the student positiotieithink tank in recent years?
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Only law students’; 7 = ‘Onlgygzhology students’)

Individual mobility attitudesd = .87)
— | am keen to get this position
— | am willing to invest time and effort to get thpssition
— Ifind it important to distinguish myself from othpsychology students
— 1 would prefer to be given this role because ofpgmysonal qualities, and not because
| am a psychology student.
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Completely disagree’; 7 = ‘Cdatply agree’)
— To what extent would you like to apply for the gmsi in the think-tank? (Scale
points: 1 = ‘Not at all’; 11 = ‘Very much’)

Measures Study 2
Manipulation check individual ability
— Based on the task you just did, how would you yat& own information processing
skills? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Average’; 7 = ‘Exceltgn

Manipulation check identity compatibility
— How well does a typical Cardiff University studdmntn with a General Psychology
Internship socially? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Not at;all= ‘Very well’)
— How similar is a typical Cardiff University studetat other interns doing a General
Psychology Internship? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Not vangilar’; 7 = ‘Very similar’)

Individual mobility attitudesq = .81)
Same items were used as in Study 2.1.

Measures Study 3
Manipulation check individual ability
— Based on the task you just did, how would you yat& own information processing
skills? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Average’; 7 = ‘Exceltgn
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Manipulation check vacancy status
— How would you rate the status of the General/Intstiate/Professional Psychology
Internship? (Scale points: 1 = ‘Very low’; 7 = "{ehigh)

Manipulation check identity compatibility
— How well does a typical Cardiff University studdintn with a General/Intermediate/
Professional Psychology Internship socially? (Spalats: 1 = ‘Not at all’; 7 = ‘Very
well’)
— How similar is a typical Cardiff University studetat other interns doing a General/
Intermediate/ Professional Psychology Internshxale points: 1 = ‘Not so similar’;
7 = 'Very similar’)

Individual mobility attitudesds > .91)
Same items as in Study 1.1 & 1.2 + the followiregris:

— | am very motivated to apply to this internship

— | want to do this internship because it would bedyfor my career prospects
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Completely disagree’; 7 = ‘Cdetply agree’)

Individual mobility intentions
— If you had just ONE opportunity to apply for onetbé internships, which one would
you apply for? (Scale options low ability conditigBeneral or Intermediate
Psychology Internship; Scale options high abiliydition: Intermediate or
Professional Psychology Internship)
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Appendix 3.1: Full details measures Chapter 3

Measures Study 1A
Social classd = .69)
What is the highest level of education your fatimether (or the person you consider to be

your father/mother) has achievegifease tick the box that’'s most applicable)

O

No qualifications

O

GCSE / CSE / GCE O-level

(or City and Guilds Level 1 or 2/Craft/Intermediave NVQ/SVQ Level 1 or 2, or
GNVQ/GSVQ Foundation or Intermediate Level,

or equivalent)

A-level, S-level, A2-level, AS-level
(or City and Guilds Level 3/Advanced/Final, or N\8YQ Level 3, or

GNVQ/GSVQ Advanced Level, or equivalent

@)

City and guilds Level 4/Full Technological
(or NVQ/SVQ Level 4 or 5, or equivalent)

Bachelor’s degreeor equivalent

Master’s degreeor equivalent

Ph.D., D.Philor equivalent

Other, namely

O|0|0|0 |0

| don’t have a father or a person | consider tonyefather

If you had to choose which social class would yay you belong to?

ool oNoNoNoNONONG,

Lower working class
Working class
Upper working class
Lower middle class
Middle class

Upper middle class
Upper class
Other, namely:
Don’'t know

Identity compatibility ( = .43)

1. Think about whether your decision to becomeigeusity student is consistent wigiour
wider social background

Choose the pair of circles that best representarti@int of overlap you think there is
between being a university student godr wider social background

v S

)

A B

@)

A B

(O

CA)CB) QCB) A B A B

S
(¥ S
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2. Think about whether your decision to becomeigaugity student is consistent wiglour
immediate family background

Choose the pair of circles that best representarti@int of overlap you think there is
between being a university student godr immediate family background

v ¢

7S

s

OO

A B

)

A B

@),

A B

1.

