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Exploring the impact of group identity at university on psychological and behavioural 

outcomes 

 

With respect to supporting student well-being and success, the current research 

developed a peer support scheme, built on the principles of Social Identity Theory 

(SIT). This was targeted towards first year undergraduate psychology students, in 

which measures of collective identity, sense of belonging, group efficacy, happiness 

and resilience were obtained, along with attendance and academic attainment. 

Following one academic year of being part of our peer support scheme, participants (N 

= 90) completed a questionnaire and consented to their attendance and attainment data 

to be used. It was found that students’ collective identity was positively related to their 

sense of belonging, group efficacy beliefs and happiness. Further, the sense of 

belonging was a reliable predictor of happiness, but not attendance or academic 

attainment. Therefore, there is some evidence to suggest that a SIT-driven peer support 

scheme can support students’ psychosocial well-being, although more is needed to 

ascertain whether this could be developed further to observe any course-related 

outcomes. Theoretical contributions to SIT are therefore presented, in which the 

insights can be applied to Higher Education beyond the UK. 

 

Keywords: Sense of belonging; social identity; peer support; well-being; psychology; Higher 

Education 

 
 

Introduction 

It is widely discussed that we are experiencing a “mental health crisis” particularly relating to 

young people in society, and this epidemic is becoming increasingly characteristic within the 

education sector (The Guardian, 2019). Higher Education is no different in this regard, and it 

is becoming increasingly evident that student mental health issues are a major source of threat 

to retention and success, in which recent figures show that poor mental health is the largest 

contributor to university drop-out and absenteeism (Eisenberg, Golberstein & Hunt, 2009; 

Eisenberg, Lipson & Posselt, 2016; Leary & DeRosier, 2012; Lipson & Eisenberg, 2018). To 

exacerbate this issue further, the removal of student number control by the UK Government in 

2015, along with the popularity of Psychology as a subject choice at university level (OfQUAL, 

2019), presents increased challenges to maintaining effective tutor-student relationships 

whereby staff do not necessarily have sufficient familiarity with all their students to recognise 

when specific students may be particularly at risk. This may bring out issues in respect of 



intervening both in supporting students’ psychological well-being but also in their academic 

engagement and performance. 

 
Previous research has explored the psychological factors which may bolster well-being, and 

thus may be protective factors against poor mental health. For example, there is a wide 

literature to suggest that factors such as group identity and sense of belonging are important 

(Easterbrook & Vignoles, 2013), and can bring about positive well-being outcomes (e.g., 

Cameron, 1999, Greenaway, Haslam, Cruwys, Branscombe, Ysseldyk & Heldret, 2015; 

Hagerty, Williams, Coyne & Early, 1996; Scarf, Moradi, McGaw, Hewitt, Hayhurst, Boyes, 

Ruffman & Hunter, 2016). When theorizing these issues, particularly in relation to group 

identity, this may be best approached by applying the principles of Social Identity Theory (SIT; 

Tajfel, 1978, 1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). SIT proposes that identity is socially constructed, 

whereby we define ourselves by our membership to groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This is 

said to be developed through three inter-related processes of social categorisation, social 

identification and social comparison. These processes therefore promote individuals to define 

themselves as “we” rather than “I” (categorisation), to adopt the norms and behaviours which 

are characteristic of a given group (identification) and to identify themselves as part of an in- 

group respective to those who may not be (comparison).Clearly, having a strongly defined 

sense of group identity has a close bearing on one’s sense of belonging to a given group 

(Easterbrook & Vignoles, 2013). 

 
These identity and belonging experiences have been shown to have a range of positive 

psychological and behavioural outcomes including; enhanced self-esteem, social competence, 

psychological well-being, resilience, and reduced loneliness (Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine & 

Broadnax, 1994; Kaye, Carlisle & Griffiths, 2019; Kaye, Kowert & Quinn, 2017; Scarf et al., 

2016). Previous work has highlighted the role of social identity on psychological well-being 

and how this is relevant in university students (Cameron, 1999). For example, when exploring 

the relationship between social identity and psychological well-being, Cameron (1999) found 

that this was mediated by two variables; self-esteem and group efficacy. Specifically in relation 

to the latter of these, group efficacy can go some way to highlight how there may be additional 

favourable outcomes to the psychosocial impacts previously described. Namely, group efficacy 

refers to a perception of one’s group’s capability to perform effectively (Gibson, 2003). This 

is based on the principles of self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), and suggests that group 



efficacy may influence positive motivational and performance outcomes (Gibson, Randel & 

Earley, 2000). 

