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Organizations have begun to focus heavily on diversity.  As a result, organizations spend time 

and resources creating diversity policies and investing extensively in diversity training programs. While 

an abundance of research exists on demographic diversity, research has just begun to incorporate 

employees’ perceptions of diversity as an influential factor affecting organizationally relevant 

employee outcomes. Employees are a crucial reference in understanding whether organizations benefit 

from engaging in such actions. The purpose of this study is to examine the influence of diversity 

climate on employees’ organizational identification.  Furthermore, I investigate how organizational 

identification mediates the relationship between diversity climate perceptions and outcomes including 

turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behavior. I refine our understanding 

by identifying personal characteristics that influence the diversity climate (PDC) – organizational 

identification (OID) relationship.   

This research offers several contributions to management literature and scholars as well as 

practitioners. First this study empirically examines the relationship between PDC and OID. This 

connection is important as it identifies the psychological mechanism linking PDC to subsequent 

outcomes as well as showing how positive climate perception can influence an employee’s sense of 

belonging.  The second contribution is the in-depth identification of personal characteristics and their 

role in this relationship specifically, demographics, values, and attachment to demographic category. 

Individuals will differ in their beliefs and thus their attachment based on climate perceptions. Finally, 

this study links diversity climate to organizationally relevant outcomes through organizational 

identification. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The management of employee impressions is important from an organizational standpoint 

(Rynes & Barber, 1990).  In order to do so, the organizations must understand and adapt to issues 

impacting employees (Dutton & Dukerick, 1991).  One increasingly salient issue facing 

organizations and their employees, as well as organizational researchers, is diversity. Many 

countries, including the U.S., are experiencing increased immigration (MPI Data Hub), minority 

birthrates (2011 U.S. Census), and globalization. With these changes in demographics, diversity 

issues have hurdled to the forefront, leading to an increased need to understand the effects of 

managing a heterogeneous workforce (Social Trends, 1997; Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000). To 

leverage the benefits of a diverse workforce, organizations actively pursue steps to be 

accommodative, inclusive and fair.  “…if organizational effectiveness and competitive advantage 

are a byproduct of human capital and the practices and policies that support them, then creating 

and leveraging inclusive work environments should be a priority for human resource 

management executives” (Wooten, 2008, p. 195). The desire by some organizations to embrace 

these changes has led to the allocation of additional time and resources to diversity initiatives 

(e.g. training programs, mission statements, and hiring practices) (Chavez & Weisinger, 2008; 

Tumball et al., 2010).  

To date, however, diversity is still considered to be a ‘double-edged sword’ (Milliken & 

Martins, 1996; Trefry, 2006; Kidder, Lankau, Chrobot-Mason, Mollica, & Friedman, 2004). 

Organizations have reaped benefits from such pursuits through increased legitimacy perceptions 

(Cole & Salimath, 2013; Martin, Johnson, & French, 2011; Hamdani & Buckley, 2011; Harris & 

Wicks, 2010) and positive organizational image perceptions (Christensen & Aaskgard, 2001); 
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however, conflicting findings have resulted in the inability to claim exactly when and why 

organizations gain a competitive advantage from diversity (Gilbert & Stead, 1999; Gonzalez & 

DeNisi, 2009; Cox & Blake, 1991). For example, rates of voluntary turnover still remain 30% 

higher for racial minorities in the U.S. (Bureau of labor statistics, 2006; McKay et al 2007). 

Therefore, how organizational members are impacted by organizational responses to diversity 

remains unclear (Crosby & Gonzalez-Intal, 1984, cited in Kidder et al., 2004; Cropanzano & 

Byrne, 2001). Understanding individuals’ beliefs, expectations, and perceptions of diversity at 

work is important for organizations (Ely & Thomas, 2001; Kidder et al., 2004; DeMeuse & 

Hostager, 2001), and how diversity is handled within the organization impacts employees 

(Kidder et al., 2004).  In order to provide more clarity on this issue, I begin with discussion of 

how embracing diversity creates a climate in the organization and then discuss the implications 

for employees and the organization.   

 Evaluation of diversity’s impact on organizations has shifted from number counting 

and policy formation, to an approach that emphasizes understanding (Thomas & Ely, 1996). 

Diversity is greater than simply implementation of policy. Roberson and Stevens (2006) state 

“there is a critical difference between merely having diversity in an organization’s workforce and 

developing the organizational capacity to leverage diversity as a resource” (p. 234). As 

organizations begin to embrace diversity as a potential strategic benefit (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; 

Bartkus & Glassman, 2008; Richard, Murthi, & Ismail, 2007; Hamdani & Buckley, 2011; 

Nemetz & Christensen, 1996) as opposed to a legal requirement (Freidman & Davidson, 2001), 

the existing internal climate regarding diversity is altered.  

 Climate is the interplay between individuals and their organizational situation (Cox, 

1994). Generally, climate research focuses on the impact organizational systems have on groups 
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or individuals by examining the influence of policies on “members’ perceptions of ‘observable’ 

practices and procedures that are close to the surface” (Denison, 1996, p. 622). Because the 

purpose of this study is to examine perceptions of diversity management, I focus on 

psychological diversity climate (PDC). PDC is the perception of policies, practices, and 

procedures of the organization pertaining to diversity (McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2009). 

Employees’ perceptions are formulated by the extent to which diversity is integrated into 

organizational life and supported through procedures and practices (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; 

McKay, Avery, Tonidandel, Morris, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2007; Mor Barak et al., 1998). By 

observing diversity policy creation and support by the organization, employees develop 

subjective beliefs regarding the value of diversity to the organization. These perceptions 

subsequently influence employee behaviors (McKay, Avery, Liao, & Morris, 2011; Triana, Kim, 

& Garcia, 2011).  

 While fewer empirical studies regarding PDC exist compared to other climate types 

(e.g., leadership, safety, and communication) (Pugh et al., 2008), the emerging research on 

diversity climate generally finds positive outcomes between positive diversity climate 

perceptions and both employee and organizational outcomes (Avery et al., 2004; McKay et al., 

2011; Avery, McKay, Wilson, & Tonidandel, 2007; van Kippenberg et al., 2007). Existing 

research has explored the interaction of contextual (environmental) and subjective (individual) 

factors that influence diversity climate perceptions (e.g. see Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor Barak et 

al., 1998) as well as its main effect on pertinent outcomes (e.g. attitudes and behaviors) (DeNisi 

& Gonzalez, 2009; McKay et al., 2007). However, the outcomes of diversity climate (DC) can be 

further understood by addressing mediating factors in the climate-outcome relationship.  
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 One potential mediator of these relationships that has been discussed but not explicitly 

tested in the PDC literature is organizational identification (OID). For example, Cox (1994) 

proposes a relationship between DC and OID in his interaction model of cultural diversity 

(IMCD), and McKay and colleagues (2007) offer OID as an explanation for outcomes of DC 

(see McKay et al., 2007; 2009; 2011).  Organizational identification is defined as “a cognitive 

connection between a person and an organization” (Bhattacharya & Elsback, 2002: p. 26) or “the 

perception of oneness or belongingness to some human aggregate” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989: 21). 

In other words, OID helps individuals define themselves and communicate that definition to 

others, allowing for understanding of who they are and why they do what they do (Ashforth, 

Harrison, & Corley, 2008). OID is more likely when the organization is viewed positively, as 

positive associations are self-enhancing, or when there is the perception of congruence in beliefs 

between the person and the organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Recently, other climate 

studies have begun to empirically assess the relationship between climate and OID. For example, 

ethical climate (DeConinck, 2011), communication climate (Bartels, Pruyn, Jong, & Joustra, 

2007), and relational climate (Singh & Winkle, 2012) have all been found to influence employee 

OID.  

 OID is significant to organizations because employees’ identification with the 

organization aligns their interests with the organization (Smidts, Pruyn, & van Riel, 2001). When 

employees identify, they tend to display behavior that is beneficial to the organization (Dutton, 

Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994). For example, individuals’ identification with their organizations 

has been linked to job involvement, loyalty, and organizational effectiveness (Riketta, 2005; Van 

Vugt & Hart, 2004; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Although theoretically argued, there remains a lack 
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of empirical support as to the relationship between PDC and OID. Additionally, the role OID 

plays in mediating the relationship between PDC and outcomes is unaddressed.  