-

Social identification ¢ = .83)

— | expect to identify strongly with other universgiudents

— | expect to feel strong ties with other universtydents

— | expect to feel a strong sense of solidarity witiher university students
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stronggree’)

Belonging ¢ = .80)

— | am confident that | will fit in with my universjtfriends

— I think I will generally feel that people accept meuniversity

— | am worried that I will feel left out of things university

— | am worried that | will not be valued by or impanmt to university friends
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stgbnagree’).

Academic adjustment
— How well do you think you will adjust academicaltyyour university? (Scale points:
1 ='Not well at all’; 5 = “Very well’)

Well-being
Positive affect
— Thinking about myself and how | normally feel, iangral, | mostly experience
positive feelings (Scale points: 1 = ‘Disagree sglyg’; 10 = ‘Agree strongly’)
Negative affect
— Thinking about myself and how | normally feel, iangral, | mostly experience
negative feelings (Scale points: 1 = ‘Disagreersily; 10 = ‘Agree strongly’)
Life satisfaction
— Overall, | feel that | am satisfied with my lifeq&e points: 1 = ‘Disagree strongly’;
10 = ‘Agree strongly’)
Depression
— On a scale of one to ten, how depressed would gpysu are in general (Scale
points: 1 = ‘Not at all depressed’; 10 = ‘Extremédlpressed’)
Anxiety
— On a scale of one to ten, how anxious would youysayare in general (Scale points:
1 ='Not at all anxious’; 10 = ‘Extremely anxious’)

Academic performance
Students’ overall mark at the end of their firsayef study was measured in percentages
(from 0 to 100%).

151



Measures Study 1B
Social classd = .64)
The same three items were used as in Study 1A.

Identity compatibility(r = .41)
The same two items were used as in Study 1A.

Social identification ¢ = .90)

— lidentify strongly with other university students

— | feel strong ties with other university students

— | feel a strong sense of solidarity with other @ngity students
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stronggree’)

Belonging(a = .76)

— | feel that | am fitting in with my university frigls

— | feel that people accept me at university

— | feel left out of things in university

— |l am worried that | am not valued by or importamuniversity friends
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stronggree’)

Academic adjustment
— How well do you think you are adjusting academic#dl university? (Scale points: 1
='Not well at all’; 5 = “Very well’)

Measures Study 2
Social classd = .66)
The same three items were used as in Studies 1ABnd

Identity compatibility ( = .61)
1. Think about whether your decision to become igaunsity student is consistent wittour
general family and social background.

Choose the pair of circles that best representarti@unt of overlap you think there is
between being a university student godr general family and social background.

e[RRI B[E] &

A B A B A B A B

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

2. Now think more specifically about whether yoeciion to become a university student is
consistent withyour immediate family background (e.g., your pasérgducation and
occupation).

Choose the pair of circles that best representarti@int of overlap you think there is
between being a university student odr immediate family background.
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CRCB)CBCE?OOCXDCD | @

A B A B A B A B A B

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Belonging ¢ = .83)
The same four items were used as in Studies 1A Bnd

Social identification

Self-investmen(o = .88)
— | feel a bond with university students
— | feel solidarity with university students
— | feel committed to university students
— | am glad to be a university student
— | think that university students have a lot to beya of
— lItis pleasant to be a university student
— Being a university student gives me a good feeling
— | often think about the fact that | am a universtydent
— The fact that | am a university student is an ingoar part of my identity

Being a university student is an important patafv | see myself
Self -definition(a = .84)
- | have alot in common with the average universitydent
— | am similar to the average university student
— University students have a lot in common with eattter
— University students are very similar to each other
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stronggree’)

Academic adjustmerftx = .73)
— How well do you think you are adjusting academic#dl university? (Scale points: 1
='Not well at all’; 5 = “Very well’)
— | am not performing well during examinations
— | am satisfied with my level of academic performanc
— |l am worried that | am not really smart enoughtfa academic work | am expected
to do
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Strbnggree’)

Social detachment
Adjustment difficultiego = .90)
To what extent have you experienced the followmthe past week:
— Finding it difficult adjusting to a new situation
— Feeling uncomfortable in a new situation
— Feeling lost in a new situation
— Having difficulties getting used to new customs
Lonelinesqo = .81)
— Feeling lonely
— Feeling unloved
— Feeling isolated from the rest of the world
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Not at all’; 5 = ‘Very strong’)
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Academic performance
Students’ overall mark at the end of their firsayef study was measured in percentages
(from 0O to 100%).