 
This corresponds to other findings that group identity and sense of belonging are related to a 

range of behavioural outcomes which may be particularly useful to organizational or 

educational settings. These include: task motivation, task intentions, willingness to contribute 

to collective goals, performance and academic outcomes (Ellemmers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 

2004; Oyserman, Brickman, Bybee & Cellious, 2016; van Knippenberg, 2000; Terry, Hogg & 

White, 1999; Tyler, 1999; Tyler & Blader, 2000; Walton & Cohen, 2011). For example, within 

a university sample, previous work has found that sense of belonging at university is positively 

related to academic motivation and a reduction in intention to drop-out (Suhlmann, Sassenberg, 

Magengast & Trautwein, 2018). Clearly these are relevant to Higher Education, particularly in 

relation to bolstering well-being and promoting favourable behaviours such as motivation and 

attendance. As such, it is pertinent to understand how group identity within Higher Education 

may be best fostered. 

 
Based on the wealth of evidence to suggest favourable outcomes associated with positive 

collective identity, it seems logical to apply this to Higher Education strategies designed to 

support students. This may be particularly beneficial if this can draw out benefits both for 

student well-being and favourable study behaviours (e.g., attendance, task persistence, 

performance). Therefore, we propose that developing more effective peer support strategies 

which are based on the theoretical principles of SIT may be one way of providing a more 

effective proactive support structures for students. As such, this leads to the development of 

our Integrated Learning Communities (ILC) initiative which we propose as a peer support 

strategy monitored by tutors, designed to promote positive student well-being and course- 

related outcomes. 

 

Integrated Learning Communities (ILC) Strategy 

Drawing on the principles of SIT, we developed a peer support strategy, particularly targeted 

towards a full cohort of first year undergraduate psychology students. As first year students 

entered onto their course in September 2018, they were placed in a “cluster” along with 12-15 

other first year students. Each cluster had two academic staff who operated as Personal Tutors 

to students within their cluster. Across the academic year, a series of cluster sessions took place 

in which group activities were implemented, designed to promote collective identity. These 



specifically were designed around the former two SIT processes of social categorisation and 

social identification, discussed next. 

 
To facilitate the social categorisation process, within their Induction to university, students in 

their cluster took part in activities to establish the extent to which their social identities were 

representative of their respective cluster. This aimed to ascertain any similarities within clusters 

whereby some agreement was made on core shared attributes. This is an important part of the 

categorisation process, given findings showing how in-group similarity is related to feelings of 

belonging (Easterbrook & Vignoles, 2013). This was facilitated by Personal Tutors leading an 

activity where they asked their students about their feelings and thoughts about starting 

university. Once individual students had shared their ideas, these were compiled to build up a 

shared profile of similarities. These were then used as a basis for developing the social 

identification process via collective goal-setting which would be taking place in the next cluster 

session (early-mid Semester 1). Cluster members were also encouraged to develop an agreed 

cluster name, to further promote the collective categorisation process. 

 
With respect to the social identification process, subsequent cluster sessions were focused on 

collective goal-setting activities. This supported clusters to define their group attributes and 

use these to develop group goals. Collective goal-setting has been highlighted to serve as a 

useful strategy which can be effective for group performance, and also supporting collective 

efficacy and group cohesion (Bray, 2004; Kleingeld, van Mierlo & Arends, 2011). The 

activities within this included supporting students on effective goal-setting principles (e.g., 

SMART goals) and discussing the sort of goals which may be useful for students to consider 

for their cluster (e.g., charity fundraiser, event organisation, assignment work etc). Following 

this, other cluster sessions across the academic year involved reviewing, re-evaluating and 

monitoring goals based on attributions of goal success or failure and the role of reinforcements 

within this process. For further detail on the ILC strategy and evaluation, see Spiridon, Kaye, 

Nicolson, Ransom, Tan and Tang (2020). 

 
For the purposes of the evaluation of the ILC strategy, specifically with regards to the SIT 

collective goal-setting approach, we focused on the extent to which this fostered group 

efficacy; that is, the belief that a cluster group can achieve its goals through collective action. 

