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Abstract
In four experiments, students read that their usityewas creating either an ethnic space (a
space geared to people of particular ethnic groopa)general space for students. In an internal
meta-analysis, underrepresented students of ddlerd05), but not White students € 760),
who read about the ethnic space reported greai@ndirg, value of underrepresented students
by the university, support, and academic engageomnpared to those who read about a
general space. Ethnic spaces may hold broader gieygptal significance than that of mere
gathering places, improving outcomes even for thdse do not frequently use them. Creating
ethnic spaces may be one strategy for making wityegnvironments more welcoming for

underrepresented students of color.
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The Symbolic Value of Ethnic Spaces

Many universities create physical spaces for grabasare underrepresented. For
example, 18 out of the top 26 universities on B&ws and World Report’'s undergraduate
rankings (2020) advertise a space for underrepregetudents of color, such as an Ethnic
Cultural Center or Casa Latina. These ethnic spaggsuse goals such as promoting the
academic, personal, and professional growth ofestisd However, they are controversial
because they are perceived as limiting interacmoss student identities and committing
resources to a subset of students (Afshar-Mohajugg, 2002; DePalma, 1991; Gettinger,
2010; Jaschik, 2016). Indeed, some policymakers balled for their elimination (Jaschik,
2016). Universities faced with shrinking budgetsyrha tempted to stop funding them,
especially if they appear underused.

We suggest that critics of these types of ethnécep may be missing part of the picture.
By thinking about them as gathering places cateorgsmall group of students of color who
use them (e.g., Gettinger, 2010), the debate issserily focused on users of the spaces.
However, ethnic spaces may also have symbolic yzgause their presence signals that
underrepresented students of color belong in tbadar university context and are valued.
Benefits of ethnic spaces may thus extend beyaguaaeusers to two other populations: (a)
those who possess an identity for which the spaogended but do not frequently use the space,
and (b) those who receive reminders about the spaea if they may already know about it. In
university contexts where students of color ardlyamderrepresented, ethnic spaces may hold
broader psychological significance than that ofergathering places.

The need to belong is a fundamental human motiwgBaumeister & Leary, 1995), but

belonging may not come easily for people who haenthistorically devalued in a domain. In
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particular, students of color have concerns abeldrging in educational contexts, where they
are often underrepresented and face negative stpeso(Shapiro & Neuberg, 2007; Sinclair &
Kunda, 1999; Steele et al., 2002). Accordingly, wkatering these contexts, they look for ways
to feel valued and accepted (Schmader & SedikR&s7).

Institutions can increase sense of belonging bynigasues that validate people’s
identities. For members of underrepresented grayzs) cues include diversity-focused
recruitment materials (Brady et al., 2015; Purdesyhns et al., 2008), inclusion in curricula
(Brannon et al., 2015), and visible demographiediity (Murphy et al., 2007; Unzueta &
Binning, 2012). The presence of these cues improugmes such as belonging and
performance for members of groups underrepresemtidse institutions.

Physical cues influence institutional outcomes all. WWwomen perceive greater
belonging in computer science when objects in cdermgcience classrooms and companies are
less stereotypically masculine (e.g., art postersus Star Trek posters; Cheryan et al., 2009).
Similarly, religious minorities (i.e., non-Christisin Canada) report greater belonging in neutral
spaces than spaces with Christmas decorations (@&hml., 2010). Physical cues of inclusion
also lead to better performance and engagemennfierrepresented students (Cheryan et al.,
2009; Master et al., 2016; Murphy et al., 2007;r8ithet al., 2010).

Involvement in ethnic organizations is one souricleetonging and support for
underrepresented students of color. For exampl&;akf Americans who engage with ethnic
organizations and curricula show a greater senaearfemic fit, creativity, and persistence on
math and verbal tasks relative to those who ddBw@nnon et al., 2015). Engagement with
ethnic organizations is also associated with acadparsistence and feelings of involvement in

university (Reyes, 1997), while also facilitatiredationships with ethnically similar peers and
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faculty (Guiffrida, 2003). At the same time, engagat in ethnic organizations may hinder
positive interactions with the majority group (Sidas et al., 2004). Thus, engagement in ethnic
organizations increases belonging and fit with hevolved in those organizations, but may
also decrease the potential for relationships wittyroup students.

The present research examines how ethnic spadesnoé underrepresented students’
outcomes at the university as a whole. Whereas udeathnic spaces may be a relatively small
group, considering the symbolic value widens theepiial pool of beneficiaries to all
underrepresented students of color aware of theespdith this line of thinking, creating ethnic
spaces would benefit many underrepresented studkotdor, not just those who regularly use
them.

