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ABSTRACT

This research attempted to examine racial differences in organizational settings.
A two strategy approach was utilized. First, multivariate analysis of covariance was used
to identify racial differences in four different aspects of the work experience (i.e., work
beliefs, job satisfaction, perceptions of fairness, and employee outcomes). Significant,
albeit small, mean differences were identified in each of the four areas. The largest effect
size was observed in the category of fairness perceptions where race accounted for over
5% of the variance. The second strategy required the development of a model of
fairness that incorporated perceptions of justice, fairness, cultural tolerance,
organizational and work satisfaction, organizational identification, perceptions of
downsizing, and intention to leave the organization. The model was tested with
structural equation modeling, and the fit was promising. Multi-sample analysis was
utilized to test for racial differences in the model. The practical measures of fit indicated

that race did not moderate the relationships in the model.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Status of Minority Employees in the Work Place

It has been thirty years since the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and it
now seems appropriate to re-examine racial issues and their effects in organizational
settings. Organizations are increasingly becoming multi-racial. This trend is a result of
civil rights legislation as well as demographic changes in our society. With respect to the
first issue, the federal government initiated a series of legislative actions in the 1960s and
1970s designed to alleviate the effects of discrimination against minorities (Ledvinka,
1982). These actions were a response to social pressures forcing society to examine the
discriminatory treatment of minorities in and out of the work place. Legislation, judicial
rulings, and Executive Orders required organizations to restructure their hiring and
management practices. Consequently, minorities have become a more integral part of
the work force.

Although significant gains have been made, governmental intervention has not
completely eliminated racial inequities in the work place. Fields and Freeman (1972)
point out that African Americans tend to enter the job market at lower initial salaries
than Whites, earn promotions at a slower rate, and plateau much earlier in their careers.
Many experts attribute the causes of this inequity to factors outside the control of the
employee (Bramwell, 1973). For example, Taylor (1972) suggests that the
organizational climate and structure often impose unnecessary injustices on the minority

employee disallowing the individual an equal opportunity to advance. As a result, many



African Americans have experienced psychological stress, strain, and frustration. Kanter

(1988) argues that the relative position of minority employees in the organization may be
a contribhting cause of the inequity. She indicates that African Americans are less likely
to be employed in positions of high visibility. Consequently, African Americans may
have a greater difficulty building alliances and developing same-race mentors and role
models. Finally, racial inequity in organizations may be attributed to actual incidents of
discrimination. Biases and stereotypes may work against specific cultural groups
resulting in lower performance evaluations, fewer training opportunities, and less
advantageous job assignments.

Some researchers believe that racial discrimination in organizations is overstated.
Banfield (1970), for example, states that minority employees have made si gnificant gains
in recent years. He suggests that incidents of discrimination are perception based and
not reality based. While the accuracy of this view is debatable, employee perceptions of
discrimination should not be discounted. Employee perceptions will undoubtedly affect
employee motivation and attitudes. This argument will be expanded upon in Chapter

Two.

Demographic Trends

Although minority employees cannot yet claim parity in the work force,
demographic trends may accelerate the process initiated by the government. More than
one half of the current U.S. work force is composed of minorities, immigrants, and
women, and within the next ten years, white males will make up only 15% of the new
entrants to the labor market (Thomas, 1990b). Hodgkinson (1985) points out that racial

minorities will make up over one third of the United States population by the year 2000.



Estimates such as these are based upon detailed demographic projections and analyses.
One study, Workforce 2000: Work and Workers for the Twenty-first Century (Johnston
& Packer, 1987), describes trends that will shape demographic changes during the last
years of the twentieth century and proposes policy issues that should be addressed to
effectively deal with these changes. In particular, Johnston and Packer state that the

American work force will be influenced by five demographic "facts".

1. The population and the work force will grow at a slower rate than any time since
the 1930s.
2. The average age of the work force will consistently rise resulting in a decrease in

the availability of entry level workers.

3. Women will enter the work force at a faster pace than men.
4. Minorities will constitute a growing share of the work force.
5. Immigrants will enter the work force at an increasing rate.

Johnston and Packer are not alone in their assessment of the composition and growth of
the labor market (Bacas, 1988; Goddard, 1989; LeGrande, 1989; Riche, 1988).
LeGrande suggests that the slowdown of the growth of the labor force is a result of the
large baby boom generation being followed by a small "baby-bust" generation.

The demographic "facts" described by Johnston and Packer (1987) will have a
profound effect on organizations of the future. The reduced population growth and the
aging of society will result in a critical situation for organizations as they attempt to
attract and recruit employees in a competitive labor force. Organizations will be hit
especially hard trying to fill entry level positions. Since nontraditional workers (i.e.,

minorities, women, and immigrants) will play a much greater role in the work force,




organizations will need to be able to attract and retain members of diverse demographic

groups.

As the demographic composition of the work force changes, organizations will
be faced with the responsibility of managing and motivating an increasingly diverse work
force. Johnston and Packer (1987) suggest that the integration of the organization is one
of the six greatest challenges that managers will be facing over the next ten to twenty
years. They state that employment practices and policies will have to be modified in
order to take full advantage of the pool of minority workers. Organizational leaders will
be required to conduct a thorough organizational assessment in order to determine the
types of actions that will be necessary. As part of this assessment, the role of minorities

in the organization should be explored. A number of questions should be asked:

« Do minority and non-minority employees share similar work values and beliefs?
«  Are minority and non-minority employees satisfied with the same facets of the job?

+ Do minority and non-minority employees perceive the organization in the same
manner?

« Are the work oriented attitudes (e.g., turnover intentions, organizational
commitment, prosocial behaviors) of minority and non-minority employees similar?

« Does a single model of fairness in the work place apply equally well to different
racial groups?

The Challenge Ahead

While management and leadership theories have tended to neglect cultural
diversity as a critical concern, a number of practitioners have strongly advocated new

management structures and human resource systems in order to capitalize on the



diversity of the new work force. Thomas (1990b) states that diversity is an asset that
can give U.S. organizations a competitive edge in the global economy if properly
managed. Jamieson and O'Mara (1991) call this competitive edge the diversity
advantage. They state "By valuing diversity, we can gain potential and creativity from
the synergy of the workforce, recapturing commitment and unleashing pent-up talent. In
short, we can turn the tide of employee dissatisfaction and put the work ethic back to
work." (p. 7) In addition to diversity advocates, organizational leaders are becoming
much more aware of issues of diversity. Jackson (1992) cites one study of 645 firms that
indicated that 74% of the respondents were concerned about the increased diversity
within their organizations. Jackson presents a number of case studies of organizations
that have implemented or developed diversity programs.

While the efforts of these practitioners is lauded, programs and initiatives should
be based upon theory and an accurate appraisal of diversity in the work force.
Assumptions about how minorities view and respond to the work environment may be
misleading or inaccurate. Furthermore, previous research that has examined work force
diversity may be inadequate. A clear understanding of racial differences in
organizational settings is lacking. This paper recognizes four contributing causes for this

lack of understanding:

1. scarcity of empirical research

2. outdated nature of the research

3. contradictory findings

4. over representation of African Americans as the minority group



With respect to the first issue, Graham (1992) conducted a content analysis of major

psychological journals between 1970 and 1989 and concluded that only 3.4% of the
articles focused on African Americans while 15% of the articles focused on gender.
Furthermore, the research that has examined race in organizational settings tends to be
outdated. Graham's content analysis indicated that most of the research was conducted
in the early 1970s. Complicating matters is the fact that much of the diversity research
conducted in the 1970s has resulted in contradictory findings. For example, data from
national polls indicate that African Americans are generally less satisfied with their jobs
than Whites (Ash, 1972; O'Reilly & Roberts, 1973; Weaver, 1974). Conversely, a
number of studies have found the exact opposite (Gavin & Ewen, 1974; Katzell, Ewen,
& Korman, 1970; Milutinovich, 1977). One explanation for the contradictory results is
the differential manner for dealing with confounding factors (e.g., gender, socioeconomic
status, etc.). Furthermore, the political, social, and economic climate influencing work
attitudes have changed dramatically since that time. Greenberger and Marini (1972)
suggest that racial differences in job attitudes may be influenced by different perceptions
of job alternatives, opportunities for advancement and growth, and expectations for
success in the job. As minority employees capitalize on the strides made in the late
1960s and early 1970s, work experiences and expectations for success may be very
different. Thus, it is expected that work attitudes and organizational perceptions will
have also changed. Finally, most of the research exploring racial differences have
focused on African American employees. Hispanics and Asian Americans have been left
out of many organizational studies. It is unwise to treat all minority groups as a single
group. It is important, therefore, to identify how different racial groups perceive and

respond to the work environment.




Purpose of the Dissertation

The purpose of this dissertation is to renew the research thrust exploring racial
differences in the work place by examining the extent to which racial differences exist in
the Department of the Navy. While the generalizability of the findings should not be
expanded outside the federal government (and particularly the Department of Defense),
it is hoped that the results will spur additional research efforts in this area. There are two
separate sets of questions that will be explored in this study. First, this paper seeks to
determine whether there are mean differences across race in different aspects of the work
experience. Second, the paper seeks to develop a model of fairness in the work place
and determine whether the same model holds for different racial groups.

Consistent with previous research efforts, this paper seeks to identify the extent
to which individuals from diverse cultural groups share the same values, perceptions of
the organization, and have similar job attitudes. Specifically, four different categories of
the work experience have been identified: work beliefs, facets of job satisfaction,
perceptions of organizational fairness and cultural tolerance, and employee outcomes.
The first category seeks to explore the extent that individuals from different cultural
groups share similar work belief systems (i.e., Protestant work ethic, participative
decision making and team orientation). Understanding the work beliefs of the
organization's employee base will assist organizational leaders in developing effective
management practices and motivational policies. While different racial groups may
possess the same beliefs, it is unwise to take this assumption for granted. Similarly,
facets of job satisfaction should be taken into account. An individual may be generally
satisfied with his or her job, but he or she may be dissatisfied with specific facets. Asa

result, it is important to identify whether different racial groups experience the same




degree of satisfaction with specific facets of the job. Of particular importance to this

research endeavor are perceptions of fairness in the organization. Alderfer, Alderfer,
Tucker and Tucker (1980) suggest that different racial groups may not view these issues
the same way. Therefore, it is important to examine fairness and issues related to it (i.e.,
trust, cultural tolerance, and the quality of developmental relationships). Finally,
employee outcomes (i.e., turnover intentions, organizational commitment, and altruism
behaviors) are important determinants of organizational effectiveness and should be
incorporated into a study of this type. Excessive employee turnover may be
dysfunctional for an organization by increasing organizational costs (e.g., selecting
replacements, training, etc.). Organizational commitment is important because of its
relationship to turnover (Porters, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974), absenteeism (Koch
& Steers, 1978), and performance (Van Maanen, 1975). Finally, altruism (an aspect of
organizational citizenship) has been described as being necessary for organizational
functioning by providing a social lubricant which serves to improve efficiency (Smith,
Organ, & Near, 1983).

While it is important to identify where racial groups may differ in each of the
identified areas, it is of even greater importance to examine the relationships between the
variables. Therefore, the primary focus of this paper is the development and testing of a
model of fairness in the work place. The model is designed to explore the relationships
between many of the identified variables. In addition, the study seeks to determine
whether the model developed in this study holds for different racial groups (i.e., whether

the relationships between the variables are the same for each race).



Contributions of the Research

The research should contribute to the field in both an applied and an empirical
manner. Empirically, the research should extend the existing understanding of racial
differences in organizational settings. This study will be comprehensive in that a large
sample will be utilized, four major racial groups will be included (i.e., Whites, Hispanics,
African Americans, and Asians/Pacific Islanders), and extraneous influences will be
controlled for. Furthermore, the study will help to bridge the gap between the research
conducted nearly twenty years ago and the present. Finally, the model of fairness should
be valuable to researchers desiring to better understand the causes and consequences of
perceived fairness in the work place.

This research should also prove valuable to applied practitioners. As a result of
the demographic changes expected in the future, organizations may need to be much
more sensitive to minority issues. Organizations that are proactive in this area will be
better equipped to attract and retain the diverse elements of the work force.
Organizational leaders will need to understand the complicated issues involved. A model

of fairness in the work place should prove beneficial in this area.

Limitations

It is important to recognize several limitations with respect to this research. As
noted earlier, this research proposes the use of behavioral intentions instead of using
actual turnover data. Despite the fact that behavioral intentions are a good predictor of
turnover intentions, the correlation is not perfect. However, the use of objective

turnover data in a study of this type is problematic. For example, it is often very difficult




to distinguish between voluntary and involuntary turnover. An employee may be given

an option to voluntarily leave an organization instead of being terminated. While the
actual reason for withdrawal is involuntary, the personnel records may indicate a
voluntary choice. Furthermore, there may be numerous considerations which impact an
employee's decision to leave the organization, not the least of which would be ability to
find a similar job. Finally, the characteristics of this research effort dictate the
anonymous collection of data from respondents. This anonymous nature was deemed
important in order to gather accurate and candid responses from subjects who may
perceive many items as being sensitive in nature. Collecting objective data on individuals
is incompatible with this research feature.

A second limitation is the current downsizing effort within the federal
government and, in particular, the Department of Defense. Since the data is coming
from the civilian work force within the Department of the Navy, the perceptions of
downsizing may influence attitudes towards the job and turnover intentions. It is
believed, however, that this type of bias would affect minority and non-minority workers
in a similar manner. Therefore, overall results should not be contaminated.
Furthermore, downsizing perceptions are being measured in this study and will be
incorporated into the fairness model.

A third limitation is the fact that the data will be collected from a single source
utilizing a single method. It is possible that spurious relationships may occur with the
use of a single method (Campbell and Fiske, 1959). The research questions of interest in
this endeavor, however, deal with perceptions of the work place and job attitudes. Self-
report data is the only method of gathering this type of information. Furthermore, the
confidential and anonymous nature of this research required all data to come from a

single source. For example, turnover intentions were gathered in lieu of objective

10




turnover data. Incorporating objective data would have required the respondents to be

identified. Given the sensitive nature of some of the questions (e.g., satisfaction with
supervisér), an anonymous approach was deemed more appropriate.

Finally, all subjects participating in this study are employed within the
Department of the Navy. As a result, one must be careful when generalizing the results
to different populations. This issue is especially important given the downsizing effort
within the Department of Defense discussed earlier. It is hoped, therefore, that future
studies will conducted in order to expand these findings to different settings (e.g., private

sector).
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CHAPTERTWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

As stated in the introduction, the field of industrial and organizational psychology
has limited understanding of racial differences in the work place. Leadership theories
and management philosophies have traditionally assumed that racial groups perceive and
respond to the work environment in a similar manner. Conversely, many diversity
advocates assume that racial differences in organizations are widespread. To the extent
that either of these assumptions are inaccurate, organizations may not be fully utilizing
their human resources. This issue will become much more critical as the demographic
composition of the society changes and organizations compete for scarce human
resources.

This chapter will explore the current status of the literature with respect to racial
differences in organizations. In the initial section, the race question will be explored (i.e.,
what race is and why racial differences should be expected). In the second section,
research which has examined racial differences in the work place will be reviewed.
Finally, an a priori model of fairness developed for this study will be presented along
with a review of the individual elements to be included in the model. Research questions

and hypotheses will be posited at the end of sections two and three.

The Race Question

Many people have misconceptions about what race is. Dunn (1961) states that

the word "race" in common speech has no specific meaning and has acquired false and



misleading connotations. Some individuals have used the word "race" to describe

national origin (e.g., French, Japanese). In Nazi Germany, race was intended to classify
individuéls from Aryan and non-Aryan descent. The color of one's skin has been used to
classify different races. For this reason, it is important to clarify what race is and what it
is not. Dunn defines race in a biological sense: "a race, in short, is a group of related
intermarrying individuals, a population, which differs from other populations in the
relative commonness of certain hereditary traits" (p. 273). These traits originated in a
process by which the group adapted to its environment. Historically, therefore, races
were geographically separated. The geographical boundaries, however, have diminished
with time and mobility. This has resulted in the important question of differences
between races. These differences have resulted in discrimination, racial bias, feelings of
superiority, and in some cases hostility and violence. Morant (1961) argues that feelings
such as these are rooted in human nature. He suggests that people naturally have a
certain affinity for those with whom they identify and a certain aversion to those with
whom they are dissimilar.

The work place is a natural setting for the study of racial differences. An
effective organization requires teamwork, cooperation, and motivated employees.
Therefore, interpersonal and intrapersonal characteristics will be critical issues. Racial
diversity brings both sets of characteristics into play. In order to adequately motivate
and manage a diverse work force, organizational leaders need to understand the values,

perceptions, and attitudes of the different groups.
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Racial Differences in the Work Place

Job Satisfaction

Much of the research examining racial differences in the work place has focused
on job attitudes contrasting the degree of job satisfaction of African Americans to the job
satisfaction of Whites. Findings from this research have been inconsistent. Data from
national polls suggest that African Americans are generally less satisfied with their jobs
than Whites (Weaver, 1974; W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 1973).
However, data from polls can be misleading. Results are often confounded with other
variables (e.g., income, occupational level, etc.). As a result, specific studies have
attempted to determine whether the same conclusions hold up after controlling for
demographic influences. For example, Ash (1972) controlled for occupational level and
confirmed that African American employees were generally less satisfied than White
employees. He further found that perceived discrimination often leads to dissatisfaction.
O'Reilly and Roberts (1973) similarly found that African Americans were less satisfied
with their jobs than Whites, although the differences tended to diminish for lower level
jobs.

Other studies have indicated that the type or facet of job satisfaction must be
taken into account. Gavin and Ewen (1974) administered a 53 item job satisfaction
instrument. The instrument was factor analyzed and identified five factors (i.e.,
advancement, job, supervision, cooperation, and pay and working conditions). They
found that African American employees were significantly more satisfied than White
employees on all job aspects except supervision, although the effect sizes were small.

Milutinovich (1977) used the Job Diagnostics Inventory (JDI) to measure satisfaction



with work, supervision, co-workers, pay, promotion, and the overall job. He found that

overall, African Americans were significantly less satisfied with supervision and co-
workers than their White counterparts. However, these results were tempered by
occupational status and gender. For example, African American blue collar males were
more satisfied than White blue collar males with promotional opportunities. On the
other hand, African American white collar employees were less satisfied with their co-
workers than their White counterparts. Finally, African American females were less
satisfied than their White counterparts with supervision, co-workers, and overall job.

Several conclusions can be drawn from the previously described research. First,
results do not support the notion that African Americans are, as a whole, more or less
satisfied with their jobs than Whites. Furthermore, many researchers emphasize the
notion that African Americans and Whites cannot be treated as homogeneous groups
(Miller & Dreger, 1973). One must consider income, educational level, etc. when
evaluating results. Second, African Americans tend to experience a greater degree of
satisfaction with the job (in comparison to Whites) at lower levels of the organization.
When higher occupational levels are considered (e.g., managerial, professional), African
American satisfaction with the job tends to diminish. Third, it is important to consider
specific facets of job satisfaction when examining racial differences. African Americans
tend to experience less satisfaction with supervision and in some cases co-workers in
contrast to Whites. Finally, effect sizes for racial differences in job satisfaction tend to
be small to moderate in magnitude.

At this juncture, it is important to consider why racial differences in job
satisfaction should be expected. Most explanations have centered on two distinct areas
(i.e., a cultural perspective and a structural perspective). Cultural explanations refer to

racial differences in beliefs, values, and psychological states as a result of one's culture in



which they were raised. A number of researchers have supported this view (Alper, 1975;

Bloom & Barry, 1967; Slocum & Strawser, 1972). Structural explanations stress the
effect of differential treatment on the job as a function of race. Brown and Ford (1977)
support this position.

The cultural perspective proposes that culture can influence need for
achievement, locus of control, and self-efficacy (Katzell, Ewen, & Korman,1974).
Differences in these needs and traits may affect job attitudes by influencing perceptions
of the work environment. O'Reilly and Roberts (1973), for example, state that culture
may influence an employee's frame of reference which he or she brings to the job. This
frame of reference provides the employee with a perspective which is essential to the
evaluation of one's job. Similarly, Greenberger and Marini (1972) argue out that racial
differences in job attitudes can be attributed to differences in expectations (e.g., job
choice, job success, ability to find a job). Culture likely plays a role in determining

expectations.

Work Values

A second body of research which has examined racial differences in
organizational settings concerns differences in work values. A number of researchers
have emphasized the notion that organizations must appreciate the aspects of the job that
are valued by different members of the work force and be aware of the aspects that are
not valued (Jackson & Mindell, 1980; Mindell & Gordon, 1981; Porter & Lawler, 1968).
Mindell and Gordon found that only 13% of all working Americans found their work
meaningful. They state that this has resulted in a dramatic decrease in employee

productivity. Furthermore, they suggest that organizations find ways of motivating their




work force in a manner that is consistent with employee values. With this in mind,

researchers have attempted to determine whether African Americans and Whites share
similar work values. Mindell and Gordon stress that racial differences in values should
be expected as a result of differences in socioeconomic status and ethnic differences.
The greater a person's identification with a group or social state, the more clearly the
values are defined by the group or social boundaries. Therefore, values are linked to the
relationship between a person, his or her family, and his or her cultural heritage.

Most of the research in this area has explored differences in intrinsic versus
extrinsic values. Extrinsic values include factors such as pay, working conditions, and
financial security, while intrinsic values include factors such as psychological growth,
creativity, and the importance of work. Overall, researchers have found that African
Americans tend to be motivated by extrinsic values and Whites tend to be motivated by
intrinsic values (Andrisiani & Milius, 1977; Champagne & King, 1967; Slocum &
Strawser, 1972). In studies where intrinsic and extrinsic values were treated
independently, researchers found that African Americans valued extrinsic aspects of the
job more than Whites, but no significant differences were found for intrinsic aspects of
the job (Alper, 1975; Bloom & Barry, 1967). Alper argues that minority workers may
be more security oriented. This greater emphasis on extrinsic values has been supported
even when occupational level and other confounding variables have been taken into
account. For example, Shapiro (1977) used data from 1973 and 1974 national surveys
and examined racial differences in work values while partialling out the effects of
education, occupation, and income. Race had a significant effect on the importance of
work values. African Americans ranked high income and job security more importantly

than Whites, while Whites ranked the importance of the job higher than African
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Americans. Race continued to have significant effects after controlling for gender,

father's occupation, father's education, region of the country, and size of family.

Not all research has supported the contention that there are differences in work
values. Feldman (1973) examined race and class differences in 15 different job outcomes
(e.g., good pay, working with people you like, having a good boss, being promoted,
having respect, etc.). He found little support for the notion that racial differences in
work values exist in the work place. Similarly, Greenhaus and Gavin (1972) failed to
find significant differences in the importance attributed to various work rewards for
African Americans and Whites. They did find, however, that African Americans tended
to perceive a greater connection between hard work and rewards than did Whites.

Complicating matters is the possibility that other demographic characteristics
may interact with race in predicting work values. Brenner, Blazini, and Greenhaus
(1988), for example, found a race by sex interaction for extrinsic work values. They
found that White females placed a greater importance on extrinsic outcomes than White
males. Similarly, African American males placed a greater importance on extrinsic
outcomes than African American females. Kahoe (1974) argues that the intrinsic-
extrinsic distinction is complicated by the possibility that factors which are extrinsic for
Whites may have intrinsic implications for African Americans. Working conditions (e.g.,
salary, supervisor-peer relations, working in an organization that is fair to minorities)
may have an effect on an African American's self concept and thus may have some
intrinsic value. Also, as noted earlier, Greenhaus and Gavin (1972) found that African
Americans perceived a stronger relationship between hard work and extrinsic rewards.

To the degree that this finding is generalizable, African American employees may tend to

view organizational rewards as a reflection of their worth.




Even though the evidence supporting racial differences in work values is not

convincing, it is important to understand the reasons why differences may exist. Shapiro
(1977) pfoposes two possible explanations, one cultural and one structural. For
example, Mindell and Gordon (1981) suggest that different cultures have different
priorities which ultimately determine values. Consistent with the structural perspective,
Shapiro argues that discriminatory practices in the organization may lead to differences
in work values. Rewards may not be equally distributed (e.g., salary, job security,
promotional opportunities, etc.). As a result, African Americans may experience a
greater degree of need deficiency when it comes to extrinsic rewards thus enhancing
their value. Research by Slocum and Strawser (1972) supports this position. They
found that African American CPAs experienced greater need deficiencies for extrinsic
rewards and thus assigned greater value to these needs.

In a more comprehensive analysis of needs, Malpass and Symonds (1974)
explored racial and social class differences in general values (i.e., the good life, balance
and adjustment, artistic creativity, religiousness, and pleasant working conditions). They
found that social class was the best predictor of the values except religiousness in which
race was the best predictor. Hogan (1973) examined racial differences in moral
judgments and advanced the notion that cultural socialization processes influence a

person's moral judgments. Hayes and Hambright (1984) support this conclusion.
Work Needs

Work oriented needs have also received a fair degree of attention. Of particular
interest, many researchers have found that African Americans tend to be less

achievement motivated than Whites (Lott & Lott, 1963). However, these results are not
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universal. Smith and Abramson (1962) found no racial differences in achievement

motivation and Reiss and Rhodes (1959) found African Americans to be more
achievement motivated than Whites. Furthermore, Catenall (1984) suggests that results |
indicating that Whites are more achievement motivated than African Americans are
misleading. He suggests that African Americans and Whites have similar achievement
needs but the construct and instruments used to measure the need were developed with
an ethnocentric bias. Catenall stresses that the construct should be redefined in a
culturally unbiased manner. Finally, the motivation to manage has received empirical
attention with respect to racial differences. The limited research in this area suggests
that African Americans tend to have a greater motivation to manage than Whites (Crane,
1971; Miner, 1977). Crane found that 55% of African Americans sampled had

aspirations of moving into higher management compared to 24% of Whites.

Conclusions - Racial Differences

The research examining racial differences in the work place has focused
predominantly on job attitudes, work values, and needs. The results have been
ambiguous in nature with studies often having contradictory findings. To some extent,
the results have been confounded with extraneous variables such as income, education
levels, tenure, etc. In addition, the research has primarily examined African American -
White differences. Research should also examine Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders
in the racial context. Finally, the preponderance of the research was conducted in the
early to mid 1970s. There are valid reasons for believing that findings from that time
may not be generalizable to the present. The structural and cultural determinants of

attitudes and values have undoubtedly changed over time. Differences in attitudes or
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values that existed in the past may no longer exist today or they may be more
pronounced.