This provides a sense of agency to individuals in the group and reinforces the identification 

and bonding process. Additional to this, we also focused on how this strategy could foster a 



sense of belonging for our students. Theoretically, one would expect that if the social identity 

processes foster enhanced group identity, then group members will experience an elevated 

sense of closeness and belonging (Lee & Robbins, 1998), as well as have greater perceptions 

of group-related beliefs relating to group behaviour (Cameron, 1999; Hogg & Abrams, 1999). 

Based on the principles of SIT, these, in turn should also theoretically relate to psychosocial 

outcomes such as well-being. Specifically in this regard, we focused on resilience and 

subjective happiness (Cameron, 1999; DiFulvio, 2011; Miller & MacIntosh, 1999). Happiness 

was selected to capture a global impression of students’ affective well-being, whereas 

resilience was chosen based on this being widely cited as a core attribute to bolster in student 

populations (e.g., APA, 2019; Eisenberg, Lipson, & Posselt, 2016; Grissom, 2015). In addition 

to psychosocial outcomes, we also included behavioural outcomes to ascertain whether our 

ILC initiative via collective goal-setting, related to favourable behaviours such as course 

attendance and academic performance. See Figure 1 for overview of the conceptual framework. 

A number of research questions (RQs) were devised: 

 
RQ1. To what extent does cluster group identity relate to sense of social belonging and cluster 

efficacy beliefs? 

 
RQ2. To what extent do sense of belonging and cluster efficacy beliefs relate to students’ 

psychosocial well-being (resilience and subjective happiness)? 

 
RQ3. To what extent do sense of belonging and cluster efficacy beliefs relate to students’ 

course attendance and academic performance? 

 
[Insert Figure 1 about here] 

 
 

Method 

 
 

Design 

The current study was a cross-sectional study, in which the following variables were measured 

using validated questionnaires: cluster identity (Cameron, 2004), cluster group efficacy beliefs 

(Gibson, Randel & Earley, 2000), sense of belonging (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995), resilience 

(Smith, Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher & Bernard, 2008), and subjective happiness 

(Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). The other variables that measured behavioural outcomes: 



attendance and academic performance were extracted from the students records with their 

permission. The study was approved by the Department of Psychology Research Ethics 

Committee. The predictor variables were the measures related to group aspects such as cluster 

identity, social belonging and efficacy and the outcome variables were psychological outcome 

(happiness and resilience) and behavioural outcomes (attendance and academic achievement). 

 

 

Participants 

Initially, 100 responses were obtained, however 10 participants were excluded as they 

represented a programme of study which was not directly involved in the ILC initiative. 

Therefore, this left a final sample size of 90 who were first year undergraduate psychology 

students at a mid-sized university in the North West of England. There were 75 female students 

and 15 male students (18-39 years old; M = 19.50; SD = 3.25) of which 57 lived on-campus 

and 23 off-campus. 

 

Measures 

 
Cluster Identity 

 
Social identity to clusters was measured using the Three-Dimensional Strength of Group 

Identification Scale (Cameron, 2004). This 12-item scale consists of three subscales: centrality 

(e.g. ‘I often think about my cluster”); in-group ties (e.g. ‘I feel strong ties to other cluster 

members”) and in-group affect (e.g. ‘I am glad to be a member of my cluster”). Participants 

endorsed their agreement to the items on a 7-point scale anchored between 1 (strongly disagree) 

and 7 (strongly agree). This questionnaire resulted in high internal consistency (α = .82). 

Specifically, centrality α = .86, in-group affect α = .72 and in-group ties α = .65. Previous 

research has supported the factor structure of this scale and indicates that it is a valid measure 

of in-group identification (Obst & White, 2005). A total score was calculated for each sub- 

scale as well as overall for all 12 items. The latter of these was used within the main analyses. 

 

 
Cluster group efficacy beliefs 

Group efficacy beliefs were measured through the Group Efficacy Beliefs Potency measure 

(Gibson et al., 2000). This is a 10-point scale (1 = to no extent, 10 = to a great extent), on which 

participants rate the extent to which they endorse their cluster’s operationalization efficacy. 