Studies 1-4 Approach and Method

Students read that their university was creatisgace — either an ethnic space or a
general space — and then reported belonging, wdluederrepresented students, support,
campus and academic engagement, and academic aiqrextWe expected that reading about
an ethnic space would lead underrepresented stideatlor to (a) perceive greater belonging,
value of underrepresented students, and suppdn(lripate greater campus and academic
engagement, as well as increased academic expestat) experience benefits irrespective of
ability to use the space; (d) experience benefits irréispenf intentions to use the space; (e)
experience benefits even if they already know ablmeispace. To restrict participants’ ability to
use the space (point c), in some studies, we ttticgpants that the construction projects would
not be completed until a few years in the futureypnting current students from having an
opportunity to use them. To examine intentionsde tne space (point d), we measured the

extent to which participants anticipated usingshace.
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To address an alternative explanation for the hisneff ethnic space, we measured
perceptions of underrepresentation on campus tyrdate whether the presence of ethnic space
signaled that the university had a higher proparabunderrepresented students. Finally, we
included White students in these experiments terstdnd how majority group members react
to knowledge that their university is creating #mné space. Although we did not expect that
ethnic space would benefit White students, we gjzket that they would report that the
institution values underrepresented students niame Wwhen reading about a general space.
Meta-Analytic Approach

We conducted four experiments that we meta-analyatder than presenting each study
individually, because (a) methods were similar asstudies; (b) individual studies had small
sample sizes because this research focused onsgitatpvere especially underrepresented on
their university campus (10% underrepresented stsd® color; University of Washington
Office of the Registrar, 2010). Our meta-analyppm@ach is consistent with current
recommendations to conduct a mini meta-analysiswpinesenting multiple studies, particularly
for underpowered samples (Goh et al., 2016; Lakehtz, 2017; ). We included all studies and
dependent measures that tested our space hypagtimededing those without statistically
significant findings.

Participants
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Across Studies 1-4, 205 underrepresented studéntdar' (88 Black, 89 Latinx, 17
multiethnic, 11 Native American) and 760 White students inUlge(see Table 1 for breakdown
by study) were recruited during a mass testing@es$s an introductory psychology course or in
locations on the University of Washington campuan§le sizes were determined by number of
students present at mass testing. However, Staidasand 3 were supplemented with data
collection around campus. Participants included\w681en and 402 men with a mean age of

18.79 to 19.69 years. Achieved statistical powestogly is reported in Table 3.

1 We are referring specifically to those who areamepresented in this university context (i.e.irthepresentation
is lower than in the US general population). Howedata collection occurred during a mass testéssieon, so data
was incidentally collected from Asian/Asian America Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and “Othpdrticipants.
Asian/Asian American and Native Hawaiian/Pacifiaigler students are not underrepresented as a atiblis
university relative to the U.S. population, althbubey face their own unique issues in terms afrdiination and
belonging in university and other contexts (see &dbheryan, 2017). Future research should considere issues
as well, but the current space manipulations weteailored to these groups since they were fraasefbr
underrepresented groups.

2 We did not include participants whose racial/ettidentity included an underrepresented identitydmbination
with another non-underrepresented identity, duenbiguity about what they considered to be themary
identity, if any (see Hitlin et al., 2006; Sancletal., 2009, showing that multiethnic individualsenge identities
over time and context).
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics Across Sudies

Characteristic Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Total
Identity (N)

UR total 48 44 67 46 205
Black 19 13 38 18 88
Latinx 21 23 23 22 89
Multiethnic 7 3 5 2 17
Native 1 5 1 4 11

White - 137 305 318 760

Gender (N)

Women 33 105 220 204 563

Men 15 76 151 160 402

Not specified 0 0 1 0 0

Age in years
Mean 19.69 19.68 18.81 18.79
SD 1.74 2.41 1.67 1.05
Recruitment (N)
Mass testing 35 155 325 364 879
Campus 13 26 47 0 86

Note. UR = Underrepresented students of color.
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Design and Timeline of Studies

All studies had a 2 (Space: Ethnic vs. Generallkiéntity: Underrepresented vs. White)
between-participants design, with the exceptioBtafly 1, which only included
underrepresented students of color. The studigsatiapd on the fact that new buildings were
going to be constructed on campus, one targetadderrepresented students of color (an ethnic
cultural center) and one targeted to all studemtstdent union building). These new buildings
were expansions of smaller spaces that alreadteexis campus.

Construction had not been widely announced to stisdehen Study 1 was conducted,
but students were largely aware of the new builslimg the start of Study 2. We measured
knowledge of the construction projects to ensuat ithdid not account for differences in Study
2.

Procedure

Students were randomly assigned to read that dinérersity was creating an ethnic

student center or a general student center (futlipugation text is in the online supplement;

materials and data are availabléntips://osf.io/8ar6). The description of the general student

center in all studies was identical to that of étenic center description except that it removed
words (indicated with brackets below) such as “ethand “cultural” and replaced them with
words such as “student” and “union” when appropriat

In Study 1, students imagined that the universiég wreating a “new student resource
center for all members of the campus [specificidlymembers of your ethnic groug]n Study

2, participants read about the history, design,goals of the previous center (e.g., a Husky

3 White students were excluded from Study 1 analpsesause the ethnic space condition referred tor‘gthnic
group.” White students would have interpreted #sis space intended specifically for White peaitner than for
underrepresented students.

10
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Union Building [an “Ethnic Cultural Center] thatgmotes an inclusive and educational
environment... and exchange of multiple [multicultupserspectives and values”). They then
read about construction of a new center with alampiurpose. Construction was said to begin in
6 months to test the benefits of reading abouaespot immediately available for use.
Materials were modeled after the original emailt$erstudents and staff announcing
construction of the ethnic cultural center (e.g§ast Spring, the ECC received over $15 million
from the Services and Activities Fee Committeedonstruct a brand new three-story, 25,000-
square foot building”).