These aspects of the research dictate a further examination of racial differences in
the work place. The first phase of this research is designed to examine these differences
while minimizing these limitations. Four major cultural groups will be included in this
study (i.e., Whites, Hispanics, African Americans, and Asian/Pacific Islanders). In
addition, the study will control for several extraneous factors. Specifically, the sampling
procedure will control for supervisory status, work status (i.e., white collar/blue collar),
and command. Navy civilian organizations are organized by command. The largest
commands are Navy Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), Navy Air Systems Command
(NAVAIR), and Navy Supply Systems Command (NAVSUP). Each command will be
comprised of a number of organizations (e.g., Norfolk Naval Shipyard). Statistical
controls will be employed for differences in income, education, and tenure. Finally, a
large sample will be employed to ensure adequate power to detect even minor
differences.

Four different aspects of the work experience will be examined for racial
differences. Consistent with previous research, this research will search for racial
differences in levels of job satisfaction. In addition, three other aspects of the work
experience will be investigated (i.e., work beliefs, perceptions of fairness, and employee
outcomes). The work beliefs identified for this study include the Protestant work ethic,
belief in participative decision making, and belief in teamwork. Of critical interest in this
study are racial differences in perceptions of fairness. Perceptions of faimess may
influence other employee behaviors and attitudes. Finally, organizational leaders will

ultimately be concerned with the behaviors that influence organizational effectiveness.
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Three outcomes have been identified for analysis - intention to leave the organization,

organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship.

Research Question One

The first purpose of this research endeavor is to determine whether there are
racial differences in work beliefs, job satisfaction, perceptions of fairness, and work-

related attitudes. Specifically, four hypotheses will be tested.

Hypothesis One: There will be mean differences across racial groups with respect
to work beliefs.

Hypothesis Two: There will be mean differences across racial groups in levels of job
satisfaction.

Hypothesis Three: ~ There will be mean differences across racial groups in perceptions
of fairness/equal treatment in the organization.

Hypothesis Four: There will be mean differences across racial groups in employee
outcomes.

Fairness in the Work Place

The second purpose of this research endeavor is to determine the extent to which
a common fairness model applies to different racial groups. In order to address this
question, a model of fairness in the work place will be developed. The model will
incorporate issues of perceived faimess, cultural tolerance, trust in management, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions. The literature will be

reviewed with respect to each of these variables. Following the review, the basic model
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will be developed. Finally, the specific research question and hypothesis will be

addressed.

Perceived Fairness

Perceptions of fairness have attracted a lot of theoretical attention. Thibaut and
Walker (1975) and Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry (1980) stress the importance of
identifying organizational procedures and policies that affect perceptions of fairness and
the effects these perceptions have on work attitudes and behavior. Much of the work in
this area has concentrated on theories of justice. Two different categories of justice have
been proposed: distributive justice (Homans, 1961) and procedural justice (Thibaut &
Walker, 1975). Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the procedures used
in making decisions (e.g., promotion policies), while distributive justice refers to the
perceived fairness of the consequences of those decisions (Folger & Greenberg 1985).
Alexander and Ruderman (1987) studied the effects of procedural and distributive justice
on six organizational variables: job satisfaction, conflict harmony in the work place, trust
in management, turnover intention, perceptions of tension and stress, and evaluations of
supervisors. They found that both procedural and distributive justice significantly
predicted each of the organizational variables with the exception of perceptions of
tension and stress. Moorman (1991) examined organizational justice using structural
equation modeling and concluded that an employee's decision to behave as an
organizational citizen is affected by the degree to which the employee believes that he or
she has been treated fairly.

Closely related to the constructs of procedural and distributive justice is the

perception of equity. Equity theory (Adams, 1965) suggests that employees compare




their job inputs and outputs with those of a reference group (e.g., other co-workers). An

employee who perceives that he or she is being treated inequitably will attempt to reduce
the ineqﬁity (e.g., decreasing effort, withdrawing from the organization, etc.). A number
of reviews (Adams & Freedman, 1976; Carrell & Dittrich, 1978; Goodman and
Friedman, 1971; Lawler, 1968; Pritchard, 1969) have indicated a substantial amount of
evidence supporting equity theory. While much of the research supporting equity theory
is based on laboratory studies, a number of field studies have found similar results.
Dittrich and Carrell (1979) conducted a longitudinal field study which supported the
basic equity model. Their findings indicated that equity perceptions were significantly
related to withdrawal behavior (i.e., absence). In addition, equity perceptions were
significantly related to job satisfaction.

Folger and Buttram (1993) present an organizing schematic to clarify the
justice/equity literature. They propose that perceptions of fairness are dependent upon
the extent to which managers fulfill certain obligations to their employees. These
obligations can be classified into two distinct categories (product and content).
Managers will be perceived as fair to the extent that the distribution of products (e.g.,
wages) is fair. The equity-based theories would belong to this category. Perceptions of
fairness will also depend upon conduct by management (e.g., how employees are
treated). Conceptualizations of fairness based upon procedural justice would fall into
this category. In addition to the product/content classification, Folger and Buttram
propose that concepts of justice can also be viewed in terms of relational obligations that
the organization has to each employee. Based upon Kluckhohn and Murray's (1953)
three part distinction concerning the determinants of personality, Folger and Buttram
propose that managers should in some ways treat all employees the same, in some ways

treat employees as a member of a group, and in some ways treat all employees uniquely.
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Specifically, managers should treat all employees with respect and di gnity. For example,
all employees should expect a safe place to work. However, some employees may be
treated differently than others based upon certain group characteristics (e.g., higher
performance, type of work, etc.). Finally, each employee brings to the work place a
certain degree of uniqueness (e.g., special skills, experience, etc.). Based upon this
uniqueness, an employee may receive a specific assignment suited to his or her
qualifications. Folger and Buttram suggest that employees view their particular

situations in light of these three obligations.

Cultural Tolerance

Cultural tolerance is defined in this study as the extent to which members of the
organization are sensitive to cultural differences. An organization which is not culturally
tolerant may be a hostile place for minority employees to work. Prejudice and racism
may be prevalent in an organization of this type. Cultural tolerance has not been
examined to any great degree in psychological research. However, a related construct,
"institutional racism" has received limited attention. Although racism is generally
thought of from an individual perspective, organizations may be racist (i.e., intolerant) in
nature. Dovidio and Gaertner (1986) define institutional racism as "the intentional or
unintentional manipulation or toleration of institutional policies (e.g., poll taxes,
admissions criteria) that unfairly restrict the opportunities for particular groups of
people" (p. 3). Rodriguez (1987) suggests that institutional racism is systematic in
organizations. The common theme among all definitions of this type of racism is that
particular groups of employees (e.g., African Americans) have fewer opportunities to

advance or succeed in an organization as a result of organizational policies and/or
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treatment by superiors. Thus, it may be possible for an organization to have a culture |
which promotes or reinforces racism even though it may be unintentional.

Watts and Carter (1991) stress that psychology has ignored the importance and
implications of racism in organizational settings. They emphasize that it is critical for
researchers to understand the perceptions of racism by African Americans in primarily
White organizations. Furthermore, research should examine whether or not members of
different racial groups perceive the same organization similarly in this respect. The
limited research that has been conducted in this area suggests that there are racial
differences in these perceptions. Aldefer, Aldefer, Tucker, and Tucker (1980) found
significant racial differences in how African Americans and Whites viewed a common
organizational environment. Their research indicated that Whites were blind to racial
dynamics perceived by African Americans. In a laboratory experiment, Sherman, Smith,
and Sherman (1983) explored racial differences in perceptions of fairness in the
distributions of rewards. They concluded that African Americans were more sensitive to
the racial context of the situation perceiving a greater amount of discrimination in the
setting than did White subjects. The Whites believed that more progress has been made
on racial issues.

Watts and Carter (1991) illustrated the psychological aspects of racism in
organizations with a multilevel framework. This framework utilizes an inverted pyramid
(see Figure 1). The pyramid is inverted because the base of the pyramid occurs at the
highest levels of the organization and trickles down to the individual level. The essential
element of this model is institutional racism which is defined by organizational policies
and procedures at the highest levels of the organization. Further down in the

organization, these policies are enacted upon by managers at the work unit level. As a
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Source: Watts and Carter (1991)

Figure 1 - Elements of Institutional Racism
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result, a racist climate may ensue. Finally, individual employees may experience personal

discrimination as a result of specific actions by their managers.

]
=
a

Cangemi, Rice, and Kowalski (1989) outline employer and employee
characteristics of organizations with varying degrees of trust. They view trust as a
mutual relationship between the employee and the manager. If a high degree of trust is
maintained, the management will respond in a positive manner to their employees (e.g.,
behave in a consistent and encouraging manner). In response, employees will be more
satisfied and motivated. When trust is low, management will be more authoritative in
nature relying upon formal sanctions and discipline. Employees respond with lower
degrees of satisfaction, lower morale, and less productivity. McClelland (1987) suggests
that trust in organizations is characterized by openness, consistency, autonomy,
feedback, and shared values. However, trust deteriorates in the presence of mixed
messages by management. For example, an organization that espouses certain values but
acts in a manner that is inconsistent with those values will lose employee trust.

One specific area that has focused on trust in the work place concerns the
importance of trust in the appraisal process. Bernardin and Cardy (1982) argue that
rater trust should be one of the first parameters assessed when evaluating a performance
appraisal system. Dobbins, Platz, and Houston (1993) examined trust from the ratee's
perspective and found that trust in the appraisal process was related to satisfaction with
appraisals, perceived usefulness of the appraisals, motivation to improve job
performance, and decreased intention to leave the job. Overall, however, trust has been

neglected as a variable of interest in organizational research. This paper argues that trust
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is an important organizational variable, especially in the context of fairness and cultural

diversity.

Job Satisfaction

Staw (1984) states that job satisfaction has attracted more research than any
other dependent variable in the field of industrial and organizational psychology. Job
satisfaction has been utilized as both a dependent variable and an independent variable in
organizational research.

Causes of job satisfaction can be classified into two major groups (i.e., need
fulfillment theories and comparison theories). Need theories propose that the fulfillment
of relevant needs lead to satisfaction with the job while the deprivation of relevant needs
decrease satisfaction. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) proposed that
motivation is directly related to one's satisfaction with the job. Herzberg and his colleges
distinguished between factors that lead to satisfaction on the job (motivators) and factors
that lead to dissatisfaction on the job (hygiene factors). Motivators and hygiene factors
are conceptually different. Motivators reflect intrinsic characteristics of the job while
hygiene factors reflect extrinsic characteristics of the job. While the motivator-hygiene
theory has been surrounded with controversy, it has stimulated research examining
characteristics of the job and their influence on satisfaction. One of the dominant
theories based upon job characteristics is Hackman and Oldham's (1975) Job
Characteristics Model. This model proposes that five characteristics of the job (i.e., skill
variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) lead to critical
psvchological states (e.g., experienced meaningfulness of the work) which ultimately

lead to job satisfaction and increased motivation. Loher, Noe, Moeller, and Fitzgerald
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(1985) conducted a meta-analysis of the relation of job characteristics and found that
correlation between the job characteristics index and job satisfaction was approximately
.39. Thé correlation between each of the task characteristics and job satisfaction ranged
from .32 (task identity) to .46 (autonomy).

Comparison theories make up the second major contribution to the causes of job
satisfaction. Comparison theories can either be individual based or social based. The
social based theories (e.g., equity theory) have received the most attention. Equity theory
(Adams, 1965) was reviewed earlier in this chapter in the section describing fairness.
However, it is important to note that equity theory may be an important consideration in
the context of racial differences. To the extent that racial groups compare their relative
status with other racial groups, a perception of equity or inequity may arise. These
perceptions could account for a disparity in satisfaction levels for a particular racial
group should inequity exist.

A relatively new area of research on the antecedents to job satisfaction is
dispositional in nature (i.e., that people may have predisposition's towards satisfaction
and subjective well being). Preliminary research has indicated that job satisfaction tends
to remain stable over a time and is unaffected by changes in job status and pay (Staw &
Ross, 1985). Locke (1976) proposed that thinking processes may influence subjective
well being and job satisfaction. Early research on dispositional determinants of job
satisfaction has suffered from conceptual ambiguities (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989;
Gerhart, 1987). However, models of subjective well being and job satisfaction are
currently being developed and tested. Judge and Locke (1993) found positive support
for their model proposing that dysfunctional thoughts affect subjective well being and job

satisfaction.

30



Job satisfaction has also been examined as an independent variable. The
relationship between job satisfaction and performance has received a substantial amount
of attention. However, the relationship between the two constructs has proven to be
only minimal in magnitude. Vroom (1964) reviewed 20 studies and reported a median
correlation of .14, while Iaffaldano and Muchinsky (1985) conducted a meta-analysis
and found that the best estimate of the true population correlation between job
satisfaction and performance to be .17.

Job satisfaction has also been linked to turnover and turnover intentions. For
example, job satisfaction has been included as a major component in the major turnover
models (Koslowky, 1987; Mobley, 1977; Price, 1977). Since these models are reviewed
later in this chapter, they will not be reviewed here. However, the basic notion is that
dissatisfaction with the job may lead to turnover intentions. In a meta-analysis, Cotton
and Tuttle (1986) found that job satisfaction, satisfaction with work, and satisfaction
with supervision were each highly predictive of turnover.

The relationship between job satisfaction and commitment has been examined by
a number of researchers. While some researchers have argued that job satisfaction and
commitment are not causally related (Dougherty, Bluedorn, & Keon, 1985), others have
argued that the two constructs are causally related (Bateman & Strasser, 1984,
Bluedorn, 1982; Williams & Hazer; 1986). Bateman and Strasser suggest that
organizational commitment is an antecedent of job satisfaction. They contend that an
individual who is committed to the organization will develop attitudes that are consistent
with his or her behaviors. Most researchers, however, suggest that the causal
relationship is from satisfaction to commitment. Williams and Hazer (1986) examined
job satisfaction and organizational commitment within the context of a turnover model.

While one purpose of the research was to examine the extent that both job satisfaction
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and organizational commitment affect turnover, they also wanted to establish the
relationship between commitment and job satisfaction. Their research supported the
hypothesis that job satisfaction leads to organizational commitment. They also found
that job satisfaction had an indirect effect on intention to leave the organization as

mediated by organizational commitment.

QOrganizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has been shown to be negatively correlated with
turnover (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin, 1979; Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976; Porter,
Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974), negatively correlated with absenteeism (Koch &
Steers, 1978; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), and positively correlated with
performance (Van Maanen, 1975). However, organizational commitment has been
examined much more thoroughly as a dependent variable. Various models have been
proposed and tested to identify antecedents to commitment.

There have been several different conceptualizations of organizational
commitment. One of the most popular views states that commitment refers to the extent
to which the employee identifies with and involves him or herself in the organization
(Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). A different view proposed by Becker
(1960) states that organizational commitment refers to one's desire to remain with the
organization (influenced by the costs of leaving the organization). An individual will
attribute an attitude of commitment when he or she engages in overt, irrevocable, and
public behaviors. Commitment, therefore, must be consistent with behaviors.

The view of commitment that one accepts depends upon the research question of

interest. Although the different conceptualizations overlap, each is designed to explore
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specific aspects of organizational behavior. Reichers (1985) describes the different
conceptualizations and emphasizes the value of a multiple commitments perspective.
Reichers points out that different people may be committed to an organization for
different reasons.

Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) specify four categories of antecedents to
organizational commitment (i.e., personal characteristics, job-related characteristics,
work experience, and organizational characteristics). In addition, extra-organizational
characteristics (e.g., perceived job opportunities) have been identified as influencing
commitment. Dornstein and Matalon (1989) examined the influence of seventeen
different variables classified into these categories using a sample of Israeli army
personnel. Their study indicated that six of the seventeen variables were highly
significant (p < .001) and two of the variables were significant (p < .01) in predicting
commitment. The highly significant variables include interesting/challenging work,
organizational dependability, education, age, co-workers attitudes, and employment
alternatives. The significant variables include attitudes of family and friends and
organizational importance. Their study accounted for 60% of the variance in
organizational commitment.

The three facets of organizational commitment that are of greatest interest in this
study are organizational identification, organizational involvement, and loyalty. Each of
these facets capture unique aspects of an employee's behavior. Organizational
identification refers to the extent which the individual identifies with the goals and values
of an organization. It reflects an affinity and fondness for the organization.
Organizational involvement reflects the extent to which the employee is willing to exert

effort on the job. Loyalty centers on the employee's preference for remaining with the
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organization even when a different organization even when given an opportunity to

leave.

Employee Turnover

Employee turnover has been a topic of interest in psychology for many years.
Macy and Mirvis (1983) define turnover as a "permanent movement beyond the
boundary of the organization" (p. 142). Although this definition does not distinguish
between voluntary and involuntary turnover, researchers are generally interested in
determining the antecedents of voluntary turnover. Practitioners want to determine ways
of decreasing turnover and academicians are interested in understanding why people quit.
Becker (1978) emphasizes that excessive turnover can lead to higher organizational costs
and may disrupt organizational functioning. Much of the research in this area has
attempted to devise models which explain the turnover process. Many of the models are
complimentary with current models being extensions of earlier models.

Price (1977) developed one of the early tumover models. His model stressed the
importance of job satisfaction in the turnover process. Specifically, Price proposed that
a number of structural (e.g., routinization, participation) and individual (e.g., salary)
factors lead to employee satisfaction or dissatisfaction. His model proposes that job
dissatisfaction leads to employee turnover. In addition, job opportunities interact with
one's satisfaction with the job in determining whether he or she will leave the job. Price
and Mueller (1981) revised the model to stress the importance of intention to leave the
organization as a mediating variable. Research testing the original and revised models
have mixed results. Overall, research has supported the basic structure of the Price

model (Bluedorn, 1979; Martin, 1979; Price & Bluedorn, 1979). However, the research
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has not supported the contention that there is an interaction with job satisfaction and

perceived opportunity to find a job. It appears that perceived opportunity to find a job
influences job satisfaction instead of interacting with it.

Mobley (1977) introduced a more complex model of turnover which proposes
more specific linkages in the turnover process. Mobley suggested that one experiences
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with job as a result of an internal evaluation of his or her
job. An individual who experiences dissatisfaction may consider withdrawing from the
job (e.g., absenteeism, tardiness) or he or she may consider leaving as the organization.
A number of considerations may be taken into account in determining the response (e.g.,
perceived utility of looking for a job, costs associated with quitting, etc.). 1f the
considerations outweigh the advantages of looking for a job, the employee can either
alter his or her attitude about the job or withdraw. The intention to leave the
organization is the last step in the turnover process prior to leaving. Mobley, Homer and
Hollingsworth (1978) proposed a simplified version of the Mobley model which also
incorporated age and tenure into the model. The Mobley models have generally found
empirical support (Mobley et. al, 1978; Mowday, Koberg, & McArthur, 1984).

Koslowsky (1987) proposed a systems approach to explain the turnover process.
This model incorporates key features from several major models and appears to be the
most comprehensive model proposed. The Koslowsky model is divided into five
different phases and is dynamic in nature. In phase one, personal demographic
characteristics, extra-organizational characteristics, and job-related characteristics serve
as precursors to job attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction and organizational commitment).
Phase two describes the interplay between attitudes and behavior and the importance that

stress plays in this relationship. While several researchers have emphasized stress as a

precursor to turnover (Keller, 1984; Parasuraman & Alutto, 1984), Koslowsky was the




first researcher to incorporate it into a comprehensive model. The next phase in the
turnover process is the individual's intention to leave the organization. Intention directly
leads to turnover. Finally, the model incorporates possible outcomes of turnover to the
individual and organization. The outcomes can either be positive or negative in nature.
A key element included in the Koslowky model often overlooked in other models is the
role of attributions at various stages of the process.

A number of other models have also been proposed to describe the turnover
process. Murchinsky and Morrow (1980) proposed a turnover model which emphasizes
economic opportunities, individual factors, and work-related factors. Steers and
Mowday (1981) proposed a model which emphasizes the importance of met job
expectations, organizational characteristics, and job performance as determinants of
various affective responses (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job
involvement). Finally, Bluedorn (1982) developed an integrated model of turnover
synthesizing three major turnover models.

While each of the models have basic similarities, there are differences (e.g., the
causal ordering of the variables, inclusion of additional factors, etc.). Without
developing a model, Cotton and Tuttle (1986) conducted a meta-analysis examining 26
major correlates of turnover with 120 sets of data. The Cotton and Tuttle analysis
categorized variables as external factors, work-related factors, and personal
characteristics. Two external factors, employment perceptions and union presence, were
highly significant (p < .0005). Six work-related factors (i.e., pay, job satisfaction,
satisfaction with work, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with supervision, and
organizational commitment) were highly significant (p < .0005). Finally, eight personal

characteristics (i.e., age, tenure, gender, education, number of dependents, biographical |
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information, met expectations, and behavioral intentions) were highly significant (p <
.0005). Table 1 summarizes the results of the meta-analysis.

’fhe present research utilizes intention to leave the organization rather than actual
turnover data. There are a number of reasons for this position. First, the previously
described research emphasized the value of turnover intentions in predicting turnover.
Mobley (1977) stresses that only turnover intentions directly affect turnover. Attitudinal
variables indirectly affect turnover through their influence on turnover intentions.
Dalassio, Silverman, and Shuck (1986) empirically determined that intention to quit is
the most power predictor of turnover. Similarly, in a meta-analysis examining the
relationship between turnover intentions and employee turnover, Steel and Ovalle (1984)
emphasized the importance of intentions. Their study indicated that behavioral intentions
were superior to affective variables in predicting turnover. In addition, the practical
aspects of the study disallowed the use of gathering actual turnover data. The
anonymous nature of the study demanded the use of intentions rather than an objective
turnover measure.

The use of behavioral intentions as an indirect measure of turnover is not without
precedent (Thompson & Terpening, 1983; Walsh, Ashford & Hill, 1985). Other
researchers have articulated arguments supporting the use of intentions. Lachman and
Diamant (1987) state that utilizing intention to leave may improve the understanding of
the psychological processes underlying turnover. Spencer, Steers, and Mowday (1983)
stress the value of using turnover intentions because it focuses on the volitional

component of turnover.
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A Priori Model Development

While there have been a number of models designed to describe the turnover
process, there has been little attention focused on developing models of fairness in the
work place. Furthermore, current organizational theories have not taken cultural
diversity into account. As a result, the a priori model developed for this study is
tentative. The model was developed based upon the research described in the previous
section. The underlying assumption is that perceptions of fairness significantly
contribute to an employee's satisfaction with the organization. Organizational
satisfaction leads to organizational commitment, and a lack of organizational
commitment is a significant contributor to turnover intentions. The model integrates
components of fairness models with turnover models. This effort is distinguished from
previous research in several respects. For example, the current model introduces the
construct cultural tolerance as a causal influence on trust in the organization and on
organizational satisfaction. An employee who views the organization as culturally
intolerant will exhibit less trust in the organization and will be less satisfied with the
organization as a whole. Another difference between this model and previous research is
that satisfaction with the organization and satisfaction with work are treated as
conceptually different. It is proposed that the issues of fairness and tolerance in the
organization will be related to organizational satisfaction and unrelated to satisfaction
with work. Finally, perceptions of downsizing are incorporated into the present model.
Due to the current trend in the federal government to reduce the size of the federal work
force in general and the trend to reduce the size of the defense department in particular,
it was deemed important to include employee perceptions of the downsizing effort in this

particular model. Turnover intentions may be significantly influenced by the perceptions
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or the reality of reductions in force. The overall structural model is illustrated in Figure
2. Each of the latent variables are defined below. Following the definitions, a theoretical

justification for the relationships in the model will be presented.

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice refers to the perceptions that the organization has policies and
procedures that are designed to ensure that all employees are treated equally. For
example, an organization that is procedurally just may require supervisors to be trained
on how to perform an accurate performance appraisal. Similarly, consistent and fair

policies should be in place for determining who receives promotions.

Distributive Justice

Distributive justice refers to the perceptions that the resources and positions
within the organization are allocated in a just and equitable manner. Employees who
have the highest qualifications and talents should be represented at higher levels of the
organization. Similarly, employees should be paid according to their talents and

qualifications.

Perceived Fairness

Perceived fairness refers to the perception that, overall, the organization is a fair
place to work. While perceived fairness is related to perceptions of justice, this

construct is measured free of justice perceptions.




Downsizing
Pcrecptions

Distributive
Justice

Figure 2 - A Priori Fairness Model
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Trust refers to the extent to which management is viewed as being concerned for
the welfare of its employees. If trust is present, employees will perceive the management
as having the best interest of the work force at heart. If management is not trusted,

employees may perceive that management has hidden agendas.

Cultural Tolerance

Cultural tolerance refers to the extent to which the organization is tolerant and
accepting of cultural diversity. An organization that is culturally tolerant values and
respects the members of all cultural groups. In an intolerant organization, certain
cultural groups may perceive that they are not valued or respected as highly as other
groups. An organization that is intolerant may be viewed as being a hostile place to

work for minority employees.

Work Satisfaction

Work satisfaction is the extent to which the employee is satisfied with his or her

job tasks. An employee who experiences work satisfaction enjoys the tasks that have to

be performed on the job.
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Organizational Satisfaction

In contrast to work satisfaction, organizational satisfaction measures the extent
to which the employee enjoys working for the organization in general. While work and
organizational satisfaction may be integrally related, they measure two distinct aspects of

job satisfaction.

Organizational Identification

Organizational identification measures the extent to which the employee identifies
with the organization. This employee will feel like part of the organization. He or she
will feel proud to be able to work in their organization. An employee who does not
identify with the organization may experience alienation and may feel that his or her
values are incongruent with the organization as a whole. Organizational identification is
one of the facets of organizational commitment described earlier. In order to maintain
the unidimensional integrity of the construct, organizational identification was selected as

the measure of commitment.

Downsizing Perceptions

Perceptions of downsizing refers to the extent to which the employee believes
that his or her organization will be significantly affected by the downsizing effort within
the Department of Defense. If an employee perceives downsizing to be an issue in his or

her organization, he or she may believe that their job may be in jeopardy.

43




Tumover Intentions

Turnover intentions measures the extent to which the employee has intentions of
the leaving the organization. In particular, it measures the employee's intention to look

for another job in a different organization.