Among the eight items which consist this scale, examples include: “My cluster has confidence 

in itself” and “No task is too tough for my cluster”. After reversing half of the scale to ensure 

internal consistency in the direction of measurement, the scale was found to be a reliable 

measure of efficacy (α = .88). A mean score was computed, which consolidated the scores for 

all cluster groups and was used in the subsequent analyses. 

 
Sense of Belonging 

Sense of Belonging was measured by using the Sense of Belonging Instrument (SOBI-P; 

Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). This is an 18-item scale upon which participants endorse their level 

of agreement on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), to a series of 

statements. Examples include: “I am just not sure if I fit in with my friends” and “I feel like an 

outsider in most situations”. Most items on this scale are framed in negative terms, therefore a 

high score would represent low social belonging. To aid conceptual meaning, all items except 

item 4 (“I generally feel that people accept me”) were reverse scored, therefore meaning that a 

high score would indicate greater social belonging. The scale was found to have high internal 

consistency (α =.89), and a total score of the 18 items was used as a measure of the sense of 

belonging for subsequent analyses. 

 
Resilience 

The Brief Resilience Scale (Smith et al., 2008) was used to garner data on participants’ 

resilience. This is a six-item scale, in which participants endorse their level of agreement on a 

5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), to a series of statements. Examples 

include: “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times” and “It does not take me long to 

recover from a stressful event”. A mean score was calculated and used for the subsequent 

analyses. This scale was found to be internally consistent (α =.87). 

 

 
Subjective Happiness 

 
The Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999) was used to measure overall 

happiness. This scale includes four items which all include the prefix “In general, I consider 

myself…”. The items then are presented to include anchor descriptions on which participants 

indicate their endorsement on a 7-point scale. For example, the first item is: “In general, I 

consider myself…. “Not a very happy person” (1) to “A very happy person” (7). A total score 



was calculated from participants’ responses from these four items and used in the analyses. 

This measure was found to be adequately internally consistent (α = 83). 

 

Attendance 

 
Attendance was calculated based on participants’ average attendance in all taught sessions 

across their first year of study. This was obtained at the end of Semester 2 (around April), when 

all taught sessions had been completed. 

 

Academic performance 

 
Academic performance was calculated based on participants’ average overall module mark for 

the modules they were registered on within their first year of study. This was obtained at the 

end of the academic year, in respect of first sitting results. 

 

Procedure 

Upon agreeing to participate, participants were first presented with an information sheet and 

consent form. Following their consent, they completed a short demographics questionnaire, to 

obtain data on gender, age, cluster number, programme of study and residence (on or off 

campus). Following this, participants then completed a series of questionnaires (in a counter 

balanced order) measuring the variables of interest. Within the consent process, participants 

also indicated their agreement for the research team to access their attendance and academic 

attainment data from the university student records system for the purposes of the research. 

Upon completion of the questionnaires, participants were debriefed and thanked for their 

participation, and reimbursed with either £2 or research participation credit. 

 

 

 

Results 

 

Descriptive analysis was conducted on all study variables. This was undertaken in respect of 

the full sample but also broken down by residential status (on versus off campus). See Table 1 

for descriptive statistics. 

 

[Insert Table 1 about here] 



Firstly, to ascertain whether there were any differences in the psychological experiences of 

students as a product of their university residence, a one-way MANOVA was conducted 

whereby all study variables were compared by students’ residential status (on-campus versus 

off-campus). This revealed there were statistically significant differences in psychological 

experiences based on a students’ residential status, F(7, 72) = 2.51, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = .81, 

partial η2 = .20. Specifically, it was found that happiness was significantly higher for those 

students off-campus (M = 22,57, SD = 4.88), compared to those on-campus (M = 20.11, SD = 

4,42); F (1,78) = 4.79, MSE = 95.17, p < .05, partial η2 = .06. None of the other variables 

revealed any significant differences between the sub-samples, so all data was combined for the 

subsequent analyses. 

 

To establish the relationships between all study variables, correlational analysis was 

undertaken. See Table 2 below. 

 

[Insert Table 2 about here] 

 
 

This revealed that cluster identity was positively related to cluster efficacy beliefs (r = .51, p < 

 

.001), sense of belonging (r = .25, p < .05) and happiness (r = .25, p < .05). It was not related 

to either attendance or academic performance (both p > .05). Additionally, sense of belonging 

was related positively to resilience (r = .38, p < .001) and happiness (r = 70, p < .001), but not 

the behavioural outcomes (both p > .05). 