In Study 3, we asked participants to imagine tind{@thnic] student resource center
would exist to help [underrepresented] studentsgade the college experience.” We used a
more stringent test of benefits to non-users biyngtahat construction would start in 5 years.
The new building was described as costing $10 onillA visual rendering of the planned space
was also included. Finally, Study 4 asked particip&o imagine a “new resource center for
prospective [ethnic minority] students (i.e., [@thminority] students who are currently in high
school).” The space focused on high school studentlat our university sample would be non-
users of the space.

In Studies 1 and 4, participants completed demdugcaguestions before reading about
the space. In Studies 2 and 3, they completed dexpbig questions after other measures.

Measures.In Studies 1 and 4, participants responded tousbstions on a (not at all) to
7 (very much) scale, unless otherwise noted. In Studies 2 attie$,responded compared to how
they felt before knowing about the new buildingngsa 1(much less than before) to 7 (much
mor e than before) scale. The exact wording and items included vaaimdss studies. Table 2

shows individual items comprising each measuregalith scale reliabilities by study. Other

11
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items irrelevant to the hypotheses were includeallistudies (e.g., in studies 1, 3, and 4, “What
percentage of UW students do [would] you think[arere] of your ethnic background?”; in
studies 2, 3 and 4, “What spaces [campus resoucaegntly exist for underrepresented
students?”). These items were intended as atteatiecks or to understand knowledge of
campus conditions.

Belonging. Belonging at their university was assessed wité fo six items (e.g., “How
much do you feel like you belong at the UW?”; aédptrom Walton & Cohen, 2007).

Value of underrepresented students. Perceptions of how much the university values its
underrepresented students was assessed with m® (geg., “How much do you feel like the
UW cares about its underrepresented students?”).

Support. Perceptions of support within and from the uniitgreere assessed with two to
five items (e.g., “How much do you feel like yoweaupported on the UW campus?”).

Campus engagement. Campus engagement was assessed with two queistiBhgdies 2,
3, and 4 (“"How engaged with the UW campus will y&?”; “How involved with the UW
campus will you be?”).

Academic engagement. Academic engagement was measured using threeitems
Studies 2, 3, and 4 adapted from Walton and Col{2d®7) academic identification measure
(e.g., “How important is it to you that you do weilschool?”).

Academic expectations. Academic expectations were measured with oneréz titlems
(e.g., “How academically successful would you expede?”; “Would you expect your GPA to
be lower or higher than in previous quarters?”; ‘tWdoyou expect your grades to be lower or
higher than those of your peers?”). A scale @hdch lower) to 7 (nuch higher) was used for

the second item in Studies 1, 3, and 4, and fofitfa¢ item in Study 1.

12
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Table 2
Dependent Measuresin Sudies 1-4

Study

Dependent Variable

Belonging
How much do you feel like you belong at the UW?
How much do you feel like you fit with the UW comnmity?
How comfortable do you feel at the UW?
How much do you feel like a part of the UW?
How similar do you feel to other students at the W
How much do you feel welcome in the UW community?
How much do you feel welcome on the UW campus?
Reliability

.93

91

Value of Underrepresented Students

How much do you feel like the UW cares about itdamepresented students?

How much do you think that the UW cares about ttgedence of its
underrepresented students?

Reliability

.88

.96

.90

.92

Support

How much would you think that the UW cared aboet éixperience of its students?

How much would you feel like the UW cared abousiisdents?
How much do you feel like you are supported onlik'¢ campus?
How much do you think the UW would provide you wétipport you might need?

To what extent do you believe that the UW wouldrbested in helping you
overcome obstacles you might encounter during jiowe as a student?

To what extent do you believe you can find sodiglort on the UW campus?

How much do you think that the UW cares abgutr experience?
Reliability

91

Campus Engagement
How engaged with the UW campus will you be?
How involved with the UW campus will you be?
Reliability

Academic Engagement
How important is it to you that you do well in scth®
How much will you try to do well in your classes?
How important is it to you that you are a UW stuitten
Reliability

Academic Expectations
How academically successful would you expect to be?

Would you expect your GPA to be lower or highemtivaprevious quarters?

13
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Would you expect your grades to be lower or highan those of your peers? .
Reliability .67 - .81 .50

Note. Reliabilities correspond to Cronback’swith the exception of two item measures. These
instead use the Spearman-Brown formgla &s recommended by Eisinga et al. (2013). Inystud
1, all items used a different tense (e.g., “How mwould you feel like you belong at the

UW?”). Additionally, value of underrepresented €nts was measured with the phrase
“minority students” instead of “underrepresentadisnts.”

14
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Perceived underrepresentation. To determine whether benefits of ethnic space&idoel
attributed to a perceived increase in the proporiunderrepresented students on campus
(Murphy et al., 2007), we asked students, “What@etage of UW students do you think are
from underrepresented groups?” in an open-endedafiodn Study 1, we asked, “What
percentage of UW students would you think wereiethmnorities?”