 To further understand the relationship between PDC and OID, it is important to 

consider factors that may moderate this relationship. Gent, James, and Hater (1979) caution that 

similar events differently affect OID depending on personal characteristics.  Because individuals 

differ in their demographic categories, in addition to attitudes and feelings towards working in 

diverse settings (Ely & Thomas, 2001), the relationship between PDC and OID may be 

moderated by employees’ diversity value beliefs and demographic category membership.  It is 

important to understand that while prior research has looked at the following factors as directly 

influencing PDC, this study focuses on how they influence responses to PDC. Rather than 

exploring the creation of PDC, this research examines how the context interacts with individual 

characteristics to influence identification. 

 Values, a subjective, psychologically constructed concept, are developed over time 

through an individual’s personal experiences (Mor Barak et al., 1998). Personal values interact 

with perceptions towards the working environment to influence subsequent behaviors. For 

example, employees in diverse work groups, which most organizations today include, and that 

have high diversity value beliefs are more likely to participate and contribute through minority 

directed organizational citizenship behavior (Mor Barak et al., 1998) and identification (van 

Kippenberg et al., 2007). The alignment of personal values and perceived organizational values 

helps employees maintain a consistent positive self-perception. Thus diversity value beliefs are 

likely to interact with the assessment of PDC to influence subsequent attitudes and behaviors.   

 Demographics (gender and race) have been studied as both an antecedent of DC 

(Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009) as well as a moderator (McKay et al., 2007; 

5 



Singh & Winkle, 2012) in diversity climate-outcome relationships.  Demographics are a simple 

and useful way to divide people into categories, focusing on visibly identifiable aspects. While 

categorization of gender and race is one way in which individuals shape their concept of self, the 

major flaw in demography research is the sole focus on groups (van Kippenberg, De Dreu, & 

Homan, 2004; Lawrence, 1997) without the consideration of the importance of that group as a 

component of self to the individual (Cox, 1991). Deeper level personal characteristics, such as 

the extent to which you identify with your social category (SCI), are more apt for distinguishing 

personal differences (Steward & Garcia-Prieto, 2008) by drawing on the importance one places 

on such group affiliations. The extent to which individuals hold their socially constructed racial 

or gender category salient, and define themselves in terms of stereotypical group attributes varies 

(Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004). Individuals that are high identifiers with their 

social category versus individual characteristics may be more likely to see PDC as important 

because they perceive their fate as intertwined with the group. When PDC is positive, individuals 

with high SCI are likely to perceive a match between the environment and their view. See Figure 

1 for an overview of the conceptual model.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model. 

 The purpose of this paper is to extend previous research regarding psychological 

diversity climate by examining its impact on pertinent employee outcomes via the psychological 
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will influence organizational identification in current employees.  When employees identify, they 

are proposed to be more likely to engage in actions that benefit the organization. The effect of 

PDC on employee identification with the organization, however, is proposed to vary based on 

their personal diversity value beliefs, demographics and SCI. 

 I draw from social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel, 1969; Turner & Tajfel, 1979) to 

understand the relationship between PDC and OID. The roots of SIT are in the literature on 

intergroup relations, which recognizes that individuals need to belong to a collective 

distinguishable from other groups. The continual comparison of group membership helps people 

understand and define who they are. This theory is frequently used in the climate literature as it 

enables researchers to understand how/why individuals react towards organizations based on 

their perceptions of climate. Further, unlike similarity attraction, which does not allow for 

temporal changes, SIT is a dynamic theory that allows for varied attention to characteristics in 

situations (Chatman & Flynn, 2001). The motives that I focus on from SIT are self-enhancement 

and self-continuity. The self-enhancement motive explains employees’ desire to identify with an 

organization that they perceive values diversity as represented by a positive diversity climate. 

The interaction of diversity value beliefs, demographics and SCI are further understood by the 

motive of self-continuity. Self-continuity suggests that when individuals perceive overlap 

between their own and the organization’s value of diversity, they develop a stronger 

identification with the organization.  

 My research on PDC is important both practically and theoretically. From a practical 

standpoint, diversity is an increasingly important issue. Organizations continue to struggle with 

incorporating diversity and to search for ways in which to realize its benefits. Understanding 

how a positive PDC affects identification and subsequent outcomes is one way in which an 
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organization can garner benefits from diversity. By fostering a positive diversity climate, 

organizations may be able to positively influence employees outcomes (e.g. job satisfaction, and 

organizational citizenship behavior) and diminish harm to the organization (e.g. turnover 

intentions). Furthermore, because “psychological relationships are of primary importance on the 

future tangible benefits and opportunities to the organization” (van Knippenberg, et al., 2007; 

Maertz & Griffeth, 2004), the mediating role of identification is important to understand.  

 From a theoretical standpoint, this study contributes to existing research by being the 

first, to my knowledge, to empirically test the relationship between PDC and OID as well as the 

mediation of OID on the relationship between PDC and employee outcomes.  First, whereas 

previous research has linked PDC to various outcomes, I extend and strengthen this work by 

using organizational identification as mediator in explaining this relationship.  A stream of 

literature has begun to identify factors that influence individuals’ decisions to identify with their 

organization; however the role of OID in climate research has not been empirically addressed. 

This research proposes and will test a process model in which PDC plays a central role in 

determining employee outcomes.  This is an important extension to the diversity climate 

literature because studies on other climate types have addressed this relationship; however, past 

research has neglected to assess OID as a mediator of subsequent outcomes (job satisfaction, 

turnover intentions, and OCB). Second, I explore the role of diversity value beliefs as moderator 

of the process in which OID is formed. Applying the self-continuity motive from SIT provides 

an opportunity to extend our understanding of how individual diversity beliefs interact with the 

assessment of the environment, playing a role in subsequent identification. Lastly, I examine a 

new angle on assessing personal characteristics in this relationship by drawing on SCI in addition 

to demographics.   SCI is a way to assess the importance individuals’ place on their gender or 
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demographic category.  In sum, I propose that individuals differ in their diversity value beliefs as 

well as the extent to which they identify with their racial or gender category which strengthens or 

weakens the relationship between psychological diversity climate and organizational 

identification. The following two chapters address the relevant literature behind my specific 

constructs and the proposed methodology for analysis. Chapter 2 includes a literature review and 

theoretical development of subsequent hypotheses complete with the proposed study model, 

while Chapter 3 addresses data collection techniques and the specific outline for analysis 

concluding with the pilot study summary.  In Chapter 4 I report the results of the study, and in 

Chapter 5 I discuss the implications of these results. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Climate 

Origins of Climate Theory 

Climate is “the meaning people attach to, or make sense of, clusters of psychologically 

related events” (Schneider & Reichers, 1983: p. 21).   The major emphasis of climate theory is 

on “members’ perceptions of ‘observable’ practices and procedures that are close to the surface” 

(Denison, 1996, p. 622).  As it pertains to organizations, this theory looks at the impact of 

organizational systems, created by management, on individuals’ perceptions and behaviors.  

Climate research is rooted in Lewin’s (1939; 1951) studies on social climate.  Lewin’s 

(1951) main assumption underlying climate theory is: behavior is a function of the person and 

environment (B= 𝑓(P, E)).  Based on this assumption, the individual is considered separate from 

the environment and therefore, the individual’s psychological assessment of an external event 

produces behavior.  In Lewin’s initial studies with Lippitt and White (1939), multiple 

experiments were performed focusing on the changes in aggressive behavior of boys under 

varying leadership climates (authoritarian, democratic, laissez-faire).  They concluded that a 

combination of tension, limitation of space, rigidity of group structure, and style of living 

(culture) played a role in aggressive outbursts. In sum, they found that social climates 

(environmental factors) played a role in emotions and behavior of the participants.   

Following this study, Litwin and Stringer (1968) analyzed risk-taking and consequences 

of organizational climate on individual motivation. In the study they were able to predict and 

control motivation which in turn influenced performance based on varying climate conditions. 

These findings again supported, “psychological states are affected by organizational conditions” 
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(Burke & Litwin, 1992). A more comprehensive definition of climate was offered by Tagiuri and 

Litwin (1968) who said climate is “the relatively enduring quality of the total [organizational] 

environment that (a) is experienced by the occupants, (b) influences their behavior, and (c) can 

be described in terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics (or attributes) of the 

environment” (p. 25).  Climate research therefore, looks at the organizations environment as 

being encompassed or rooted in the organization’s value system (Denison, 1996; Ashforth, 1985; 

Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968).  