 

Following this, regression analyses were conducted to assess the extent to which cluster 

identity may explain cluster efficacy beliefs. A linear regression yielded a significant model 

F(1, 88) = 30.996, MSE = 1.57, p < .001, R2 = .26 in which 26% of the variance in efficacy 

beliefs was explained by cluster identity. Specifically, cluster identity (ß = .51, p < 001) was 

found to significant predict cluster efficacy beliefs. 



Subsequent regression analyses were conducted to identify whether cluster identify may be a 

predictor of sense of belonging. A linear regression yielded a significant model F(1, 88) = 6.08, 

MSE = 135.68, p < .05, R2 = .07 in which 7% of the variance in social belonging was explained 

by cluster identity. Specifically, cluster identity (ß = .25, p < 05) was found to significantly 

predict social belonging. 

 

Similarly, a simple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the cluster identity on 

happiness. This yielded a significant model that accounted for a small proportion of the 

variance in happiness, F(1, 88) = 6.06, MSE = 88.04, p < .05, R2 = .06. The results indicated 

that the Cluster identity was a significant predictor of happiness (ß = .13, p < .05). 

 

However, following a simultaneous multiple regression with the social belonging, cluster 

identity and the interaction between the two as predictors (see Table 3), only the social 

belonging was found to be a predictor of happiness (t = 8.71, β =.68, p < .001). The overall 

regression model was significant F change (3,86) =29.71, MSE = 12.01, p < .001. 

 

[Insert Table 3 about here] 

 
 

In the relation to the behavioural outcomes, attendance was found to be a significant predictor 

of academic performance (t = 6.15, ß = .57, p < .001) based on a linear regression analysis 

F(1,78) = 37.85, MSE = 36.85, p < 001, R2 = .33. 

 

Discussion 

 

The current study aimed to explore the extent to which a SIT-derived peer support strategy 

within a psychology course could promote favourable psychosocial and behavioural outcomes 

for first year students. Specifically, it aimed to ascertain the extent to which our ILC scheme, 

in building social “cluster” identity, was related positively to students’ group efficacy beliefs 

and sense of belonging, and whether this, in turn may be related to psychosocial and 



behavioural course-related outcomes. The main findings and implications are discussed in the 

following sections. 

 
It was found that cluster identity was positively related to both sense of belonging and group 

efficacy beliefs (RQ1). This was found both within the correlational and regression analyses. 

This goes some way to suggest that the ILC strategy functioned upon fostering collective 

identity within clusters in a way which promoted efficacy beliefs towards this reference group. 

This is likely to be attributed to the collective goal-setting strategies we used as a mechanism 

to support this process. This finding is not especially surprising as this supports the principles 

outlined by group efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997; Gibson, 2003) although in the case of the 

current study, specifically applies these within a Higher Education setting, a context which has 

previously received scant empirical enquiry in this regard. Specifically, this suggests that 

collective goal-setting focused around mutual interests and intentions may bolster these 

perceptions. Within this, it is important to acknowledge how these efficacy beliefs are 

monitored and supported within the process. That is, to ensure a high level of group efficacy, 

practical recommendations are to ensure students are supported by a tutor or mentor to monitor, 

evaluate and review collective goals on a regular basis. This may be best undertaken in respect 

of identifying the attributing factors for success or failure, whereby internal attribution is 

dedicated to goal success in an effort to maintain group efficacy experiences. These were 

features of the current ILC scheme, although additional evaluation is needed to ascertain the 

extent to which these specific aspects of the goal monitoring were effective for maintaining 

group efficacy perceptions. 

 
It is reassuring to observe the current findings of the positive relationship between cluster 

identity and sense of belonging, as one may have expected based on previous literature. Indeed, 

this corroborates much previous work in this area (Easterbrook, & Vignoles, 2013; Lee & 

Robbins, 1998) and extends our understanding of how SIT-derived interventions may support 

student integration in Higher Education. Specifically, social identity was referenced towards 

“cluster” group and whilst identity arguably operates on multiple levels, it is encouraging to 

see this was a positive attribute associated with belonging for students. There may be many 

mechanisms underpinning this finding, but this may be attributed to aspects of the social 

categorisation process, in which students consolidated their similarities as a basis for 

developing collective goals. Given the evidence that intragroup similarity fosters a sense of 



belonging (Easterbrook & Vignoles, 2013), it is conceivable this categorisation process was 

supportive factor for promoting sense of belonging in the current findings. 