Usage and knowledge of space. In Studies 1-2, we asked, “How much would you expe
to use the student resource center (Study 1)/néditg (Study 2)?” to understand their
anticipated usage of the space. Students respaadgesimilar question in Study 3 (“Do you
expect to utilize the space?”) with yes (1) and®)oas response options. In Study 2, we also
asked, “Have you heard about this constructiongatdpefore today?” with the option to respond
yes or no. These questions were included as pateatvariates or moderators.

Manipulation check. Participants responded to an open-ended quesbiout the
purpose of the space (e.g., “Who would be servetthisyresource center?”; What is this new
space for?”).

Results

All data sets and materials are availablbtais://osf.io/8ar6j/

Manipulation Checks

Open-ended answers revealed that a large majdnagrticipants (67% to 94% across
studies) demonstrated an understanding of the sfsageared towards people in general or
towards particular ethnic groups (by explicitly riening underrepresented ethnic groups or
people of color in the latter case). Those whoraiishow clear evidence of understanding the
manipulation either neglected to respond at allegan irrelevant response, or gave a relevant

response but neglected to mention underrepresstudednts of color specifically in the ethnic

15



SYMBOLIC VALUE OF SPACE

space condition. To maximize statistical power retained all participants in the analyses
below.
Knowledge of Space

In Study 2, most students who read about the gkspaae expressed awareness of the
upcoming general student center construction proged it was comparable for
underrepresented students of color (75%) and Vehigents (91%)?= 3.18,p = .07. Among
those who read about the ethnic student centegrtgpmresented students of color demonstrated
much greater awareness of the new ethnic culterakc construction (70%) than did White
students (21%)?= 18.71,p < .001 (overal}?= 6.25,p = .01). Including knowledge of the
construction project as a covariate in Study 2\ya&s did not change the interpretation of results
below, with the exception of campus engagement.ifiteeaction between space and identity
was no longer statistically significant on that swae,p = .11.
Main Analyses

ANOVA statistics for individual studies are presashin Tables 3-5 for all dependent
variables. ANOVAs tested main effects of space ¢galrspace = 0; ethnic space = 1) and
identity (White = 0; underrepresented = 1), as aslthe interaction between space and identity
(Table 3). Simple effect analyses for effects @cgpseparated by identity are presented in Table

4.

16
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Table 3

ANOVA Results (Effect Szes and p-values) and Achieved Power Across All Experiments

Stud I\ Belonain Value Supnort Campus Academic Academic  Achieved
y ging Underrepresented P Engagement Engagement Expectations Power
1 Space -0.26 (0.38) 0.46 (0.12) 0.34 (0.26) - - 15@0.66) 38%/10%
Space 0.04 (0.01) 0.10 (<.001) 0.01 (0.12) <0.0081) 0.01(0.13)  0.01 (0.12)
5 ISdentityX 0.01 (0.17) 0.05(0.003)  <0.001(0.86) 0HE0.36) 0.10(<.001)  0.15 (<.001) 10,9704
| dpeanctiety 0.10 (<.001)  0.004(0.41)  0.07 (<.001) 0.02 (0.05)0.02 (0.04)  0.02 (0.09)
Space 0.004 (0.24)  0.05(<.001)  <0.001 (0.87) <D(O71) <0.001(0.73) <0.001 (0.95)
3 ISdentityX 0.004 (0.21) 0.01 (0.10) 0.01(0.14)  0.038) 0.01(0.06)  0.01(.03) Lg90./45%
| dpear::tﬁy 0.01(0.04)  <0.001(0.98)  0.02(0.01)  0.01(0.13) .00Q (0.49) 0.001 (0.67)
Space <0.001 (0.96)  0.01(0.03)  <0.001(0.87) O(OGS5) 0.002 (0.43) 0.01 (0.05)
4 ldentity ~ 0.004 (0.25) 0.01 (0.02) 0.001 (0.55) €1@0.69) 0.01(0.12)  0.02(0.01) 5 gg0r/48%
Isdp;"tﬁyx 0.001 (0.63)  0.002 (0.45) 0.01 (0.20)  0.001 (0.56D.004 (0.21)  0.01 (0.10)

Note. Effect sizes are partial eta-squarpe/élues in parentheses), with the exception of wiudhich used Cohent for an
independent samples t-test. Cohaly'®or simple effects are in Table 4. The achievedgrocolumn shows the statistical power to
detect medium and small effect sizes using G*PdWwaul et al., 2009) with = .05. For Studies 2-4, we were calculating theeqro
to detect the interaction between identity and epag we based calculations on a medigfn<.059) and smaling = .01) partial eta-
squared. For Study 1, we based calculations ondéumeds = 0.50) and smalidg = 0.20) Cohen’sls effect size. For space, positive
effect sizes reflect higher scores for ethnic spa@¥ general space. For identity, positive efseres reflect higher scores for