Theoretical Justification - A Priori Model

The theoretical justification for the model will be presented by breaking the
model down into key sets of relationships between latent variables. Each set will be
described in turn. Figure 3 presents the first set of relationships in the a priori model.
This set proposes that distributive justice is the logical consequence of procedural
justice. The presence of policies and procedures designed to promote justice should lead
to the equitable distribution of resources and positions within the organization. On the
other hand, if these policies are not in place, there are no guarantees as to fair allocation
of resources. The model also proposes that each of these forms of justice will have a
direct influence on perceptions of fairness. Finally, an organization which is perceived as
being fair will ultimately result in employee trust in the intentions of management. While
a case could be made for alternative relationships between the constructs (e.g., an
employee who trusts management will more likely perceive the organization as being
fair), it is proposed that trust develops over time as a result of management responding in
a fair and consistent manner. Trust, in other words, must be earned.

Figure 4 illustrates a key subset of the model. This subset proposes that cultural
tolerance has a direct effect on both trust and organizational satisfaction. The a priori

model proposes that cultural tolerance is an issue separate from overall fairness. It is
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Figure 3 - Faimess Model Subset One
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viewed that intolerance may be subtle and may not be directly related to the procedures

and policies in place in the organization. Tolerance deals more with respect and feeling
valued. As a result, the model indicates that tolerance will have a direct influence on
trust and organizational satisfaction. An employee who feels that the organization is not
culturally tolerant will likely be dissatisfied working for the organization (especially if the
employee is a member of culturally diverse group).

Figure 5 illustrates the final subset of the model. This subset is basically an
abridged turnover model. In this portion of the model, work satisfaction is hypothesized
to act as a causal influence of satisfaction with the organization. The more satisfied one
is with his or her work, the more likely he or she will be satisfied with the organization.
It is proposed that both organizational satisfaction and work satisfaction will affect
organizational identification. Previous research has illustrated that organizational
commitment has a negative impact on turnover intentions. The greater an employee's
commitment to the organization, the less likely he or she will intend to leave. This
relationship should persist when commitment is conceptualized as organizational
identification. Finally, it is proposed that downsizing perceptions will influence both
organizational identification and intention to leave the organization. While the
relationship between downsizing perceptions and turnover intentions is obvious (i.e., an
employee that perceives that his or her job is in jeopardy as a result of governmental cut-
backs will likely have turnover intentions), it is proposed that this employee will also be

less committed to the organization.
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Research Question Two

The second purpose of the present study is to determine whether a
common model of fairess applies equally well to different cultural groups (i.e.,
racial groups). It would appear that the model developed in this study may work
better for particular cultural groups. For example, cultural tolerance may be
more important for minorities than for Whites. This question will require the a
priori model to be tested and revised. The model can then be compared across

racial groups to determine whether the same model holds equally well for each

group.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD

The research questions and hypotheses described in Chapter Two require two
distinct research efforts (analysis one and analysis two). Analysis one employs analysis
of variance techniques in order to assess mean differences between different cultural
groups on several categories of the job experience. Analysis two employs structural
equation modeling techniques (SEM) in order to test a model of fairness in the work
place and explore differences in the model between different cultural groups. Both sets
of analyses utilize information gathered in an organizational diversity survey constructed

for the purpose of this research effort.

Subjects

7000 civilian employees with the Department of the Navy were randomly
sampled within subgroup to participate in this study. Subgroups were race (i.e., White,
Hispanic, African American, Asian/Pacific Islander), command, supervisory status, and
job status (i.e., blue collar/white collar). Subgroups were utilized for two reasons. The
first reason was to insure adequate representation of racial groups. Simple random
sampling would not allow for an adequate sample size for specific racial groups.
Second, random sampling within subgroup allows for the control of extraneous
influences. Although this particular study merited such an approach, there are

drawbacks to this sampling procedure. The drawbacks are discussed in Chapter Five.
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Addresses for 317 employees were unavailable, therefore 6683 surveys were
mailed out. Table 2 lists the number of surveys mailed to employees in each racial
group. 2866 surveys were completed and returned by respondents. 264 surveys were
returned to sender. The effective return rate was 44%. The effective return rate is not
unreasonable for this type of research. However, the frequency of responses by racial
group was significantly different. A chi-square test was computed to determine whether
the frequency of response rates was the same across the four racial groups. The
obtained 2 = 146.88, df = 3, was significant at the .001 level. Possible causes and the
potential threats to validity resulting from the differential response rates will be
addressed in Chapter Five. Demographic characteristics of the sample are presented in

Table 3.
Methods

Survey Overview

The survey is aimed at measuring employee attitudes, perceptions, and work
beliefs. For the purpose of this research effort, four specific areas of interest were
identified: general work beliefs, job satisfaction, faimess in the work place, and
employee outcomes. Each category consists of several scales. All scale items are
included in the appendix. In addition, several categories of scales were included for
exploratory purposes. Reliability and scale statistics for each scale are summarized in

Table 4.
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Table 2

Surveys Mailed Out By Racial Group

Job/Supervisor Status White  African American Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander

White Collar:

Supervisor 170 159 159 166
Nonsupervisor 684 666 665 680
Total White Collar 854 825 824 846
Blue Collar:

Supervisor 162 172 168 170
Nonsupervisor 652 678 638 694
Total Blue Collar 814 850 806 864
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Table 3

Demographic Characteristics By Racial Group

Overall White  African American Hispanic Asian
Sample Size N
Surveys Mailed Out 6713 1698 1675 1630 1710
Surveys Completed 2866 956 578 586 746
Response Rate % 44 .4* 56.3 345 36.0 43.6
N (%) By Command
NAVSEA 1435 (50.1) 444 (46.4) 256 (44.3)  340(58.0) 395(52.9)
NAVAIR 1083 (37.8) 399 (41.7) 250 (43.3) 184 31.4) 250 (33.5)
NAVSUP 348 (12.1) 113 (11.8) 72 (12.5) 62 (10.6) 101 (13.5)
| % By Job Status
White Collar 575 54.8 573 60.9 58.6
| Blue Collar 425 45.2 427 39.1 41.4
% By Responsibility
‘ Non-supervisor 78.1 79.3 78.3 752 78.8
‘ pe
Low-level supervisor 144 13.6 14.1 16.3 143
Mid-level supervisor 58 5.6 59 63 55
Top Management 1.6 1.5 1.7 22 13
% Male 76.9 80.8 67.6 76.1 79.6
% Female 231 19.2 324 239 204
Mean Age (sd) 432 (104) 43.4(10.1) 43.5(9.8) 42.1(6.7) 438
(10.7)
Mean Tenure - Years 125(8.1) 129(8.0) 12.6 (9.8) 120@8.4) 123(8.2)
(sd)
Median Education 2yscoll. 2y coll 2 yrs coll. 2 yrs coll. 2yr
degree
Mean Paygrade (sd) 9.8(2.8) 10.1(2.6) 9.1 (3.0) 9.8(3.0) 10.0(2.8)
Mean Hourly Wage (sd) 17.21(6.1) 17.32(8.0) 16.17 (6.0)  17.56 (6.7) 17.61
6.2)

Note: * The actual response rate of 42.7% was adjusted to account for 264 surveys returned to sender.
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Table 4

Scale Statistics

Noof  Scale Item  Mean inter-item
Scale Items Mean Scalesd Means correlation Alpha
Work Beliefs
Protestant Work Ethic 4 20.28 4.63 5.07 .29 .61
Belief in PDM 4 23.53 3.62 5.88 35 .68
Belief in Teamwork 4 21.67 4.56 5.42 36 .68
Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction with Work 5 24.47 7.06 4.89 44 .80
Satisfaction with Organization 2 10.52 3.26 5.26 .83 91
Satisfaction with Supervision 6 26.83 11.23 4.47 a7 95
Satisfaction with Management 3 9.13 5.58 3.04 .85 .94
Satisfaction with Co-workers 5 28.55 541 571 .56 .87
Satisfaction with Pay 2 8.90 3.90 4.45 .80 .89
Satisfaction with Security 2 7.40 4.27 3.70 79 .88
Fairness in the Workplace
Perceived Fairness 4 14.05 6.83 351 72 91
Organizational Tolerance 5 21.08 6.50 4.22 .44 .80
Social Tolerance 5 23.19 6.02 4.64 .39 76
Developmenatal Relationships 10 26.17 10.34 2.62 .48 .90
Trust in Management 2 1.36 3.84 3.68 .88 .93
Trust in Co-workers 2 11.15 2.78 5.58 .80 .89
Employee Outcomes
Intention to Leave Organization 2 6.36 4.34 3.18 82 .90
Organizational Identification 4 2032 5.99 5.08 61 .86
Organizational Involvement 6 34.84 6.11 5.81 38 77
Loyalty 3 11.99 4.56 4.00 41 .68
Altruism 6 34.76 13.10 5.79 S1 .86
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Survey Administration

Surveys were mailed directly to each employee at his or her work address. A
cover letter signed by a representative (usually the commander) of each organization
accompanied each survey. The cover letters are illustrated in the appendix. A self-
addressed and stamped envelope was provided with the survey so that the respondent
could mail the completed survey directly to the researcher. Approximately ten days
after the survey was mailed out, a follow-up card was sent to each respondent with a

reminder to complete and return the survey if they had not yet done so.

Survey Development

The questionnaire was designed by incorporating various instruments commonly
used in organizational research. Specific scales were selected due to their applicability to
the research questions. In several situations, new scales were developed in order to
measure a construct of interest. Two preliminary versions of the instrument were pilot
tested with 189 civilian employees on two separate occasions. The survey was revised
and items reworded based on the results of the pilot test. The final survey was fifteen

pages in length and included the following parts:

PartI:  Organizational Obligations

Part II:  General Work Attitudes

Part III:  Job Attitudes

Part IV: Job and Organizational Characteristics

Part V:  Work Habits (Organizational Citizenship Behaviors)
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Part VI: Developmental Relationships

Part VII: Downsizing and Employment Prospects

General Work Beliefs

This part is designed to measure three different sets of work beliefs: Protestant
work ethic, belief in participative decision making, and belief in teamwork. The three
scales included in this part reflect the employee's beliefs about the nature of work and
working. All items in each of the scales were measured on a seven-point Likert scale

anchored at "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree".

Protestant Work Ethic

The Protestant work ethic is concerned with the extent to which the employee
values hard work. An individual with a strong Protestant work ethic would believe that
hard work is a virtue and that success in a task is primarily determined by working hard.
An individual with a weak Protestant work ethic views the role of work with less of a
value orientation. This individual may believe that there are obstacles in life that cannot
be overcome simply by working hard. It is important to note, however, that the level of
an individual's Protestant work ethic does not necessarily imply how much effort the
individual puts into the job or how hard he or she works. A person may work hard for
other reasons. The scale consists of four items taken from various work ethic scales
(Blood, 1969; Buchholz, 1977). An example of an item is: "Most people can be

successful if they work hard enough." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .61.
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Belief in Participative Decision Making

'fhe belief in participative decision making scale is concerned with the extent to
which an individual believes that all employees should have an active voice in the
organizational decision making system. An individual that agrees with participative
decision making may believe that a participative management philosophy can increase
organizational effectiveness. An individual that disagrees with participative decision
making would adhere to the belief that there should be a strict division of labor between
management and the working class. The scale consists of four items taken from the
Marxist-related Beliefs subscale in Buchholz' (1977) Beliefs About Work questionnaire.
Some items were revised as a result of the two pilot tests. An example of an item is:
"Factories would be run better if workers had a greater say in policy decisions."

Coefficient alpha for the scale is .68.

Belief in Teamwork

Belief in teamwork reflects the belief that organizations that stress team work are
more effective than organizations that stress individual performance. The scale consists
of four items. The concept for the scale was taken from the Organizational Belief
System subscale of Buchholz ' Beliefs About Work questionnaire. The shortened version
of the scale was modified based on the results of the two pilot tests. An example of an
item is: "Better decisions are made in groups than by individuals." The coefficient alpha

for the scale is .68.
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Job Satisfaction

This part contains scales designed to measure various facets of job satisfaction.
The first two scales, satisfaction with work and satisfaction with the organization, are
global in nature. The remaining scales, satisfaction with supervision, satisfaction with
management, satisfaction with co-workers, satisfaction with pay, and satisfaction with
security are more facet specific. Items for all scales were based upon satisfaction
measures commonly used in organizational research such as the Job Diagnostic Survey
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin,
1969). Most items, however, are of a generic nature and are not identified with any
specific scale. In several instances, items were written for the specific construct. Final
scale items were selected following the two pilot tests for their psychometric and
theoretical qualities. All items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale anchored at

"strongly disagree" and "strongly agree".

Satisfaction with Work

The satisfaction with work scale measures the extent to which an employee is
satisfied with work in general. It is comprised of five items. An example of an item is: "I

enjoy the type of work that I do." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .80.

Satisfaction with the Organization

Satisfaction with the organization measures the extent to which an employee is

satisfied working for the organization in general. An example of one of its two items is:
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"I enjoy working for this organization." Both items were written specifically for this
jOy g g p y

survey. Coefficient alpha for the scale is .91.

Satisfaction with supervision measures the extent to which an employee is
satisfied with the supervisor-employee relationship. The scale is comprised of six items.
An example is: "I am satisfied with the overall quality of supervision I receive on my

Satisfaction with Supervision
| job." Two items were extracted from the Job Diagnostics Survey (Hackman & Oldham,

1975). Coefficient alpha for the scale is .95.

\
|
} Satisfaction with Management

|
Satisfaction with management is similar to satisfaction with supervision but deals
with top management rather than one's direct superior. An example of one of the scale's

three items is: "I am satisfied with the way top management makes its decisions."

Coefficient alpha for the scale is .94.

Satisfaction with Co-workers

Satisfaction with co-workers measures the extent to which the employee is
satisfied with his or her social relationships on the job. The scale is comprised of five
items. An example of one of the items is: "I really enjoy working with the people in this

organization." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .87.
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Satisfaction with Pay

This scale, designed to measure one's satisfaction with his or her pay and benefits
package, consists of two items. An example of an item is: "I am fairly paid for what I

contribute to this organization." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .89.

Satisfaction with Security

Satisfaction with job security is measured with two items. An example of an item

is: "My future in this organization appears secure." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .88.

Fairness in the Work Place

An integral part of this research effort is the focus on perceptions of fairness in
the work place. Six different scales fall into this category. The first scale focuses on
organizational fairness in general. The next two scales, organizational tolerance and
social tolerance, are culturally oriented to measure the perceptions that the organization
and its members are tolerant of different cultural groups. The fourth scale measures the
quality of the supervisor-employee relationship. This particular scale should be
distinguished from the satisfaction with supervision scale described earlier. The final two
scales measure the extent to which the employee trusts those with whom he or she
works. With the exception of the developmental relationships scale, all of the items
within the scales were measure on a seven-point Likert scale anchored at "strongly

disagree" and "strongly agree".
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Perceived Faimess

Four items were constructed specifically for this survey to measure the extent to
which the employee perceives the organization as being fair. An example of an item is:
"] feel confident that the firm will always try to treat me fairly." Coefficient alpha for the

scale is .91.

Organizational Tolerance of Diversity

Organizational tolerance of diversity measures the extent to which the employee
perceives the organization (in particular, management) as being sensitive to diversity. An
organization that is tolerant respects and values the members of all cultural groups. This
scale consists of five items. Although most of the items were written specifically for this
scale, several items were extracted from previous research (Dobbins, Burstein, &
Houston, 1991). An example of an item is: "The management of this organization
respects some cultural groups more than others." The coefficient alpha for this scale is

.80.

Social Tolerance of Diversity

Where organizational tolerance emphasizes the extent to which management
values and respects the culturally diverse elements of the work force (e.g., by listening to
the comments and suggestions of minority members), social tolerance is concerned with
the acceptance of diversity at an interpersonal level. An organization that is not socially

tolerant is one in which racism and prejudice are openly expressed (particularly by co-
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workers). This scale is comprised of five items based upon the research conducted by
Dobbins et al. (1991). An example of an item is: "Racial/ethnic jokes are told in this
organizaiion." Coefficient alpha for this scale is .76. The two types of tolerance will
likely coexist in an organization. For example, an organization whose management and
leadership respect and value diversity will most likely establish a culture in which
intolerance by employees is not accepted. The correlation between the two constructs is

.65 which, although high, is substantially below unity.

Developmental Relationships

While organizational leaders can impose formal systems and procedures to
support fairness, an employee's success in the organization may rest heavily upon the
informal processes that occur between an employee and his or her supervisor. These
processes, which result in the quality of developmental relationships between an
employee and the supervisor, is measured with a revised scale created by Thomas
(1990a). An example of an item is: "To what extent does your supervisor or direct
supervisor listen to your ideas and encourage your thinking." Each of the items is
measured on a five-point Likert scale anchored at "not at all" and "consistently".

Coefficient alpha for the scale is .90.

Trust in Management

Trust is defined as the extent to which the employee ascribes good intentions to
management. Trust in management was measured with two items extracted from the

Faith in Management subscale of the Interpersonal Trust at Work questionnaire (Cook &
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Wall, 1980). The items were reworded based upon the results of the pilot tests. An
example of an item is: "Management at this firm sincerely cares about its workers."

Coefﬁciént alpha for this scale is .93.

Trust in Co-workers

Trust in co-workers reflects the extent to which the employee ascribes good
intentions to his or her co-workers. This scale was measured with two items extracted
from the Faith in Peers subscale of the Interpersonal Trust at work questionnaire (Cook
& Wall, 1980). An example of an item is "I can trust the people I work with to lend me

a hand if I need it." Coefficient alpha for this scale is .89.

Employee Qutcomes

Employee outcomes of interest in this paper include intention to leave the
organization, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship. Each of these
outcomes have been identified as being critical to organizational functioning. Intention
to leave the organization and the organizational commitment scales are measured on

seven-point Likert scales anchored at "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree".

Intention to Leave the Organization

Intention to leave the organization is defined as the extent to which a current

employee will actively seek new employment within the next year. This construct was
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measured with two items frequently used in turnover research. An example of one of the

items is: "I am currently looking for another job." Coefficient alpha for the scale is .90.

Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is conceptualized as having three facets as described
by Buchanan (1974): organizational identification, organizational involvement, and
loyalty. Three subscales were constructed to measure these facets. Scale items were
selected from commonly used organizational commitment measures (Buchanan, 1974,
Cook & Wall, 1980; Porter & Smith, 1970). The final scales were selected based on
their theoretical substance and on the psychometric qualities as determined by the pilot
tests. Organizational identification is defined as identifying with organizational goals
and values. An example of one of the scale's three items is: "I feel myself to be part of
this organization." Coefficient alpha for this subscale was calculated at .80.
Organizational involvement is defined as being immersed or absorbed in one's job. An
example of an item is "I would not mind working a half hour past quitting time if I could
finish a task I was working on." Coefficient alpha for the involvement subscale was
calculated at .77. Loyalty is defined as the extent to which the employee desires to stay
with the organization even if offered a better paying job in another organization. "I feel a
strong sense of loyalty to this organization." Coefficient alpha for this subscale was

calculated at .68.
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Organizational Citizenship

The component of organizational citizenship that is of most interest in this study
is altruism. Altruism is concerned with a class of prosocial behaviors which are
characterized by the employee performing extraordinary tasks (e.g., helping a co-worker
who has an extra heavy load). Organizational citizenship was measured with six items
from a scale designed by Smith, Organ, and Near (1983). All items were revised to
reflect the self-report nature of the study. An example of an item is: "I volunteer for
tasks that are not required." A ten-point scale was utilized whereby the respondent rates

him or herself to his or her colleagues. Coefficient alpha for the scale is .86.

Analyses

Two strategies of analyses were identified at the beginning of this chapter. Each

analysis strategy is described below.

Analysis One

Chapter Two identified a number of hypotheses based upon the research question
asking whether different racial groups experience the organization in a similar fashion.
The hypotheses center on the four areas of interest described earlier: work beliefs, job
satisfaction, perceptions of fairness, and employee outcomes. Furthermore it was
determined that gender would be an important variable of interest to include in the study.
Gender represents an important cultural group on which work experiences may differ.

Including gender as a variable of interest in this study allows for the analysis of the direct
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effects of gender on the dependent variables, removes gender as a potential confounding
variable, and allows for the detection of a race by gender interaction. Finally, an
additional variable that was deemed to be important to include in the analyses was
income. Level of income may well influence many of the dependent variables in this
study (e.g., job satisfaction). Including income allows for the removal of the potential
confounding effects of different income levels.

Multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was deemed the appropriate
analysis strategy to examine group differences in these work-oriented areas with race and

gender serving as independent variables and income serving as a covariate.

Analysis Two

Analysis two seeks to test a model of fairness in the work place and test the
extent to which the same model holds for different racial groups. An a priori model of
fairness developed for this study and the theoretical justification for the relationships
between the constructs of interest are presented in Chapter Two. The first step in the
analysis was to divide the data into two parts (an exploratory set and a set for cross
validation). All initial tests of the model utilized the exploratory data set. After the two
data sets were identified, the measurement model was tested and refined using the
exploratory data set. Next, the a priori model (based upon the revised measurement
model) was tested and competing models were identified. The model with the most
promising fit was cross validated with a hold out sample. Finally, a series of multi-group
analyses were conducted using LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) to detect the
extent to which the same model holds for different cultural groups. Each of these steps

are described in greater detail below.
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Data Preparation

The data set was randomly divided into two halves and a covariance matrix was
calculated for each using PRELIS 2, a data screening and preparation program. Survey
items serving as indicators of the latent variables were inspected for excessive skewness
and kurtosis. Variables that were identified as having excessive skewness and kurtosis
were visually inspected and compared across racial groups to determine whether the
deviations from normality exist for all racial groups. Variables were not transformed to

reduce the non-normal features.

Measurement Model

The items serving as indicators of the latent variables are presented in Appendix
2. The measurement model was tested using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
techniques with the use of LISREL 8 (Joreskog & S6rbom, 1993). The phi matrix ()
was standardized in order to fix the variances of each of the latent variables to one. All
latent variables were allowed to correlate.

The CFA was used to identify items which demanded attention (either because
they failed to adequately measure the construct of interest or because their presence
resulted in a high degree of error in the model). Problems were identified by examining
the standardized residual matrix and the modification indices. Standardized residuals
(and a plot of the residuals) can be used to identify variables which fail to correspond to
the model. The standardized residuals can be useful in identifying errors which are
correlated. The modification indices, on the other hand, indicate the extent to which the

chi-square of the model test would be expected to decrease if a fixed parameter was
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allowed to be freely estimated. Variables which load on more than one factor can be
identified by examining these indices. In addition, standard errors of the parameter
estimateé, t-values of the estimates, and the squared multiple correlations for each
variable were examined to assess the quality of each of the indicators. Large standard
errors reflect poor precision in the measure. The ¢-values of the parameter estimates are
defined as the ratio between the parameter estimate and its standard error. Therefore,
estimates with small z-values represent items which poorly measure the construct of
interest. Finally, the squared multiple correlation coefficient for each indicator is
basically a measure of the reliability of the measure. The squared multiple correlation
can range from zero to one with higher values representing greater reliability.
Essentially, the squared multiple correlation represents the proportion of variance in the
indicator attributed to the latent variable.

All of the information described above was examined jointly in assessing the
quality of each element of the measurement model. Items judged to be of questionable
quality were identified and inspected to determine potential causes of the problem.
Where appropriate these items were removed from the measurement model. Items were,

therefore, removed for theoretical and not solely statistical reasons.

A Priori Model Fit

The model fit was evaluated with a number of different criteria. The chi-square
statistic provides a statistical test of the model fit with a non significant chi-square
indicating that the differences between X and S are small enough to be due to sampling
fluctuations (Hayduk, 1987). However, chi-square is very sensitive to sample size.

Given a large sample, even small differences between the estimated covariance matrix
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and the sample covariance matrix will lead to a significant chi-square. Due to the large
sample size in this research effort, the chi-square was presented but not directly
intcrpretéd for the overall model tests. The chi-square value can also be used to
compare different models that are nested. A model is nested in a second model if the
free parameters of the first are a subset of the parameters of the second. The difference
between the chi-square for the two models is distributed as a chi-square distribution with
the degrees of freedom equaling the difference in degrees of freedom between the two
models. The null hypothesis states that the models are equivalent (i.e., freely estimating
the additional parameters in the larger model does not appreciably increase the model
fit). A significant chi-square indicates that the additional parameters are significant and
that the more comprehensive model better explains the relationships between the
variables (Coovert, Penner, & MacCallum, 1989). The chi-square difference test for
nested models is especially useful conducting multi-sample analyses (i.e., comparing a
single model across different groups).

The second index which will be used to assess model fit is the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA). While the chi-square tests the extent to which the
model perfectly fits the data, the root mean square error or approximation (RMSEA)
tests the extent to which the model closely fits the data. The RMSEA is a measure of

the discrepancy per degree of freedom. It is calculated as follows:

RMSEA = |JF./d

F. represents the minimum value of the fit function and d represents the degrees of

freedom. Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest that a value of .05 indicates a close fit and
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values up to .08 are reasonable errors of approximation in the population. As with the
chi-square, a non significant p-value is desired.

’I.‘he‘ next estimate of overall fit that will be used in this study is the standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR). The SRMR compares the elements of the
population matrix generated by the model with the elements of the sample matrix
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). The smaller the residuals, the better the model fits.
Coovert, Penner, and MacCallum (1989) suggest that a SRMR below .05 indicates a
good fit.

Because the chi-square statistic is sensitive to sample size, other indices of fit
have been designed to assist in the evaluation of a model. The goodness of fit index
(GF1) is designed to measure how much better the model fits compared to a null model

(i.e., no model at all). It is calculated as follows:

_F[S,2(8)]
F[5,2(0)]

FI=1

The numerator is the minimum fit function after the model has been fitted, and the
denominator is the minimum fit function before the model has been fitted.

The normed fit index reflects the proportion of total information accounted for in
a model (Mulaik et al., 1989). It is calculated as follows:

(F.-F)

NFI = (Fo - Fj)/(Fo - Fs) (F.-F.)

In this case, F, represents a lack of fit measure (e.g., x2) for a null model, F 'j is the same

measure for a restricted model, Fg and is the same measure for a fully saturated model
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(i.e., all possible parameters freed). Fg will equal zero, because the sample covariance
matrix and the model covariance matrix will be identical.

Since the fit of a model can be increasingly improved by freeing additional
parameters, a number of fit indices make an adjustment for the degrees of freedom of the
model. Corresponding to the GFI, the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) makes an

adjustment for the degrees of freedom in the following manner:

AGFI =1-£* q)g; *9+1) g

(p + q) is the total number of indicators and d is the total number of degrees of freedom.
The AGFI, however, has been criticized on the grounds that the manner in which it
adjusts for degrees of freedom is not completely rational. Mulaik et al., (1989) point out
that the AGFI can take on negative values in some situations. Thus, the AGFI does not
have a meaningful zero point.