As this vein of research continued to develop in the 70s and 80s, a simultaneous interest 

in culture studies provoked the need to distinguish climate from culture.  Concurrently, the 

introduction of various climate types led to a call by James and Jones (1974) for further 

refinement of climate theory by differentiation of conceptual levels and outcomes. These two 

developments are crucial in understanding the foundation of climate research, therefore, in the 

next section I distinguish climate from culture studies followed by a section addressing the 

various types and levels of climate that have emerged. 

Climate vs. Culture 

Overtime, distinguishing between climate and culture has become somewhat difficult as 

climate is an aspect of culture (Schneider et al., 1994). Climate is like a snapshot (Denison, 

1996) of an issue or event within the organization in which culture exists. While their theoretical 

underpinnings differ, they address similar phenomenon and influence one another (Burke, 

Litwin, 1992; Denison, 1996; Wallace, Hunt, & Richards, 1999).   A discussion of the influence 

of culture on climate and vice, versa is outside the scope of this paper, therefore I focus on 

conceptually distinguishing between the two. To reiterate, while the phenomenon being 

evaluated may be similar, separation lies in their theoretical roots and base disciplines, which 

influence interpretations of temporality, methodology, and view point (Denison, 1996).  
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Culture research is rooted in the disciplines of sociology and anthropology and emerged 

from theoretical frameworks such as social construction and symbolic interaction inspired by 

Berger and Luckmann (1966) and Mead (1934) while climate research is rooted in psychology 

and was influenced by Lewin (1951). The biggest distinction between these theories is the 

evaluation of the relationship between subjects and the environment. As aforementioned, a major 

assumption of climate theory is that individuals are agents separate from the environment thus 

are influenced by the environment but are not responsible for creating it. In cultural research 

however individuals are agents of a social system and thus cannot be separated therefore 

insinuating a more recursive and dynamic process (Glick, 1985).  

Another major distinguishing factor between climate and culture research is the focus on 

temporal orientation. Climate research is temporally focused on specific surface level situations 

which can be thought of as snapshots that are subjectively interpreted (Denison, 1996). Culture 

on the other hand, has a deeper level focus on members' values, beliefs, and assumptions 

(Rousseau, 1990; Parker, Baltes, Young, Huff, Altmann, Lacost, & Roberts, 2003), in which 

specific situations may be imbedded. In other words while culture is the assessment of multiple 

situations and evolves, climate is the more immediate focus on the impact specific organizational 

systems have on groups and individuals at one point in time (Denison, 1996).  Therefore, climate 

focuses on how the perceived environment (values) is experienced versus, culture which looks at 

how this environment (value) is created. 

Methodology is yet another differing factor as traditionally studies in climate research are 

quantitative and cultural research qualitative (Glick, 1985).  This distinction does appear to be 

diminishing (Denison, 1996), however due to the differing epistemology and theoretical roots, 

studies in each vein are still predominately true to the original methodological approaches. By 
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taking an emic approach and utilizing qualitative analysis, cultural research addresses specific 

social settings that do not allow for generalizations. Climate research in contrast, views the 

phenomenon from an etic perspective allowing for quantitative assessments of different social 

settings increasing generalizability of findings.  

Levels 

Because climate is perceptual, it affects cognitive and affective states as well as behavior 

towards the organization (Kopelman et al., 1990; Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2004). The 

levels of climate used when evaluating work environments are typically: psychological climate, 

organizational climate, and collective/group climate (Parker et al., 2003). The conceptual 

difference between these terms is the unit of analysis. Distinguishing between psychological 

(individual) and organizational conceptualizations of climate was called on by James and Jones 

(1974). This topic became controversial in the 80s (for a more comprehensive overview see 

Glick, 1985:1988 and James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988).  James et al. (1988) and Glick (1988) 

disputed the theoretical and methodological conceptualization of organizational climate (OC). 

While both agree that OC is “shared meaning,” Glick argued that it should be discussed as a 

macro level phenomenon, utilizing macro level theories, and be more than the aggregation of 

psychological climate (containing objective components).  James et al. (1988) however 

responded saying that by definition “shared meaning” implies psychological process, therefore, 

since organizations do not cognize, or process information, the organizational climate is 

constructed through similarly held psychological perceptions. Following this debate, relative 

consensus of conceptualization has emerged and aggregation of psychological climate is 

predominately used to obtain organizational climate.   

Psychological climate is the valuation of organizational events and the meanings that an 

individual derives from them (James & James, 1989), and it captures individual members’ 
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perception of organizational policies, practices, and procedures.  Psychological climate 

perceptions have a strong relationship with employees’ work attitudes and their psychological 

well-being (Parker et al., 2003). Frequently used individual outcomes influenced by 

psychological climate are: attitudes (organizational commitment, intentions to quit, and job 

satisfaction), psychological well-being, and motivation (Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009; Parker et al., 

2003; Burner et al., 2010; Clarke, 2010; Martin & Cullen, 2006; Stewart, Volpone, Avery, & 

McKay, 2010; Schyns, van Veldhoven, & Wood, 2009; Schulte et al., 2006).  

Organizational climate is defined as “shared perceptions of the way things are around 

here” (Reichers & Schneider, 1990, p. 22). Organizational level climate evolves from 

psychological climate through the aggregation of individual-level perceptions (psychological 

climate) and is described as “shared meaning” (Glick 1988; James et al., 1988). Previous 

findings support that “climate’s impact on organizational outcomes is mediated by its effect on 

cognitive and affective states” (Carr et al., 2003).  Organizational outcomes of organizational 

climate are firm performance variables: income, productivity, customer satisfaction, and sales 

performance (Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009; McKay et al., 2008; Parker et al., 2003).  

Types of Climate 

The organizational environment has many contexts therefore, multiple climates exist 

(Kossek & Zonia, 1993). For example, both objective systems created by management, such as 

policies or procedures, and subjective contexts where there are no formal guidelines, such as in 

leadership or coworker interaction, influence employee perceptions.  Taken in sum, these 

perceptions would constitute an employees’ overall assessment of organizational climate.  

The overall perception of organizational climate is defined as a molar concept, while 

looking at more focused climates is called specific (Parker et al., 2003). The difference between 

molar and specific climate has to do with the breadth of assessment (Carr et al., 2003). A molar 
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climate is conceptualized as containing a larger bandwidth, allowing for more complexity in 

information aimed at assessing a more in-depth perception of the organization in its entirety and 

how that perception influences outcomes (e.g. job performance). There are several molar climate 

typologies that have emerged, without one dominating (Parker et al., 2003; Schmidt et al., 200?). 

The three that have received the most attention are Ostroff (1993), Jones and James (1979), and 

Koppleman et al. (1990) (Parker et al., 2003). Ostroff (1993) developed a taxonomy containing 

three main components of organizational climate: affective, cognitive and instrumental. Jones 

and James (1979) identified five components of psychological climate: job characteristics, role 

characteristics, leadership characteristics, work group and social environment characteristics, and 

organizational and subsystem attributes. Koppleman et al. (1990) built on Jones and James and 

also suggested five dimensions of psychological climate: goal emphasis, means emphasis, 

reward orientation, task support, and socio-emotional support. 

Specific climates, on the other hand, are perceived to have less bandwidth and therefore 

are more narrowly focused (Carr et al., 2003).  Studies addressing specific climates are looking 

at how a particular event or situation creates climate perceptions and then how the specific 

climate influences outcomes. Examples of specific climates that have emerged are: safety 

climate (Clarke, 2010; Barling, Loughlin, & Kelloway, 2002), leadership climate (Lewin et al., 

1939; Schyns et al., 2009), ethical climate (Baker & Cullen 1993;Victor & Cullen, 1987; Martin 

& Cullen, 2006; DeConinck, 2011; Lau & Wong, 2009), and diversity climate (Konrad, 

Cannings, & Goldberg, 2010; McKay et al., 2009; McKay et al., 2007; Mor Barak et al., 1998).  
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Diversity Climate 

Conceptualization 

Diversity climate lacks one concise definition however consensus does appear to have 

developed in the present conceptualizations.  Table 1 includes major definitions of diversity 

climate. 