underrepresented students of color over White stsde

17
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Table 4
Descriptive Satistics and Smple Effect Analyses for Space on Dependent Variables by Identity
Condition Belonain Value Support Campus Academic Acaderr_lic
Study Mean Belonging Underrepresented =HpRor Engagement Engagement Expectations
UR White UR White UR White UR White UR White UR White  UR  White
. 5.20 5.79 5.95 5.30
P o 1" B 1 B (-0 B ' ' ' T @00
General 29 i 5.48 i 5.21 i 5.57 i i i i i 5.18 i
(0.94) (1.31) (1.24) (0.66)
Cohen'dls -0.26 0.46 0.34 0.14
(p) i i (0.38) i (0.12) i (0.26) i i i i i (0.66) i
Ethnic 23 77 491 416 4.65 5.09 4.70 4.16 417 4.02 5.80 4.69 5.65 451
5 (0.77) (0.72) (1.47) (1.08) (1.08) (0.86) (0.79) (0.71) (0.97) (0.90) (0.98) (0.79)
General 21 58 400 439 3.60 4.37 3.90 4.49 393 434 5.19 4.78 5.14 4.53
(0.91) (0.69) (1.18) (1.10) (0.80) (0.75) (1.04) (0.83) (1.22) (0.95) (1.24) (0.88)
Cohen'dls ) ) 1.09 -0.33 0.79 0.67 0.83 -0.40 0.27 -0.41 0.55 -0.09 0.46 -0.03
(p) (<.001) (0.07) (0.003) (<.001) (0.002) (0.03) (0.31) (0.03) (0.04) (0.61) (0.06) (0.86)
Ethnic 30 150 4.74 4.4 5.05 5.26 4.90 4.45 447 4.38 5.42 5.06 5.03 4.80
3 (0.87) (0.79) (1.26) (0.91) (0.93) (0.84) (1.09) (0.90) (1.06) (1.07) (1.09) (0.99
General 36 155 441 449 451 4.72 4.63 4.76 432 462 5.27 5.11 5.10 4.75
(0.72) (0.71) (1.20) (0.87) (0.90) (0.69) (0.94) (0.91) (0.88) (1.06) (1.05) (0.89)
Cohen'dls 0.42 -0.12 0.46 0.60 0.30 -0.40 0.15 -0.26 0.15 -0.05 -0.06 0.05
(p) ] ] (0.08) (0.29) (0.02) (<.001) (0.16) (0.001) (0.52) (0.02) (0.57) (0.69) (0.79) (0.66)
Ethnic 27 149 513 525 5.00 5.32 5.21 4.87 489 4.69 6.49 6.12 6.20 5.65
(2.18) (1.00) (1299 (1.13) (0.91) (1.17) (0.92) (1.17) (0.46) (0.84) (0.59) (0.77)
4 General 506 534 4.39 5.02 4.94 5.07 486 4.90 6.22 6.18 5.72 5.61
18 168 (1.31) (1.09) (1.29) (1.40) (0.84) (1.11) (1.70) (2.27) (0.78) (0.86) (1.09) (0.86)
Cohen'dls 0.06 -0.09 0.47 0.23 0.30 -0.18 0.02 -0.17 0.45 -0.07  0.58 0.05
(p) ] (0.82) (0.45) (0.12) (0.04) (0.44) (0.10) (0.94) (0.14) (0.28) (0.51) (0.05) (0.67)

Note. For each study, we present means by condition stéthdard deviations in parentheses. Below thapregentCohen’sds effect

sizes for the simple effect of condition wikvalues in parentheses. UR = underrepresentedrgtudicolor.

18
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Table 5
ANOVA Results (Effect Szes and p-values) for Alternative Explanation (Perceived

Underrepresentation) Across All Experiments

Study \Y UR White
1 Space 0.08 (.78) -
Space 0.002 (0.59)
Identity <0.001 (0.85)
2 Space x Identity 0.02 (0.08)
Simple Effect 0.53 (0.19) -0.21 (0.23)
Space 0.004 (0.23)
Identity 0.01 (0.07)
Space x Identity .003 (0.30)
Simple Effect 0.29 (0.22) 0.02 (0.84)
Space 0.02 (0.01)
Identity <0.001 (0.81)
Space x Identity 0.01 (0.14)

Simple Effect -0.63 (0.03) -0.18 (0.11)
Note. These analyses test a potential alternative exgtemfor the benefits of ethnic spaces.
Effect sizes are partial eta-squarpéd/élues are presented in parentheses), with thepéra of
Study 1 and simple effects analyses, which inss&aadv Cohen’sls. Simple effects analyses
show the effect of space when broken down by ppait identity. UR = underrepresented

students of color.
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Meta-analyses of the effects of spackleta-analyses tested effects of space (general
space = 0; ethnic space = 1) for underrepresetueérsts of color (1) compared to Whites (0),
separately for each dependent variable (belongilge of underrepresented students, support,
campus engagement, academic engagement, and acakg®actations). All meta-analyses used
fixed effects models, which are appropriate whemeta-analysis has a small number of effect
sizes (Borenstein et al., 2009), and were condueittdthe MetaF.sps SPSS macro (Lipsey &
Wilson, 2001; Wilson, 2005).