 
In addition, sense of belonging was positively related to happiness (as well as resilience within 

the correlational analysis) (RQ2), which is to be expected based on the extant literature 

observing these associations (e.g., Hagerty et al., 1996; Suhlmann et al., 2018). However, sense 

of belonging and group efficacy were not significantly related to any of the behavioural 

outcomes (RQ3). There many be a number of explanations for this. Firstly, both attendance 

and attainment are affected by a wide range of factors and thus these measures are perhaps not 

sensitive enough to map onto the variables of interest. Secondly, in respect of methodological 

concerns, the current study may be restricted by the fact that it was a relatively small self- 

selecting sample, who may not be representative of the whole student body. As such, the 

observed findings may vary in other samples and in different university contexts, therefore the 

generalisability of the findings should be inferred with caution. It seems therefore that whilst 

these peer support strategies, drawing upon the principles of SIT, may hold some psychosocial 

benefits, there is some way to go to understand whether there could be behavioural impacts 

such as for promoting course attendance, engagement, adherence and attainment. Further 

research could seek to follow up these findings to explore their relevance across different 

student cohorts, subject areas or university settings. This could be aligned with well-being 

strategies which seek to support students in their transitions and journeys in Higher Education. 

 
Conclusion 

Based on the principles of SIT, we developed our ILC scheme, with the intention of supporting 

student well-being and encouraging favourable study behaviours. Although we did not observe 

any significant effects of our scheme on course attendance or performance, we did find that 

collective identity garnered from student cluster group was related positively to a range of 

psychological variables including students’ sense of belonging, group efficacy beliefs and 

subjective happiness. These remain important considerations in light of student well-being 

concerns which are increasingly prevalent in Higher Education. 

 
Data Availability Statement: Participants of this study did not consent to any statements 

relating to their data to be shared publicly, so supporting data is not available. 

 

 

 
References 



 

APA (2019). Resilience Guide for Parents & Teachers. Retrieved September 19, 2019, from 

https://www.apa.org/helpcenter/resilience 

 
Bray, S. (2004). Collective efficacy, group goals, and group performance of a muscular endurance 

task. Small Group Research, 35 (2), 230-238. doi:11.77/1046496403260531 

 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman 

 
 

Cameron, J. E. (1999). Social identity and the pursuit of possible selves: Implications for the 

psychological well-being of university students. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and 

Practice, 3 (3), 179-189. doi. 10.1037/1089-2699.3.3.179 

 
Cameron, J. (2004). A Three-Factor Model of Social Identity. Self and Identity 3 (3), 239–262. 

doi:10.1080/13576500444000047 

 
Crocker, J., Luhtanen, R., Blaine, B., & Broadnax, S. (1994). Collective self-esteem and psychological 

well-being among White, Black and Asian college students. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 20 (5), 503-513. doi:10.1177/0146167294205007 

 
DiFulvio, G. T. (2011). Sexual minority youth, social connection and resilience: From personal 

struggle to collective identity. Social Science & Medicine, 72(10), 1611-1617. doi. 

10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.02.045 

 
Easterbrook, M., & Vignoles, V. L. (2013). What does it mean to belong? Interpersonal bonds and 

intragroup similarities as predictors of felt belonging in different types of groups. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 43 (6), 455-462. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.1972 

 
Eisenberg, D., Golberstein, E., & Hunt, J. B. (2009). Mental health and academic success in college. 

The B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 9 (1), doi.10.2202/1935-1682.2191 

 
 

Eisenberg, D., Lipson, S. K., & Posselt, J. (2016). Promoting resilience, retention and mental health. 

New Directions for Student Services, 2016 (156), 87-95. doi: 10.1002/ss.20194 

http://www.apa.org/helpcenter/resilience
http://www.apa.org/helpcenter/resilience
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.3.3.179


Ellemers, N., de Gilder, T. C., & Haslam, S. A. (2004). Motivating individuals and groups at work: a 

social identity perspective on leadership and group performance. Academy of Management 

Review, 29(3), 459-478. doi: 10.2307/20159054 

 
Gibson, B. C. (2003). The efficacy advantage: Factors related to the formation of group efficacy. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33, 2153-2186. 