Measures Study 3
Social classd = .74)
The same three items were used as in Studies 1And2.

Identity compatibility(r = .70)
The same two items were used as in Study 2.

Social identification s > .84)
The same three items were used as in Studies 1ARBnd

Belonging s > .81)
— | feel that | am fitting in with my university friels

— | feel that I'm making good friends at university’
— | feel that people accept me at university
— | am worried that my background and experiencesardifferent from those around
me in university
— | feel left out of things in university
— | am worried that | am not valued by or importanuniversity friends
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Strbnggree”)

Positive and negative affect (PANAGPaA = .87;0na = .86)
The following questions are about how you gengifakl about yourself and your life.
— Interested
— Distressed
- Excited
- Upset
- Strong
- Guilty
— Scared
— Hostile
— Enthusiastic
- Proud
— lrritable
- Alert
— Ashamed
— Inspired
— Nervous
- Determined
— Attentive
- Jittery
— Active
- Afraid
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Very slightly or not at all’;5*'Very much’)
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Life satisfaction ¢ = .90)
How do you feel about your life in general?

— In most ways my life is close to ideal

— The conditions of my life are excellent

— | am satisfied with my life

— So far I have gotten the important things | wanifan
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Stgbnagree”)

Self-esteemao( = .91)

— | feel that | am a person of worth, at least oregnal plane with others.

— | feel that | have a number of good qualities.
— Allin all, I am inclined to feel that | am a farkeL
— |l am able to do things as well as most other people
— | feel I do not have much to be proud of.
— | take a positive attitude toward myself.
— On the whole, | am satisfied with myself.
— lwish | could have more respect for myself.
— | certainly feel useless at times.
— Attimes I think I am no good at all.
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’; 7 = ‘Strbnggree’)
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Appendix 3.2: Additional factor loadings of the ipaodel in Study 1A, Chapter 3

Factor Observed Variable B (SE) B

Psychological fit Anticipated Identification 1.00 77X
Anticipated Belonging 1.17 (.13) .85%*F*

Well-being PA 1.00 81
NA -1.20 (.09)  -.91***
LS .85 (.08) BT
Dep -1.06 (.09)  -.82***
Anx - 79 ((11)  -.56***

Note.*** p<.001.
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Appendix 3.3: Factor loadings of the measuremerdehim Study 2, Chapter 3

Factor Item B (SE) B
Psychological fit T2 Belonging f1order factor) 1.00 Q7 rE*
(2939 order factor) ldentification SD florder factor) 87 (.113)  .72%*
Identification S| (2° order factor) 77 (11) .82%**
Belonging HSU Bl .90 (.10) .8Ox**
B2 .85 (.10) 84***
B3 1.00 .60***
B4 .96 (.10) .60***
Identification SD D1 1.00 .88***
D2 .84 (.05) T
D3 79 (.11) B9***
D4 74 (11 .60***
Identification Sl Solidarity (1 order factor) 1.00 .88***
(2" order factor) Satisfaction {Jorder factor) .61 (.08) .80***
Centrality (' order factor) .60 (.12) 56*+*
Solidarity SO1 1.00 1.04%**
SO2 .80 (.08) JT2%x%
S03 .91 (.08) .85***
Satisfaction SAl 1.00 BLH*
SA2 .98 (.10) T3>
SA3 1.01 (.11) B9*r*
SA4 1.13 (.10) 1 8***
Centrality C1 1.00 B1*F*
C2 1.20 (.13) .90***
C3 1.21 (.13) .8Q*rx
Social detachment Loneliness'(drder factor) 1.00 Q1 xx*
(2" order factor) Adjustment difficulties {lorder 84 (.114)  .78%*
factor)
Loneliness L1 1.00 .66***
L2 97 (\11) I el
L3 1.29 (.13) Q1 xxx
Adjustment Adl 1.17 (.112) VA ke
difficulties Ad2 1.44 (.14) LQ5*r*
Ad3 1.42 (.14) LQ2%**
Ad4 1.00 .B5***
Academic adjustment Al 1.00 .68***
A2 1.68 (.24) NN Rk
A3 1.82 (.27) 76%**
A4 1.76 (.31)  .60***

Note.*** p<.001.
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Appendix 3.4: Factor loadings of the measuremerdehim Study 3, Chapter 3