We calculated achieved meta-analytic power for uegeesented students of color to
detect a medium and small Cohedédor the effect of space using the shinyapp pravio
Tiebel (2018). To detect a medium effedi£ 0.50), achieved power ranged from 0.94 (when
assuming no heterogeneity in the meta-analysi8)48 (assuming high heterogeneity). To detect
a small effectds = 0.20), achieved power ranged from 0.30 (assuminigeterogeneity) to 0.11

(assuming high heterogeneity).
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Do underrepresented students of color and White students respond differently to
space? Consistent with hypotheses, the meta-analysis std@isignificant space (ethnic,
general) x identity (underrepresented, White) axton on belonging, support, campus
engagement, and academic engagement (as indicateghieeen-groups heterogeneity tests
comparing underrepresented students of color tddMtiidents; see Table 6). Also consistent
with hypotheses, there was no space (ethnic, géneidentity (underrepresented, White)
interaction on value of underrepresented stud@iiste was only a main effect of space, such
that both underrepresented and White students admbabout the ethnic space perceived that the
university valued underrepresented students teatgr extent than those who read about the
general space. Inconsistent with hypotheses, thiaseno significant space (ethnic, general) x
identity (underrepresented, White) interaction cademic expectations. Simple effects of space
are broken down by identity in the next section.

When accounting for differences due to identityg temaining heterogeneity across
study effect sizes was not statistically significamith the exception of the belonging measure
(see Table 6). Statistical power to detect heteveige was limited, but Figures 1-6 show forest
plots that visualize the heterogeneity for beloggialue of underrepresented students, and

support across the studies.
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Table 6
Heter ogeneity Satistics for Meta-analysis of the Effect of Space on Dependent Variables
Measure Qs (p) Qw(p)
Belonging 8.86 (.003) 12.56 (.03)
Value Underrepresented 0.22(.64) 7.68 (.17)
Support 20.67 (<.001) 4.49 (.48)
Campus Engagement 4.94 (.03) 1.70 (.79)
Academic Engagement 5.44 (.02) 1.22 (.87)
Academic Expectations 1.66 (.20) 3.55 (.62)

Perceived Underrepresentation 1.58 (.21) 10.54 (.06
Note.Qg corresponds to the between-groups heterogenettySiagistically significanp-values
indicate a difference in the magnitude of effedta®n underrepresented students of color and
White students (conceptually equivalent to teséirgpace x identity interactiorQw corresponds
to the within-participants heterogeneity test amdidates whether significant heterogeneity in
effects remains after accounting for heterogersditybuted to participant identity.
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Effect of space for underrepresented students of color. As hypothesized, when reading
about an ethnic space, underrepresented studecwsoofreported greater belonging, value of
underrepresented students, support, and acadegagement than when reading about a general
space (see Table 7 for full statistical detailpac did not have a statistically significant efffec
on campus engagement or academic expectationslyf-s@ace did not affect their perceived
underrepresentation, suggesting that the bendféthaic spaces could not be attributed to

increased perceptions of underrepresented studerdampus.
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Figure 1. Forest plot of the effect of space on belongingagunderrepresented students of
color. Effect sizes above 0 indicate greater balumm the ethnic relative to general space
condition. Error bars indicate 95% confidence wvi¢s. The size of diamonds reflect relative

weight of effects.
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Figure 2. Forest plot of the effect of space on belongingmagnWhite students. Effect sizes
above 0 indicate greater belonging in the ethratixe to general space condition. Error bars

indicate 95% confidence intervals. The size of diads reflect relative weight of effects.
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Figure 3. Forest plot of the effect of space on value ofarnepresented students among
underrepresented students of color. Effect sizegeb indicate greater value of
underrepresented students in the ethnic relatigemeral space condition. Error bars indicate

95% confidence intervals. The size of diamondsotftelative weight of effects.
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Figure 4. Forest plot of the effect of space on value ofasmgpresented students among White
students. Effect sizes above 0 indicate greatereval underrepresented students in the ethnic
relative to general space condition. Error barsceie 95% confidence intervals. The size of

diamonds reflect relative weight of effects.
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Figure 5. Forest plot of the effect of space on support agnorerrepresented students of color.
Effect sizes above 0 indicate higher support inetth@ic relative to general space condition.
Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. Tike ef diamonds reflect relative weight of

effects.
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Figure 6. Forest plot of the effect of space on support agnidhite students. Effect sizes above
0 indicate higher support in the ethnic relativgémeral space condition. Error bars indicate

95% confidence intervals. The size of diamondsotftelative weight of effects.
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Effect of space for White participants. As expected, reading about the ethnic space
increased White students’ perceptions that theausity valued underrepresented students.
White students’ academic engagement and expecsatiere not significantly impacted by
reading about the ethnic versus general space. Hoywé/hite students who read about an
ethnic space reported lower belonging, support,camlpus engagement than White students

who read about a general space. Full statistidaildeare presented in Table 7.
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Table 7

Fixed Effects Meta-analysis of Effect of Space on Dependent Variables Separated by Identity

