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Abstract

Studies on campus climate continue to be important 
to higher education to aid in creating safe, diverse, and 
productive working environments. Prior research has 
suggested different experiences reported by students, 
faculty, and staff regarding collective identities like race, 
sexual orientation, major of study, and others. We invited 
12,600 undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in 
colleges of agriculture at three land-grant institutions in 
the U.S. to examine the influence of agricultural identity on 
student experience. Two analyses were conducted using 
multivariate analysis of variance: one with the independent 
variable of agricultural identity within one’s top three 
collective identities and one with the independent variable 
of socially ascribed agricultural identity on self-reported 
success and retention outcomes. Respondents indicated 
that agricultural identity is an important collective identity, 
with 51% of respondents reporting it within their top three 
identities. Statistical significance was noted on similar self-
reported success and retention outcomes. Agricultural 
identity may be a collective identity of interest within campus 
climates.

Introduction

In the early 2000s, the extant research defining 
campus climate was scant (Hart & Fellabaum, 2008), 
yet the term was used on many campuses and in many 
contexts to understand issues in diversity and quality of 
academic life. Over the last 20 years, an increasing number 
of colleges and universities have engaged in studies on 
campus climate to gauge the environment as it relates to 
diversity, multiculturalism (Hurtado, et al., 1998), and, more 
recently, science identity (Stets et al., 2017) and sexual 
assault and misconduct (Cantor et al., 2015). Education 
administrators and decision-makers continue to engage in 
conversations of campus climate (Blackburn, et al., 2018) to 
improve organizational viability. Even with many institutions 
engaging in such work, the research suggests many varying 
definitions and foci of campus climate.  

Campus climate is a measure (real or perceived) 
of an academic institution’s environment as related to 
interpersonal, academic, and professional interactions 
(Hurtado, 2007; Williams, 2010). Campus climate includes 
events, messages, symbols, core beliefs, feelings, 
attitudes, and many more elements that make an institution 
a welcome environment—or not—for everyone (Hurtado, 
2007). Each of these elements can range from subtle to 
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cumulative to dramatic and can influence whether an 
individual or collective feels safe, listened to, valued, and 
treated fairly. Wide-reaching definitions of campus climate 
have led institutions to realize the positive and negative 
effects of climate on their constituents.  

Much of the research in this area focuses on the 
impact of campus climate on student, faculty, and staff 
performance. Based on the research, campus climate 
influences a student’s academic success (Campbell, et 
al., 2019; Oseguera, et al., 2018) and an employee’s 
professional success and well-being (Guiffrida, et al., 
2008; Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005). The literature also 
suggests that various collective identity groups perceive 
the campus climate differently and that their perceptions 
may affect working and learning outcomes adversely (Hale, 
2004; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Harper & Quaye, 2004). 
Institutions continually aspire to create diverse, welcoming, 
and productive work and scholarly environments, especially 
with changing student demographics (Cuellar & Johnson-
Ahorlu, 2016).  

Because constituent experiences are distinctly different 
based on collective identities, researchers and practitioners 
have been led to consider which to prioritize in studies of 
campus climate. Much of the existing research that has 
examined student perceptions of the university climate has 
focused on one racial/ethnic group (typically Blacks and 
Whites), has compared Black students with their White 
counterparts (Allen, 1987, 1992; Fleming, 1984; Follet, 
Andberg, & Hendel, 1982; McClelland & Auster, 1990; 
Nettles, et al., 1986), or has compared White students 
with a racially/ethnically heterogeneous group of students 
of color (Loo & Rolison, 1986; Rankin & Reason, 2005). 
Moreover, following this initial focus on racial campus 
climate, the student experience of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender (LGBT) individuals has become important to 
United States–based institutions. A national study conducted 
in 2010 showed that LGBT students are less likely to persist 
and graduate than heterosexual students (Rankin, et al., 
2010). Furthermore, LGBT students are more likely than 
their heterosexual peers to experience harassment and, as 
a result, engage in a variety of unhealthy behaviors (Rankin 
et al., 2010; Weber, 2008). Additionally, some studies have 
expanded foci to gender, international/citizenship status, 
and other prevalent collective identity groups (Hart & 
Fellabaum, 2008). Even with these additional foci, the list 
of salient collective identities included in studies on campus 
climate remains unexhausted.  