Table 1 

Diversity Climate Definitions 

 
The diversity climate definitions in Table 1 can be generally summated as being 

concerned with organizational policies, practices and procedures implicitly and explicitly 

communicated by the organization, signaling value of diversity through fairness, equity, and 

inclusion of minority individuals, influencing employee perceptions, and subsequently, attitudes 

Definition Author(s) 

“Employee behaviors and attitudes that are grounded in perceptions of 
the organizational context related to women and minorities”  
 

Mor Barak et al., 
1998, p. 83; Kossek 
& Zonia, 1993 
 

“Shared perceptions of the policies, practices, and procedures that 
implicitly and explicitly communicate the extent to which fostering and 
maintaining diversity and eliminating discrimination is a priority in the 
organization”  
 

Gelfand et al., 2005, 
p. 104 

“Shared perceptions of the degree to which a firm is thought to utilize 
fair employee policies and socially integrate underrepresented 
employees into the work setting”  
 

McKay et al., 2009, p. 
768, used Mor Barack 
et al., 1998 

“The extent to which a firm espouses fair human resource policies, such 
as hiring, evaluation and promotion using objective, nonbiased criteria, 
and socially integrates employees from under-represented groups”  

Butner, Lowe, 
Billings-Harris, 2010, 
p. 241 
 

“The diversity values of the organization (e.g. fairness, equity, and 
inclusion) which the individual uses to determine degree of fit with 
personal values”  
 

Knouse, 2009, p. 349 
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and behaviors. Further this is way in which diversity climate is conceptualized in this study. It is 

important to note that some diversity climate definitions include the word shared.  These 

definitions are from researchers specifically addressing organizational level diversity climate 

(ODC).  While there are conceptual differences in ODC and psychological level diversity climate 

(PDC), the assessment of PDC is still a common denominator.    As previously argued by James 

et al. (1988) and as explicitly stated in the above  definitions, climate is a perception, thus 

develops through the cognitive process of sense-making within an individual (Schneider & 

Reichers, 1983). Therefore, to assess the organizational level climate, one must assess the 

psychological level and when relative consensus is perceived, aggregation can then be used for 

ODC (James et al., 1985).  

Psychological climate can be broadly defined as “a set of perceptions that reflect how 

work environments, including organizational attributes, are cognitively appraised and 

represented in terms of their meaning to and significance for individuals” (cf. James & Jones, 

1984; cited in James et al., 1985, p. 129). Applying this to the construction of PDC, individuals 

take information regarding the organization’s policies, procedures, and practices regarding 

diversity and formulate an overall PDC.  When relative consensus is perceived, aggregation can 

then be used for ODC (James et al., 1985). Thus, PDC and ODC or generally stated, diversity 

climate (DC) is comprised of both contextual (organizational) and personal dimensions (Mor 

Barak et al., 1998). Organizational dimensions are objective practices performed by the 

organization such as policies and procedures. The personal dimension of DC is an employee’s 

perception of the beneficiaries of organizational diversity efforts influenced by personal 

attributes such as race, gender, and valuing of diversity (Kossek & Zonia, 1993). In other words, 
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the personal dimension is an individual’s view based on personal biases which influence 

interpretations of the organizations actions (Mor Barak et al., 1998).  

As indicated in the above definitions, researchers have repeatedly drawn on justice 

(fairness), organizational support, organizational commitment, and support of leadership, to 

define and assess the contextual dimension of diversity climate in the organization (McKay et al., 

2007 & 2009; Konrad et al., 2010; Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000; Butner et al., 2010). While not all 

of the previously mentioned organizational dimensions of diversity climate are used in every 

study, the use of justice and perceived organizational support (POS) have emerged as common 

in most diversity climate conceptualizations. Therefore, justice and POS are the main underlying 

dimensions of diversity climate and are briefly discussed below. 

Diversity climate therefore, includes justice perceptions (Roberson & Stevens, 2006). 

Observations of organizational actions towards diversity initiatives influence employee’s 

perceptions of distributive and procedural justice (McKay et al., 2009; Butner et al., 2010). 

These perceptions are based on the perceived fairness of policies, resource distribution, and the 

system that determines it (Mor Barak et al., 1998).  Additionally, minority member’s comparison 

of the organization’s demographic composition to that of the community to assess fairness of 

hiring practices within the organization (Pugh et al., 2008). Organizations that are perceived to 

have a greater number of minority workers (disproportionate to the community) are viewed more 

positively by minority members.   

Diversity climate also includes perceived organizational support. Announcing diversity 

policies alone is not enough to ensure a positive diversity climate (Knouse, 2009). These 

expectations of diversity initiatives must be met with supportive action. Organizations that 

engage in supportive actions towards diversity such as through diversity initiatives encourage 
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positive diversity climate perceptions (McKay et al., 2007; Konrad et al., 2010). By creating 

perceptions of organizational support for diversity initiatives, the organization signals to 

employees its importance, making members feel it is valued (Herdman and McMillan-Capehart, 

2010).  

              To this point we have focused on factors underlying perceptions of diversity climate.  

Demographic heterogeneity (Pugh et al., 2008; Avery et al., 2007), and the existence of a 

diversity program and program management (Herdman & McMillan-Capehart, 2010) are 

examples of previously studied organizational practices, or cues, that signal support of the 

organization to diversity and sway employee’s psychological perception of diversity climate.   

This general conceptualization of diversity climate, as composed of a contextual and personal 

dimension, has been relatively well established in the literature. While again there is no one way 

in which to address diversity climate, it is agreed that DC is a function of the interaction of 

environmental factors (e.g. policies), and individuals interpretation of these policies (fair or not) 

based on their vantage point (does it pertain to me).  Above I describe that perceptions of justice 

and POS as major organizational (contextual) dimension components of PDC.  Below, I move 

forward from the conceptualization of DC to the influence of DC on outcomes, including a brief 

review of seminal authors and works in this area. This discussion establishes a framework for 

how diversity climate has previously been used in explaining employee attitudes and behaviors. 

Further, in clarifying what has been done, attention will be drawn to gaps within the diversity 

climate literature. 

Supporting Diversity Climate Studies 

The seminal authors in diversity climate, Kossek and Zonia (1993), based their initial 

study on intergroup theory.  Intergroup theory describes how individuals’ perception of social 

reality is in part constructed by their group membership (Alderfer, 1986). Furthermore, the 
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theory claims that there are two main groups in organizations, identity groups (e.g. gender, race, 

historical experiences) and organizational group (e.g. job function, position, similar work 

experiences and access to resources) (Alderfer, 1986).  Drawing on this framework, Kossek and 

Zonia’s aim was to examine relationships between group characteristics (level, racio-ethnicity, 

gender), contextual organizational unit characteristics (gender and race heterogeneity, resource 

support for women and minorities) and diversity climate perceptions, as well as the role of 

employees’ diversity values. In sum, they found group characteristic differences in perceptions 

of employer efforts to promote diversity, fairly distribute resources, and in attitudes toward the 

beneficiaries of these efforts. These relationships were also influenced by the perceiver’s value 

of diversity. This study laid the foundation of diversity climate research in three important ways: 

1) finding that minority perceptions of diversity climate in the organization differ from that of 

whites, 2) demonstrating that individuals’ valuing diversity enhances focus on diversity issues, 

and 3) providing evidence for a relationship between employees’ perceptions of diversity climate 

and attitudes and behaviors that are important to the organization.  

Since this study, additional factors other than race and gender have been explored as 

influencing diversity climate, and researchers have also expanded the range of outcomes 

explored. Most studies have drawn on intergroup theory (e.g. Social Identity Theory) when 

addressing psychological diversity climate because individuals perceptions are influenced in part 

by group classification and comparisons.  

As seen in other areas (e.g. goal setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1990), social identity 

theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), and justice theory (Rawls, 1971), psychological assessments of a 

situation are antecedents to actions of the individual.  Therefore, diversity climate, which is 

cognitively created through the interpretation of fairness and support seen in organizational 
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actions, serves as an antecedent to attitudes and behaviors of employees that impact the 

organization. 