The parsimony normed fit index (PNFI) adjusts the NFI for the parsimony of a

model by multiplying the NFI by a parsimony index.

pNFL = (9 (NFI)
(d.)

d; reflects the degrees of freedom of the model, and d. reflects the total possible degrees
of freedom for the model. Therefore, a model that capitalizes on a large number of
degrees of freedom will penalized to a great extent. This adjustment does not suffer
from the same limitations as the AGFI.

Many of these fit indices have been criticized on the grounds that in many cases,

the fit of a model can be unduly influenced by the fit of the measurement model. It is
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possible to have a model which has a number of indicators per latent variable which has

an acceptable fit even though the actual structural relationships between the latent
variables are misspecified. However, it is usually the relationships between the latent
variables that are of most concern to the researcher. Mulaik et al., (1989) propose the
use of the relative normed fit index (RNFI) which tests the fit of the structural model

independent of the fit of the measurement model.

F-_E

RNFI =
F.-F.-(d-d.)

F, represents a lack of fit index (chi-square) for the uncorrelated latent variables. F;
represents the chi-square index for the model of interest. F, represents the chi-square
index for the confirmatory factor analysis model ( i.e., correlated latent variable model).
d tepresents the degrees of freedom for each corresponding model (j and m). The norm
in this model is the difference in fit between the unrelated variables model and the
measurement model.

Hoelter (1983) proposed a statistic critical N (CN) based upon the sample size
that would be required for the chi-square to be significant at a particular alpha level. A
CN of 200 has been suggested as an appropriate value for a close fitting model (Hayduk,
1987).

Following the initial test of the a priori model, several alternative models were
identified based upon theoretical and statistical justification. Specifically, ¢-values for the
significance of parameter estimates and modification indices indicating potential
estimates which should be freed were evaluated to identify potential revisions to the
model. Error variances were not allowed to correlate simply to increase the fit of the

model. In addition, changes in the structural relationships had to make theoretical sense.

72




Each of the competing models were tested and the practical measures of fit were

examined to identify the model with the most promising fit.

Cross Validation of the Final Model

The final model identified in the previous step was tested using the hold out

sample to determine the stability of the model.

Multi-group analyses.

Given an adequate fit of the final model, a multi-group analysis was undertaken
to determine whether the model holds for each racial group. The multi-group analysis
required separate covariance matrices to be computed for each racial group. Then the
model was tested for each group simultaneously assuming varying levels of invariance.
In the first analysis, all model parameters were freely estimated for each racial group. In

_ the second analysis, the B and I" matrices were held invariant by setting equality
constraints. Since the two models are nested, the difference between the chi-squares of
the two tests can be tested to determine whether the equality constraints are plausible
(i.e., whether the same model holds for each racial group). In addition to the statistical

| test, the fit indices described earlier were analyzed to assess the practical implications of

the results.

|

|

|
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Analysis One

Analysis one utilized analysis of variance techniques to examine the extent to
which racial differences exist in four areas of the work experience. Statistically
significant race effects were detected in each area although the practical significance of
these findings are questionable. The results for each of these areas will be addressed

following an evaluation of the assumptions underlying the statistical techniques used.

Evaluation of Assumptions

Assumptions of multivariate analysis techniques were examined to determine the
appropriateness of the approach. As in all ANOVA, it is assumed that the means of the
sampling distributions are normally distributed. There are two statistical indices for the
normality of the variables - skewness and kurtosis. Skewness indicates the extent to
which a distribution is asymmetrically shaped. Kurtosis indicates the extent to which a
variable is more or less peaked than it should be. Normal distributions have skewness
and kurtosis of zero. While one may desire to statistically test the extent to which the
skewness or kurtosis of a variable is significant in small or moderate size samples, even
minor deviations from normality will likely be significant in large samples. Since the
sample size in this study is large (N=2165), significance tests of the non normality

statistics were not examined. Table 5 presents the scale statistics including the degree of
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Table 5

Dependent Variable Statistics

No of Scale
Scale Items Mean Scale sd  Skewness Kurtosis
Work Beliefs
Protestant Work Ethic 4 5.09 1.12 -.56 .09
Belief in Participative Decision Making 4 5.87 .89 -79 37
Belief in Teamwork 4 543 1.11 -57 -.08
Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction with Work 5 4.88 1.39 -53 -23
Satisfaction with Organization 2 5.27 1.57 -1.00 .38
Satisfaction with Supervision 6 4.47 1.85 -.45 -.98
Satisfaction with Management 3 3.01 1.83 49 -1.04
Satisfaction with Co-workers 5 5.74 1.00 -92 75
Satisfaction with Pay 2 4.48 1.91 -43 -1.03
Satisfaction with Security 2 3.68 2.13 .07 -1.45
Fairness in the Work Place
Perceived Fairness 4 3.50 1.66 .19 -91
Organizational Tolerance 5 4.22 1.27 -.28 12
Social Tolerance 5 4.66 1.19 -39 .03
Developmenatal Relationships 10 2.63 1.01 .19 -.76
Trust in Management 2 3.67 1.89 05 -1.23
Trust in Co-workers 2 5.60 1.33 -1.22 1.38
Employee Outcomes
Tumnover Intentions 2 3.19 2.16 47 -1.19
Organizational Identification 4 5.08 1.44 -81 22
Organizational Involvement 6 5.83 .95 -.83 37
Loyalty 3 3.97 1.51 .06 -59
Altruism 6 5.83 2.14 -.18 -.62
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skewness and kurtosis. Seven of the variables have either skewness or kurtosis over
1.00. Therefore, normality of the distributions is not assumed. On the other hand, large
sample studies are robust against non normality. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) suggests
that a study should have a minimum of 20 degrees of freedom for error for each cell to
assure robustness. The smallest cell in this study contains 103 cases.

Another assumption of analysis of variance techniques is homogeneity of
variance. Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) emphasize that analysis of variance techniques
are robust to this violation if the cell sizes are equal. Since this study does not meet the
criteria of equal sample sizes, both univariate tests of homogeneity of variance and the
multivariate test for homogeneity of dispersion were examined. The results of the
univariate tests are presented in Table 6. With several exceptions, the dependent
variables met the homogeneity of variance criteria using Cochrans C. In the cases where
homogeneity of variance was violated, a ratio between the cell with the largest variance
to the cell with the smallest variance was calculated. Harris (1975) suggests using a ratio
of 2:1 as an indicator of homogeneity of variance problems. In this study, the largest
calculated ratio was 1.77:1 which is well within the 2:1 heuristic. The Box's M test was
used to examine the multivariate test of homogeneity of dispersion. Even using a
conservative criteria of .001, three of the sets of dependent variables failed to meet this
criteria. Since the violation of homogeneity of dispersion was violated, a visual
inspection of the variance/covariance matrices was conducted as suggested by Harris. If
cells with larger sample sizes have larger variances and covariances, the significance tests
will be overly conservative. If the opposite situation holds true, the significance tests
will be overly liberal. This visual inspection indicated that the significance tests in this
study are liberal. Therefore, the p-value for rejection of the null hypothesis was set at

.01 instead of .05.
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Table 6

Univariate Homogeneity of Variance Tests - Cochrans C

Dependent Variables p-value
Work Beliefs
Protestant Work Ethic .000
Belief in Participative Decision Making 041
Belief in Teamwork 201
Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction with Work .099
Satisfaction with Organization .020
Satisfaction with Supervision .083
Satisfaction with Management .023
Satisfaction with Co-workers .007
Satisfaction with Pay .043
Satisfaction with Security 1.000

Faimess in the Work Place

Perceived Fairness 1.000
Organizational Tolerance .001
Social Tolerance 012
Developmenatal Relationships .000
Trust in Management .050
Trust in Co-workers .000

Employee Outcomes

Intention to Leave Organization 1.000
Organizational Identification .004
Organizational Involvement .662
Loyalty .259
Altruism .036
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The data was screened for the presence of missing data and outliers. Each search
occurred within subgroup (race and gender). Using a criteria of 3.5 standard deviations
away frc;m the mean, 48 univariate outliers were identified and eliminated from the data
set. The criteria was set at 3.5 standard deviations to reduce the influence of poor
quality data (e.g., individuals who responded in an arbitrary or random fashion) while
allowing serious respondents to deviate from the norm. 623 cases were identified with
missing data on at least one variable of interest in the study. Although the number of
cases with missing data is large, there did not appear to be any type of pattern to the
missing information. A dummy variable was created to categorize subjects into one of
two groups (i.e., those who completed all items and those who had missing data on at
least one item). A test of mean differences was computed on demographic background
(i.e., income, education level, and tenure) as well as on all dependent variables that are
identified in this study. No significant differences at the p<.01 level were detected for
the demographic items. For differences on scales, only five of the 21 variables examined
for differences were significant at the p<.01 level. The differences found could easily be
accounted for by chance. Therefore, listwise deletion was utilized resulting in an
adjusted sample size N=2165. Listwise deletion removes each case from the data set
which has any missing data.

The intercorrelations between all of the variables included in the MANCOV As
are presented in Table 7. The correlations among the categories were examined as were
correlations between scales in different categories. Generally speaking, the correlations
within categories were higher than correlations between scales across categories.
However, the categories (i.e., work beliefs, job satisfaction, perceptions of fairness, and
employee outcomes) were not created to represent unidimensional constructs. The

categories represented different aspects of the work experience. The categories
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Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Overall

Table 7

O & @ 6 © O ® » (19 ayn
(1) Protestant Work Ethic 1.00
(2) Belief in Empowerment .14 1.00
(3) Belief in Teamwork .19 .40 1.00
(4) Work Satisfaction .16 -01 12 1.00
(5) Organization Satisfaction 19 .01 .15 60 1.00
(6) Satisfaction with Supervision .18 .01 .08 37 .45  1.00
(7) Satisfaction with Management 17 -.04 .08 34 .46 .48 1.00
(8) Satisfaction with Co-Workers .18 .14 .23 .33 47 .34 .25 1.00
(9) Satisfaction with Pay A1 -.05 .06 .23 .35 21 .27 .20 1.00
(10) Satisfaction with Security .09 .02 .06 .25 .29 21 31 .18 23 1.00
(11) Perceived Fairness .20 -05 .10 38 .52 .53 s .29 33 35 1.00
(12) Organizational Tolerance 12 -10 -01 .25 33 34 .44 .23 .27 .22 .55
(13) Social Tolerance .09 -.06 .03 .29 31 31 .35 .29 21 25 .45
(14) Developmental Relationships .08 -01 .03 32 .33 .67 .38 .25 .17 A5 .42
(15) Trustin Management 18 -.04 .10 .38 Sl .50 .76 .28 .29 32 85
(16) Trustin Co-Workers .16 .10 17 .23 31 31 .23 52 .19 .10 30
(17) Turnover Intentions -.08 .04 -07 -33 -42 .22 -26 -16 -19 -41 -30
(18) Organizational Identification 20 .05 .20 .55 .79 .40 .48 .45 32 28 .53
(19) Organizational Involvement 12 .06 .16 .39 .38 21 .25 .29 .14 17 24
(20) Loyalty 13 .02 12 .40 .51 .26 .35 .23 .27 28 .38
(21) Altruism .02 .06 .05 .07 .03 .08 .03 .09 .04 -01 .02
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Table 7 (cont.)

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Overall

(12) (13) (14 (1S5 @6y (17 (@18 (19 (200 (21
(1) Protestant Work Ethic
(2) Belief in Empowerment
(3) Belief in Teamwork
(4) Work Satisfaction
(5) Organization Satisfaction
(6) Satisfaction with Supervision
(7) Satisfaction with Management
(8) Satisfaction with Co-Workers
(9) Satisfaction with Pay
(10) Satisfaction with Security
(11) Perceived Fairness
(12) Organizational Tolerance 1.00
(13) Social Tolerance .65 1.00
(14) Developmental Relationships .34 31 1.00
(15) Trustin Management .48 .39 41 1.00
(16) Trust in Co-Workers .26 .30 .26 .28 1.00
(17) Turnover Intentions -2 -2 -17 -29 -14 100
(18) Organizational Identification 31 .30 33 53 32 -38 1.00
(19) Organizational Involvement .18 .20 .22 .26 21 -18 .52 1.00
(20) Loyalty .26 .22 .19 37 .18 -.44 57 36 1.00
(21) Altruism .06 .05 .17 .02 .04 .04 11 .20 .05 1.00
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identified in this study made the most theoretical sense. As a result, it was not
unexpected for scales within one category to correlate highly with scales in a different
category.. For example, belief in teamwork had a moderately high correlation with
satisfaction with co-workers. Similarly, belief in the Protestant work ethic correlated
moderately high with perceived fairess. Satisfaction with supervision correlated highly
with quality of developmental relationships and trust in management. Overall, the facets

of job satisfaction tended to correlate highly with the fairness scales.

Work Beliefs

A 4 x 2 multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was performed on
three dependent variables related to different work beliefs: Protestant work ethic, belief
in participative decision making, and belief in teamwork. The means, standard deviations
and intercorrelations of the dependent variables are presented in Table 8. Independent
variables were race (White, Hispanic, African American, and Asian/Pacific Islander) and
gender (male and female). Adjustment was made for three covariates - income, tenure,
and education.

With the use of Wilks' criterion, the combined DVs were significantly related to
the combined covariates, approximate F(9, 5237.55) = 9.40, p < .001, to race,
approximate F(9, 5237.55) = 10.83, p < .001, to gender, F (3, 2152) = 18.99, p < .001,
and to the race by gender interaction, approximate F (9, 5237.55) = 2.38, p=.001. The
effect sizes for each of the significant relationships are listed in Table 9.

To investigate more specifically the power of the covariates to adjust the
dependent variables, multiple regressions were run for each DV in turn. Income

provided significant adjustment to Protestant work ethic, f=-.11,t (2154) = -.4.34,
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Table 8

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Work Beliefs

Mean (1) (2) 3)
(1) Protestant Work Ethic 5.09 1.12
(2) Belief in Participative Decision Making 5.87 4%+ .89
(3) Belief in Teamwork 543 9%+ 40+ 1.11

Note: Standard deviations located on diagonal.
** p<.001

82




Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table

Table 9

Work Beliefs
Effect Wilks' Lambda F df p-value n?
Covariates 96177 9.40 9, 5237.55 .000 .013
Race 95611 10.83 9, 5237.55 .000 .015
Gender 97421 18.99 3,2152 000 .026
Race by Gender 99011 2.38 9, 5237.55 .011 .003
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p<.001. Education provided significant adjustment to Protestant work ethic, f= -.09, t
(2154) = -3.55, p<.001 and to belief in teamwork, B= -.09, t (2154) = -3.59, p<.001.
Tenure did not provide significant adjustment to any of the dependent variables.

The univariate statistics for each of the effects are presented in Table 10. Each of
the multivariate main effects were significant but the interaction term was not. As a
result, univariate tests were conducted on race and gender to determine which
dependent variables were affected. A Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha rate was made
to compensate for inflated Type I error due to multiple testing. The adjusted alpha was
.003. Using this criteria, Protestant work ethic and belief in teamwork were dependent
upon race and gender. Adjusted means are presented in Table 11 and graphically
presented in Figure 6.

The significant results must be evaluated in terms of their practical significance.
Race accounts for 1.5% and gender accounts for 2.6% of the variance in the set of work
beliefs. The largest univariate effect was for race on Protestant work ethic where 3.3%
of the variance was accounted for. The remaining significant univariate effects

accounted for one percent of the variance or less.

Job Satisfaction

A 4 x 2 multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was performed on
seven dependent variables related to various facets of job satisfaction: work,
organization, supervision, management, co-workers, pay, and security . The means,
standard deviations and intercorrelations of the dependent variables are presented in

Table 12. Independent variables were race (White, Hispanic, African American, and
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Table 10

Summary of Univariate Results - Work Beliefs

Effect DV Univariate F df p-value nz
Race Protestant Work Ethic 2422 3, 2154 000 .033
Belief in Participative Decision Making 3.23 3, 2154 022 .004
Belief in Teamwork 9.25 3, 2154 000 .013
Gender Protestant Work Ethic 2194 1, 2154 000 .010
Belief in Participative Decision Making 36 1, 2154 .550 .000
Belief in Teamwork 3831 1, 2154 000 .017
Race x Gender Protestant Work Ethic 49  3,2154 693 .000
Belief in Participative Decision Making 1.92 3, 2154 124 .003
Belief in Teamwork 497 3, 2154 002 .007
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Table 11

Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Work Beliefs

Protestant Work Ethic

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.10 5.16 4.78 5.56 5.15
Females 4.86 4.82 4.60 5.22 4.87
Combined 4.98 4.99 4.69 5.39

Belief in Participative Decision Making

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.72 5.94 5.94 6.01 5.90
Females 5.85 5.78 5.95 5.91 5.87
Combined 5.79 5.86 5.94 5.96

Belief in Teamwork

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.19 5.54 5.65 5.78 5.54
Females 5.14 5.19 5.01 5.36 5.18
Combined 5.17 5.37 5.33 5.57
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Figure 6 - Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Work Beliefs
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Table 12

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Job Satisfaction

Mean (1) @ (G @ ©& ©& O

(1) Work Satisfaction 488 139

(2) Organizational Satisfaction 5.27 .60** 1.57

(3) Satisfaction with Supervisor 447 37** .45** 185

(4) Satisfaction with Mangement 3.01 .34** 46** .48** 183

(5) Satisfaction with Co-workers 574 33**  47**  34* 25** 1.00

(6) Satisfaction with Pay 448 .23** 35+ 21*+  27** 20** 191

(7) Satisfaction with Security 3.68 .25**  20%*  21**  31** .18** .23** 213

Note: Standard deviations located on diagonal.
** p<.001
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Asian/Pacific Islander) and gender (male and female). Adjustment was made for three
covariates - income, tenure, and education.

With the use of Wilks' criterion, the combined DVs were significantly related to
the combined covariates, approximate F(21, 6168.45) = 12.50, p_< .001, and to race,
approximate F(21,6168.45) = 3.28, p < .001, but not to gender or the race by gender
interaction. The effect sizes for each of the relationships are listed in Table 13. The small
effect sizes indicate that the practical significance of the results are questionable.

The set of covariates provided significant adjustment to all satisfaction variables.
To investigate more specifically the power of the covariates to adjust the dependent
variables, multiple regressions were run for each DV in turn. Income provided
significant adjustment to work satisfaction p= .21, t (2154) = 8.21, p<.001, satisfaction
with supervision, B= .09, t (2154) = 3.53, p<.001, satisfaction with management, t
(2154) = 4.28, p<.001, satisfaction with pay, f= .17, t (2154) = 6.74, p<.001, and
satisfaction with job security, B= .17, t (2154) = 6.62, p<.001. Education provided
significant adjustment to work satisfaction, f=-.11, t (2154) =-4.50, p<.001, to
organizational satisfaction, f= -.14, t (2154) = -5.58, p<.001, to satisfaction with co-
workers, B= -.09, t (2154) = -3.37, p=.005, to satisfaction with pay = -.08, t (2154) = -
3.19, p>.005. Tenure provided significant adjustment to satisfaction with management,
B=-.09,t (2154) = -2.69, p<.01 and to satisfaction with security, f= .09, t (2154) =
421, p<.001.

The univariate statistics for each of the effects are presented in Table 14. Race
was the only independent variable that had a significant effect on the satisfaction set of
dependent variables. Each of the multivariate main effects were significant but the
interaction term was not. Univariate tests were conducted on race to determine which

of the dependent variables were affected. A Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha rate was
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Table 13

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table

Job Satisfaction

Wilks' Lambda F df p-value n?
Covariates 88722 12.50 21, 6168.45 .000 .039
Race .96861 3.28 21,6168.45 .000 011
Gender .99460 1.67 17,2148 113 .005
Race by Gender 98378 1.68 21, 6168.45 027 .005
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Table 14

Summary of Univariate Results - Job Satisfaction

Effect DV Univariate F df p-value 72
Race Satisfaction with Work 2.70 3, 2154 044  .004
Satisfaction with the Organization 7.03 3, 2154 000 .010
Satisfaction with the Supervision 437 3, 2154 .004  .006
Satisfaction with Management 342 3, 2154 .017  .005
Satisfaction with Co-workers 6.53 3, 2154 .000 .009
Satisfaction with Pay 941 3, 2154 .000 .013
Satisfaction with Security 459 3, 2154 .003  .006
Gender Satisfaction with Work 04 1, 2154 851 .000
Satisfaction with the Organization 28 1, 2154 594  .000
Satisfaction with the Supervision .08 1, 2154 782 .000
Satisfaction with Management 1.04 1, 2154 309 .000
Satisfaction with Co-workers 1.06 1, 2154 302 .000
Satisfaction with Pay 22 1, 2154 .638  .000
Satisfaction with Security 1062 1, 2154 .001  .005
Race x Gender Satisfaction with Work 335 3, 2154 .018 005
Satisfaction with the Organization 448 3, 2154 004 006
Satisfaction with the Supervision 394 3, 2154 .008  .005
Satisfaction with Management 255 3, 2154 054  .004
Satisfaction with Co-workers 1.38 3, 2154 .246 002
Satisfaction with Pay 85 3, 2154 464  .001
Satisfaction with Security 1.55 3, 2154 199 .002
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made to compensate for inflated Type I error due to muitiple testing. The adjusted alpha
was .001. Using this criteria, race had a significant effect on satisfaction with the
orgam’zaiion, satisfaction with co-workers, and satisfaction with pay. However, race
only accounted for approximately 1% of the variance of each of these variables.
Adjusted means are presented in Table 15 and graphically presented in Figure 7.

The results of this analysis indicate that males and females as well as members of
different racial groups all see the organization very similarly. Even considering the
magnitude of power in this study, few significant results were achieved. The covariates
had the largest multivariate effects on the composite variable accounting for
approximately 4% of the variance. Since the results are not of any substantive
difference, post hoc contrasts to determine exactly where the groups differ were not

conducted.

Fairness in the Organization

A 4 x 2 multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was performed on six
dependent variables related to organizational fairness and equal treatment: perceived
fairness, organizational tolerance, social tolerance, developmental relationships, trust in
management, and trust in co-workers. The means, standard deviations and
intercorrelations of the dependent variables are presented in Table 16. Independent
variables were race (White, Hispanic, African American, and Asian/Pacific Islander) and
gender (male and female). Adjustment was made for three covariates - income, tenure,
and education.

With the use of Wilks' criterion, the combined DVs were significantly related to

the combined covariates, approximate F(18, 6,078.78) = 11.33, p < .001, to race,
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Table 15 |

Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Work

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 4.68 4.92 4.95 4.89 4.86
Females 4.88 5.12 4.58 491 4.87
Combined 4.78 5.02 4.76 4.90

Satisfaction with the Organization

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.10 5.29 5.23 5.41 5.26
Females 5.25 5.75 4.82 5.40 5.30
Combined 5.17 5.52 5.02 541

Satisfaction with Supervision

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 4,29 4.35 4.51 4.70 4.46
Females 4.56 4.66 397 4.79 4.49
Combined 443 4.51 4.24 474

Satisfaction with Management

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 2.85 2.88 3.04 3.22 3.00
Females 2.88 3.43 2.83 3.24 3.10
Combined 2.87 3.15 2.94 3.23
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Table 15 (cont.)

Satisfaction with the Co-workers

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.65 5.81 5.66 5.80 5.73
Females 571 5.86 5.57 6.02 5.79
Combined 5.68 5.84 5.61 591

Satisfaction with Pay

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 441 4.35 4.14 4.74 4.41
Females 4.62 4.45 3.92 484 4.46
Combined 4.52 4.40 4.03 4.79

Satisfaction with Security

African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 3.20 3.74 3.43 3.85 3.55
Females 3.92 4.13 3.59 4.05 3.92
Combined 3.56 3.94 3.51 3.95
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Figure 7 - Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Job Satisfaction
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Figure 7 (cont.) - Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Job Satisfaction
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Table 16

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Fairness in the Workplace

Mean ) @ ©)) @ ) (6)
(1) Organizational Fairness 350  1.66
(2) Organizational Tolerance 422 .55 1.27
(3) Social Tolerance 4.66  .45**  65** 1.19
(4) Developmental Relationships 2,63  .42%*  34*+ 31** 1.01
(5) Trustin Management 3.67 .85**  .48**  39**  41** 189
(6) Trust in Co-workers 560 .30** .26** .30** .26** .28** 133

Note: Standard deviations located on diagonal.

** p<.001
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approximate F(18, 6078.78) = 19.54, p < .001, to gender, E (6, 2149) = 4.40, p < .001,
but not to the race by gender interaction. The effect sizes for each of the significant
relationships are listed in Table 17. The effect sizes are slightly larger than the
previously described analyses Race accounted for 5% of the variance in fairness
perceptions.

To investigate more specifically the power of the covariates to adjust the
dependent variables, multiple regressions were run for each DV in turn. Income
provided significant adjustment to fairness perceptions, f=.13,t(2154) = .4.92,
p<.001, organizational tolerance, B= .14, t (2154) = 5.90, p<.001, social tolerance, =
17,1 (2154) = 6.19, p<.001, developmental relationships, f= .19, t (2154) = 7.53,
p<.001, and trust in management, f= .11, t (2154) = 4.17, p<.001. Education provided
significant adjustment to fairness, p=-.09, t (2154) =-3.89, to trust in management, = -
07,1 (2154) = -2.79, p<.005, and to trust in co-workers, = -.09, t (2154) = -3.38,
p<.001. Tenure provided significant adjustment to fairness, = -.06, t (2154) = -2.70,
p<.01, and to developmental relationships, f= -.07, t (2154) = .-3.02, p<.005.