In more recent discussions, institutions have begun to 
consider science identity, science-technology-engineering-
math (STEM) identity, and engineering identity as a 
collective identity in campus climate. This consideration has 
led researchers to posit students having a strong science 
or engineering identity as a good predictor of moving into a 
science-related career field after graduation (Godwin, 2016; 
Stets et al., 2017). These insights into salient and new 
collective identities may aid researchers of campus climate 
in understanding student persistence and success.  

Frameworks Frameworks 
 Social aspects of the self and the extent to which 

individuals define themselves in terms of their relationships 
and social groups continue to prove interesting to a wide 
array of researchers (Charmaz, et al., 2019; Hogg, 2018; 
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). For the purpose of this study, we 
used the theory of the social self (Brewer, 1991) and the 
argument by Brewer and Gardner (1996) that “the personal, 
relational, and collective levels of self-definition represent 
distinct forms of self representation with different origins, 
sources of self-worth, and social motivations” (p. 83). 

These self-concepts include distinction between the 
individual or personal self, “those aspects of the self-
concept that distinguish the self from all others” (Brewer & 
Gardner, 1996, p. 83), and a social or relational self, “those 
aspects of the self-concept that reflect assimilation to others 
or significant social groups” (p. 83). However, implied in the 
comparison between these distinct conceptualizations is a 
further delineation between two levels of social selves—
those stemming from interpersonal relationships and 
interdependence with specific others and those stemming 
from membership in larger, more impersonal collectives or 
social categories. 

These collectives and social categories are referred 
to as collective identities or the collective self. “The 
collective self . . . reflects internalizations of the norms and 
characteristics of important reference groups and consists 
of cognitions about the self that are consistent with that 
group identification” (Brewer & Gardner, 1996, p. 84). 
Therefore, the “collective self corresponds to the concept 
of social identity as represented in social identity theory 
and self-categorization theory (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; 
Turner, et al., 1987). Because collective identities such as 
science (Hazari, et al., 2013) and STEM identity (Hughes, 
et al., 2013), engineering identity (Godwin, 2016), and other 
social self-concepts have been asserted as relevant to 
understanding campus climate, so too can other forms of 
social self-concept deemed salient by community members.  

Purpose of the study Purpose of the study 
Given the limited consensus on a single definition of 

campus climate, very little understanding exists as to 
which collective identity experiences ought to be included 
in studies on campus climate. The purpose of the present 
study is to argue the utility of including agricultural identity as 
a collective identity within assessments of campus climate. 

As stated by Hurtado, Carter, and Kardia (1998), 
“Assessing the climate for diversity becomes key for 
institutions that wish to create comfortable, diverse learning 
environments” (p. 53), which often prompts institutions to 
commission such work in the first place. The approach we 
utilized is unique to the specific institutional type (public, land-
grants) and student population represented across each of 
the three research sites. Land-grant institutions of higher 
education are unique because of their agricultural history, 
background, and sustained connections. This institutional 
history makes up a large aspect of their organizational 
identities and thus may influence the climate experienced 
by constituents. The strategy we chose to explore how 
including agricultural background as a collective identity 
at land-grant institutions may aid in understanding the 
experience of undergraduate and graduate students. Tests 
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for statistical significance assisted in understanding how 
agricultural background influences self-reported success 
outcomes and experiences at the institution.   

Research questions Research questions 

The following research questions were enumerated for 
this study: 

1. To what extent do students identify agricultural 
identity as a collective identity? 

2. Do students with or without an agricultural identity 
have a noticeable difference in self-reported 
success outcomes?  

3. Is there utility to include agricultural identity as a 
collective identity explored in higher-education 
intuitions with land-grant missions for assessments 
of campus climate?

Methods

This project is part of a larger study that aims to 
understand the cultural competence of currently enrolled 
undergraduate and graduate students. Specifically, the 
study involves students enrolled in colleges of agriculture 
in the United States at three research sites. Each research 
site’s Institutional Review Board approved the study 
protocol and all participants provided electronic consent 
prior to participation in the study. 