Previously identified attitudes resulting from positive diversity climate perceptions are: 

job satisfaction (Knouse, 2009; Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000) and manager satisfaction (Hicks-

Clarke & Iles, 2000). Previously identified behaviors resulting from positive diversity climate 

perceptions are: organization commitment (Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000), reduced employee 

absenteeism (Avery, McKay, Wilson, & Tonidandel, 2007), and reduced turnover intentions 

(Stewart et al., 2010).    

           Despite the aforementioned, few empirical studies of diversity climate examining 

outcomes currently exist compared to other climate types (Pugh et al., 2008). Based on this 

review of the current DC literature I will continue by addressing an important gap that remains. 

Specifically, I focus on the role OI plays in the PDC and individual outcomes relationship.  

Role of Organizational Identification 

As aforementioned, psychological diversity climate frequently draws from intergroup 

theories such as SIT to address attitudinal and behavioral relationships pertinent to the 

organization; however, the relationship between psychological diversity climate and 

organizational identification (OID) has yet to be evaluated.  While one diversity climate study by 

Gonzalez & DeNisi (2009) incorporated OID as an outcome, their study used aggregated 

diversity climate as a moderator influencing another relationship, and thus found the interaction 

effect as opposed to a direct effect. This appears to be a rather large gap in the literature as 

organizational identification is a well-established concept based in SIT that has been found to 

have positive effects on both individual outcomes as well as organizational outcomes. 

Additionally, the underlying dimensions of diversity climate, including justice and organizational 

support, have been frequently tied to OID in other studies. By including OID as a mediating 
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component in the traditional PDC and attitudes / behaviors relationship, we stand to gain a 

stronger explanation as to what other components influence this relationship.   

Social Identity Theory 

Identification 

The psychological process of identification involves individuals incorporating aspects of 

a group’s identity into their own identity for the purpose of defining the self (Ashforth et al., 

2008; Pratt, 1998). A highly identified person views the collective as synonymous of the self 

(Ashforth et al., 2008), and thus perceives success and failure of the group as personally relevant 

(Van Vugt & Hart, 2004; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Identification describes cognitions, not 

behaviors, of individuals; however, these cognitions can ultimately influence engagement of 

behaviors to reinforce perceptions of group membership (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). The concept 

of identification is a pillar of social identity theory.  

SIT Background 

The term social identity was first introduced by Tajfel (1969), and was defined as “the 

individual’s knowledge that he belongs to certain social groups together with some emotional 

and value significance to him of this group membership” (Tajfel, 1972, p. 292).  

Individuals understand themselves through identification with a collective group that is 

distinguishable from others (Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Research 

in Social Identity derived from Tajfel’s (1969) original identity piece focused on exploring the 

“cognitive underpinnings of intergroup comparisons,” which focused on prejudice and 

stereotyping. The concept was later refined into a theory, social identity theory (SIT), by Turner 

et al. (1979). 
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SIT explains the phenomenon of intergroup relations while drawing on group or 

collective identification to explain the process. Identity is self-evaluative, meaning that people 

subjectively place themselves in categories. The concept of self-categorization is complementary 

in helping us understand SIT (Ellemers, Gilder, & Haslam, 2004; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Turner). 

Categorization is a situational, simplification tactic that is used for grouping based on visible 

cues (e.g. race).  Through categorization individuals can distinguish various groups resulting in 

ingroups and outgroups. This process helps individuals categorize themselves, creating a social 

identity and allowing comparison across categories. Social identification therefore serves as a 

definition of self as well as an evaluative tool in that individuals evaluate themselves in 

comparison to others in terms of classifications (Hogg & Reid, 2001).  

Organizational Identification 

Social identity theory has recently been evaluated as it pertains to the way individuals 

identify with an organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  “Organizational identification is broadly 

defined as a cognitive connection between a person and an organization” (Bhattacharya & 

Elsback, 2002, p. 26). The individual integrates the organization in which they belong, into their 

view of self, thus making it a component of their identity (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Identification is 

deeper than simply considering oneself a member.  Organizational identification is the 

incorporation of the organization in the individual’s self-concept, thus integrating the 

organizational identity into the self (Ashforth et al., 2008). Identification with an organization 

aligns individuals’ interests with the organizations as well as providing a sense of belonging or 

oneness (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Smidts, Pruyn, & van Riel, 2001).  The extent to which you 

identify with an organization or group determines behavior in terms of membership in that group 

(Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999).  
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Social Category Identification 

Identities are created through psychological perceptions of categories in which the 

individual classifies themselves and others and compares.  Examples of social categories 

frequently used are race, age, gender, and profession. In the social environment these serve as a 

means of identifying others by assigning them to a group. The assumptions of prototypical 

members of that group are drawn on in making our perceptions.  These assessments are not 

always accurate and the extent to which the person identifies with a category is a matter of 

degree (Ashforth & Mael., 1989).  According to social identity theory, the more emphasis an 

individual places on a specific category the more ‘valued’ or ‘salient’ it is deemed to be (Stewart 

& Garcia, 2008; Ethier & Deaux, 1994).  

Demographics are a frequently used form of grouping individuals in academic research; 

however, findings garnered solely by using demography are limited in that it assumes that all 

members identify the same based on this visible characteristic which then leads to intergroup 

biases (Chattopadhyay, George, & Lawrence, 2004; van Kippenberg et al., 2004).  This 

limitation has been addressed recently by theorists that suggest demographic identification of 

ingroup members varies based on the individuals’ personal experiences in the past as well as 

future expectations (Davidson & Freidman, 1998; Stewart & Garcia, 2008). Racial identification 

is the extent to which an individual psychologically identifies with her or his racial group 

(Stewart & Garcia, 2008; Alderfer, 1997). The strength of racial identification again, is predicted 

in part by the integration of that group membership or category in their identity based on past 

experiences, such as, the language spoken at home, composition of the immediate community, 

and the selection of friends of the same group (Ethier & Deaux, ). Minorities and women that do 

not perceive race as something that benefits them have been found to have lower levels of racial 

and gender category identification (Major et al., 2002). Additionally, minorities who perceive a 
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system to be legitimate, and who assimilate with the superior higher-status group (white), are 

lower identifiers with their own racial category (Cross et al., 1998; Levin et al., 2002).  

Antecedents based on motives 

Many scholars propose that identity formation is guided by motives or goals of the 

individual (Tajfel, 1982; Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Vignoles, Relalia, Manzi, Golledge, & Scabini, 

2006; Cooper & Thatcher, 2010; Breakwell, 1988). “Identity motives are defined as pressures 

towards certain identity states and away from others, which guide the process of identity 

construction” (Vignoles et al., 2006, p. 309). Two motives linked to identification are the desire 

to maximize continuity (Goldberg et al., 2010; Hogg & Terry, 2000) and the desire to maintain a 

positive self-evaluation (Sedikides & Strube, 1995).  

Self-enhancement 

A main underlying assumption of SIT is that members are a part of a group so long as it 

contributes to a positive identity and provides positive distinctiveness (Tajfel, 1972). The desire 

to develop and maintain positive beliefs of self is a form of individual motivation induced by 

individuals’ psychological needs (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010). Stemming from Festinger’s (1954) 

theory of social comparison processes and Tajfel’s "need for positive self-esteem" as 

fundamental motivation (Turner, 1982, p. 33), the later positive self-esteem hypothesis (SEH) 

developed with emphasis on self-enhancement (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). The desire for self-

enhancement was introduced as a motivator for individuals to promote a positive self through 

discrimination between groups (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Burke & Franzoi, 1988). People utilize 

self-enhancing strategies by identifying with groups that contribute to a positive self-evaluation 

(Ellemers et al., 2004; Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2002). Therefore, identification is 

a way for people to enhance or preserve self-concepts (Bhattacharya & Elsback, 2002; Hogg, 
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Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004), and individuals who identify with a desirable social group have 

a positive social identity (Burgess & Harris, 1999; Hogg, 2001).  

People create a positive identity by actively seeking to reinforce self-enhancing aspects 

which increase their self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Dutton et al. (1994) theorize the 

attractiveness of organizational identity influences self-esteem in that being associated with an 

organization that is perceived to be positive enhances self-evaluation. Organizational prestige 

and stereotypes of organizational power and care are antecedents of OID and organizational self-

esteem (self-esteem generated by being a part of the organization) (Bergami and Bagozzi, 2000).  