Factor Item/Parcel B (SE) B
SES SES1 (education father) 1.00 TBx**
SES2 (education mother) .99 (.12) T6x**
SES3 (subjective class) .72 (.10) B3***
Identity Compatibility 1C1 1.00 .68***
IC2 1.88 (.26) .98*rx
Psychological fit T2 Belonging forder factor) .76 (.09) 947%x*
(2" order factor) Identification SD florder factor) 1.00 B7rr*
Belonging Parcel B1 1.00 AT
Parcel B2 1.24 (.10) .8O*rx
Parcel B3 1.24 (.10) 94*x*
Identification SD ltem 11 1.00 LQ2%xx
Item 12 1.02 (.05) Q3xr*
Item I3 .83 (.07) Vo G
Positive Affect Parcel PA1 1.09 (.10) RSN ekl
Parcel PA2 1.00 .83
Parcel PA3 1.08 (.10) .85***
Negative Affect Parcel NA1 1.00 .84 rx*
Parcel NA2 1.00 (.08) 90x**
Parcel NA3 .94 (.08) .86+
Self-Esteem Parcel SE1 1.00 .86***
Parcel SE2 .82 (.06) R ¥ G
Parcel SE3 .89 (.06) Q2%**
Life Satisfaction Parcel LS1 1.00 Q3rx
Parcel LS2 .95 (.07) .88***

Note.*** p<.001.
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Appendix 4.1: Full details measures Chapter 4

Measures Study 1
Parental educatiom € .48)
What is the highest level of education your fatimether (or the person you consider to be
your father/mother) has achievegifease tick the box that’'s most applicable)
O No qualifications

O GCSE/CSE/ GCE O-level
(or City and Guilds Level 1 or 2/Craft/Intermediave NVQ/SVQ Level 1 or 2, or
GNVQ/GSVQ Foundation or Intermediate Level,
or equivalent)

O A-level, S-level, A2-level, AS-level

(or City and Guilds Level 3/Advanced/Final, or N\8YQ Level 3, or
GNVQ/GSVQ Advanced Level, or equivalent

City and guilds Level 4/Full Technological

(or NVQ/SVQ Level 4 or 5, or equivalent)

Bachelor’s degreeor equivalent

Master’s degreeor equivalent

Ph.D., D.Philor equivalent

Other, namely
| don’t have a father or a person | consider tonyefather

@)

O|0|0|0 |0

Subijective class

If you had to choose which social class would yayi you belong to?
Lower working class

Working class

Upper working class

Lower middle class

Middle class

Upper middle class

Upper class
Other, namely:
Don’'t know

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0O0OO0OO0

Identity Compatibility ¢ = .79)
— To what extent do you feel your decision to becanséudent is consistent with your
general family and social background?
— To what extent do you feel your decision to becanséudent is consistent with your
immediate family background, for example your p#&seoccupation?
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Not at all consistent’; 7 = yeconsistent’)

Psychological fit

Social identificationasu = .80,aLsu = .85)
— | expect to feel strong ties with other Universitystudents
— | expect | will identify with other University X gtlents
— | expect | will identify with other University Xtadents
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Belonging(asu = .85,aLsu = .85)
— | am confident that | would fit in with others ahlersity X
— | am confident that | would make good friends aivérsity X
Permeability
— University X is open to students like me
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree; 7 = ‘Strgnagjree’)

Academic ability ¢ = .83)
What grade did you achieve for each of the follaysabjects at GCSE level?

(Please circle the grade you got)

English (Language) A* A B C D E F G U
Mathematics A* A B C D E F G U
Science A* A B C D E F G U
University statusd = .63)

What university would you like to apply to?

Please list your top three.

1.

2.

3.

Measures Study 2

Parental educatiom € .52)

The same measure was used as in Study 1.

Subjective class A

Imagine that this ladder pictures how the UK sgcigtset up. .’JK"'& o

At the top of the ladder are the people who arebttst off in the

UK — they have the most money, the highest amoustimoling W fe0

and the jobs that bring the most respect. ,':?_:7:\\{”." 0
f [

Il { e |I aal”

At the bottom are people who are the worst ofhie UK — they .“'r'bﬁf | d

have the least money, little or no education, fiogpjobs that .“Li\.;q | N

LY froe0

nobody wants or respects. “'II"\H%J!;'“ N

Now think about your family. Please tick the cirthat shows fi\lﬂ e

where you think your family would be on this ladder S\\Lf S

Identity compatibility ( = .78).
The same two items were used as in Study 1.