Participants Participants 
Invited by university email address to participate in the 

research study was a census of 12,600 undergraduates and 
graduate students enrolled during the fall 2015 semester in 
colleges of agriculture at three higher-education institutions, 
including Texas A&M University, University of Tennessee, 
and North Carolina State University. From the initial 
invitation, 1,329 respondents started the survey, resulting 
in a response rate of 9.5%. Of respondents who started the 
survey, 1,257 usable submissions were received. Within 
the sample, 17.6% (n = 220) were North Carolina State 
University students, 36.2% (n = 453) were University of 
Tennessee students, and 45.7% (n = 573) were Texas A&M 
University students. Undergraduate students comprised 
the majority of the sample, representing 55.5% of the total 
responses, while 44.1% were graduate students. The 
remaining 0.4% (n = 2) were nondegree-seeking students. 
The respondents consisted of 68.1% female, 89.4% 
heterosexual, 65.3% stating being in an organized religion, 
and 74.4% considering themselves fourth-generation or 
more United States citizen. 

Instrument  Instrument  
A 56-item mixed-methods instrument was constructed 

that took 30 to 45 minutes to complete. The instrument 
incorporated adapted survey questions (Chen, 2005) used 
to explore multiple intersecting collective identities. These 
items included asking participants to describe the level of 
salience (reported from 1, not at all, to 5, very strongly) of 

aspects of their identity including age, ethnicity, gender, 
race, etc. Additional items were included from the Aspects 
of Identity Questionnaire (AIQ-IV). Lastly, self-report 
retention questions were adapted from MAP-WORKS 
Student Retention Software and were incorporated into 
the instrument, along with additional researcher-developed 
questions related to agricultural identity. Content validity 
references “the degree to which elements of an assessment 
instrument are relevant to, and representative of, the targeted 
construct for a particular assessment purpose” (Haynes, et 
al., 1995, p. 238). The instrument was reviewed by a panel 
of four experts who have experience in survey design and 
reviewed the instrument for relevancy and representation. 
The panel also ensured the constructs measured their 
stated purpose. The panel’s edits were made prior to 
administering the survey. We defined agricultural identity as 
the social and cultural meanings associated with rural and/
or agricultural backgrounds.  

Procedure Procedure 
An online, web-based survey was conducted via 

Qualtrics. Using the Tailored Design Method of Dillman 
et al. (2009), a web-based survey recruitment approach, 
participants were contacted multiple times over a six-week 
period to participate in the study. Specifically, participants 
received an initial email with three reminders over the six-
week period.  

Analysis and statistical tests Analysis and statistical tests 
Data were extracted from Qualtrics and were 

analyzed using the IBM Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS), version 24. Some of the variables were 
transformed into dichotomous variables where necessary, 
and some of the variables such as age and some responses 
were collapsed into groupings based on the distribution 
of responses. Additionally, with only one respondent 
identifying as a Pacific Islander, this response was recoded 
as Asian for the purpose of statistical analysis. Specifically, 
research question one was addressed using descriptive 
statistics and frequencies. Research question two was 
addressed using analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparing 
the percentage of variance explained by agricultural identity 
compared to other collective identities found in studies on 
campus climate. Additional multivariate statistics were used 
to compare the independent variables of agricultural identity 
on student experience and outcome indicators.  

Results

The students’ responses were analyzed for differences 
in climate experiences based on participants’ social identity 
makeup, experiences, and self-reported success outcomes. 
Following the presentation of descriptive statistics and 
frequencies of the key study variable of agricultural identity, 
some factors were significantly related to experiences and 
success outcomes, while others were not. The findings 
highlighted below discuss the factors that demonstrated a 
significant difference in self-reported success outcomes. 