The univariate statistics for each of the effects are presented in Table 18. Each of
the multivariate main effects were significant but the interaction term was not. As a
result, univariate tests were conducted on race and gender to determine which
dependent variables were affected. A Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha rate was made
to compensate for inflated Type I error due to multiple testing. The adjusted alpha was
.0017. Using this criteria, perceived faimess, organizational tolerance, social tolerance,
and trust in co-workers were all significantly dependent upon race. Developmental
relationships was only dependent upon gender. Adjusted means are presented in Table

19 and graphically illustrated in Figure 8.
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Table 17

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table

Fairness in the Workplace

Effect Wilks' Lambda F df p-value 12
Covariates .91087 11.33 18, 6078.78 .000 .031
Race .85294 19.54 18, 6078.78 .000 .052
Gender 98788 440 6, 2149 .000 012
Race by Gender 98636 1.64 18, 6078.78 .042 .005
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Table 18

Summary of Univariate Results - Fairness in the Workplace

Effect DV Univariate F df p-value 12
Race Perceived Fairness 1525 3, 2154 000 .021
Organizational Tolerance 64.67 3, 2154 .000 .083
Social Tolerance 22,75 3, 2154 000 .031
Developmental Relationships 349 3, 2154 015  .005
Trust in Management 485 3, 2154 002 .007
Trust in Co-workers 6.18 3, 2154 000 .009
Gender Perceived Fairness .16 1,2154 691 .000
Organizational Tolerance .01 1,2154 930 .000
Social Tolerance 1.98 1,2154 .159 .001
Developmental Relationships 11.10 1, 2154 .001 .005
Trust in Management .97 1,2154 325 .000
Trust in Co-workers 82 1, 2154 364 .000
Race x Gender Perceived Fairness 2.14 3, 2154 .094 .003
Organizational Tolerance 4.02 3, 2154 007  .006
Social Tolerance 2.95 3, 2154 .032 .004
Developmental Relationships 1.84 3, 2154 .138  .003
Trust in Management 1.86 3, 2154 135 .003
Trust in Co-workers 2.68 3, 2154 045 .004
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Table 19

Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Perceptions of Fairness

Males
Females
Combined

Males
Females
Combined

Males
Females
Combined

Males
Females
Combined

Whites

3.33
3.25
3.29

Whites

4.72
4.55
4.64

Whites

491
4.85
4.88

Whites
2.61
2.83
2.72

Perceived Fairness

African
Hispanics Americans
3.53 3.31
3.77 2.92
3.65 312

Organizational Tolerance

African
Hispanics Americans
3.95 3.58
4.24 3.32
4.09 3.45

Social Tolerance

African
Hispanics Americans
4.43 4.29
4.68 4.17
4.56 4,23

Developmental Relationships

African
Hispanics Americans
2.59 2.53
2.84 2.50
2.72 2.51
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Asian/Pacific
Islanders
3.83
391
3.87

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
4.17
4.30
4.24

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
4.62
491
4.76

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
2.56
2.89
2.71

Combined
3.50
3.46

Combined
4.11
4.10

Combined
4.56
4.66

Combined

2.57
2.76




Males
Females
Combined

Males
Females
Combined

Whites
3.39
3.61
3.50

Whites
5.59
5.53
5.56

Table 19 (cont.)

Trust in Management

African
Hispanics Americans
3.66 3.71
4.02 3.41
3.84 3.56

Trust in Co-workers

African
Hispanics Americans
5.65 5.53
5.42 5.30
5.53 542

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
3.88
4.00
3.94

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
5.70
5.97
5.84

Combined
3.66
3.76

Combined
5.62
5.55
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An examination of the effect sizes was undertaken to determine the practical
significance of the findings. Race accounted for 8.3% of the variance in organizational
tolerancé, 3.1% of the variance in social tolerance, and 2.1% of the variance in perceived
fairness. Due to the magnitude of these effect sizes, post hoc tests were conducted to
determine where the groups differed. African Americans viewed the organization as
least tolerant (both socially and organizationally), and Whites perceived the organization
as most tolerant. While Asian/Pacific Islanders perceived the organization as less
organizationally tolerant than Whites, they did not significantly differ from Whites in
terms of social tolerance. Interestingly, a different pattern was identified for perceived
faimess. Asian/Pacific Islanders perceived the organization in the most favorable
fashion. Similarly, Hispanics significantly perceived the organization as more fair than
Whites. Whites and African Americans did not significantly differ from each other. The
remaining effect sizes were less than one percent, therefore post hoc tests were not

conducted.

Employee Outcomes

A 4 x 2 multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was performed on five
dependent variables related to employee outcomes: tumnover intentions, organizational
identification, organizational involvement, loyalty, and altruism. The means, standard
deviations and intercorrelations of the dependent variables are presented in Table 20.
Independent variables were race (White, Hispanic, African American, and Asian/Pacific
Islander) and gender (male and female). Adjustment was made for three covariates -

income, tenure, and education.
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Table 20

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations - Employee Outcomes

Mean 0)) (2 €) Q) )

(1) Turnover Intentions 3.19 2.16

(2) Organizational Identification 5.08 -37** 1.44

(3) Organizational Involvement 5.83 -.18%* S52% .95

(4) Loyalty 3.97 -44%* ST7** 36** 1.51

(5) Altruism 5.83 .04** 1% 20** .05* 2.14
Note: Standard deviations located on diagonal.

* p<.05

**p<.001
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With the use of Wilks' criterion, the combined DVs were significantly related to
the combined covariates, approximate F(15, 5935.6) = 16.61, p < .001, and to race,
approxirﬁate F(15, 5935.6) = 6.23, p < .001, and to gender, F(15,2150)=5.39,p <
.001, but not to the race by gender interaction. The effect sizes for each of the
relationships are listed in Table 21. The covariates account for 3.7% of the variance in
the combined outcomes. Race and gender each account for slightly more than one
percent of the variance in the combined outcomes.

The set of covariates provided significant adjustment to all the outcome variables.
To investigate more specifically the power of the covariates to adjust the dependent
variables, multiple regressions were run for each DV in turn. Income provided
significant adjustment to each of the dependent variables: turnover intentions f=-.09,t
(2154) = -3.59, p<.001, organizational identification, B=.11,t(2154) = 4.22, p<.001,
organizational involvement, t (2154) = .20, p<.001, loyalty, f= .10, t (2154) = 3.95,
p<.001, and altruism, B= .09, t (2154) = 3.60, p<.001. Education provided significant
adjustment to , f= .15, t (2154) =6.13, p<.001, to organizational identification, p= -.12,
t (2154) = -4.93, p<.001, to loyalty, B=-.12, t (2154) = -4.66, p=.001, and to altruism
=.09,t (2154) = 3.41, p>.001. Tenure provided significant adjustment to turnover
intentions, B= -.14, t (2154) = -6.17, p<.001 and to loyalty, = .09, t (2154) = 4.12,
p<.001.

The univariate statistics for each of the effects are presented in Table 22. Race
and gender each had multivariate effects on the composite dependent variable.
Univariate tests were conducted on race to determine which dependent variables were
affected. A Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha rate was made to compensate for inflated
Type I error due to multiple testing. The adjusted alpha was .002. Using this criteria,

race had a significant effect on each of the dependent variables with the exception of
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Table 21

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table

Employee Outcomes

Effect Wilks' Lambda F df p-value 12
Covariates 89271 16.61 15, 5935.6 .000 .037
Race 95777 6.23 15, 5935.6 .000 .014
Gender .98762 5.39 5, 2150 .000 .012
Race by Gender 98737 1.83 15, 5935.6 026 .004
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Table 22

Summary of Univariate Results - Employee Outcomes

Effect DV Univariate F df p-value 712
Race Turnover Intentions 4.34 3, 2154 005 .006
Organizational Identification 6.09 3, 2154 .000 .008
Organizational Involvement 6.10 3, 2154 .000 .008
Loyalty 6.87 3, 2154 000 .009
Altruism 7.23 3, 2154 000 .010
Gender Turnover Intentions 94 1, 2154 332 .000
Organizational Identification .05 1, 2154 .824  .000
Organizational Involvement 9.99 1, 2154 002  .005
Loyalty 6.23 1, 2154 013  .003
Altruism 2.93 1, 2154 .087 .001
Race x Gender Turnover Intentions 3.19 3,2154 023  .004
Organizational Identification 465 3, 2154 .003 .006
Organizational Involvement 1.52 3, 2154 207 .002
Loyalty 3.83 3, 2154 010 .005
Altruism 1.57 3, 2154 194 .002
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tumover intentions. The effect sizes were all one percent or less. Gender had a
significant effect on loyalty, however the effect size was only .3%. Adjusted means are

presented in Table 23 and graphically presented in Figure 9.

Summary Analysis One

The results of this analysis indicate that males and females as well as members of
different racial groups all perceive the organization very similarly. The most significant
findings were found in the area of perceptions of fairness where race accounted for over
5% of the variance in the set of dependent variables. With respect to the univariate tests,
race accounted for 8.3% of the variance in organizational tolerance and 3.1% of the
variance in social tolerance. Interestingly, race only accounted for 2.1% of the variance
in the perceived fairness dependent variable. Work beliefs had the second strongest
effect size for the cultural variables where gender accounted for 2.6% of the variance in
the set of work beliefs. Several interesting findings were noted. First, females were
more likely to perceive a higher quality developmental relationship with their supervisor
than were the male employees. Another surprising result was that females tend to have a
less favorable opinion of teamwork than their male counterparts. These differences are
the greatest for the African American and Asian/Pacific Islander groups of employees.

Overall, it appears that African American women possess the most negative
perceptions of the organization. This group tends to perceive the organization as being
less fair and less tolerant than the other groups. They also tend to be the least satisfied
with their job. Furthermore, African American women tend to have a less favorable view

of teamwork than the other groups.
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Table 23

Adjusted Means for Dependent Variables - Employee Outcomes

Turnover Intentions
African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 3.34 3.21 3.36 3.02 3.23
Females 3.04 3.12 3.94 3.28 3.34
Combined 3.19 3.17 3.65 3.15
Organizational Identification
African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 4.87 5.13 5.10 5.20 5.07
Females 5.07 5.32 4.60 5.25 5.06
Combined 4.97 5.23 4.85 522
Organizational Involvement
African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 5.75 5.88 5.83 5.66 5.78
Females 6.03 6.13 5.87 5.73 5.94
Combined 5.89 6.00 5.85 5.70
Loyalty
African Asian/Pacific
Whites Hispanics Americans Islanders Combined
Males 391 4.01 3.84 4.12 3.97
Females 3.98 4.04 3.27 3.78 3.77
Combined 3.95 4.02 3.55 3.95




Males
Females
Combined

Whites
5.86
6.37
6.11

Table 23 (cont.)

Altruism
African
Hispanics Americans
5.87 5.49
6.06 5.35
5.97 5.42

Asian/Pacific
Islanders
5.74
5.97
5.86

Combined
5.74
5.93
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Analysis Two

Analysis two utilized structural equation modeling techniques to test a model of
fairness developed for this study, revise the model based upon the findings, and test the
extent to which the same model holds for different racial groups. The analyses indicated

a promising model fit. However, subgroup differences were minimal.

Evaluation of Assumptions

James, Mulaik, and Brett (1982) describe seven conditions which pertain to the
appropriateness of a theoretical model for confirmatory analysis and causal inference.

These conditions are:

1. formal statement of theory in terms of a structural model
2. theoretical rationale for the causal hypotheses

specification of the causal order

4. specification of the causal direction
S. self-contained functional equations
6. specification of the boundaries
7. stability of the structural model

The a priori model described in Chapter Two satisfies the first four conditions. A
structural model was identified and a theoretical rationale for each of the relationships
was outlined. The model indicated the causal order and the causal direction for the

constructs. Boundaries refer to the context in which the model is expected to hold (i.e.,
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to what contexts is the model expected generalize). This condition would be violated if
the functional relationships are contingent on a third variable (i.e., a moderator variable).
In this iﬁstancc, racial group is a suspected moderator. Therefore, the extent to which
the model depends upon racial group will be tested through the use of multi-sample
analysis. The stability of the model is assumed. However, it may be wise to retest the
model at a later date to determine the accuracy of this assumption. The most
problematic condition deals with the assumption that the functional equations are self
contained. Self contained refers to the notion that there are no relevant and unmeasured
causes of any of the endogenous variables. Failure to meet this condition will result in
biased parameter estimates and may make causal inference problematic. It is likely that
the fairness model developed in this study violates this condition. It would be very
difficult to include all relevant causes of the endogenous variables in this study (e.g., job
satisfaction, commitment, turnover, perceived fairness, etc.). The model would become
unwieldy and extremely unmanageable. However, relevant and unmeasured is a matter
of degree. James (1980) states "The operative question is not whether one has an
unmeasured variables problem but rather the degree to which the unavoidable
unmeasured variables problem biases estimates of path coefficients [a form of structural
parameter] and provides a basis for alternative explanations of results." (p. 415)
Therefore, it is important to anticipate the potential biases that may exist when this

condition is not met, and understand what effects may be expected in the model.

Measurement Model Fit

The measurement model was tested with the exploratory data set. The goodness

of fit statistics for the measurement model (both prior to and following revisions) are
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presented in Table 24. The %2 of the initial model was 2469.16 with 549 degrees of
freedom (p<.001). Due to the large sample size (N=1284), a significant x2 was
expecteci. Therefore, the practical measures of fit were examined to identify the
promise of the measurement model. The GFI of .90 indicated a promising fit, but also
suggested that the model could potentially be improved. Therefore, a detailed
assessment of fit was undertaken to identify potential model revisions. This assessment
included an examination of the factor loadings, standardized residuals, and modification
indices. The standardized factor loadings for the initial measurement model are
presented in Table 25. The factor loadings were most problematic for the cultural
tolerance variable which ranged from .56 to .78. This may be due to the nature of the
construct. The largest standardized residuals involved indicators of the procedural
justice latent variable. The measurement errors for items oc_25 and oc_26 were highly
correlated as were the measurement errors for items oc_27 and oc_28. The standardized
residuals were 18.57 for oc_27 and oc_28 and 15.93 for oc_25 and oc_26. An
examination of the items indicated that each pair of items were measuring specific
aspects of the procedural justice construct (i.e., oc_27 and oc_28 both dealt with
performance evaluations and oc_25 and oc_26 both dealt with promotional policies).
Rather than to allow the measurement errors to correlate, items oc_25 and oc_27 were
removed the measurement model. oc_25 and oc_27 had the lowest reliabilities of the
redundant pairs. The model was retested and the %2 was reduced to 1789.16 with 482
degrees of freedom. The model was further reviewed and oc_44 was identified as a
source of error. The errors for oc_44 and oc_55 were highly correlated, and oc_44 had
very strong cross loadings on several other constructs (especially procedural and
distributive justice). Therefore, oc_44 was removed from the measurement model

reducing the x2 to 1459.08 with 450 degrees of freedom. Next, ja_49 was identified as
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Table 24

Measurement Model - Goodness of Fit Statistics

Sample Size=1284

x2  df  y%df GFI AGFI NFI PNFI RMSEA SRMR CN

Initial Model 2469.16 549 4.50 .90 .88 92 .80 .052 051 329
Final Model 944.98 341 271 95 94 .96 81 .037 .032 550
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a poor indicator of turnover intentions. An examination of the modification indices
suggested strong cross loadings on organizational satisfaction, organizational
identification, fairness, procedural justice, distributive justice, and cultural tolerance.
ja_49 measured the extent to which the employee would leave his or her job if given an
opportunity to work in a similar company. The other two turnover items measured the
employee's active role (i.e., actual intent) in looking for a job. Therefore, ja_49 was
removed from the model. Finally, the relationships between the indicators of the three
fairness oriented constructs was reviewed. The measurement model indicated that
procedural and distributive justice were highly related. The correlation between the two
constructs was .95. This could partially be due to the inability of the respondents to
distinguish between the two constructs. It was decided that a combination of the two
justice constructs made the most sense. Therefore, the procedural and distributive
justice constructs were combined to form a perceived justice variable. Furthermore, two
of the justice indicators and one fairness indicator (oc_19) were removed from the model
due to strong cross loadings on other variables. The goodness of fit indices for the final
measurement model are presented in Table 24. The GFI increased to .95 and the NFI
increased to .96. The error terms were reduced to .037 (RMSEA) and .032 (SRMR).
The standardized factor loadings for the revised model are presented in Table 26. Table

27 presents the intercorrelations between each of the latent variables.

Structural Model Fit

The a priori model after the measurement model revisions is illustrated in Figure
10. The model was tested with the exploratory data set and the goodness of fit indices

are presented in Table 28. Consistent with the measurement model, the %2 of the general
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Table 27

Final Measurement Model Correlations Between Latent Variables

m @@ @ @ 6 © O 6

j (1) Perceived Justice 1.00
| (2) Perceived Faimess .85 1.00

(3) Trust 77 87 1.00

(4) Cultural Tolerance .74 72 .63  1.00

(5) Organizational Satisfaction 48 .59 .55 43 1.00

(6) Satisfaction with Work 32 39 37 .29 .69  1.00

(7) Organizational Identification .50 .62 .58 43 95 .68  1.00

(8) Perceptions of Downsizing -18 -.16 -.16 -14 -05 -10 -05 1.00

(9) Turnover Intentions -24 -31 -29 -23 -45 -36 -45 25 1.00
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Table 28

A Priori Model Goodness of Fit Statistics

Sample Size=1284

X2 df ledf GFI AGFI NFI PNFI RNFI RMSEA SRMR CN

1089.4 360 3.03 94 93 .95 .85 .97 .040 .040 502
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model was significant. However, all the practical goodness of fit measures (with the
exception of the PNFI) were over .90. Furthermore, the RMSEA and SRMR were both
below .05.

Given the promising fit of the model, a closer examination of the results was
undertaken to identify potential model revisions. This review illustrated several
characteristics of the model. First, the relationship between cultural tolerance and trust
and the relationship between cultural tolerance and organizational satisfaction were both
non significant. Instead, cultural tolerance appeared to have a direct positive affect on
perceived fairness. Therefore, individuals who perceive the organization as being
culturally tolerant are more likely to perceive the organization as being fair. In addition,
satisfaction with work did not have a direct effect on organizational identification.
Finally, downsizing perceptions did not significantly affect organizational identification.
The modification indices suggested one relationship that was not hypothesized
(satisfaction with work — perceived fairness). The modification index for this
relationship was 40.42. It appears that individuals that enjoy the tasks that they perform
on the job are more likely to perceive the organization as being fair. One proposed
reason for this relationship is that individuals who enjoy their work are more likely to
have a general positive affect on the job which may influence their perceptions of the
organization. The parameter estimates for the a priori model are presented in Figure 11.

Three competing models were identified based upon the results described above.
The three models are illustrated in Figure 12 to Figure 14. Each model is identical
except for the relationships posited between fairness, trust, and organizational
satisfaction. Model one proposes that perceived fairness has a positive effect on both
organizational satisfaction and trust. In turn, organizational satisfaction and trust have a

direct effect on organizational identification. In model two, perceived fairness has a
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Figure 12 - Model One
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Figure 13 - Model Two
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Work
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Figure 14 - Model Three
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positive effect on trust. Trust, in turn, has a direct positive effect on organizational
satisfaction and organizational identification. Finally, model three is the most
parsimohjous of the models illustrating a sequential ordering of the endogenous
variables. Perceived fairness is posited to affect trust. It is proposed that trust affects
organizational satisfaction and organizational satisfaction affects identification.

The results for each of these models and the a priori model are presented in
Table 29. Based upon the exploratory data set, model one was the most promising. The
value of the minimum fit function was lowest for that model (F=.77) as was the «2/df
index (2.73). While researchers disagree on what the value of the %2/df index should be
to considered a good model, a value of 2.73 given the large sample size seems very
adequate. While Carmines and Mclver (1981) suggest that a value of 2 to 3 is
reasonable, Wheaton, Muthén, Alwin, and Summers (1977) argue that an index of 5 is
reasonable. The 2.73 value would satisfy either of these criteria. The RNFI for model
one was .99 similarly suggested that the structural model independent of the
measurement model achieved a very good fit. Finally, both error indices (RMSEA=.037)
and (SRMR=.033) were well below .05. The standardized parameter estimates for the

structural model are presented in Figure 15.

Cross Validation of Final Model

Since several modifications were made to the a priori model, the final model was
tested with the hold out sample to determine the extent to which the relationships
continued with the alternative sample. A series of nested analyses were conducted to
test increasing degrees of invariance and a chi-square difference test was conducted at

each level to determine the significance of the test. The results of these tests are
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Table 29

Results of Competing Models

Sample Size=1284

Model %2 df x%df F GFI NFI PNFI RNFI RMSEA SRMR CN
A Priori 10894 360 303 85 94 95 85 97 .040 040 502
Model One 985.1 361 273 .77 95 96 .85 .99 .037 .033 556
Model Two 10118 361 280 .79 95 96 .85 98 .037 035 542

Model Three 10679 363 294 83 94 95 .85 97 .039 040 516
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presented in Table 30. The first level of invariance involved establishing equality
constraints on the lambda x and lambda y matrices in order to determine the extent to
which the measurement model cross validated. The chi-square difference was 23.5 with
20 degrees of freedom. This difference was not significant indicating that the equality
constraints were plausible. The next step was to establish equality constraints for B the
I' matrices. This tests the extent to which the relationships between the latent variables
were the same for the two data sets. Again, the chi-square difference was not significant
(p>.05). The next level of invariance involved the relationships between the exogenous
concepts, the ® matrix. The equality constraints proved plausible with a non significant
chi-square difference (10.5 with 10 degrees of freedom). The final level was to test the
extent to which equality constraints on the ¥ matrix were plausible. Again, the results
indicated a satisfactory cross validation of the model. Furthermore, there was no

decrease in the practical measures of fit (GFI and NFI).

Multi-Sample Analysis for the Examination of Group Differences

The overall sample was divided into the four separate racial groups and a
covariance matrix was calculated for each with PRELIS. As aninitial step, the final
model was tested with each racial group independently. The fit indices for each group
are presented in Table 31. The fit indices indicate that the model fits relatively well for
each racial group. Although the 2 is significant for each group, the practical measures
of fit are adequate. The test for close fit (RMSEA < .05) was non significant for each
group indicating that the model closely fits the data for each group.

The standardized parameter estimates for each group are presented in Table 32.

With the exception of B42 (trust — organizational identification) for the Hispanic
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Table 30

Cross Validation Results

Sample Size=2544

Hypothesis x> df GFI NFI PNFI rmmsea srmr Ax2 Adf plevel
Heom 19944 722 95 96 .85 .026 .034

Hx 20179 742 95 .96 .87 .026 .034 235 20 p>.10
Hagr 2027.1 752 .95 .96 .89 .026 .035 92 10 p>.10
Hagro 20376 762 .95 .96 .90 026 .043 105 10 p>.10
Haprow 20444 767 .95 .96 .90 .026 .043 68 S p>.10
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Table 31

Multi-Sample Analysis Results

Sample Sizes: Whites=956 Hispanics=545 African Americans=509 Asians/Pacific Islanders=

686
Group X2 df x¥df GFI NFI PNFI RMSEA SRMR
Whites 8652 361 240 94 .95 85 .038 036
Hispanics 684.8 361 190 92 .94 .83 041 041
African Americans 667.3 361 1.85 92 93 82 .041 .039

Asians/Pacific Islanders 8078 361 2.24 .92 .94 .83 .043 .040




Table 32

Parameter Estimates By Racial Group

Whites Hispanics  African Americans Asians
B21 Fairness — Trust 96 (.02) .97 (.03) 94 (.03) 1.01 (03)
B31 Fairness — Org Sat .34 (.03) .36 (.03) 40 (.04) .36 (.03)
Ba2 Trust — Org Identification .08 (.02) .04 (.02) .06 (.03) .08 (.02)
B43 Org Sat — Org Identification .78 (.03) .89 (.03) 94 (04) .82 (04)
Bs4 Org Id — Turmover Intent -57 (05) -.59 (.06) -78 (.06) -.60 (.06)
Y11 Justice — Fairness .73 (.04) .74 (.06) 70 (09) .75 (.05)
Y12 Cultural Tolerance — Fairness .28 (.05) 25 (.07) 38 ((09) .19 (.06)
Y13 Work Sat — Fairness .13 (.04) .12 (.05) 12 (04) .16 ((04)
Y33 Work Sat — Org Sat .78 (.05) .69 (.07) 49 (.05) .65 (.05)
Y54 Downsize — Turnover Intent 39 (.05) 35 (.07) 30 (08) .23 (.06)

Unstandardized Parameter Estimate (Standard Error)
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subgroup, all parameter estimates were significant. However, a visual inspection of the
parameter estimates indicate potential differences between the subgroups. The largest
difference was for Bs4 (organizational identification — turnover intentions) for the
African American subgroup. The results indicate that the relationship between
organizational identification and turnover intentions is greater for African Americans
than for the other racial groups. Another interesting difference are the relative influences
of justice and organizational tolerance on perceived fairness across the different groups.
It appears that Justice perceptions have a less influential impact and cultural tolerance
has a greater influential impact on faimess perceptions for the African American group in
contrast to the other groups.

Statistically, the differences between the four racial groups were tested through a
series of nested models in multi-sample analysis. In the first analysis, the parameters
were freely estimated for each racial group. In the second analysis, equality constraints
were imposed on the measurement model factor loadings (Ax and Ay). In the second
analysis, additional equality constraints were imposed on the parameter estimates
between the latent variables (I" and B). The results of the multi-sample analysis are
presented in Table 33. Two sets of criteria were utilized when assessing model
differences. The chi-square difference test statistically tests whether imposing the
equality constraints is plausible. While the chi-square difference test is objective, a
subjective review of the goodness of fit indices was also conducted to determine whether
nor not the constrained models adequately fit the data. Because of the power inherent in
this study (N=2696), the subjective test is designed to assess whether statistically
significant results are meaningful.

The analysis resulted in a chi-square difference of 189.0 with 60 degrees of

freedom indicating that the equality constraints are not plausible solely on statistical
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Table 33

Multi-Sample Analysis of Racial Differences in the Fairness Model

Sample Size=2696

Hypothesis %2 df GFI NFI PNFI rmmsea smmr Ax> Adf plevel
Heormn 30252 1444 92 94 .84 020 .040

H, 32142 1504 92 94 87 021 .049 189.0 60 p<.001
Hppr 32555 1534 .92 94 88 020 .050 413 30 p>.10
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grounds. However, due to the sensitivity of the test, a significant chi-square was not
unexpected. An inspection of the practical measures of fit (e.g., GFI and NFI) indicated
that the équality constraints did not appreciably decrease the fit. While the mean of the
standardized residuals did increase slightly, the degree of error (.049) is still within
acceptable boundaries. The final analysis in the nested hierarchy tested the extent to
which the equality constraints on I and B were plausible (i.e., whether the relationships
between the latent variables are invariant across groups). The chi-square difference of
41.3 with 30 degrees of freedom was not significant indicating that the model is not
significantly different across racial group (with respect to the relationships between the
latent variables). As a result, modification indices for specific parameter estimates were

not inspected.