 
 

Gibson, C. B., Randel, A. E., & Earley, P. C. (2000). Understanding group efficacy: An empirical test 

of multiple assessment methods. Group and Organisational Management, 25 (1), 67-97. 

doi:10.1177/1059601100251005 

 
Greenaway, K. H., Haslam, S. A., Cruwys, T., Branscombe, N. R., Ysseldyk, R., & Heldreth, C. 

(2015). From “we” to “me”: Group identification enhances perceived personal control with 

consequences for health and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109(1), 

53-74. doi.10.1037/pspi0000019 

 
Grissom, C. (2015). Resilience in Students. The Educational Forum, 79 (2), 206-207. doi: 

10.1080/00131725.2015.1006092 

 
Hagerty, B.M.K. & Patusky, K.L. (1995). Developing a measure of sense of belonging. Nursing 

Research. 44, 9-13. 

 
Hagerty, B. M., Williams, R. A., Coyne, J. C., & Early, M. R. (1996). Sense of belonging and indicators 

of social and psychological functioning. Archives of Psychiatric Nursing, 10 (4), 235-244. Doi: 

10.1016/S0883-9417(96)80029-X 

 
Hogg, M. A., & Abrams, D. (1999). Social identity and social cognition: Historical back-ground and 

current trends. In D. Abrams & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), Social identity and social cognition (pp. 1- 

25). Oxford, England: Blackwell 

 
Kaye, L. K., Carlisle, C., & Griffiths, L. R. W. (2019). A contextual account of the psychosocial 

impacts of social identity in a sample of digital gamers. Psychology of Popular Media Culture 

8(3), 259–268 



Kaye, L. K., Kowert, R., & Quinn, S. (2017). The role of social identity and online social capital on 

psychosocial outcomes in MMO players. Computers in Human Behaviour, 74, 215-223. doi: 

10.1016/j.chb.2017.04.030 

 
Kleingeld, A., van Mierlo, H. & Arends, L. (2011). The effect of goal setting on group performance: 

a meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96 (6), 1289-1304. doi: 10.1037/a0024315. 

 
Leary, K.A. and DeRosier, M.E. (2012) Factors Promoting Positive Adaptation and Resilience during 

the Transition to College. Psychology, 3, 1215-1222. doi: 10.4236/psych.2012.312A180 

 
Lee, R. M., & Robbins, S. B. (1998). The relationship between social connectedness and anxiety, self- 

esteem, and social identity. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45(3), 338-345. doi: 

10.1037/0022-0167.45.3.338 

 
Lipson, S. K. & Eisenberg, D. (2018). Mental health and academic attitudes and expectations in 

university populations: results from the healthy minds study. Journal of Mental Health, 27 (3), 

205-213. doi:10.1080/09638237.2017.1417567 

 
Lyubomirsky, S. & Lepper, H. S. (1999). A measure of subjective happiness: Preliminary reliability 

and construct validation. Social Indicators Research, 46, 137-155. 

 
Miller, D. B., & MacIntosh, R. (1999). Promoting resilience in urban African American adolescents: 

Racial socialization and identity as protective factors. Social Work Research, 23 (3), 159-169. 

doi: 10.1093/swr/23.3.159 

 
Obst, P. L., & White, K. M. (2005). Three-Dimensional Strength of Identification across Group 

Memberships: A Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Self and Identity 4, 9–80. 

doi:10.1080/13576500444000182. 

 
Oyserman, D., Brickman, D., Bybee, D., & Cellious, A. (2016). Fitting in Matters: Markers of in- 

group belonging and academic outcomes. Psychological Science, 17 (10), 854-861 

 
OfQUAL (2019). Entries for GCSE, AS and A level. Retrieved September 18, 2019, from 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data 



/file/803906/Provisional_entries_for_GCSE AS_and_A_level_summer_2019_exam_series. 

pdf 

 
Scarf, D., Moradi, S., McGaw, K., Hewitt, J., Hayhurst, J. G., Boyes, M., Ruffman, T., & Hunter, J. 