Objective one was to understand the extent to which 
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Item Not at all Moderately To a great extent
The degree to which I identify 
with an agricultural identity

125 (17.5%) 91 (12.7%) 174 (24.3%) 149 (20.8%) 177 (24.7%)

Note: Item was a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Agricultural Identity 

Institution Yes No Total
North Carolina State 
University

64 
(55.7%)

51 
(44.3%)

115

University of Tennessee 101 
(51.2%)

96 
(48.7%)

197

Texas A&M University 138 (50%) 138 
(50%)

276

Total 303 
(51.5%)

285 
(48.5%)

588

Table 2. Frequencies for Agricultural Identity in Top Three Collective 
Identities

participants reported identifying with an agricultural identity. 
Table 1 displays respondent affinity with an agricultural 
identity. Affinity was measured using a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent). 
Following this item, respondents were asked if their 
identification with an agricultural identity would be in their 
three most significant social group identities. Options for 
social identities provided for respondents previously in the 
instrument included age, ethnicity, gender, race, religion, 
sexual orientation, and socioeconomic status. Table 2 
illustrates these responses by institution and totals for the 
sample. When considering all respondents regardless of 
their institution, 51.5% (n = 303) reported an agricultural 
identity being in their three most significant social identities.

Objective two was to understand if a statistical difference 
exists between students who identify with an agricultural 
identity and those who do not on self-reported success 
outcomes. An initial multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was used to examine respondents who indicated 
agricultural identity in their top three collective identities 
(IV) and their associations to 16 self-reported success and 
retention outcomes (DVs). Success outcomes included 
questions such as “I feel like my university is a good fit for 
me,” “I am attending most of my classes most of the time,” “I 
feel I belong at my university,” and “I am seriously considering 
leaving my academic college during or after this semester. 
Not due to graduation.” There was a significant difference 
in success outcomes based on agricultural identity [F (34, 
302) = 1.571, p < 0.05; Wilk's Λ = 0.450, partial η2 = 0.15]. 
Follow-up univariate ANOVA showed that agricultural identity 
has a significant effect on a respondent’s consideration to 
leave their academic department [F (2, 167) = 3.35; p < 
0.05; partial η2 = 0.039], academic college [F (2, 167) 
= 3.35; p < 0.05; partial η2 = 0.039], and institution [F (2, 

167) = 3.35; p < 0.05; partial η2 = 0.039]. The multivariate 
analysis approached significance on the success outcome 
of a respondent’s feeling of their sense of belonging to their 
college (not university) [F (2, 167) = 2.90; p < 0.05; partial 
η2 = 0.034]. Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of 
the significant differences between agricultural identity and 
the aforementioned self-reported success outcomes. Table 
4 presents the multivariate and univariate analysis follow-up 
for objective one. 

An additional MANOVA was conducted to expand 
on objective two, which examined associations between 
respondents who reported perceiving that society in 
general assigns group membership of an agricultural 
identity to them and their self-reported success outcomes 
[F (64, 1944) = 1.441, p < 0.05; Wilk's Λ = 0.044, partial 
η2 = 0.044]. Society assigning the group membership was 
rated on a Likert-type 1-to-5 scale, with 1 being not at all, 
2 some, 3 neutral, 4 more, and 5 very strong. Follow-up 
univariate ANOVA showed that ascribed group membership 
of an agricultural identity by society has a significant effect 
on a respondent’s feeling that their university is a good fit 
for them [F (4, 511) = 5.367; p < 0.05; partial η2 = 0.040], 
that the respondent feels a sense of belonging to their 
college [F (4, 511) = 6.796; p < 0.05; partial η2 = 0.051], 
and that the respondent feels a sense of belonging at the 
university [F (4, 511) = 4.382; p < 0.05; partial η2 = 0.033]. 
Table 4 displays descriptive statistics for significant success 
outcomes based on society’s assignment of an agricultural 
identity. Table 6 presents the multivariate and univariate 
analysis follow-up for objective two.

Success Outcome Agricultural Identity 
in Top Three Mean SD

Leave department Yes 1.96 .192
No 1.97 .163

Leave college Yes 1.97 .167
No 1.98 .134

Leave institution Yes 1.97 .167
No 1.98 .149

Belong to college Yes 1.05 .223
No 1.16 .367

Note: Success outcomes were forced choice as yes or no. Responses 
were coded as 1 or 2 respectively.