Summary of Results - Fairness Model

The fainess model developed for this study underwent a thorough examination
and revision process including cross validation to a hold out sample. The fit was
promising with all practical measures of fit indicating an adequate model. While it was
hypothesized that race would act as a moderator in the model, racial differences were
minimal. Even given the power of the study, the relationships between the latent
variables were invariant across racial group. The implications of these results will be

presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

As a result of the changing demographic composition of the labor force,
organizations will need to be more aware of the diversity within their organizations.
Many organizational leaders are already developing and implementing programs
designed to take full advantage of the increasing diversity. Whether aimed at capturing
the creative potential within a diverse work force or aimed at proactively dealing with
conflicts that may arise, organizational interventions should be based upon a
comprehensive and accurate understanding of cultural diversity in organizational
settings. Much of the current research which has examined diversity (e.g., racial
differences) is outdated. Research conducted in the 1970s may not be generalizable to
the present due to social and political changes in society. Similarly, the research has
tended to neglect Asians and Hispanics and concentrated largely on African American-
White differences. While African Americans comprise a significant proportion of the
minority employees, Hispanics and Asians make up a significant percentage of the
population in particular geographic regions (e.g., states bordering on Mexico and
California). This research endeavor was designed to re-examine race in organizational
settings. A two strategy approach was utilized. The first strategy was to examine the
extent to which different racial groups share a similar work experience. The second
strategy involved the development and testing of a model of fairness in the workplace to
determine the extent to which race acts as a moderator in the model. An organizational
diversity survey created for this research endeavor served as the primary data collection

device.
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Racial Differences in the Work Experience

The first purpose of the research endeavor was to answer the research question:
"Are there mean differences between racial groups in the work experience?" Four
categories of the work experience were examined: (1) work beliefs; (2) job satisfaction,;
(3) perceptions of fairness and equal treatment; and (4) employee outcomes (i.e., work-
related attitudes).

Multivariate analysis of covariance was utilized to determine if there were race
and/or gender differences in the four categories after controlling for tenure, education,
and income. Because of the power inherent in this study resulting from the large sample
size (N=2154), significant multivariate results were encountered for each category (p <
.001). Therefore, effect sizes were examined to determine the practical significance of
the findings. In general, the multivariate effect sizes for race ranged from .011
(satisfaction composite) to .052 (fairness/equal treatment composite). Each category

will be examined individually.

Differences in Work Beliefs

Research examining cultural differences in work beliefs is very limited. Mirels
and Garrett (1971) explored the Protestant Ethic as a personality variable. They did not
find any gender differences in levels of the work belief. They did not look for race
differences. Several researchers have found that African Americans perceive a greater
relationship between hard work and rewards in contrast to Whites (Feldman, 1973;
Greenhaus & Gavin, 1972). On the other hand, Triandis, Feldman, Weldon and Harvey

(1975) found that African American individuals perceived a weaker relationship between
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what one can do and outcomes. Given the limited and contradictory nature of the
findings, strong race and gender effects were not anticipated.

The results of this study confirmed this expectation. The multivariate effect sizes
were small in magnitude with race accounting for 1.5% of the variance and gender
accounting for 2.6% of the variance. The largest univariate effect for race centered on
the belief in the Protestant work ethic. Post hoc contrasts indicated that Hispanics did
not respond in a significantly different manner than Whites, but African Americans
reported a weaker belief in the work ethic and Asian/Pacific Islanders reported a stronger
belief in the work ethic in contrast to Whites. This finding contradicts the Feldman
conclusions. One explanation for the contradictory findings is the nature of the sample.
While the Feldman research utilized the working class and the hard core unemployed, the
respondents in this project were all employed, tended to be well educated, and highly
paid. It may be that African Americans perceive greater obstacles to success than their
White counterparts, lowering their belief that hard work leads to success.

The stronger work ethic for the Asian/Pacific Islanders may be due to cultural
factors. Hofstede (1984) identifies different dimensions upon which cultures can be
classified (i.e., power distance; uncertainty avoidance; masculinity; individualism). Some
Asian cultures (e.g., Japan) have been identified as having a high degree of uncertainty
avoidance. One of the characteristics of a high level of uncertainty avoidance is the
belief that hard work is a virtue. According to Hofstede, countries with a low degree of
uncertainty avoidance (e.g., United States) do not adhere to this value to as great an
extent. Although the Asian workers in this study are citizens of the United States, their

belief systems and values are undoubtedly affected by culture.
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Differences in of Job Satisfaction

N ational surveys predominantly indicate that African American employees are
less satisfied with their jobs than White employees (Quinn, Staines, & McCollough,
1974; Weaver, 1980). These results have been confirmed in a number of surveys over a
period in excess of twenty years. Significant gender differences in job satisfaction have
not been documented in these surveys. However, when confounding factors have been
taken into account (e.g., pay, supervisory status, etc.), significant differences have
dissipated (Weaver, 1977). Specific studies have examined racial differences in job
satisfaction with conflicting results. Some studies have supported the results of the
national surveys (O'Reilly & Roberts, 1973), while other studies have indicated that
African Americans are more satisfied with their jobs than Whites (Gavin & Ewen, 1974).
Regardless of the study, it appears that when extraneous influences are taken into
account, effect sizes are small. For example, Jones, James, Bruni, and Sells (1977)
compared African Americans to Whites in similar working conditions and found little
support for the contention that racial differences in job satisfaction exist. Given the
previous history of research in this area, effect sizes for racial differences in job
satisfaction were expected to be small.

The results observed in this study confirmed these expectations. A significant
multivariate effect for race was identified although the effect size was negligible (n2 =
.011), and a significant gender effect was not observed. The three covariates (i.e.,
education, tenure, income) accounted for the greatest proportion of variance (n2 =
.039). With respect to race, only one facet of job satisfaction (i.e., satisfaction with pay)

had a univariate effect size in excess of .01. Generally speaking, however, African
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Americans tended to be slightly less satisfied with the specific job facets in contrast to
White. On the other hand, Asians/Pacific Islanders tended to be most satisfied.

The overriding implication is that whether examining global measures of job
satisfaction or specific facets of the job, employees of a different sex or race experience
very similar levels of satisfaction. The conflicting findings in the previous studies may be
due to specific circumstances within the examined organizations (e.g., actual incidents of
unfair treatment) or due to the effect of extraneous influences (e.g., amount of pay, type
of job, education) that were not taken into account. The national surveys undoubtedly
suffer from this limitation. The results of this study are consistent with research which
has examined a common work environment (e.g., Jones et al., 1977). As a result,
organizational attempts to increase the job satisfaction of a specific racial group may be

misguided in many organizations.

Differences in Perceptions of Fairness and Equal Treatment

While cultural differences in fairness perceptions have not been examined
thoroughly in organizational settings, there were reasons to expect both racial and
gender differences. Previous research has suggested that African Americans and females
tend to be more sensitive to the cultural context of a situation and are more likely to
perceive inequity when race or gender is involved in a human resource decision. For
example, Sherman, Smith, and Sherman (1983) found that both African Americans and
females perceived discrimination in a human resource decision where the race of the
candidate was manipulated (i.e., a White was promoted over an equally qualified African
American). White males did not perceive inequity regardless of the race of the

candidates. The current study specifically targeted variables of a cultural nature (e.g.,
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organizational tolerance, social tolerance). Assuming employees of underrepresented
groups are more sensitive to the racial context of an organization (specifically African
Americahs and women), it was expected these two groups would perceive their
organizations as being less fair and less tolerant.

The results partially confirmed this expectation. There was a significant
multivariate effect for both race and gender. While the multivariate effect size for race
was moderate in degree (n2 = .052), the effect size for gender was relatively small (n2 =
.012). As expected, a significant univariate effect was observed for race with respect to
organizational tolerance accounting for 8.3% of the variance. There were also
significant mean differences across perceptions of social tolerance where race accounted
for 3.1% of the variance. Consistent with expectations, African Americans perceived the
organization as the least tolerant (both socially and organizationally) and Whites
perceived the organization as most tolerant confirming the findings by Alderfer et al.
(1980). The lack of significance for gender contradicts the research which suggests that
females are more sensitive to the cultural context of the situation. The research
conducted by Sherman, Smith, and Sherman (1983), however, was based on a controlled
experiment where the race of the candidate was a factor and the subjects were asked to
rate the faimness of the decision. Thus, the fairness of a specific human resource decision
was brought into question. Cultural tolerance, as defined in this study, is more subtle in
nature and is not necessarily linked to organizational policies, procedures, or decisions.

The effect sizes for perceived fairness were less than the effect sizes for the
tolerance variables. Race accounted for 2.1% of the variance in perceived fairness, and
males and females did not significantly differ from one another. While African
Americans perceived organization as the most unfair, both Hispanics and Asian/Pacific

Islanders perceived the organization as more fair than the White respondents.
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Surprisingly, the differences between Whites and African Americans were not
statistically significant. While this effect may be counter to expectations, cultural factors
may expiain this result. One of the cultural dimensions discussed by Hofstede (1984) is
power distance (i.e., the extent to which inequality of power is accepted). Hofstede's
research indicates that the Hispanic and Asian cultures are characterized by a
significantly greater degree of power distance in contrast to the United States. Hofstede
argues that a country which has a high acceptance of power distance is characterized by
a belief that "there should be an order of inequality in this world in which everyone has
his rightful place; high and low are protected by this order." (p. 94) Cultures which have
a low acceptance of power distance have a belief that inequality in society should be
minimized. Therefore, Asian/Pacific Islanders and Hispanics are likely more accepting of
inequality in the work place, and may perceive policies and procedures as fair even when
inequity is a result. The fact that African Americans and Whites perceive faimess in a
similar manner is interesting given the differential perceptions with respect to tolerance.
This result supports the contention that perceived fairness is related to the policies,
procedures, and allocation of resources, while tolerance is more subtle in nature.
Surprisingly, only one significant univariate gender effect was observed (i.e.,
developmental relationships) where females reported higher quality developmental
relationships with their supervisor than did their male counterparts. While this result is
consistent with other research (Thomas, 1990a), the effect size was minimal with only
.5% of the variance explained. The absence of gender effects with respect to the
remaining dependent variables was unexpected. Previous research which has suggested

that females are more sensitive to the cultural context of the environment was not

supported.
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Differences in Employee Qutcomes

The final category of differences in the work place reflected differences in
employee outcomes (i.e., attitudes that influence specific employee behaviors). Of
particular interest were issues of organizational commitment and organizational
citizenship.

Significant race and gender effects were observed in this study; however, the -
effect sizes were minimal (n2 =.014 for race and n2 =.017 for gender). For race, only
the commitment and altruism variables were significant, although no univariate effect
size was in excess of .01. Interestingly, Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders reported
higher levels of organizational identification in contrast to Whites and African
Americans. Whites and African Americans did not significantly differ from one another.
Cultural factors may serve as an explanation of this result. Hofstede's (1984) research
indicates that Hispanic and Asian cultures tend to be collectivistic in nature while the
United States culture is highly individualistic. In collectivistic cultures, the organization
has a strong influence on the individual's well being. In these cultures, the organization
tends to be perceived as a family. As a result, organizational identification would be
highly expected.

With respect to organizational involvement, only Asian/Pacific Islanders were
significantly different from Whites where a lower level of involvement for Asian/Pacific
Islanders was reported. This result was inconsistent with the results observed for belief
in the Protestant work ethic. Since Asians have a stronger belief in the work ethic, it
was expected that they would be more involved in the job (i.e., exert more effort). For
loyalty, only African Americans differed from Whites where African Americans

(especially females) reported a lower degree of loyalty. This is also the group that
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perceives the organization as being the least tolerant with respect to cultural diversity. It
may well be that these individuals would prefer to work in an environment, given the
opportuﬁity, that is more tolerant and accepting of cultural differences. Finally, the
African American group was the only racial group that differed from Whites in levels of
altruism behaviors where African Americans reported performing fewer prosocial deeds.
Again, cultural tolerance may have played a role in this result. Employees who perceive
that they are not valued as highly by the organization may be less likely to perform
unrequired tasks. This conclusion, however, is only speculative, and more research is

needed in this area.

Overall Conclusions

Although the four hypotheses were confirmed from a statistical perspective,
effect sizes were relatively small with the exception of the category of fairness in the
work place. Therefore, it appears that individuals from different cultural groups perceive
and respond to the organization in a similar fashion. The similarities across racial groups
may be due in part to the acculturation process that occurs within organizations. Schein
(1992) defines culture as "a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as
it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked
well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the
correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems. " (p. 12) To the
extent that an organization has a strong culture, similar perceptions will prevail. If the
similar perceptions observed in this study are due to a strong organizational culture
within the Department of the Navy, it is possible that these findings will not generalize to

organizations that lack this characteristic.
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While employee experiences in the Navy organizations did not differ substantially

across race or gender, there were some notable exceptions. Generally speaking, African
America‘n females were the least satisfied, perceived the organization in the most
negative fashion, and had the strongest intentions to leave the organization. One
possibility is that African American females may not feel as accepted and valued
compared to the other cultural groups. There may be some type of stigma associated
with being an African American female. The responses on both organizational and social
tolerance support this position. While males and females did not significantly differ from
each other in terms of the tolerance variables overall, African American females
perceived the organization as less tolerant than either their other female or their African
American male counterparts. Finally, Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders tended to
differ from Whites and African Americans in aspects of the work experience that are
strongly value oriented (i.e., influenced by personal or work values). Hispanic and Asian
countries tend to be very different from the United States in terms of the cultural
dimensions within their cultures (e.g., Hispanics and Asians tend to be more
collectivistic). While Hispanic and Asian citizens of the United States are undoubtedly
acculturated to a North American culture to a great extent, their cultural background will
likely exert some influence on their work values and belief systems. The results of this

study are consistent with this proposition.

Implications

Since African American females tend to perceive the organization in a more
negative manner, organizational leaders may find it wise to target diversity oriented

programs and interventions to this population. However, the utility of any potential
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program should be carefully considered in light of the very small effect sizes that exist as
well as adverse effects that could ensue. For example, a program designed to aid a
particulér group of employees may find that it does more harm and disrupts perceptions
of fairness to a greater extent than doing nothing. Perceptions of favoritism and
attributions that minority success are due to special treatment could potentially surface.
For example, in a laboratory study, Heilman, Block, and Lucas (1992) found that an
affirmative action label was found to negatively affect the perceived competence of
women hirees. The attributions of incompetence were made by both men and women
subjects. Furthermore, research has indicated that in situations where an individual has
some doubts about his or her competence, receiving preferential treatment may have a
negative impact on their self-perceptions of performance (Heilman, Simon, & Repper,
1987). This scenario can be a no win situation for the minority employee. People may
likely attribute success to the program and not to the employee. However, failure on the
part of the minority employee may serve to reinforce the negative stereotypes that may
exist in an organization.

While the results of this study indicate that employees from disparate cultural
groups perceive the work environment in a common fashion, organizational leaders
should examine objective criteria (e.g., promotion rates for specific groups of
employees, grievances filed, etc.) when assessing the degree of inequity within the
organization. Perceptions of fairness may be affected by expectations, cultural values,
social comparisons, etc. that are only loosely related to objective indicators of equity.
Both types of criteria are important when contemplating an organizational intervention.

Finally, the one area that organizational leaders may wish to consider to a greater
extent is cultural tolerance. Unfortunately, this may be the one set of perceptions that is

the hardest to change. Perceptions of cultural tolerance may be only weakly related to
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the policies, procedures, and actions of management. Furthermore, stereotypes, biases,

and attributions for success or failure may be very difficult to change in an organization.
Contributions

This study has been beneficial in clarifying the inconsistent results observed in
previous studies. The results of this study support the contention that racial differences
in job attitudes are negligible when extraneous influences are controlled. This research
also served to include other racial groups previously neglected in diversity research.
Furthermore, this research examined race and gender simultaneously allowing for an
examination of an interaction between the two cultural factors. This phase of the
research explored areas which have not been seriously examined from a cultural
perspective (e.g., work beliefs, cultural tolerance, organizational commitment). Of
particular interest were the racial differences in both organizational and social tolerance.
Future research efforts may be fruitful in identifying antecedents and consequences of

these culturally oriented variables.
Limitations

Several limitations in this research deserve special attention. First, the
Department of Defense is in the process of a downsizing effort. While this fact was not
foreseen at the start of the project, a number of organizations have been significantly
influenced. At the time of the data collection, organizations identified for reductions in
force and/or consolidation was largely a matter of speculation. The effects of this effort

on the results is unknown. To some extent, these perceptions may have influenced
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attitudes and perceptions. Therefore, the generalizability of the findings should be
carefully considered. On the other hand, many organizations in private industry are
similarl); subjected to downsizing strategies.

A second limitation concerns the nature of the sampling strategy. As noted in
Chapter Three, subjects were randomly sampled within subgroups. Subgroups allowed
for the control of the command, white collar/blue collar status, occupational level, and
supervisory status. Thus, the resulting subgroups were very similar in terms of income,
job level, education, etc. This strategy has two drawbacks. First, the overall sample may
not be representative of the organization as a whole. To the extent that certain groups of
employees may be over-represented at lower levels of the organization, the sampling
process may have resulted in an unrepresentative view of that racial group. As a result,
generalizing to the population at large is cautioned. A second drawback is that this
strategy may have artificially restricted the range of the respondents in a particular
subgroup (i.e., the sample may be more homogeneous than would be found in the
population as a whole). This could serve to attenuate the results and the effect sizes
could potentially be of greater magnitude than those reported in this paper. The strategy
employed in this paper is deemed appropriate, however, given the critical question of
interest. This question is whether racial differences in the four aspects of the work
experience exist with all other factors being held constant. This strategy was an attempt
to control for some of the obvious confounding variables. Left uncontrolled, significant
differences could have been attributed to differences in income, job level, etc. Thus,
external validity was compromised for the sake of internal validity.

A related limitation concerned the differential response rates between the racial
groups. As noted in Chapter Three, African Americans and Hispanics responded to a

lesser extent than the White or Asian/Pacific Islander groups of employees. It is
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unknown why these two groups of employees were less likely to complete the survey or
how this fact potentially biased the results. For example, it is possible that the non
rcspondénts had significantly more negative views than the respondents. If this were the
case, the scale means would be artificially inflated in contrast to their true values. One
explanation for the differential response rate deals with the nature of the survey and the
concern for confidentiality. Although respondents were not asked to identify themselves,
a minority employee may feel that they could be identified as a result of the demographic
information that they did supply. For example, there may only be one male, African
American, GS-11 in a particular department. Given the sensitive nature of many of the
questions (e.g., intention to leave the organization, satisfaction with supervision), some
minority employees may have chosen not to complete the survey for fear of reprisal. The
different response rate is interesting in and of itself, and dictates further research to
determine the extent to which this type of bias may occur in all surveys of this nature.
One important consideration in diversity oriented research is the demographic
composition of the work force. Pfeffer (1983) was one of the first researchers to
emphasize the importance of organizational demography in the analysis of organizational
behavior. Pfeffer argues that the proportion of men and women (race could easily be
substituted for gender) has an impact on organizational processes. These processes may
potentially influence pay levels, the power structure within an organization, and co-
worker relationships. While the sample in this study was randomly selected within
subgroup, employees meeting a particular criteria will undoubtedly be drawn from
geographic locations where those employees are most likely to be found. Therefore,
Asian/Pacific Islanders may be drawn predominantly from Hawaii and to a lesser extent,
the West coast of the United States. As a result, a Pacific Islander may be a member of

the majority group in a particular organization (e.g., an organization in Hawaii). This
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fact could account for the higher degree of Asian/Pacific Islander responses in contrast

to African Americans. Therefore, future research efforts should include degree of
minority‘ status as a potential moderating variable. For example, the issues faced by a
Hispanic employee in an organization in Wisconsin may be very different from the issues
that a Hispanic employee in southern Texas may face.

It is important to note the limitation of using self-report data. The survey
depended upon employee perceptions of the work environment as well as job attitudes.
The nature of perceptions must be distinguished from reality. Perceptions may not
necessarily mirror reality. For example, an organization may have policies that are fair
and equitable from an objective perspective yet be perceived as unfair by employees for a
number of reasons. As a result, policies and programs should not necessarily be altered
solely on the basis of the perceptions. Given the existence of fair policies, it may be that

a public relations effort may be effective at altering perceptions.

Model of Fairness in the Work Place

The second research strategy was designed to develop a model of fairness in the
work place and test the extent to which race acts as a moderator in the model.
Therefore, two considerations are of special concern; 1) the overall fit of the model and

2) the extent to which racial differences are observed in the model.

Overall Fit of the Model

Since this area of research is undeveloped at this time, the development of the

fairness model was partially exploratory. Therefore, it was uncertain as to how the
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model would fit the data and what types of revisions would be necessary. As a result,
some modifications to the model were expected. The fit of the measurement model was
examined first. Although the fit of the measurement model was adequate (GFI = .90 and
NFI=.92), several modifications were made to improve the fit. Several indicators were
identified for removal based upon strong cross loadings on multiple factors and high
standardized residuals. Each identified item was examined to determine whether there
was theoretical justification for their removal. The most significant revision to the
measurement model was combining the two justice constructs into one latent variable. It
is very possible that the respondents were unable to clearly distinguish between these
two constructs. For example, employees may not have enough information to assess the
equity of organizational procedures and policies. As a result, the respondents may have
a general affective response to justice issues. Another contributing factor may be the
quality of the indicators (in particular, the distributive justice measures). The squared
multiple correlations (a measure of the reliability of each of the indicators) ranged from
.14 to .53. Therefore, better indicators of the construct may have improved this portion
of the model. While the model could have been improved by allowing errors to correlate
and allowing indicators to load on more than one factor, it was predetermined that these
types of revisions would not be made so that the measurement model would remain pure.
Following measurement model revisions, the fit of the model improved to .95 for the
GFT and .96 for the NFI.

Following this phase of the model development, the a priori structural model was
examined. The fit prior to revisions was promising with all practical measures of fit with
the exception of the parsimony based indices greater than .90 (GFI=.94, NFI=.95,
RNF1=.97). However, the results indicated several potential revisions. Of particular

interest was the relationship of cultural tolerance to the endogenous variables. Cultural
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tolerance has received very little attention by organizational researchers. Therefore, the
relationship between tolerance and the endogenous variables was uncertain. Although it
was posibted that cultural tolerance would affect trust and organizational satisfaction, an
alternative explanation was that cultural tolerance would affect perceived faimess. The
exploratory phase of the research confirmed that this was the case (i.e., that tolerance
has a direct effect on perceived fairness and only has an indirect effect on trust and
organizational satisfaction). This revision did not substantially alter the theoretical basis
for the model. The remaining revisions were all of a minor nature. The final model had

a good fit with a RNFI=.99.

Final Model

The final model proposes that perceived justice and cultural tolerance each have a
direct effect on perceptions of fairness in the organization. An individual who perceives
the organization as being fair is more likely to be satisfied with the organization in
general and is more likely to trust management. Both organizational satisfaction and
trust have a positive and direct effect on the extent to which the employee identifies with
the organization. Finally, organizational identification is positively related to turnover
intentions. Two additional variables were included in the model. Downsizing
perceptions were positively and significantly related to turnover intentions. While this
relationship was expected, it was also hypothesized that downsizing perceptions would
have a negative influence on organizational commitment (i.e., organizational
identification). This was not confirmed. If the model had conceptualized organizational
commitment as loyalty or job involvement, this relationship may have been observed.

Another interesting result was the direct and significant relationship between work

159




satisfaction and perceived fairness (i.e., the more satisfied one is with his or her work,
the more likely he or she is to perceive the organization as being fair). One explanation
is that eﬁjoying one's job may lead to a positive mood state which influences one's
general affect. From a negative point of view, an employee who dislikes his or her job

may perceive that they have been treated unfairly with respect to their job assignments.

Racial Differences in the Fairness Model

The multi-sample analysis focused on the extent to which race moderates both
the measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model was
significantly different across racial group according to a chi-square difference test,
however, the practical measures of fit indicated that the differences were not of a
substantial nature. The significance of the test is undoubtedly due to the sensitive nature
of the test with a large sample size (N=2696). Therefore, the next level of analysis was
conducted and the structural relationships were tested between the latent variables.
Based upon a common measurement model (i.e., equality constraints imposed on Ay and
Ay), additional equality constraints were imposed on the I' and B matrices. A chi-square
difference test was conducted comparing this model to the one in which only the
measurement model was invariant. The chi-square difference was not significant
indicating that the equality constraints were plausible and that a common structural
model applies across the different racial groups. The fact that the relationship between
cultural tolerance and perceived fairness did not significantly differ across racial groups
was surprising. It may be that the cultural tolerance variable is really measuring the
extent to which the employee feels valued and respected. While a non minority

employee may not be as sensitive to the cultural dynamics of the environment, he or she
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will be able to perceive the extent to which they personally feel valued by the
organization. If this is the case, future research should be directed at creating a better
measure-of cultural tolerance for all cultural groups. On the other hand, creating a
culturally based measure that means the same thing for different cultural groups may be

very difficult given the cultural and structural influences on an individual's perceptions.

Overall Conclusions

Overall, there was a good fit between the data and the model. The model
emphasizes the importance of both justice perceptions and perceptions of cultural
tolerance with respect to perceived fairness. Furthermore, fairness appears to have a
strong influence on both trust in management and organizational satisfaction. The model
did not appreciably differ across cultural group suggesting that race does not moderate
the relationships in the model. As a result, the model can be applied across disparate
cultural groups. However, it must be noted that racial group was the only cultural
variable that was examined from this perspective. It may be that other gender or some

other cultural factor may moderate the relationships.

Implications

The results of the fairness model indicate that perceptions of fairness strongly
influence trust in management and to a lesser degree, organizational satisfaction.
Furthermore, perceived fairness has an indirect effect on organizational identification and
turnover intentions. Justice perceptions and cultural tolerance both have a positive direct

effect on faimess perceptions. As a result, organizations may find it useful to examine
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their current policies and procedures to determine the extent that they are equitable.
Both objective and subjective criteria should be examined. For example, an organization
may have policies and procedures designed to ensure equity, however, employees may
still perceive a lack of justice. The negative perceptions may be due to a lack of
information on the part of the employee or to an isolated event that attracted a lot of
attention.