The reverse relationship was addressed by Ellemers et al., (1999), who found that low status 

groups threaten self-esteem. The organization is one target of identification motivated by self-

enhancement (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010).  

Self-Consistency/Continuity/Congruence 

The extent to which one identifies with a particular group depends on whether they view 

it as self-descriptive (Tajfel, 1982; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). The desire for individuals to identify 

with self-descriptive groups is arguably a way in which to maintain self-continuity. Self-

continuity is defined as “the extent to which individuals are drawn to, prefer to be with, and find 

comfort from similar others” (Goldberg et al., 2010, p. 907). There are several terms used in the 

literature addressing this concept, such as, self-consistency (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010), self-

continuity (Goldberg et al. 2010; Riordan, 2000), and congruency (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004); 

however for the purpose of this study we will refer to it as self-continuity.  

Identification continuity or assessing the similarity between the target group and the 

individual self is important to identification processes (Grice, Paulsen, & Jones, 2002). 

Individuals are more prone to relate to groups that perceive match a part of their individual 

identity and consider that group as unique (Tsui et al., 1992; Shamir, 1991).  Maintaining a 
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continuous identity reduces uncertainty (Riordan, 2000; Goldberg et al., 2010). Incongruence of 

self-identity and organizational identity leads to dis-identification / dissonance, or separation 

(Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; Trevino et al., 2005). This argument is consistent with Kohlberg’s 

(1969) cognitive moral development theory, which states that we will not go against our self-

perceptions in an effort to avoid cognitive dissonance (Trevino et al., 2005).  

Cooper and Thatcher (2010) theoretically argue that the motive of self-consistency is 

important in the self-concept orientation-workplace identification relationship. Evaluation of the 

organizations identity as consistent with our identity leads to our perceptions of continuity as we 

strive to maintain a coherent self-identity (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel, 1969; George & 

Chattapadhyay, 2005). George and Chattopadhyay (2005) found that contract workers identify 

with their employer when they perceive congruence of valued attributes. 

Supplementary Concepts and Pertinent Outcomes 

Demographic Category 

Diversity simply put is differentiation among individuals on a variety of aspects.  People 

can be diverse in visually obvious ways as well as in deeper-level personality and cultural values 

(Harrison et al., 2002). Easily identifiable demographic characteristics such as race/ethnicity, 

gender, and age (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) are currently the predominate focus of diversity 

studies (Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009). Again, while demographics are not the only characteristics 

that make individuals unique and diverse from others, visibility of differences has been found to 

be important (van Knippenberg et al., 2004; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; Pugh et al., 2008). 

Because individuals group themselves and others into categories (Tajfel, 1982), creating biases 

within and between groups, demographic category association is suggested to play a role in 

organizations.   
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For the purpose of this study I focus on demographic characteristics of race/ethnicity and 

gender.  In the U.S., “White employees and male employees have typically enjoyed higher status 

in organizations than have minority employees and female employees, respectively” 

(Chattopadhyay et al., 2004, p. 893). Because I am not focusing on differences between each 

racial category (e.g. Asian, Black, White), but rather differences between majority and minority 

members, I use the term minority when addressing individuals categorized as non-white. Female 

is also considered a lower status demographic category than male (Chattopadhyay et al., 2004); 

therefore, when discussing demographic minorities, I am considering both of the lower status 

categories of racial minority and gender (female). 

Diversity Value Beliefs 

Values are psychologically constructed over time through personal experiences (Mor 

Barak et al., 1998). Diversity value beliefs describe the extent to which individuals perceive 

diversity as important in the workplace (Mor Barak et al., 1998; van Knippenberg et al., 2007). 

The subjective value individuals see in diversity has been found to differ as people hold various 

opinions of dissimilar others (Hostager & De Meuse, 2002) and policies enacted to support 

diversity initiatives (Triandis et al., 1993). In previous studies minorities and women have been 

found to disproportionately value diversity more than white males (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor 

Barak et al., 1998). The argument for the finding was that as individuals who had experienced 

discrimination and who are beneficiaries of diversity initiatives, minorities and women value 

diversity more. However, overall, individuals that perceive diversity as a benefit, by providing 

the organization a larger pool of knowledge, are more likely to identify with and contribute to 

organization perceived to share this view (van Knippenberg et al., 2007).  
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Outcomes 

Upon reviewing the OID and PDC literature, I noticed overlap in frequently evaluated 

outcomes. Because this study proposes OID as mediating PDC and subsequent outcomes, I will 

focus on notable overlapping outcomes pertinent to employees. The focus of this study is to 

identify how climate influences employees and implications for the organization, thus the four 

outcomes to be evaluated are: job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and OCB. To reiterate, these 

specific outcomes were chosen based on prior support for their importance in both PDC and OID 

research and a brief description of each is below. 

Turnover is the rate at which organizations lose employees. Turnover intentions are the 

intended actions by the employee to leave the organization (Mossholder, Settoon, & Henagan, 

2005; Lee & Mowday, 1987). This behavioral intention is important to assess as turnover costs 

organizations billions annually (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000). Individuals may leave an 

organization due to availability of other opportunities and/or due to negative perceptions of the 

work environment. In addition to being costly, disparity in minority and majority turnover 

intentions has been identified (Friedman & Holtom, 2002). Researchers suggest, minority 

employees disproportionately voluntarily leave organizations due to lower perceptions of job 

satisfaction (Maertz & Campion, 1998; Griffeth et al., 2000) and mentorship (Friedman & 

Holtom, 2002). 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), influenced by Katz (1964) and Organ (1988) 

describes OCB’s as the discretionary behaviors individuals’ perform above and beyond their job 

description that contribute to the organization’s overall effectiveness.  These behaviors have also 

been defined as extra-role (Okkonen & Lipponen, 2006). Ilies et al. (2009) suggests two parts to 

OCB differing in the target of the employee’s actions.  OCB-I refers to citizenship actions 

performed by employees that are directed towards other employees (e.g. helping a coworker with 
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a project), while OCB-O refers to citizenship actions performed by employees that are directed 

towards the organization (e.g. staying late). While overall OCB is beneficial to the organization 

(Organ & Ryan, 1995; Masterson et al., 2000), identifying the specific target of behavior 

provides greater insight as to how OID influences employees OCB’s.  

Attitudes of employees are also important to understand in the organization. Attitudes are 

situation driven and have been found to influence employee contributions (Organ, 1977; Organ, 

1994) and performance (Riketta, 2005). Job satisfaction is arguably the most sought and 

researched attitude (Judge et al., 2001) and thus included in this study. Locke (1976) defined job 

satisfaction as “. . . a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s 

job or job experiences” (p. 1304). Locke’s definition implies job satisfaction is created through 

employee’s feelings and cognitions, which can change overtime as experiences within the 

organization occur. Because employees regularly evaluate their work situation based on how 

they feel, it is an important outcome to assess. Additionally, this outcome has organizationally 

relevant implications as ‘happy workers are considered to be more productive workers’.  

Hypothesis Development 

Diversity climate derives from a cognitive process and describes individuals’ perceptions 

of organizational diversity policies, practices, and procedures. From previous research we find 

that an employee’s diversity climate perception is associated with positive outcomes (McKay et 

al., 2007; Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000). Support for the relationship between PDC and attitudinal 

and behavioral outcomes have been found, however less is known about the role OID plays in 

these relationships. To extend knowledge of this relationship, this section focuses on integration 

of the previously discussed concepts PDC, OID, DVB, demographics, and SCI.  Drawing from 

SIT, I use self-enhancement and self-continuity motives to derive relevant hypotheses.  
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Psychological Diversity Climate and Organizational Identification 

Organizational identification increases organizational success (Fuller, Barnett, Hester, & 

Relyea, 2003); therefore, to entice identification, organizations engage in active communication 

of identities that tell what is central and enduring about them (Pfeffer, 1981; Margulies, 1977), 

such as its values (Dutton et al., 1994). The psychological process of OID involves the 

integration of the organizational identity into the self (Ashforth et al., 2008; Pratt, 1998). 

Organizational identity is what members believe to be central to the organization based on 

communications and actions (Christensen & Askegaard, 2001; Gatewood, Gowan, & 

Lautenschlager, 1993; Nguyen & LeBlanc, 1998). Albert and Whetten (1985), stress the 

importance of an organization’s identity as the way in which ‘collectives’ answer “who are we as 

an organization” (p. 328).  For this reason, people are specifically motivated to identify with 

organizations that are perceived as positive because it is not only self-reflective but can be self-

enhancing (Ashforth & Mael, 1998; Hogg).  