Table 3. Agricultural Identity Influence on Self-reported Success 
Outcomes
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Univariate

Multivariate Leave department Leave college Leave institution Belong to college

Fa p n2 Fb p n2 Fb p n2 Fb p n2 Fb p n2
1.57 0.03 0.15 3.35 0.04 0.04 3.35 0.04 0.04 3.35 0.04 0.04 3.35 0.06 .039

Note. Multivariate F rations were generated from Wilks’ Lambda statistic. aMultivariate df = 34, 302 bUnivatiate df = 2, 167. 

Table 4. Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for Self-Reported Success Outcomes

Univariate

Multivariate University fit Belonging to college Belonging to university

Fa p n2 Fb p n2 Fb p n2 Fb p n2
1.44 0.01 0.04 5.37 0.01 0.04 6.78 0.01 0.05 4.38 0.01 0.03

Note. Multivariate F rations were generated from Wilks’ Lambda statistic. aMultivariate df = 64, 1944 bUnivatiate df 
= 4, 511.  

Success Outcome Society Assignment Mean SD

University fit

Not at all 1.19 .392
Some 1.05 .209
Neutral 1.08 .270
More 1.05 .227
Very Strong 1.05 .216

Belonging to college

Not at all 1.28 .229
Some 1.11 .313
Neutral 1.17 .373
More 1.08 .265
Very Strong 1.05 .216

Belonging to university

Not at all 1.23 .422
Some 1.08 .275
Neutral 1.10 .304
More 1.11 .311
Very strong 1.07 .261

Table 5. Society Assignment of Agricultural Identity by Self-Reported Success Outcomes 

Table 6. Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for Self-Reported Success Outcomes 
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Discussion

The present study was to determine (1) the extent to 
which students identify agricultural identity as a collective 
identity, (2) whether a noticeable difference exists in self-
reported success outcomes for those identifying (or not) 
with an agricultural identity, and (3) whether utility exists to 
include agricultural identity as a collective identity explored 
in higher-education intuitions with land-grant missions for 
assessments of campus climate.  

It is clear that agricultural identity is a salient collective 
identity for study respondents, given the extent to which 
respondents reported an affiliation with an agricultural 
identity (Table 1), as well as 51% sharing that it resides in 
their top three collective identities. These results are not 
unique to one institution; rather, they are consistent across 
the three research sites included in the present study. 
Respondents rated this identity of particular importance 
next to collective identity groups suggested by the literature 
as commonly included in campus climate, such as age, 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. This 
result advises that agricultural identity ought to be included 
in future assessments and studies of campus climate. 
Institutions with land-grant missions or a strong agricultural 
history may be of particular interest within this collective 
identity.  

Additionally, when reviewing the results of Table 3, we 
noticed a sizable difference in the mean between students 
with agricultural identity in their top three collective identities 
(M = 1.16) and those without (M = 1.05). Respondents were 
asked to reply yes (1) or no (2) to I feel I belong in my college 
(not the university but the specific college within which your 
major resides). This result provides valuable insights that 
those students with an agricultural identity have a greater 
sense of belonging to the agricultural college then those who 
do not identify the same. Thus, colleges of agriculture might 
provide student organizations or work with professors to 
actively support students from non-agricultural backgrounds 
within college events, activities, or classrooms. 

One limitation of this study that can be addressed in 
future research is population size; larger populations should 
be applied in future studies on campus climate. The present 
study included students enrolled in colleges of agriculture at 
land-grant institutions of higher education. The researchers 
acknowledge that not all students with an agricultural 
identity enroll solely in colleges of agriculture, but may 
pursue degrees in other colleges such as engineering, 
liberal arts, etc. Future research ought to explore similar 
success outcomes and potential differences in experience 
related to students with an agricultural identity residing in 
other colleges at the university.  

The researchers also consider the unique nature of 
including agricultural identity as a collective identity. This 
unique inclusion alongside longstanding collective identities of 
age, race, and gender might have led to a higher selection by 
respondents. Nonetheless, anecdotal evidence from faculty 
and staff in colleges of agriculture have long differentiated 
the experiences of those students with an agricultural or rural 
connection and those without.  