Experiments

0,
Measure Contributing Data Totaln Meand 95% CI p
Underrepresented students of color
Belonging 1,2,3,4 203 0.33 0.05t0 0.61 .02
Value Underrepresented 1,2,3,4 203 0.54 0.258@ 0. <.001
Support 1,2,3,4 203 0.43 0.14t0 0.71 .003
Campus Engagement 2,34 155 0.15 -0.17 10 0.46 37
Academic Engagement 2,34 155 0.35 0.03to0 0.67 .03
Academic Expectations 1,2,34 203 0.24 -0.04t@0.5 .09
Perceived Underrepresentation 1,2,3,4 203 0.10 810.0.37 .50
White students
Belonging 2,34 757 -0.15 -0.29 to -0.002 .05
Value Underrepresented 2,34 757 0.46 0.32t0 0.61<.0001
Support 2,34 757 -0.31 -0.451t0 -0.16 <.0001
Campus Engagement 2,34 757 -0.25 -0.39t0-0.11 001<.
Academic Engagement 2,34 757 -0.07 -0.21t0 0.08 37
Academic Expectations 2,34 757 0.04 -0.11t0 0.18 .63
Perceived Underrepresentation 2,34 757 -0.11 10.2504 15
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Do benefits depend on anticipated usage®mong underrepresented students of color,
we examinedvhether the benefits held for those who anticipaté@quent usage of the spaces.
We explored this question in two ways below.

First, we meta-analytically compared the resultStofdies 1 and 2 to Studies 3 and 4.
Studies 3 and 4 were more stringent tests of opotmgses that ethnic spaces are beneficial even
for non-users. Study 3 included a space for whaststruction would not start until 5 years in the
future (precluding most undergraduates from udimegspace while students), and Study 4
included an ethnic space for prospective studestead of current students. We compared the
aggregate effects from Studies 1 and 2 (less sminigests) to Studies 3 and 4 (more stringent
tests).

There were no differences in the magnitude of tfextacross the two groups of studies
for any dependent measutdss < .93ps > .33. Effects were directionally, but not stitely
significantly, larger for Studies 1-2 than Studsed$ on all measures: belongirdy € .40 versus
.28, respectively), value of underrepresented siisdgs = .62 versus .47), suppodsE .58
versus .30), campus engagemelt(.27 versus .10), academic engagemayw (55 versus
.27), and academic expectatiods=(30 versus .20).

Second, for Studies 1-3, we compared underrepredaiidents of color who anticipated
using the space frequently to those who did not Jpface usage question was on a continuous
1-7 scale in Studies 1-2 and on a binary (“yes'nar’) scale in Study 3. In order to aggregate all

three studies in one meta-analysis, we performeatiation of a midpoint spfiton the

4 As a further check, we asked Study 3 participtmtespond to an open-ended question: “In how nyaays from
now will construction on the space begin?” Onlysinderrepresented students of color gave a respoaseas
lower than the 5 years indicated in the space gd#®nr, and excluding their data did not alter iptetation of the
results.

5 Participants who responded 4 or lower on the tafeswere classified as infrequent users, and tresgnding 5
or higher were classified as frequent users. Wesilad the midpoint of 4 as infrequent to avoisitg data and
because it created more egnslacross categories.
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continuous usage questions in Studies 1 and 2 ke th& three studies comparable. We then
computed Cohen’ds for each dependent variable separately for thmsg0) and high (1) in
usage.

As shown in Table 8, there were no statisticaliyngicant differences between frequent
and infrequent users on reported belonging, valumderrepresented students, support, campus
engagement, academic engagement, or academic atxpest suggesting that benefits of ethnic
space were not restricted to those who anticipatec: usage of the space. Three of the six
measures revealed effects that were directionaliiynot statistically significantly, larger for
infrequent than frequent users: belongidgH .39 versus .33, respectively), value of
underrepresented students£ .81 versus .19), and campus engagentenrt {.03 versus .61).
The other three revealed the opposite pattern:stifik = .40 versus .46), academic

engagementdk = .03 versus .75), and academic expectatidrs-(11 versus .29).
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Table 8
Heterogeneity Satistics for Meta-analysis of Effects of Space Comparing Low and High

Anticipated Usage Among UR

Measure Qs (P) Qw (p)
Belonging 0.02 (.88) 12.41 (.01)
Value
Underrepresented 3.26 (.07) 6.90 (.14)
Support 0.04 (.84) 5.77 (.22)

Campus Engagement 2.01 (.16) 3.33 (.19)
Academic Engagement 2.48 (.12) 411 (.13)
Academic Expectations 1.47 (.23) 4.91 (.30)
Note.Qg corresponds to the between-groups heterogenettySiagistically significant values
indicate a difference in the magnitude of effe@sateen those low and high in anticipated usage.
Qw corresponds to the within-participants heteroggriest and indicates whether heterogeneity
in effects remains after accounting for heteroggragiributed to anticipated usage.
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Do benefits hold for those already aware of constation? In Study 2, we asked
whether participants were already aware of thetcocison projects. Knowledge of the projects
did not moderate effects among underrepresenteersitsi of colorps > .15. Due to limited
statistical power, we also examined the effect®atling about the spaces among those with and
without previous knowledge of them. Among thesthout previous knowledge\ = 12), effects
of space ranged frooh= 0.24 to 1.64, although these effect sizes shbelohterpreted
cautiously due to the particularly small sample si&kmong those&iith previous knowledgeN =
31), effect of spaces on the same variables rafigedd = .02 to .88. These findings tentatively
suggest that even reminders of ethnic space magy $mwe benefits.