Psychological fit
Social identificatioaLsu = .81,asu = .78,0Hsu = .79)
The same three items were used as in Study 1.
Belonging(aLsu = .87,asu = .83,ansu = .83).
The same two items were used as in Study 1.
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Permeability(osu = .72,asu = .73,0Hsu = .76)
— The University X is open to students like me
— Assuming | get the required grades, it is easyfiodents like me to get into
University X
— University X is accessible to people like me
(Scale points: 1 = ‘Strongly disagree; 7 = ‘Strgnagjree’)

Academic ability ¢ = .83)
Please write down the grades you expect to getdor A-Levels(e.g. “2 Cs and a D”)

University statuso = .70)
Of all the universities available to you, which warisity would you like to apply to?
Please list your top three, in order of prefergiwdgere 1 = most preferred).

1.
2.
3.
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Appendix 4.2: Factor loadings of the measuremerdehim Study 1, Chapter 4

Factor Item B (SE) B
SES SES1 (education father) 1.00 .68***
SES2 (education mother) 1.07 (.14) 7Ox**
Identity compatibility IC1 1.00 1.00***
IC2 .70 (.07) 78rrx
Psychological fit SU Belonging/permeability SU  1.00 1.28***
(2" order factor) (1%t order factor)
Identification SU .35 (.07) 58x**
(1% order factor)
Belonging/permeability SU Bl 1.00 .82%**
B2 .81 (.06) o G
P1 .75 (.09) .60***
Identification SU 11 1.00 A el
12 1.32 (.12) 7
13 .88 (.10) B7*r*
Psychological fit LSU Belonging/permeability LSU  1.00 1.22%**
(2" order factor) (1%t order factor)
Identification LSU 42 (.08) T LxE*
(1% order factor)
Belonging/permeability LSU Bl 1.00 .82%**
B2 .78 (.05) i
P1 .79 (.08) .B5***
Identification LSU 11 1.00 6%
12 1.30 (.10) LQ2%**
13 .97 (.08) T5***
Grades English 1.00 TQx**
Science 1.26 (.16) T6xF*
Mathematics 1.33 (.17) T

Note.*** p<.001.
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Appendix 4.3: Factor loadings of the measuremerdeh8tudy 2, Chapter 4

Factor Item B (SE) B
SES SES1 (education father) 1.00 T 3FF*
SES2 (education mother) .84 (.10) B9***
Identity compatibility 1C1 1.00 T5***
IC2 1.56 (.15)  1.03***
Psychological fit HSU Belonging HSU ( order factor) 1.00 .80x**
(2" order factor) Identification HSU forder factor) 1.07 (.15) Q1 xx*
Permeability HSU (Lorder factor) .70 (.11) S7ER*
Belonging HSU Bl 1.00 .83***
B2 .91 (.07) .82%xx
Identification HSU 11 1.00 .B69***
12 1.03 (.10) 81rrx
13 1.08 ((11)  .79%*
Permeability HSU P1 1.00 J75***
P2 .84 (.10) .B0***
P3 1.10 (.11) 81
Psychological fit SU  Belonging SUYbrder factor) 1.00 T4**
(2" order factor) Identification SU florder factor) 1.23 (.18) .8hx**
Permeability SU (lorder factor) .80 (.14) H58***
Belonging SU Bl 1.00 .82%**
B2 .97 (.09) .84 rrx
Identification SU 11 1.00 B5***
12 1.19 ((11) .84
13 1.10 (.10) 81rxx
Permeability SU P1 1.00 .B69***
P2 .89 (.12) No¥ hekai
P3 95 (.11) .74
Psychological fit LSU Belonging LSU {order factor) 1.00 84 rr*
(2" order factor) Identification LSU (% order factor) 1.04 (.12) Q2x**
Permeability LSU (¥ order factor) .54 (.08) NN
Belonging LSU Bl 1.00 Q2%
B2 .75 (.05) .83rxx
Identification LSU 11 1.00 .68***
12 .92 (.08) .85***
13 .87 (.09) .82%*x
Permeability LSU P1 1.00 .83rr*
P2 .56 (.09) ABrrx
P3 .71 (.10) B4rr*

Note.*** p<.001.
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