Literature Cited

Allen, W. R. (1987). “Black colleges vs. White colleges: The 
fork in the road for Black students. Change, 19(3), 28–
34. doi:10.1080/00091383.1987.9939144 

Allen, W. R. (1992). The color of success: African-
American college student outcomes at predominantly 
White and historically Black public colleges and 
universities. Harvard Educational Review, 62(1), 26–
45. doi:10.17763/haer.62.1.wv5627665007v701 

Blackburn, H., Yentes, J. M., Hitchins, J., & Sherwin, L. (2018, 
October). Chancellors and change: Conversations 
about the campus climate. Presentation presented at 
the annual conference of Nebraska Women in Higher 
Education Leadership, Omaha, NE. 

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: On being the 
same and different at the same time. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(5), 475–482. 
doi:10.1177/0146167291175001 

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “We”? 
Levels of collective identity and self representations. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 
83–93. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83 

Campbell, S. D., Carter-Sowell, A. R., & Battle, J. S. (2019). 
Campus climate comparisons in academic pursuits: 
How race still matters for African American college 
students. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 
22(3), 390–402. doi:10.1177/1368430218823065 

Cantor, D., Fisher, B., Chibnall, S., Townsend, R., Lee, H., 
Bruce, C., & Thomas, G. (2015). Report on the AAU 
campus climate survey on sexual assault and sexual 
misconduct. Rockville, MD: Westat. 

Charmaz, K., Harris, S. R., & Irvine, L. (2019). The social 
self and everyday life: Understanding the world through 
symbolic interactionism. John Wiley & Sons. 

Chen, G. A. (2005). The complexity of “Asian American 
Identity”: The intersection of multiple social identities 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from UT Electronic 
Theses and Dissertations: http://hdl.handle.
net/2152/1842 

Cuellar, M., & Johnson-Ahorlu, R. N. (2016). Examining the 
complexity of the campus racial climate at a Hispanic 
serving community college. Community College Review, 
44(2), 135–152. doi:10.1177/0091552116632584 

Dillman, D. A., Phelps, G., Tortora, R., Swift, K., Kohrell, J., 
Berck, J., & Messer, B. L. (2009). Response rate and 
measurement differences in mixed-mode surveys using 
mail, telephone, interactive voice response (IVR) and 
the Internet. Social Science Research, 38(1), 1–18. 



NACTA Journal • Nov 2019 - Oct 2020194

doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.03.007 

Fleming, J. (1984). Blacks in college. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Follet, C. V., Andberg, W. L., & Hendel, D. D. (1982). 
Perceptions of the college environment by women and 
men students. Journal of College Student Personnel, 
23(6), 525–531. Retrieved from https://psycnet.apa.
org/record/1983-22072-001 

Godwin, A. (2016, June). The development of a measure 
of engineering identity. Paper presented at the 123rd 
Annual Conference & Exposition of the America Society 
for Engineering Education, New Orleans, LA. 

Guiffrida, D., Gouveia, A., Wall, A., & Seward, D. (2008). 
Development and validation of the Need for Relatedness 
at College Questionnaire (NRC-Q). Journal of Diversity 
in Higher Education, 1(4), 251–261. doi:10.1037/
a0014051 

Harper, S. R., & Hurtado, S. (2007). Nine themes in 
campus racial climates and implications for institutional 
transformation. New Directions for Student Services, 
120, 7-24. 

Harper, S. R., & Quaye, S. J. (2004). Taking seriously the 
evidence regarding the effects of diversity on student 
learning in the college classroom: A call for faculty 
accountability. UrbanEd, 2(2), 43–47. Retrieved from 
https://www.stetson.edu/other/manyone/media/pdfs/
gulfport-executive-summary.pdf 

Hale, F. W. (2004). What makes racial diversity work in 
higher education: Academic leaders present successful 
policies and strategies: Stylus Publishing, LLC. 

Hart, J., & Fellabaum, J. (2008). Analyzing campus climate 
studies: Seeking to define and understand. Journal 
of Diversity in Higher Education, 1(4) 222–234. 
doi:10.1037/a0013627 

Haynes, S.N., Richard, D.C.S., & Kubany, E.S. (1995). 
Content validity in psychological assessment: A 
functional approach to concepts and methods. 
Psychological Assessment, 7(3), 238-247. 