 Awareness of societal values has led organizations to adapt their identities to ‘issues’ and 

the expectations of stakeholders (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991). By demonstrating conformity with 

societal issues, organizations gain legitimacy, enhancing perceptions of the organization (Yang 

& Konrad, 2011). Organizations therefore highlight stakeholder desired goals, values, and 

achievements, to garner higher status and promote individual identification (Smidts et al., 2001; 

Kanter, 1993; Katila & Merilainen, 1999; Konrad & Gutek, 1987; Oyserman & Harrison, 1998).  

In order to satisfy societal pressures regarding diversity, organizations have begun 

incorporating diversity into identity (Cole & Salimath, 2013; Bartkus & Glassman, 2007). 

Diversity is but one part of the organization’s identity that is communicated and then interpreted 

by its members. Assessment of an organization’s identity establishes what members believe to be 

important to the organization (Christensen & Askegaard, 2001; Gatewood et al., 1993; Nguyen 
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& LeBlanc, 1998), and thus creates an internal climate. Climate is a function of situational 

attributes with direct ties to individual experiences in the work environment (Gent et al., 1979); 

thus, individuals’ perception of the organization’s identity as valuing diversity and their 

experience with actions that support this combine to influence PDC (McKay et al., 2007; 

Thomas & Wise, 1999). In other words, organizations that promote diversity are more likely to 

be perceived as having a positive climate by signaling the value of diversity (Herdman & 

McMillan-Capehart, 2010), and employees that perceive policies and procedures enacted by the 

organization to be supportive and fair will perceive a positive diversity climate (Herdman & 

McMillan-Capehart, 2010; Triana et al., ). 

Researchers have suggested a link between diversity climate and OID. Cox (1991) 

theoretically discusses DC as a situational attribute in the work environment that, at the 

individual level, influences OID. Our perceptions of the environment impact OID as previously 

supported through assessments of other climate types: communication (Bartels et al., 2007) and 

ethical (DeConinck et al., 2011). Bartels et al. (2007) found support for enhanced OID when a 

positive communication climate was perceived. Communication climate is the perception 

employees have regarding the equality of mutual relations and the communication in an 

organization (Goldhaber, 1993). While not the same as diversity climate, it is similar in that PDC 

is the perception employees have regarding treatment (equality) and support of diversity based 

on communication and action of the organization (via policies and procedures).  The positive 

relationship between ethical climate and OID further supports the argument that employees 

identify with organizations they perceive as having a positive climate (DeConinck et al., 2011).  

Individuals identify with organizations perceived as having positive climates (DeConinck 

et al., 2011; Bartels et al., 2007) to support the psychological need to maintain a positive 

32 



perception of self (Cooper & Thatcher 2010). When an organization is perceived to be engaging 

in beneficial or positively desired activities, individuals are more likely to identify (Hogg & 

Terry, 2000). Because belonging to an organization perceived to be fair and supportive of 

diversity is viewed as positive (McKay et al., 2007; Thomas & Wise, 1999), individuals are more 

likely to identify with such organizations for the purpose of self-enhancement. Conversely, 

individuals that perceive a negative diversity climate will choose to distance themselves, thus not 

identifying. Therefore,   

Hypothesis 1: Psychological diversity climate positively relates to organizational 
identification.  

 
Moderating Role of DVB, SCI, and Demographics 

In addition to being motivated to self-enhance, individuals try to stay true to themselves 

by identifying with groups that reinforce their perception of themselves. People tend to behave in 

accordance with their self-concept (Vignoles, et al., 2006; Turner et al., 1987) and ‘who we are’ 

is in-part defined by group affiliation (Tajfel, 1978). Therefore, individuals are more prone to 

identify with a group that reinforces their self-concept rather than one that creates cognitive 

dissonance.  

OID is “a product of cognitive constructions which involve person by situation 

interactions” (Gents et al., 1979, p. 4; James and Jones, 1974); therefore, similar events or 

conditions at work can affect OID differently depending on personal characteristics and 

organizational attributes (Gents et al., 1979). As a person perceives similarities between their 

own core attributes and characteristics in the organization, they identify with the organization 

(Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009). Below, I propose that diversity value beliefs and demographics 

moderate the PDC-OID relationship. Additionally, I propose that the three-way interactions of 
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demographics, diversity value beliefs and PDC as well as demographics, social category 

identification and PDC influence OID. 

Diversity Value Beliefs 

An organization’s identity consistent with our individual identity creates perceptions of 

continuity (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel, 1969; George & Chattapadhyay, 2005). Fulfilling the 

motive of self-continuity is important to organizational identification (Cooper & Thatcher, 

2010). When an employee perceives the organizations’ values as self-reflective and consistent 

with their own there is greater cognitive overlap (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Chatman, 1991; 

Dutton et al., 1994).   

Diversity value beliefs (DVB) are employee perceptions of whether an organization’s 

efforts to include and support diversity are seen as beneficial for the group or organization 

(Triana et al., 2011). DVB have been found to moderate the relationship between group diversity 

and identification (van Dick et al., 2008; van Knippenberg et al., 2007), and is therefore 

important to assess when looking at the climate-identification relationship. Dutton et al. (1994) 

claim, “…when individuals identify strongly with the organization, attitudes they use to define 

the organization also define themselves”. Climates, cultures (Cox, 1993; Ely & Thomas, 2001), 

and people (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 1992) differ in the value placed on diversity (Bartels et al., 

2007). Prior research supports that a positive diversity climate creates the perception that the 

organization values diversity (Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009). Additionally, research supports that 

personal values interact with climate to affect employee actions in the organization, such as 

citizenship behavior (Triana et al., 2011).  

Therefore, the extent to which an employee has strong diversity value beliefs moderates 

the diversity climate organizational identification relationship. If an employee perceives diversity 

as beneficial to the organization (strong diversity value beliefs), and the organization is perceived 
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to have a positive diversity climate, then self-continuity perceptions enhance identification. 

Conversely, incongruence of self-identity and organizational identity creates dissonance, or 

separation (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004).  Thus, strong DVB intensifies the PDC-OID relationship. 

Hypothesis 2: Diversity Value Beliefs moderate the relationship between PDC and OID 
such that when diversity value beliefs are high the PDC-OID relationship is stronger than 
when they are low. 
 

Demographics 

Classification into a minority group is hypothetically a component of self-identity. 

Members of the minority or female group may choose to identify with others that share similar 

characteristics, providing an opportunity for self-expression (Goldberg et al., 2010). Historically, 

belonging to a particular demographic category has been found to play a role in behavioral and 

attitudinal outcomes (Mor Barack, 1998; Goldberg et al., 2010); therefore, the positive 

relationship between PDC perception and OID will also vary based on individual demographics. 

Prior research suggests self-continuity fosters identification, and demographics change 

the way employees react to climate perceptions.  As members of an historically discriminated 

group, the perception of support via a fair system and distribution of resources is particularly 

important for the minority group (Butner et al., 2010; Volpone, Avery, & McKay, 2012). Studies 

on diversity climate have found racial and gender differences to moderate the relationship 

between diversity climate and employee engagement (Volpone et al., 2012), turnover intentions 

(McKay et al., 2007), commitment (Butner et al., 2010), and customer satisfaction (McKay et al. 

2011). These studies support the notion that settings signal threat or safety cues, and 

organizations that do not show value for minority groups are perceived as less safe (Purdie-

Vaugns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). When an organization incorporates 

diversity in their identity by communicating support and value for diversity, they foster a 

positive diversity climate and are perceived to support a part of the minority member’s identity. 
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By appealing to this identity, employees perceive congruence in the organization’s support of 

diversity and their own belonging in the organization. Therefore, the support of the organization 

for diversity creates a positive environment that impacts identification to the extent that it aligns 

its interests with those of members of minority groups. Individuals belonging to a demographic 

category supported by such actions will exhibit higher levels of identification.  

Hypothesis 3a: Demographics moderate the relationship between PDC and OID such that 
the positive PDC-OID relationship is stronger for females than for males.  
 
