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O Extension to Latinos

@)

0 © © © © ©

Ethier and Deaux, 1994
Yang, 2009

Arellano and Padilla 1996
Torres, 2003
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O Measures
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Racial Climate
O 468 participants
Racial Identity

O 68% women

O 70% African American/Black, 30%
RelilgleYe!

Lack of Perceived Ethnic Fit
Faculty Support

Academic Engagement
Utlity of Education
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O Model 1: controls and main effects

O Model 2: racial climate x racial identity (within domain)
O Model 3: racial climate x racial identity x gender
O Controls

O Race

O Gender

O Social class

O University



O Lack of Ethnic Fit
O Faculty Support — private regard positive

O Satisfaction
O Utility of Education

O Academic Engagement — quality of intferaction positive



O Lack of Ethnic Fit — gender x private regard

O Faculty Support —public regard x equal status, gender x public regard
O Satisfaction
O Utility of Education — private regard x equal status, gender x equal status

O Academic Engagement — public regard x equal status



ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT
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UTILITY OF EDUCATION
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LACK OF ETHNIC FIT
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UTILITY OF EDUCATION
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O Lack of Ethnic Fit
O Faculty Support

O Satisfaction
O Utility of Education

O Academic Engagement — gender x public x equal



ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT
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Predictors
m

Centrality

Private Regard .84 .88
Public Regard .87 .95
Equal Status .70 .68

Quality of .68 .66
Interaction

Supportive Norms .78 /5
Perceived Ethnic Fit .90 .90

Faculty Support 61 .69
Satisfaction 86 /9
Utility of Education A .70

Academic 82 .82
Engagement