A. (2016). Somewhere I belong: Long‐term increases in adolescents’ resilience are predicted 

by perceived belonging to the in‐group. British Journal of Social Psychology, 55 (3), 588-599. 

doi: 10.1111/bjso.12151 

 
Suhlmann, M., Sassenberg, K., Magengast, B., & Trautwein, U. (2018). Belonging Mediates Effects 

of Student-University Fit on Well-Being, Motivation, and Dropout Intention. Social 

Psychology, 49, 16-28. /doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/a000325. 

 
Smith, B. W., Dalen, J., Wiggins, K., Tooley, E., Christopher, P., & Bernard, J. (2008). The brief 

resilience scale: assessing the ability to bounce back. International Journal of Behavioural 

Medicine, 15 (3), 194-200 

 
Spiridon, E., Kaye, L. K., Nicolson, R. I., Ransom, H. J., Tan, A. J. Y., & Tang, B. W. X. (2020). 

Integrated Learning Communities as a peer support initiative for first year university students. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 50 (7), 394-405 http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12668 

 

Terry, D. J., Hogg, M. A., & White, K. M. (1999). The theory of planned behaviour: Self‐identity, 

social identity and group norms. British Journal of Social Psychology, 38 (3), 225-244. doi: 

10.1348/014466699164149 

 
Tajfel, H. (1978). Differentiation between social groups. London: Academic Press. 

 
 

Tajfel, H. (1979). Individuals and groups in social psychology. British Journal of Social and Clinical 

Psychology, 18, 183-190. doi:10.1111/j.2044-8260.1979.tb00324.x 

 
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1979). An integrative theory of inter-group conflict. In J. A. Williams & S. 

Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of inter-group relations (pp. 33-47). Belmont, CA: 

Wadsworth. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12668


The Guardian (2019). Universities and the NHS must join forces to boost student mental health. 

Retrieved September 19, 2019, from 

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2019/feb/15/universities-and-the-nhs-must-join- 

forces-to-boost-student-mental-health 

 
Tyler, T. R. (1999). Why people cooperate with organizations: An identity-based perspective. 

Research in Organizational Behaviour, 21, 201-246. 

 
 

Tyler, T.R., & Blader, S.L. (2000). Cooperation in Groups: Procedural Justice, Social Identity, and 

Behavioural Engagement. Psychology Press, Philadelphia, PA. 

 
van  Knippenberg, D. (2000). Work Motivation and Performance: A Social Identity Perspective. 

Applied Psychology, 49 (3), 357-371. doi: 10.1111/1464-0597.00020 

 
 

Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L., (2011). A Brief Social-Belonging Intervention Improves Academic 

and Health Outcomes of Minority Students. Science, 331 (6023), 1447-1451. doi: 

10.1126/science.1198364 

http://www.theguardian.com/education/2019/feb/15/universities-and-the-nhs-must-join-
http://www.theguardian.com/education/2019/feb/15/universities-and-the-nhs-must-join-


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1. Study variables by residential status 
 

 
 Total 

 
(N = 90) 

On-Campus 

 
(n= 57) 

Off-Campus 

 
(n = 23) 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Cluster identity 42.67 (9.65) 43.91 (8.48) 40.22 (11.39) 

Cluster group efficacy beliefs 4.35 (1.45) 5.00 (1.27) 4.38 (1.68) 

Sense of belonging 66.92 (11.92) 65.41 (12.73) 69.52 (10.57) 

Resilience 3.13 (.87) 3.04 (.78) 3.28 (.97) 

Subjective happiness 21.32 (4.86) 20.11 (4.42) 22.57 (4.88) 

Attendance 91.55 (8.77) 91.49 (9.38) 92.00 (7.21) 

Academic performance 68.88 (7.35) 69.79 (6.49) 68.88 (7.35) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Correlational analysis of study variables 

 

 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Cluster Identity .51** .25* .13 .25* .15 .01 

2. Cluster Efficacy Beliefs 
 

.11 -.03 .03 .11 -.01 

3. Sense of belonging 
  

.38** .70** -.02 -.06 

4. Resilience 
   

.45** .002 -.07 

5. Happiness     .001 -.02 

6. Attendance      .57** 

7. Academic Performance       

 

** p < .001 *p < .05 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis with happiness as the outcome 

variable 

 

 b SE β 

Cluster Identity 
.04 .04 .08 

Social Belonging 
28** .05 .68** 

Cluster Identity x Social Belonging 
.01 .003 .11 

 

** = p < .001 



 
 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the research 
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