Hazari, Z., Sadler, P. M., & Sonnert, G. (2013). The science 
identity of college students: Exploring the intersection of 
gender, race, and ethnicity. Journal of College Science 
Teaching, 42(5), 82–91. Retrieved from https://eric.
ed.gov/?id=EJ1011756 

Hogg, M. A. (2018). Social identity theory. Stanford 
University Press. 

Hogg, M. A., & Abrams, D. (1988). Social identifications: 
A social psychology of intergroup relations and group 
processes. Abingdon, UK: Routledge. 

Hughes, R. M., Nzekwe, B., & Molyneaux, K. J. (2013). The 
single sex debate for girls in science: A comparison 
between two informal science programs on middle 
school students’ STEM identity formation. Research 
in Science Education, 43(5), 1979–2007. doi:10.1007/
s11165-012-9345-7 

Hurtado, S. (2007). The study of college impact. In P. Gumport 
(Ed.), Sociology of higher education: Contributions and 
their contexts (pp. 94–112). Baltimore, MD: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press. 

Hurtado, S., & Ponjuan, L. (2005). Latino educational 
outcomes and the campus climate. Journal 
of Hispanic Higher Education, 4(3), 235–251. 
doi:10.1177/1538192705276548 

Hurtado, S., Carter, D.F. & Kardia, D. (1998). The climate 
for diversity: Key issues for institutional self-study. 
New Directions for Institutional Research, 98, 53–63. 
doi:10.1002/ir.9804 

Hurtado, S., Milem, J.F., Clayton-Pedersen, A. R., & 
Allen, W.R. (1998). Enhancing campus climates 
for racial/ethnic diversity: Educational policy and 
practice. The Review of Higher Education, 21(3), 
279–302. Retrieved from http://www.mofet.macam.
ac. i l / rashut /ha facha/wa l te ra l len /Documents /
EnhancingCampusClimatesforRacialEthnicDiversity.
pdf 

Loo, C. M., & Rolison, G. (1986). Alienation of ethnic 
minority students at a predominantly White 
university. The Journal of Higher Education, 57(1), 58–
77. doi:10.2307/1981466 

McClelland, K. E., & Auster, C. J. (1990). Public platitudes 
and hidden tensions: Racial climates at predominantly 
White liberal arts colleges. The Journal of Higher 
Education, 61(6), 607–642. doi:10.2307/1981988 

Nettles, M. T., Thoeny, A. R., & Gosman, E. J. (1986). 
Comparative and predictive analyses of Black and White 
students’ college achievement and experiences. The 
Journal of Higher Education, 57(3), 289–318. 
doi:10.2307/1981554 

Oseguera, L., Merson, D., Harrison, C. K., & Rankin, 
S. (2018). Beyond the Black/White binary: A multi-
institutional study of campus climate and the 
academic success of college athletes of different racial 
backgrounds. Sociology of Sport Journal, 35(2), 119–
131. doi:10.1123/ssj.2016-0175 

Rankin, S. R., & Reason, R. D. (2005). Differing perceptions: 
How students of color and white students perceive 
campus climate for underrepresented groups. Journal 
of College Student Development, 46(1), 43-61. 

Rankin, S., Weber, G., Blumenfeld, W., & Frazer, S. (2010). 



NACTA Journal • Nov 2019 - Oct 2020 195

2010 state of higher education for lesbian, gay, bisexual 
& transgender people. Charlotte, NC: Campus Pride. 

Stets, J. E., Brenner, P. S., Burke, P. J., & Serpe, R. T. 
(2017). The science identity and entering a science 
occupation. Social science research, 64, 1-14 

Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup 
behaviour. Social Science Information, 13(2), 65–93. 
doi:10.1177/053901847401300204 

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social psychology 
of groups. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 

Turner, J. C, Hogg, M., Oakes, P., Reicher, S., & Wetherell, 
M. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-
categorization theory. Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell. 

Weber, G. N. (2008). Using to numb the pain: Substance 
abuse among lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals. 
Journal of Mental Health Counseling, 30(1), 31–48. 
doi:10.17744/mehc.30.1.2585916185422570 

Williams, D. A. (2010). Campus climate & culture study: 
Taking strides towards a better future. Florida Gulf 
Coast University. http://www.newspress.com/assets/
pdf/A4156047420.PDF. Accessed 7 June 2017.