Cultural tolerance, on the other hand, may be more difficult to influence. Schein
(1992) describes three levels of culture: 1) artifacts; 2) espoused values; and 3) basic
underlying assumptions. Schein argues that the underlying assumptions occur at an
unconscious level. The assumptions affect perceptions, thoughts, and feelings, and are
not easily altered. Racial attitudes and issues related to tolerance will largely occur at
this level. While difficult, it should not be impossible to alter the tolerance within an
organization. The different levels of culture are all interrelated. That is, artifacts will
influence espoused values, which may affect the basic underlying assumptions. Thus, an
organization that wishes to promote cultural tolerance should consider focusing on the
artifacts and espoused values and seek to alter the underlying assumptions over a longer

period of time.

Contributions

The model sheds new light on the nature and implications of cultural tolerance
and fairness in organizations. The importance of cultural tolerance as an antecedent to
perceived fairness was substantiated. Furthermore, the model defines the influence of
perceptions of fairness in organizational settings. While researchers have examined

fairness as both a dependent variable and an independent variable, the current research
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incorporates this important variable into a model whereby the relationships between all
the variables can be examined simultaneously. As a result, the model illustrates the

indirect effect that fairness perceptions may have on turnover intentions.

Limitations

Several limitations of the model development and testing deserve comment.
First, Chapter Four described seven assumptions that dictate the appropriate use of
structural equation modeling for latent variables. The most problematic assumption, and
the one most difficult to meet, is the self contained nature of the model. A self contained
model is one in which there are no relevant and unmeasured causes of the endogenous
variables. Failure to meet this assumption will result in biased parameter estimates and
may make causal inference problematic. While this assumption is a matter of degree, it is
important to identify where these biases could exist.

There are potential causes of job satisfaction that were not incorporated into the
model. To the extent that these causes are related to other variables in the model (e.g.,
fairness or trust), the parameter estimates between these variables may be biased.
However, if a third unmeasured variable was causing two of the endogenous variables,
the errors between the two latent factors will likely be correlated. An examination of the
modification indices suggested that this was not the case. There were no significant
modification indices in the W matrix. This type of error is not unique to structural
equation modeling however. Any form of correlational analysis will have this same
limitation. The difference is that in correlational analyses, causal inference is not made.
Therefore, it is suggested that strong causal inferences on the basis of the results of this

model not be made until further research is conducted and the model further developed.

163

-




The issue of equivalent models must also be discussed in this context. A good
model fit does not suggest that the best or most appropriate model has been identified.
It merely suggests that the identified model cannot be ruled out as an explanation
between the variables of interest. There may be other models which fit the data equally
well. For example, the model proposed in this project treats trust as a consequence of
perceived fairness. An alternative explanation is that trust affects perceived fairness (i.e.,
the more one trusts his or her management, the more likely he or she will perceive the
organization as being fair). Similar relationships could be proposed for organizational
commitment and job satisfaction. Again, causal inferences must be made cautiously.

Another bias is the problem of common method variance. To the extent that
common method variance exists in a model, estimates between parameters may be
inaccurate. The data from this model was exclusively self-report data from a single
survey administration. As such, factors may be correlated as a result of a common
method factor. There is controversy surrounding the extent to which method variance is
a problem in studies of this type. Spector (1987) argues that method bias is not as
serious a problem as many researchers have originally postulated. However, Williams,
Cote, and Buckley (1989) suggest that Spector's results were biased as a result of the
methodology utilized. They re-examined the data that Spector used and found that
method bias accounted for approximately 25 percent of the variance in the variables
measured. Similarly, Williams, Williams, and Gavin (1993) included surrogate measures
of method variance (i.e., positive and negative affect items, and social desirability) in a
study of employee attitudes. They tested two nested models - one with method effects
and one without method effects. The model with method effects significantly fit the data
~ better. Therefore, they concluded that method bias should be incorporated into models

examining employee attitudes. While this conclusion may be warranted, a closer look at
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the data suggests that the method effects may not be especially large. The comparative
fit index for the two models were .95 (model with method effects) and .93 (model
without method effects). The increase in fit was only .02 but at the cost of 45 degrees of
freedom. Furthermore, the parameter estimates between the attitudinal variables did not
change in dramatic fashion. For example, the relationship between job complexity and
job satisfaction was .38 for the model with method effects and .34 for the model without
method effects. The relationship between job satisfaction and affective commitment was
.82 for the model with method effects and .84 for the model without method effects.
Other researchers (Bagozzi & Yi, 1990) similarly posit that method bias does exist but in
a lesser degree than Williams and his colleagues have posited.

The generalizability of the model must be taken into account. The sample was
selected from Department of the Navy civilian workers. As such, the respondents have a
fairly common work environment (at least with respect to the types of policies and
procedures that are in place). Also, many Navy organizations either have or will soon be
experiencing significant reductions in the employee work force. While these reductions
had not taken place at the time of the survey administration, rumors and speculations of
downsizing undoubtedly affected employee attitudes and their responses on the survey.
An attempt was made to include these perceptions in the model. However,
generalization to organizations not threatened by downsizing possibilities must be
cautioned.

Finally, the multisample analysis conducted in this research assumed that the
measurement model was invariant across subgroup. However, the significant chi-square
difference test indicated that the measurement models were significantly different. Due
to the sensitive nature of the chi-square test and the large sample size, the practical

measures of fit were examined. These indices indicated that although significant, the
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measurement models did not appreciably differ. To the extent that a common
measurement model does not apply to the different groups, inferences from the model

may be ;;roblematic.

Future Research Directions

The results from the two analysis strategies dictate further research in several key
areas. First, the results of the MANCOVAs indicated that Asian/Pacific Islanders had a
stronger Protestant work ethic in contrast to Whites, yet this group indicated a lower
degree of job involvement. Future research may be beneficial in understanding the
dynamics behind these relationships. Another area reflects the belief in teamwork and
the race by gender interaction that was observed in this study. While White males and
females responded in a very similar manner, minority females had less positive attitudes
towards teamwork than their male counterparts. Reasons for this result and additional
tests of these effects should be examined. Finally, a variable that should be included in
future studies is degree of minority status. In many locations, a traditional minority
group may make up a substantial proportion of the population. Therefore, the
demographic composition of the work force should be taken into account.

With respect to the fairness model, future research should be directed at cultural
tolerance and how to measure it. The significant chi-square test in the multi-sample
analysis with respect to the measurement model suggested that Whites viewed tolerance
as a justice issue. The other racial groups clearly differentiated the two constructs.
Since the practical measures of fit supported the contention that measurement models
were similar, a common measurement model was applied to all groups. However, future

research should examine tolerance in a more comprehensive fashion.
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Where possible, objective data should be included in the model (e.g., extent to
which actual policies and procedures exist; numbers of grievances filed, etc.). This
study wés based solely on employee attitudes and perceptions. As such, objective
indicators of fairness were not included. This may be particularly important when
examining procedural and distributive justice. The distinction between these two
constructs may have been more clearly delineated if this had been possible in this study.

While this model is micro in nature (i.e., from an individual perspective), future
fairness models should be developed from an organizational perspective. A model of this
type may examine the effects of different types of programs and policies, demographic
composition of the organization, etc. on organizational tolerance and perceptions of
fairness. Furthermore, organizational outcomes could be included (e.g., actual turnover
rates, organizational measures of effectiveness, etc.) in a model of this type. This
orientation may serve a more constructive purpose to organizational leaders
contemplating diversity interventions.

The differential response rates were troubling, and future research needs to
determine the factors that influence a respondent completing a survey (especially from a
cultural perspective). It would be very useful to understand the characteristics of the
responders versus the non responders. Are the people that fail to return the survey more
skeptical? Do these individuals tend to have more negative views? If these types of
systematic influences are present, the results from a survey of this type will be biased.
One hypothesis is that minority employees may feel that they can be easily identified. If
this is the case, the differential response rate may decrease if the survey is not
anonymous. While this strategy has drawbacks of its own, comparisons across groups

may be more meaningful.
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Summary

Researchers have posited cultural and structural reasons why racial differences
should exist in the work place. Due to the legislative, judicial, and executive actions
initiated over thirty years ago, many of the structural influences have dissipated. To the
extent that racial differences do exist in the work place, it appears that the primary
influence may be cultural in nature. For example, differences in work values and beliefs
can be traced back to the dimensions of cultures described by Hoftstede (1984). The
racial differences observed in the fairness of set of variables provides evidence of this
explanation. For example, African Americans and Whites did not significantly differ
from each other in the mean levels of perceived faimess. However, Hispanics and
Asian/Pacific Islanders perceived a greater degree of fairness than both Whites or
African Americans. The Hispanic and Asian cultures tend to have a greater acceptance
of power distance (i.e., an acceptance of inequality between people with power and
people without power) in contrast to the United States. The largest differences in terms
of fairness occurred with the organizational and social tolerance variables. As noted
earlier, these types of experiences are likely related to the deepest level of organizational
culture (i.e., basic underlying assumptions). While organizations may have implemented
policies designed to ensure fairness and equality, the attitudes (e.g., racial stereotypes,
attributions for success, etc.) of the work force may be slower to change. In fact, some
of the programs designed to promote equality from a structural perspective may actually
have a negative influence on the basic underlying assumptions (i.e., attributions for
minority success).

While the cultural influences (both organizationally and racially oriented) appear

to have an influence on the work experience, the differences across the racial groups
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were negligible in most cases. Furthermore, a common model of fairness appears to

apply to disparate racial groups. One reason for the small effect sizes and the similarity
of groupé observed in this study is the nature of the controls utilized in this study. Both
the sampling procedure and the statistical controls employed in this study assured
comparability of the different groups in terms of type of work, supervisory
responsibilities, income, education, and tenure. While many studies examining racial
differences have controlled for specific extraneous factors, the extent of control in this
particular study is unique. This leads to the possibility that results in previous studies
which have found significant differences (and meaningful effect sizes) across different
racial groups may be due in part to the extraneous and uncontrolled influences.

It must also be acknowledged that the results may be due to an organization
effect (i.e., that the Department of the Navy is unique) and that the findings may not
generalize to non DoN agencies or organizations in private industry. It is possible that
the Navy places greater emphasis on insuring equality and fairness for people of all
cultural groups. While further research should attempt to extend these findings to
different settings (e.g., private sector organizations), it is expected that similar results
will be observed (assuming the same types of controls are utilized).

Finally, the meaningfulness and appropriateness of examining racial differences
has been questioned by different groups of researchers (Yee et al., 1993; Zuckerman,
1990) in terms of scientific, social and ethical grounds. Zuckerman argues that findings
can be misinterpreted and may be used in some cases for political purposes. However,
the arguments against studying race tend to be most concerned with the examination of
biological and genetic differences (e.g., African American - White IQ differences).
Further arguments have been advanced indicating problems with how to classify

individuals into different racial groups. While these arguments have may have merit, this
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study did not attempt to examine genetic or biological differences by race. Germane to
this study was the presence or absence of differences in job attitudes and perceptions of
the workn environment. Observed differences could be accounted for by differential
treatment and experiences on the job. Furthermore, organizations are developing
policies and programs targeted at racial and cultural diversity. Many of these programs
are based upon assumptions and speculation. Therefore, it is imperative that researchers

objectively and accurately study race in organizational settings from a social perspective.
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organizations.

4. NAVSUP is committed to work force diversity. If NAVSUP is
going to be able to effectively recruit and manage an
increasingly diverse work force, we will need to understand
issues of diversity and their impact on the organization.

e

S M. MOQRE
Distribution:

NAVSUP DEPCOMs and
Staff Agsgsistants
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMANO
2831 JEFFEASON DAVIS HIGHWAY

ARLINGTON VA 22242-$160 NAgPLY AEFEA TO

12713

OPR: HRO 043
Ser 00/748

29 Jul 93

From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command
Subj: CULTURAL DIVERSITY RESEARCH STUDY

1. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs) has requested that the Naval Sea Systems Command
(NAVSEA) participate in a Navy Personnel Research and Development
Center (NPRDC) research project. NPRDC is conducting research
examining workforce diversity in Navy organizations.

2. NPRDC is developing a general model of diversity in the work-
place. This model explores how individuals from different
cultural groups perceive and respond to the work environment. It
incorporates perceptions of fairness, trust, and cultural
tolerance in order to predict employee attitudes such as
satisfaction with the job, satisfaction with the organization,
and intention to remain with the organization.

3. As part of this research, NPRDC will need to survey
approximately 8,000 Navy civilian personnel employed in different
organizations and commands. Field test pilot will begin in early
August. The commands that participate will receive valuable
feedback concerning the diversity in their respective
organizations.

4. NAVSEA is committed to workforce diversity. If NAVSEA is
going to be able to effectively recruit and manage an
increasingly diverse workforce, we will need to understand issues
of diversity and their impact on the orggnizacion.

Distribution:
All Human Resources Offices servicing

NAVSEA Field Activities
SNDL: FKP (minus FKP6B, FKP6C)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND
NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND HEADQUARTERS
WASKINGTON. DC 20361 12720
Ser AIR-7113B/0480
14 Jul 93

in aCPLY REFER TO

commander, Naval Air Systems Command
Subj: CULTURAL DIVERSITY RESEARCH STUDY
Encl: (1) Cultural Diversity Survey

1. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs) has requested the Naval Air Systems command participate
in a Navy Personnel Research.and Development Center (NPRDC)
research project examining work force diversity in Navy
organizations. The results of this research project will enable
Navy organizations to develop programs and policies designed to
more effectively manage a diverse work force.

2. To gather the information needed for the research project,
NPRDC developed the survey provided as enclosure (1). Approxi-
mately 8,000 Navy civilian personnel employed in different
organizations and commands will participate in this survey.
NPRDC will develop an individual model of diversity in the
workplace from this survey to explore how individuals from
different cultural groups perceive and respond to the work
environment. This model will also incorporate perceptions of
fairness, trust, and cultural tolerance to predict employee
attitudes such as satisfaction with the job, satisfaction with
the organization, and intention to remain with the organization.

3. Your participation in this survey is entirely voluntary.
However, we value your opinion and need your input if we are to
succeed in developing programs that address the issues of a
diverse work force. I appreciate your cooperation. .
;4Qz££¥7L<
DONALD V. BOECKER
Acting

Distribution:
NAVAIR Survey Participants
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY




Navy Personnel Research and Development Center

San Diego, CA 92152-7250

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THIS AREA
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ORGANIZATIONAL DIVERSITY SURVEY

‘We are asking for your opinions and attitudes regarding your organization. your job. and
work in general. Your assistance will be appreciated and will be of great help to both the
Navy and your organization. There are no right or wrong answers. We want YOUR opinions.

Public Law 93-579, called the Privacy Act of 1974, requires that you be informed of the
purposes and uses to be made of the information collected. The information requested herein is
collected under the authority of 5 United States Code 301. Authority to request this information
is granted by the Chief of Naval Operations under Report Control Symbol OPNAYV 5350-14,
which expires on 31 December 1993. Your responses, along with others in your organization,
will be used to measure attitudes and opinions of individuals with respect to the diversity in
your workplace.

Providing information in this form is completely voluntary. Your responses will be completely
confidential and anonymous and will be used for statistical purposes only. The information you
provide will NOT become part of your permanent record and WILL NOT be used to make
decisions about you which will affect your career in any way. Failure to respond to any
questions will NOT result in any penalties except possible lack of representation of your views in
the final results and outcomes.

Thank you for your assistance! And now, please read carefully the
instructions given below and complete the questionnaire.

MARKING INSTRUCTIONS

USE NO. 2 PENCIL ONLY.

Do not use ink. balipoint or felt tip pens.

Erase cleanly and completely any changes you make.
Make black marks that fill the circle.

Do not make stray marks on the form.

Write the numbers in the boxes at the top of the block.
Fill in the corresponding circles below.

CORRECTMARK @
INCORRECT MaRks QD@0

* ¢ e s e e »

Please indicate today's date:

DATE
MO. | DAY | YR.
You will be given the opportunity to make general comments
at the end of the survey. :
gg If you have any questions, you may contact:
Jetfrey D. Houston (619) 553-795%
DSN 553-7959

Please complete the survey within the next FIVE days. When
you have completed it, return it in the enclosed envelope.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORTI

(OXCXOXCXOXOXOXO)
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1.

S.

6.

What are you?

O

O.

What was your age on your last

Male
Female

birthday? zlL':l

|

@@

'olo!

: : , @@

What is your racial/ethnic 1036,

background? Y0,
O White - Not of Hispanic origin ®

QO Hispanic '0]0)

O Black/African American 9]0,
QO AsiarvPacific Islander ®

QO Native American/Aleut/Eskimo ﬁ

QO Other

What is your highest level of education?

0000000000

Less than high school

High school equivalency (GED)

High school degree graduate
Vocational/technical training

Less than two years of coilege

Two years or more of coilege no degree
Associate's Degree

Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree

Doctoral Degree

What is your current maritai status?

O
@)
O
O

Not married but living with significant other
Single and never been married

Married

Separated/Divorced

O Widowed

What is your current level of

responsibility in your job?

O
O
O

Non-supervisor
First-line supervisor
Mid-level supervisor

O Top management

191

7. What is your current pay plan?

O oP O wM

O Es O ws

O GM O wt

O GS O wo

O WG QO Other

O wL O Don't Know

8. What is your current pay grade?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
O 0O 0 OO0 OO0 O0
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 orabove
O 0O O 000 0 O
9. What kind of work do you do?
{Choose one only.)
O Management
(Q Professional
O Technical
O Office/clerical work
QO Skiiled labor
O Service
O General labor
O Other
10. How long have you been -Nu-_m'o« Rirmoer
employed at this organization? _ves wontns
Q@ 0@
(OJOBNO]O]
6]0)] ®
11. Do you have any physical '0JO! O]
disabilities/chailenges? ® ®
O No L ®
Q Yes ® ©
BRC IO
O O
RO, N O]
12. What cultural group do you identify with
most?
O Race
QO Ethnic Group
QO Sex
QO Religion
O Age
O Other




The tollowing definitions are to be used when responding to the questions.

Affirmative

Cuiltural Group/Background

Cuiturat dentity.

Cultural Sensitivity.

Department

Action

Management

Organization

Physical Disability/Challenges

Supervisor.

Steps in recruitment, hiring, upgrading jobs. etc. that are designed to eliminate
the present effects of past discrimination. Affirmative Action requires the
employer to make an extra effort to hire and promote those in a protected
group (i.e., cultural groups that have been discriminated against in the past).

Cuiltural group or background can refer to any group with which one identifies.
This can imply your sex. race, ethnic background, religion, or even age. An
individual will be a member of ditferent cuitural groups (e.g., Hispanic and
female). However, an individual will often identify more closely with a specific
group (e.g., his or her sex or his or her race). When answering questions
asking about your cultural background, think about the group with which you
identify most closely. Otherwise, think about cultural groups or diversity in
general.

The extent that an individual identifies with his or her cultural background.

Cuitural sensitivity refers to an individual’s or the organization's respect and
understanding of cultural differences. If cultural sensitivity is present. there will
be a respect and acceptance of individual and cultural differences.

A section of the organization that fulfills a major function, such as the
maintenance department or the engineering depariment. A depantment will be
a part of an organization.

Management refers to middle and top level managers within an organization.
These tend to be the individuals who make policy decisions for the
organization.

The specific organization for which you work. Two examples of an
organization would be Norfolk Naval Ship Yard or Naval Aviation Depot
Jacksonville, FL.

A physical or mental impairment that would designate a person as
handicapped or disabied.

The person to whom you directly report (the person who formally evaluates
your performance).
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PART I: ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Instructions: The following statements reflect different attitudes concerning the responsibilities of orgamizations to
meet the needs of individuals from different cuitural groups (see definition on page two). employees who are
physically handicapped or challenged. and employees who have special needs (e.g.. single parents. working
mothers, etc.). Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement by marking the answer which best

reflects your beliefs. This response does not necessarily have to agree with legal requirements.

1. Organizations shouid be flexible with work scheduling in order to meet individual employee’s ; PRI :
needs (e.g.. flexible work schedules, time off to meet family obligations, =3 (=38 PRI io 0.0;OiO!O O:
IR
2. An individual should make sure that his/her personal life does not interfere with his/her job. ........ QOO00000
. Il 1,
3. An employee who has an excessive amount of time off in order to meet personal/family : Py ‘
obligations should De QISCIPINED.  .c..eeririeeticetes st s ‘0000000
' i
4. Organizations should be very sensitive to the needs of workers in special situations (e.g.. : P f
WOKING MOMNETS, SINGIE PATEALS, BIC.).  .eumuuruunaummasesmmsemmmmsmsmmmsssssssnas s 0000000
5. The organization should not make any “special® considerations for employees with ! ' f )
work/nonwork conflicts (e.g., parents with childcare Conficts).  ......ooovrrinenieee OOO§O<O‘O @)
! ! ' t
' ! .
6. Overall. AHIfmative ACHON DONGIES B fAIF. ..uu.vveuvvussreererseeeressrssssssassssssssseescrsersmsssansssessssssssssassons 0000000
7. Affirmative Action policies are not necessary because the best talent will rise to the top : . l }
reQardless Of FACE OF GEMURL. .. sssser st s sttt b ;Ooonogogo-()
8. Affirmative Action policies often lead to ‘reverse diSCAMINAtION".  ...cceruecireerorisremsensenmasinsnnes 0000000
| b f
9. Without Affirmative Action palicies. there would be far fewer minorities in positions of authority. O OCO0000.
i i : ;
5 R .
10. Affirnative Action policies have outlived their USBIUINESS.  ..........coreeeeueeueereimirerironmensenesensenens 0000000
11. Because of the inherent nature of most organizations. Affirnative Action policies are ' L )
necessary to give everyone a fAIF CRANCE.  eivveeereireieercenrentos it st . OO-O-O-O;O O
12. Cultural background (i.e.. race, gender, religion) should not be considered when making L : !
human resource decisions (€.g, hiring, promotions. 1C.).  ..c.cvverrierirerminicnnee e 00O Q0.0;O Q.
I . N 1
) ' : :
13, Organizations should take responsibility to make up for Society's past iNJUSHCES. ...........cowwwweree 0000000
14. Employees from different cuitural groups should conform to the norms and expectations of the : SR :
organization even if it is in conflict with their cultural values or background. ... 0000000
15. Organizations should be very sensitive to the needs of individuals from different culturai groups. 000000 O.
16. An individual should not have to alter his/her behavior (e.g., dress, appearance. speech) justto . C !
fit in Detter with the organization or his/her depanmMent. .........ceeeeeenirrnenner e QO00000
17. Organizations should encourage employees from different cuitural groups to mainiain their . ) ) :
CUIUTAI (GBMIY.  erevveesssnenesseeessseesseseeseessesssasessessessassosessessssasssssessaseas cessassssresrocs - s sississsssssoness 0000000
18. The relationships between different cultural groups may suffer when employees strongly s ' :
identify ith their CURUFAI BACKGIOUND.  eveeerseeveseseeseesreeesesesssssssessseseesssssrsssorssonessosses s 0000000
19. Organizations should have programs specifically designed to meet the needs of individuals N i '
from minority cultural groups (€.g., EEQ counseling program). .............rririsisissirsscrmeessnsenens QCOCO000
N |
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20.
21,

22.

Organizations should make special attempts to hire individuals who have physical disabilities. .... 0000000
o

Organizations should not have to make costly changes (e.g.. installing elevators. special

SRR
ramps, buying new equipment) in order to accomodate individuals with physical disabilities......... Q0 O;0,0goio-
Individuals with physical disabifities should not be given *speciai” consideration for jobs. C | !

0000000

PIOMOLONS. BIC.  «oueuerrssserseriocusmeasesstassssaeras s esnasasssssasssnssesssssessesssssastassstaseseossassasassstassstissssisssssases

PART ll: GENERAL WORK ATTITUDES

Instructions: The following statements reflect different beliefs about the nature of work and working. Indicate the i

extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by marking the answer which best reflects your beliefs.

Please do not skip any questions. !

™~

By working hard. a person can overcome most ObStacles that life PreSents. ...cssmsesssrenes o]e) O:O OlOIO
i
Better decisions are made in groups than by INAIVIGUAIS.  ......uuuuuummmrvemsssssssesssreressssssssssssssssnssssase 0000 OEO;O'
o
Factories would be run better if workers had a greater say in policy deCiSIONS. ....ocoeeeeciiscnisnins OOO:O OéO%O»
People who have failed at a task have usually Nt WOrked NArd @NOUGN. w.......ucmrswmsssssssssesscssseasssss 0le) OOOO{O
Organizations that are team oriented are more effective than organizations that stress o
INGIVIGUAL PEHOMMANCE.  crrorveveeerr s sssessmsesssssess s sess s 0000000
Workers should be more active in making decisions about products, financing, elC. .........uewvieee Q000 OOO
Cd
A good indication of a person's worth is how well he/she performs his/her job. ......cewereeereeceesssess 0000000
Organizations should base pay raises on individual performance rather than on i I
1OAM/AEPAMMENt PEIHOMANCE.  .oroseevevevrereressesiesssssssesseesssesessecmons sosssnesa s ssssssssss s COO00000.
Management should carefully listen to the suggestions and comments of all WOrkers. ................ Q0O O‘O O‘;OEO
Most people can be successfui if they work hard enough.  ............. [T ole; OiO:OgO%O.
Waorking as part of a team would be more enjoyable than working alCNe.  ..ccuermrrrssisssssssincen O:O O’O:OEOEO
Organizations that let all employees participate in decision making tend to be more effective. ..... O:OO OOEOEO
| would prefer to work alone rather than 0 WOrk as Part Of @ GIOUP.  ........ereeeesssssesssssssnissssissssasecees O:OO OOLOEOi
People who work on a team tend to work less hard than employees who work alone.  .............. OiOO OOiOéO'
| L1
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PART lll: ATTITUDES TOWARDS YOUR JOB

Instructions: The following items reflect different attitudes that you ray hold
towards your job and your organization. indicate the extent to which you agree
or disagree with each statement by marking the answer which best reflects
your beliefs. Please do not skip any questions.