General Discussion

Underrepresented students of color told aboutlam@space on their campus reported
increased belonging, value of underrepresenteestsdsupport, and academic engagement than
students told about a general student space. kenlecademic engagement is especially
important because it predicts performance at usitye(Richardson et al., 2012). Benefits of
ethnic space occurred irrespective of physicalgres in the space or intention or ability to use
it, suggesting that it served as a signal of a na@keoming university context for
underrepresented students. Thus, creating ethagespnay be one feasible way to promote
engagement and belonging among underrepresentishssof color. Because underrepresented
students of color often face chronic concerns abeldnging and performance at university
(Shapiro & Neuberg, 2007; Steele et al., 2002grir@ntions such as this one may be especially
impactful.

Theoretical Contributions
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The current work makes three primary contributitmghe literature. First, whereas
previous work has focused on the costs and berfiibysical spaces for those who enter them
(Cheryan et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2010), trespnt work demonstrates that effects of
physical space extend to spaces that do not yst &eading about a future space for one’s
group increased belonging, perceived value andastipy the university, and academic
engagement—even for those who could not use theespBanefits of physical spaces may
extend beyond whether those spaces are frequesdt, u

Second, these studies demonstrate that physice¢sgand signals about the
inclusiveness of the broader environment. Physigate can thus function similarly to other
cues such as diversity statements, course mateaiadsdemographic diversity (Brannon et al.,
2015; Murphy et al., 2007; Schmader & Sedikided,720The allocation of space may be seen
as a particularly genuine and resource-intensigtuge compared to other types of initiatives
(see Smith et al., 2012), although this remainsen empirical question.

Third, the current work suggests that simpeinders of inclusion cues may improve
outcomes for underrepresented students. Even thibeginajority of underrepresented students
knew about plans to build an expanded ethnic spathee university, being reminded of it also
benefited them. Periodically reminding underrepnése students of color of existing and
forthcoming ethnic spaces may boost belonging aademic engagement.

Impact on White Students

White students reported lower belonging, suppord, @mpus engagement when reading
about ethnic relative to general spaces. It wateanavhether reading about the ethnic space
decreased their belonging, support, and campusyengant, or whether reading about the

general student center instead increased percspttative to baseline.
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If knowledge of ethnic space indeed impacted Wstitielents, this would be consistent
with research showing that Whites are more likegntpeople of color to embrace zero sum
thinking, or a belief that resources allocatedrtaatgroup lead to fewer resources for their own
group (Wilkins et al., 2015). Many Whites also fegtluded and threatened by multicultural
initiatives (Dover et al., 2014; Plaut et al., 2D13trategies such as all-inclusive multicultunalis
that explicitly include Whites in initiatives catleviate these concerns (Jansen et al., 2015;
Stevens et al., 2008). Creating ethnic spacesstblabme White student allies may be one way
forward. However, opening up the space could dserbanefits for underrepresented students of
color. Attempts to make ethnic spaces more palatablWhite students should not come at a
cost to underrepresented students of color.

Caveats and Future Directions

There are several areas for future work. Firsyreitesearch could examine whether
benefits of ethnic spaces extend to all underreptes groups equally. Although Black, Latinx,
and Native American students may have some comitiesah terms of experiences of
discrimination on campus, they certainly also fdistinct issues (Fryberg & Eason, 2017; Zou
& Cheryan, 2017). In addition, members of groupseloleon other identities (e.g., sexual
orientation, social class) may have different resgs to spaces for their groups.

Second, our studies were conducted on a campu®\Bteck (3%), Latinx (6%), and
Native American (1%) students are particularly ungjgresented. Celebrating diversity may be
more beneficial when there is already moderateesgmtation of one’s group (e.g., 40%;
Apfelbaum, Stephens, & Reagans, 2016). Howeveeratsearch suggests multicultural
approaches are more beneficial when representatiow (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). These

competing hypotheses need to be more closely exammnfuture research.
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Third, other research has shown that involvemeethnic organizations is associated
with ethnic divisions (Sidanius et al., 2004). Urelanding how to retain the benefits of ethnic
space, while alleviating negative consequencemtergroup conflict, should be examined.

Fourth, this research should be considered aloagglter scholarship suggesting that
diversity structures reduce sensitivity to discnation (Kaiser et al., 2013; Kirby et al., 2015).
Ethnic spaces may similarly reduce majority grougmbers’ detection of discrimination.
Inclusive cues are important, but must be pairetl wivigilance to the realities of discrimination
that occur. Finally, we did not compare ethnic gaderal space to other types of initiatives,
which could have provided clarity about whethercgptacilitates more or different benefits for
underrepresented groups compared to other ingigitiv
Conclusion

In 2016, the Tennessee legislature passed a lllttall funding for ethnic centers at the
University of Tennessee (Jaschik, 2016). Decistoraut funding for ethnic spaces may appear
to impact only a subset of underrepresented stadagrolor using the space. However, the
presence of these spaces is an important soutsgamiging and engagement even for
underrepresented students of color who may nothege. Constructing spaces for
underrepresented students of color could be a mgfuhiway of creating a more welcoming

climate on campuses.
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