1. My job does not allow me enough opportunities 1o develop New SKillS. ...ceeimmnmsereressssnmeraneee
2. | am satisfied with the amount of personal growth and development | get from doing my job.
3. 1am satistied with the amount of challenge in MY JOb.  .ceueeeueeusmscsenassinrmsssseasssmssenim ez
4. | enjoy the challenging aspects Of MY JOD.  everereeeriecreconsrsssssmmssiesssasescasesnnssansssessssrssssacnscssssssisnas
5. | am satisfied with the working CONGItioNs ON MY JOD. ...ciemiimiiiinisisnsensmsnmisns e ssasessesssnssas
6. The physical working conditions are about as good as can be expected for this type of job. ........
7. 1enjoy the type of WOrK that 0. oot e
8. 1{wish that | had chosen a different ing of WOTK. ....coeieimeeinnmesistiscsec st
9. 1 Often Gt DOTET Bt WOTK. .cccuuirsimiansrmmasssmsssseasssass s tabss s sirss s s s
10. 1do not like many of the tasks that | have 0. do On MY JOB. .ot
11, My jOD iS VEry r@WAMING. wwreeretecrmersstssstmssmsenrias s st
12. My immediate supervisor rECOQNIZES MY POBALIAL ..ovevviernrereirieesrerens s
13. | can count on my supervisor to help me out at his or her expense when | really need it. ...........
14. | have an extremely effective working relationship with my SUP@IVISOL. ......ccoovrmvrrimsimmssussenssssase
15. | am satisfied with the support and guidance | receive ffOM My SUPEIVISOL  .oovmrmecrsnnssenes
16. | am satisfied with the overall quality of supervision | rECEiVe ON MY JOD.  .oevierrririimnisesreceseses
17. My immediate supervisor understands my problems and NBEUS.  veveerereeeseereeeasreseenesernnessenesassss
18. | am satistied with the top management in this OFGaANIZAUON. .....oemererversrsccsimmmmrmstesesssssssseees
19. | am satisfied with the way that top management Makes itS deCISIONS.  .vvveerreerreianrenierirnnunaansene
20. Management in this firm understands the problems and issues of its WOTKers. ..........coeaiinnss
21. 1 enjoy talking and working With MY CO-WOTKEIS. o.vccvwummruimssesicisssisnssnms st it
22, Itis difficult 1o get to know other people While 8N thiS OB, ..o
[ | |
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P S

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

I enjoy the sacial relationships | have made while working for this Organization. ... O%O O;ObiO%O;
| have made a 1ot Of friends in this OFGAMZANON. ........eccerreemcermsecersessimsesesmmmssssssesssessasissmssssasinesss O;OC)OO:O%O'
| am satisfied with the working relationships | have on my job. . OEO O:O OEOEO'
i really enjoy working with the people in this organization. ... O;O O:O O?Oio.‘
o Ll
| am satisfied with the amount of job security that | have. ............... . OéO 0.00;OEOS
My future in this OrGanizalion APPEATS VEMY SECUR.  .........reeeseereesssemsesmssrsssssmnsassmasesasissessersssens tO!O O:OOTO;O:
| am fairly paid for what | contribute to this organization. - O.O 00 OiO;O.
h
! am satisfied with the amount of pay and fringe benefits that | 1ECEIVE. .....wwwwereeesrmrsnsssessrersssen: Oio O'OfO:O;O
‘ e
| enjoy working for this OfQaNIZANON.  ......cecueeeiiieiiriiciiriie e esssssssseetsesessasas et as s snseis .OgO O OSO():O?
| am satisfied working for this organization. oo es e tesan st n s san st st :O;OOOO:O;Oé
| am quite proud to be able to tell people which organization it is that | Work fOr.  .e..oveereereienecee: .Oio O'OEOiOQOE
I really fee! as if this organization's Problems are My ProBIEMS. .......wwceerecruesssrrssssseesseersecisensess OéO OO:O:OEO@
R
I feel myself to e Part Of thiS OIGAMZANION. .......vwreerrrermerrernissussesssssssersessecesssssnssasnssserssssersasesssensas O?OOO0.0;O?
o i
It would please me to know that my efforts were helping this OfganiZation.  ........ow.rwssseeeeeesecrerens OjO oleloje)e;
! enjoy putting a great deal of efOM N0 MY JOD. ..covuuurruerreerrmeseseensersesensnecemnsrssasssesssssssscssesioee vO%O Q00 OiO
| would be willing to come in on my day off if my organization needed M@ 10.  ...oveecerevrernreeerernense O;OOO 0.0jo.
Over the years. | have grown fond of this arganization as a place to Work.  w..ecereevnciinceinnnnins ‘O;OO OOO?O
| would not mind working a half hour past quitting time if | could finish a task | was ; ) :
WOTKINIG O cvoeeresseeseerasccseecssemmecses et eceseessseseerasesseseseseesset e eee s eaetseereseemmsstssnssassasa bt 00000 OiO'
{ do what my job description requires: this organization does not have the right to L ) ! .
EXPECE MMOCE.  .vvveresrerensesieereneiesseascasescassanesassssaassssessntsssassassossassasassasansassssaasensassssersnsmassssasasssnsssseas 00000 OéO:
i am not willing to put myself out just to help this Organization. .........c..eeeeesesnisnnn IO?O O O'O:OEO:
| would not quit my ob |USt 10 Make More MONey With aNONEr COMPANY.  ....vwweessscrsecsrecsresorsanes O;O ole] OO:O
| feel a strong sense of l0yally 10 thiS OfQANMIZAON. .......cccvviviviiimiiciriis ceraesesesssesssesrensssasamsssessenas quO 000 OiO?
Pt I
My loyalty is to my work. Nt to any PAMCUIAr OFGANIZANION.  ............ccrresssssssssserssrssssssss .. 000 OO:O!Oi
N
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46. It dc'aes not matter what organization | work for as long as | enjoy the type of werk that L do. ........ i
47. It another organization offered me a 10% higher salary to perform the same type of work that |

perform now, | would seriously consider SWilChing COMPANIES. .........ccccevimismmsrsermiunsssissrmismsesseens:
48. | often think about QUITING MY JOD.  eeiiiiiiiiiieinrr et
49. | wouid leave this job if | could find a similar job in another COMPANY.  ...cccrimeniiniininsinreens
50. | am looking forward to staying with this organization until FerEMENt.  ......cecercemnnnmmiismenenies '
51. 1 2am Currently 100KING fOr ANORET JOD. ..eururrrereeereererereeeiererecsssssssesesiesesiessssssssmmsssssssssssssssssssssssssnss 0000000

i :

52. 1 will probably I00k for another jOb Within the NEXt YEAI. ......cccccccurrrrevrererrrrseessssmsssessssessossssssssees O:Oio O!O OEO
53. 1find that ! look at the help wanted ads in the newspaper at least once a MONtN. .......ocveereruseess 'O'OEO!O!O oje)

PART IV: JOB AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Instructions: The following items concem characteristics of your job and your organization. Indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement by marking the answer which best refiects your beliefs. Please do

not skip any questions.

1. ltis basically my own responsibility to decide how My jOb GetS dONE.  ...ovvwwurreeerersmsssensesses: IO O:OiOiO!OO
2. | have the freedom 10 decide What | Rave 10 d0 ON MY JOD.  ..u..vvenrvieereeesemaenenrassnnssessieserseesseeaes OO% OEO ole;
3. My job requires a vanety of different types of SKIllS. ........ooooovrivvvvvvuemsssimmnereinecenenn s 0.0EOIOE OEO
4. 1getto complete a variety of different tasks O MY JOB. ....ccoveirisssisssimucmmsmmssssasesisssneess O OEO O!O OEO
: i .
5. On my job. | produce @ Whole ProdUCt OF SBIVICE.  ....crmrmereisrieseeesierissssnssss e IOZO§O OIOO:O
6. My job does not make a Major CONtrbULION 1O this OrGANIZANION.  ..o.ooeerrveeeveers e srsossssesess EO:OiOOOOEO
7. My JOD IS VY IMPOMANL oottt tm e bt eb et bbb :O:O%OOO’O;O
8. Alot of people can be affected by the work that tdo. ... s :OEOEOOOOEO
9. Just doing the work required by my job gives me feedback on how well | am doINgG. ...........ccuwe ?O0.0 OO OEO




1.

12.

13.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.
23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

As | do my job, | can tell how weil | am performing.
Management at this firm sincerely cares about itS WOMKEIS.  ......ccoiiuemninmmeismnsssisesnnsnisnsssensense
| feel confident that the firm will always try to treat me faifly. ........cccooveemiriecccinenirnieescsineieees
The management of this arganization is genuinely concerned about the weifare of its workers. ..
If 1 got into difficulties at work, | know my co-workers would try to help me out. ..oceccciimnnisnenene
| can trust the people | work with to lend me a hand if | need it. .....cceeereicecninmninn s
It often seems like | have 100 much work fOr one Person 10 do. .......c.ccccemrrereereeessesimossrsnuasrasssaes

Management in this organization treats all employees the SAMe. .......ccoememssnscsininsnnsnenes

There seems 1o be one set of rules and expectations for some employees and another set for
OLNET BIMIPIOYEES. o.vivivininiriiasrcssresrnrre s s s e s s s s sre s s ta et bbb nesar s st shss b s ot b s s R s R s s nE s bt nE st n s

Human resource decisions in this organization are made in a fair and just manner. .............
The management of this organization takes great effort to make decisions faify. ........cooceevene
This organization is a fair Place 10 WOMK. .c.ccccm ittt s st

| teel quite confident that this firm will always try 10 treat me fairly. ........cooeiiinnnnecininesnens
The procedures this organization uses to select employees allows for the best applicant to get

1T 3o OO OO U P OO P PP U PO TO OO DOUE SO RIU PRSP TPIRTS PRSP S e RE R
The procedures used in this organization to hire employees unfairly discriminate against

SOME CUHUIAL GIOUDS.  .oiiiiiiiiieieie ettt edn e ere et ss s chcrne et e e e b e s n e R gt b s s s s b e s s
This organization has policies to ensure that the most qualified workers will get promoted. ........

The promotional policies in this 0rganization are fair. ............ccoeeviieerererniecstsnasmsmsssnsssenens

Supervisors receive adequate training on how to evaluate an employee's performance. ...........

This organization has policies that ensure that employee evaluations are made in an
BCCUPALE MIANMEL. «.eeveeeeereerieraaeeraareerasecaasessesssssnmessesneessnreaaseesassssstesrssnasseesarsrssnssrsanrassaesesesssnssssanes

This organization has procedures to ensure that all employees are treated similarly.  ..cooovvceee
The policies in this organization are designed so that all cultural groups are treated equally.

All employees in this organization are treated fairly when it comes to the amount of their salary.
| believe that many workers in this organization are underpaid while others are overpaid. — ........
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33. Employees in this organization tend to be paid according to their talents and qualifications. ......
34. Compared to my co-workers, my salary or wage is faif. ......oocorevcrriiincnnns
35. Certain groups of employees have faiied to advance in this organization for reasons other

than their qUAlIfiCatIONS @NA SKIllS.  ......ivvemiuiiiieemrerre et aseses et nsn s s
36. The most talented employees have risen to the top of the 0rganIzation.  .......c..ccecceumiieinanannee
37. Many employees have been promoted in this organization for reasons other than their

talents and QUAIITICAUONS. oottt e rca e s aae s s s s os saa s
38. This organization values peopte with different cultural backgrounds. .........cceccoemisnmiiinsieisnienss
39. The management of this organization listens to the comments and suggestions of all cultural

Qroups 10 the SAME @XIBNL. .o e s st
40. Itis more difficult for a woman to progress in this organization than it is for a man. ..........c..e
41.  Minority employees have little influence or power in this OrganizZation. ............ccceceenmesesasess
42. The management of this organization respects some cultural groups more than others. ...
43. Very few attempts have been made 10 alter organizational policies in order to accomodate

empioyees from different CUlUral GroUDPS. e
24 This organization treats minorities like second class CitiZens. ...
&3, individuals from different cultural groups sacialize together outside normal working hours. ...
46. There seems to be a lot of friction between individuals from ditferent cultural groups in this

[oToF-1a 0.7 (1o WO OO PO YYD RMRETIE
17 Workers in this organization get along well together. ...
:8. Employees from different cultural groups generally have good working relationships in

ThiS OFQAMZALON. ..eitiueiietseier ettt et ten e s a bbb et
19, Racial/ethnic jokes are told in this OrganZAtON. ......c.eeeeievrneriimenie e
50. There is a very sensitive understanding of people from different cultural groups in

{EaTE30 T 7= Ta P2 LTy O R
31. Co-workers from different cultural groups socialize together in the work place. ...
52. It seems that employees from different cultural groups tend to stick together as a group

instead of socializing with OtNer QIOUDS. .....ciueiiiiiierireeetieie ettt
33 Peopie in this organization are sensitive to cultural differences. ...
54 Aot of employees in this organization appear to be prejudiced. ...,
33, This organization is a hostile place to work for minority employees.  ...........ceeeiiniinccens

] |
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PART V: WORK HABITS

Instructions: The following items reflect behaviors that can be exhibited at work. Please indicate how oft

en you

exhibit each of these behaviors compared to your fellow employee (workers that perform the same type of work as
yourself). A *10" indicates that you exhibit this behavior much more often than almost all employees (only 10% of alt
employees would exhibit this behavior more often). A *1* indicates that you exhibit this behavior much less often
than almost all employees (only 10% ot all employees would exhibit this behavior less often). All circles in between

represent equal increments. For example, 5" to "6" represents the average employee.

123456782910

SRIET JETCRURVT, SP——— e eses e aam e 000000000
N I
2. 1 take extra work breaks dUANG the WOTK AY.  ......uuwrwweswsssssssssersssssssssmsssssssssssssmmsmemsoseeessssss OOOOEO O'io 000
3. | give advance NOtice if | M UNADIE 1O COME 10 WOMK.  .ccerecrersssmsssssssessenssmss oo OOOO%O O'iO O?!OEO
4. 1 2 ADSENE fIOM WOTK.  covvvrussnrecssessmseseeseeesesesesesseseesssssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssss s 00000 OEO OEOfO
R
R L ATy ca Ll L Ape———————————— OO0 OgO 00000
Pl
6. | work more hours than what is required of me. e ass e O'OOO%O OEO O:IOEO
P
7. 1 help co-workers catch up 0N WOrK after they Nave DERN ADSENL. ....wwuwmewrssmssssesesscess O OOO%O OEO O;O’O
8. 1 volunteer for 1asks that Are NO IRQUIMED. ......ccwiurrrerresssssssssessssssssessssssssssisssesss e OiO @) OEO OéO O'0.0
9. I orient new people on the job even though itis NOL 1EQUIEd.  ..v.cvrereessssssssrvmsssssmsssssscnesses OEO O O%O OéO O;O @)
10. | help others who have heavy work loads. ... eeeeeeseeesenreen ObOOiO OEO OE,O:O
11. | assist my supervisor with his or her work.  ..coocecrnnn. veesensenseraessaserarresenes O!OOO%O O%O OEO;O
; :
12. | make innovative SUGQESHiONS 10 iMProve the GePARMENL.  .uu.uuuuuemmrmmmmmsssssssssssnreeserssss O!.O 00000 000

PART VI: DEVELOPMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which your supervisor or immediate superior has been beneficial to your

career in the following areas.

To what extent does your supervisor or direct superior.....

1. eXpOSe you 10 UPPEF MANAGEMENT?  ..oo.orievsesresmesesssssssrranne s s s s tO

2. dirRCt AN QUITE YOU? .ovveieseemmsesemresmree s s s s 'O%

3. listen to your ideas and encourage your TRINKING?  oovoeveeecereeecaesecaeessenssessssseeniesssaas s sessi s siases O|

i

4. actas a professional role model for you? ... et saesa e eaeen O!

5. inform you of key but unwritten aspects of YOUr POSIION?  ........ccviecenseneiamsmmasasstsnsninansanscrissssnanse Qj
|
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6. have a relationship with you characterized by trust and mutual SNAMNG? ocvireretereeere e ®)
- i
7. nelp you develop stralegies 10 AdVANCE YOUS CAIERIT ............cccrwimuemmmmmmmssssssssmsssss s O Q0000
i B
8. provide you with elpful eEUDACK ON YOUF WOTK? ...oooc.ocoosesssesrsrsessessssssss s O 00000
Pl
9. advocate on your behalf 10 Get YOU @ PIOMOUONT?  .......eeovvveersssssrsesessesssssssssisssssstssssssssnessassssssssones O 00000
10, help you 10 get Challenging ASSIGNIMENIS? .......oooocceverorrsimsserssssssssss s ssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssesees @) OOZO;OIO
SRR
11, influence your NON-WOrK 8?7  orvvuerreuenrremsnsrmsremesinssseisssesennens .0 00000
What is the sex of your supervisor: What is the ethnic/racial background of your supervisor:
C Male O White - Not of Hispanic origin
O Female Q Hispanic
O Black/African American
O Asiarnv/Pacific Islander
O Native American/Aleut/Eskimo
O Other

PART Vil: DOWNSIZING AND EMPLOYMENT PROSPECTS

Instructions: The following statements reflect different beliefs about future employment prospects (both withun the |
DcD and in general. Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by marking the !
answer which best reflects your beliefs. Please do not skip any questions. ‘

4 >
i, The employment prosoects for someone with my education. trdining, and experience ) : :
LN o) < AU TIRTRRARTRSIR SRR R EE SRS S 0000000
2 3ecause of current budget cuts. | am worried about the stability of My jOB.  ooceuurrrrurrriiissssarnees: C00000L
2. ! am afraid that many of my co-workers may soon be laid off due to downsizing and i ‘ '
CONSOAAION.  eeeeeeiieitrereteeeseeseeeessssaessirtasnassssssassrasassasasascssssttsrssescabirars e taraeaa s radtn st s s as b2t 0000000
© i would not have any difficulties finding a good job should | decide t0 leave DOD. ........coocuummmsivnnes 00000 C0
. | H
3. 1am not very optimistic about future job opportunities given the current economic and - ? :
ool 1 Tor= L, 111 13- TR S oSO POP R SO S PP T S R P E ocC OO;O;O;O:
I B
L
5 1would have no trouble finding a job if | really Wanted 0.  ........ccooccverrummmrsinssssssesssesiscnnesess OOOO?O;OfOi
R
7 The downsizing effort will not significantly affect my 0rQaNZation. .........ccocccrrrwuussrmmiussesseniseses 00COO0
N
3. | believe that downsizing efforts in the DoD will hit minority employees especially hard. —........... OCO0000!
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PART VIIl: ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

i
'

. Instructions: The following statements reflect different beliefs about the effectiveness of your organization. Please

indicate the extent that you agree with each statement by marking the correct answer. Please do not skip any

questions.

202

This organization is effective in accomplishing its objectives. .........cc..... : |
| .
. There is 2 10t Of Waste in this OGANIZANON. ..........ceeueerruenremsoreermmssssisssmssssssaserssssssssnssasessssisissanssse .O!OEO}OZ0.00
! o
If this organization was in private industry, it would be very profitable. .................... OiOO.OO'OIO
L,
. This Organization gets the MOSt OUL Of S WOKEFS. ........uuusuumsmmsmsssesssssssrensersessssssosss OEOEOEO;OOO
b
. This organization is NOt as Productive as it SROUIA D, .......crwuiuiemmiriniesmscnmssimmsir e OiO?OSO:OOO
Many employees in this 0fganization seem 1azy and UNPIOQUCHIVE.  .e.ceu..uueerrersrsisessmmimssssssicsssss .OEO?OEO:OiO?O
| EN




GENERAL COMMENTS

Should the management of this organization aitempt to promote cultural diversity in this organization?
If so, what shouid it do? (Please be specific.)

Please mark this circle if you are answering the
above question. This will allow us to identify the
questionnaires that have written responses.

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your responses are greatly appreciated!
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APPENDIX C

SCALE ITEMS



WORK BELIEFS

Protestant Work Ethic

By working hard, a person can overcome most obstacles that life presents.
A good indication of a person's worth is how well he/she performs his/her job.
People who have failed at a task have usually not worked hard enough.

Most people can be successful if they work hard enough.

Belief in Participative Decision Making

Factories would be run better if workers had a greater say in policy decisions.

Workers should be more active in making decisions about products, financing, etc.
Management should carefully listen to the suggestions and comments of all workers.
Organizations that let employees participate in decision making tend to be more effective.

Belief in Teamwork

Better decisions are made in groups than by individuals.

Organizations that stress team performance are more effective than organizations that
stress individual performance.

Organizations should base pay raises on individual performance rather than on
team/department performance. (reverse coded)

People who work on a team tend to work less hard than employees who work alone.
(reverse coded)
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JOB SATISFACTION

Satisfaction with Work

I enjoy the type of work that I do.

I wish I had chosen a different line of work. (reverse coded)

I often get bored at work. (reverse coded)

I do not like many of the tasks that I have to do on my job. (reverse coded)

My job is very rewarding.

Satisfaction with the Organization

I enjoy working for this organization.

I am satisfied working for this organization.

Satisfaction with Supervision

My supervisor recognizes my potential.

I can count on my supervisor to help me out at his or her expense when I really need it.

I have an extremely effective working relationship with my supervisor.
I am satisfied with the quality of supervision I receive on my job.

My immediate supervisor understands my problems and needs.
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JOB SATISFACTION (Continued)

Satisfaction with Management

I am satisfied with the top management in this organization.
I am satisfied with the way top management makes its decisions.

Management at this firm understands the problems and issues of its workers.

Satisfaction with Co-Workers

I enjoy talking and working with my co-workers.

I enjoy the social relationships I have made while working for this organization.
I have made a lot of friends in this organization.

I am satisfied with the working relationships I have on my job.

I really enjoy working with the people in this organization.

Satisfaction with Pay

I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this organization.

[ am satisfied with the amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.

Satisfaction with Job Security

I am satisfied with the amount of job security that I have.

My future in this organization appears very secure.

206




FAIRNESS IN THE WORK PLACE

Perceived Fairness

I feel confident that this firm will always try to treat me fairly.

Human resource decisions in this organization are made in a fair and just manner.
The management of this organization takes great effort to make decisions fairly.

This organization is a fair place to work.

Organizational Tolerance of Diversity

This organization values people with different cultural backgrounds.

The management of this organization listens to the comments and suggestions of all
cultural groups to the same extent.

The management of this organization respects some cultural groups more than others.
(reverse coded)

Very few attempts have been made to alter organizational policies in order to
accommodate employees from different cultural groups. (reverse coded)

This organization treats minorities like second class citizens. (reverse coded)

Social Tolerance of Diversity

There seems to be a lot of friction between individuals from different cultural groups in
this organization. (reverse coded)

Employees from different cultural groups generally have good working relationships in
this organization.

Racial/ethnic jokes are told in this organization. (reverse coded)
A lot of employees in this organization appear to be prejudiced. (reverse coded)

This organization is a hostile place to work for minority employees. (reverse coded)
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FAIRNESS IN THE WORK PLACE (Continued)

Developmental Relationships

To what extent does your supervisor or direct superior....

expose you to upper management?

direct and guide you?

listen to your ideas and encourage your thinking?

act as a professional role model for you?

inform you of key but unwritten aspects of your position?
have a relationship with you characterized by trust and mutual sharing?
help you develop strategies to advance your career?
provide you with helpful feedback on your work?
advocate on your behalf to get you a promotion?

help you to get a challenging promotion?

help you to get challenging assignments?

Trust in Management

Management at this firm sincerely cares about its workers.

The management of this organization is genuinely concerned about the welfare of its
workers.

Trust in Co-Workers

If I got into difficulties at work, I know my co-workers would try to help me out.

I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I need it.
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EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES

Intention to Leave the Organization

I am currently looking for another job.

I will probably look for another job within the next year.

Organizational Identification

I am quite proud to be able to tell people which organization it is that I work for.
I really feel as if this organization's problems are my problems.
I feel myself to be part of this organization.

Over the years, I have grown fond of this organization as a place to work.

Organizational Involvement

It would please me to know that my efforts were helping this organization.
I enjoy putting a great deal of effort into my job.
I would be willing to come in on my day off if my organization needed me to.

I would not mind working a half hour past quitting time if I could finish a task I was
working on.

I do what my job description requires; this organization does not have the right to expect
more. (reverse coded)

I am not willing to put myself out just to help this organization.




EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES (Continued)

Loyalty

I would not quit my job just to make more money with another company.

I feel a strong sense of loyalty to this organization.

If another organization offered me a 10% higher salary to perform the same type of work
that I perform now, I would seriously consider switching companies. (reverse coded)
Altruism

I help co-workers catch up on work after they have been absent.

I volunteer for tasks that are not required.

I orient new people on the job even though it is not required.

I help others who have heavy work loads.

I assist my supervisor with his or her work.

I make innovative suggestions to improve the department.
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APPENDIX D

LATENT VARIABLE INDICATORS



EXOGENOUS VARIABLES

Procedural Justice

oc_23

oc_25

oc_27

The procedures this organization uses to select employees allows for the best
applicant to get the job.

This organization has policies to ensure that the most qualified workers will
get promoted.

Supervisors receive adequate training on how to evaluate an employee's
performance.

Cultural Tolerance

oc_38

oc_39

oc_42

oc_44
oc_54

oc_55

This organization values people with different backgrounds.

The management of this organization listens to the comments and suggestions
of all cultural groups to the same extent.

The management of this organization respects some cultural groups more than
others.

This organization treats minorities like second class citizens.
A lot of employees in this organization appear to be prejudiced.

This organization is a hostile place to work for minority employees.

Work Satisfaction

ja_7

ja_8

I enjoy the type of work that I do.

I wish I had chosen a different line of work.
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EXOGENOUS VARIABES (Continued)

Downsizing Perceptions

ep_2 Because of current budget cuts, I am worried about the stability of my job.

ep_3 [ am afraid that many of my co-workers may soon be laid off due to
downsizing and consolidation.

ep 7 The downsizing effort will not significantly affect my organization.
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ENDOGENOUS VARIABLES

Distributive Justice

oc_31

oc_33

oc_35

All employees in this organization are treated fairly when it comes to the
amount of their salary.

Employees in this organization tend to be paid according to their talents and
qualifications.

Certain groups of employees have failed to advance in this organization for
reasons other than their qualifications and skills.

Perceived Faimess

oc_17

oc_20

oc_21

Management in this organization treats all employees the same.

The management of this organization takes great effort to make decisions
fairly.

This organization is a fair place to work.

Management at this firm sincerely cares about its workers.
I feel confident that the firm will always try to treat me fairly.

The management of this organization is genuinely concerned about the
welfare of its workers.

Organizational Satisfaction

ja_31

ja_32

I enjoy working for this organization.

I am satisfied working for this organization.




ENDOGENOUS VARIABLES (Continued)

Organizational Identification

ja_33 I am quite proud to be able to tell people which organization it is that I work
for.

ja_35 I feel myself to be part of this organization.

ja_39 Over the years, I have grown fond of this organization as a place to work.

Turnover Intentions

oc_51 I am currently looking for another job.

oc_52 I will probably look for another job within the next years.
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