Hypothesis 3b: Demographics moderate the relationship between PDC and OID such that 
the positive PDC-OID relationship is stronger for minority members than for majority 
members. 
 

Three-way Interactions: Demographics, DVB, and SCI on OID 

As argued above, psychological diversity climate influences identification with the 

organization.  Furthermore, demographics and DVB have been argued to independently 

moderate this relationship. While these relationships tell part of the story, more knowledge can 

be gained by addressing joint moderation. Joint moderation of personal characteristics is 

presumed to have a compounding effect on organizational identification and thus influences the 

relationship with outcomes (McKay et al., 2011). Therefore, the purpose of assessing three-way 

interactions is to see how the relationship changes (effect on OID) when considering multiple 

influential constructs at once. 

Demographics and DVB 
 

Previous studies have focused on minorities and women disproportionately valuing 

diversity more than white males (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor Barak et al., 1998) suggesting a 

linear relationship. The interaction between these two characteristics can also contribute to 

understanding differences in responses to PDC. Minority members’ have different social statuses 

and different experiences that explain outcomes differently, preventing us from lumping them all 

36 



together (Lawrence, 1997).  For example, not all minorities have high diversity value beliefs, and 

not all white males have low diversity value beliefs.  By looking at the joint moderating effect of 

DVB and demographics as opposed to the linear relationship between them, variation in 

identification based on these two characteristics emerges.  

There are four possible combinations of DVB and demographics: majority (or male)/low 

DVB, majority (or male)/high DVB, minority (or female)/low DVB, and minority (or 

female)/high DVB. Two of the aforementioned, minority or female/low DVB and majority (or 

male)/high DVB, have a neutral influence on the relationship thus the focus will be on the 

extremes.  The theoretical graph shows the expected relationship. 

Majority (or Male)/low DVB. Caucasian men have been found to perceive their 

organizations as more fair and inclusive than Caucasian women or racial/ethnic minority men 

and women (Mor Barak et al., 1998). One explanation for this result is that because they do not 

belong to an identity group that has been discriminated against, they perceive practices in place 

as fair. If the organization puts little emphasis on diversity, white males’ identity aligns with the 

organization; however, as the emphasis on diversity becomes more prevalent, self-continuity is 

lessened as white males do not perceive congruence with this identity. While this is consistent 

with the previous argument of a difference between white males and minorities, addressing this 

reaction in conjunction with DVB is even more intriguing. A related study found that those 

higher in ethnic/cultural empathy reported higher behavioral intentions to attend diversity related 

programs and were more likely to have positive perceptions of diversity programs (Cundiff et al., 

2009). This suggests that majority members that have high diversity value beliefs will be more 

supportive than those who do not.  Therefore, while white males may not perceive identity 

alignment as diversity comes more to the forefront, if they support the practice, then overlap on 
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this identity exists. However, if the white male has low diversity value beliefs, this further 

distances their identity from that of the organization, resulting in lower identification. 

Minority (or female)/high DVB. In general, Caucasian women and racial/ethnic minority 

men and women see more value in and feel more comfortable with diversity than Caucasian men 

(Mor Barak et al., 1998); however, this does not mean all do.  People are classified in many 

categories and different individuals utilize different categorization schema; therefore, acceptance 

of the category as definitive of self does not mean acceptance of those values and attitudes 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  People from stigmatized groups interpret the value of their group 

from the setting (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008).   

  

 

Low         PDC                       High 

   High 
 
  
 
 
OID 

 
  
 
 
   Low 

Female or minority / 
High DVB 
 
Female or minority/ 
Low DVB 
 
 Male or majority / 
High DVB 
 
Male or Majority/ Low 
DVB 

Figure 2. Example of a 3-way interaction between PDC, demographics, and DVB 
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Figure 3. Conceptual three-way interaction model for demographics and DVB 

  

Employees trust settings that are consistent with their values (Purdie-Vaugns et al., 

2008). The extent to which an individual perceives congruence between themselves and the 

organization’s environment increases identification.  Individuals with high DVB and who 

perceive the organization has similar values are going to perceive even more alignment of 

identities, thus are going to be more likely to identify. Members of the minority group may have 

low DVB; however, those that have high DVB will experience a strong sense of continuity with 

the organization. Therefore, having high DVBs in conjunction with belonging to a minority 

status group will strengthen the impact of PDC on OID.  

 
Hypothesis 4a: Demographics and DVB will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC 
and OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest for female 
employees with high DVB and weakest for male employees with low DVB. 
 
Hypothesis 4b: Demographics and DVB will jointly moderate the relationship between 
PDC and OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest for 
minority member employees with high DVB and weakest for majority member employees 
with low DVB. 
 

 

SCI and Demographics 

A pillar of SIT is that individuals classify themselves into groups in order to distinguish in-

groups from out-groups and to determine to which group they belong (Tajfel, 1969). 

Demographics are but one category in which individuals classify themselves. The reason racial 

PDC 

DVB Demographics 

OID 
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and gender identities are important is that they do not change as compared to work function, age, 

and religion (Cox, 1991). When individuals categorize themselves as belonging to a group, they 

do so by distinguishing themselves from an out-group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). In the instance 

of race, belonging to a minority group such as black distinguishes you from other racial groups 

such as white or Asian. The intensity of identifying with demographic categories is a matter of 

degree (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). An individual’s psychological relationship to her/his racial 

group is racial identification (Stewart & Garcia-Prieto, 2008; Alderfer, 1997). Similarly, 

identification with your social category of gender is gender identification. The interaction of 

demographics on PDC-OID has previously been discussed; therefore, below I focus what it 

means for individuals to strongly identify with their social categories and how this interacts with 

demographics to magnify the impact of demographic group membership on the PDC-OID 

relationship.  

Identifying with social category. The extent to which one identifies with a particular group 

varies (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  Individuals define themselves in multiple subjective social 

categorizations that become salient, or important, depending on the situation (Hogg et al., 2004; 

Ashmore et al., 2004; Chatman, 2000). An important element for identification with a group is 

an individuals’ perception of the group as positive, which invokes emotional commitment and 

identification (Smidts et al., 2001; Hogg & Terry 2000). The more an individual identifies with 

their social category, the stronger the emotional commitment to the group (Chattopadyay et a., 

2004; Ellemers et al., 1999). Additionally, high SCI may make the social category in question 

salient because it is in the forefront of how and individual sees themselves in conjunction with 

their current situation (Blanz, 1999; McGarty, 2001). Salience therefore is the accessibility of a 

category (Blanz, 1999).  
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When an individual strongly identifies, they perceive their fate to be intertwined with others 

in the group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). While this sense of belonging is good for the individual, it 

perpetuates the need for discrimination against other groups to reinforce distinction and positive 

perceptions of the individuals’ existing group (Perreault & Bourhis, 1999; Hogg & Terry, 2000). 

Threats to a group’s identity hurt self-esteem and increase negative reactions such as out-group 

derogation (Branscombe & Wann, 1994). Highly identified individuals will behave 

prototypically to accomplish the greater goals of the group and maintain positive perceptions 

(Hogg & Terry, 2000).  

SCI by race. Through repeated studies, minorities have been found to be strong 

identifiers with their racial category (Spencer & Markstrom-Adams, 1990; Clarke & Clarke, 

1947). While once viewed as a hindrance, over time previously discriminated against racial 

groups have banded together and become proud of their race/ racial identity (Hraba and Grant, 

1970), increasing identification with their group (Gibbs & Huang, 1989). Conversely, whites 

tend to not think of themselves in terms of race (Anderson, 2003), therefore their racial 

identification is lower than that of minority groups (Spencer & Markstrom-Adams, 1990). These 

findings, while important, again group individuals into demographic groups to assume uniform 

beliefs, not allowing for individual variation. By assessing SCI as separate and in conjunction 

with demographics, a refined understanding of their interactional influence on the PDC-OID 

relationship can be seen. 

Interactional impact on PDC-OID. PDC is constructed through assessments of diversity 

related practices and treatment.  As previously argued, because diversity practices target specific 

demographic groups, individuals belonging to those groups see these actions as beneficial to 

themselves and thus perceive self-continuity when the climate is positive (Butner et al., 2010; 

41 



Volpone et al., 2012). Negative perceptions of diversity climate can be threatening to minority 

members as they demonstrate lower organizational value and support of minority groups, 

creating a discrepancy between aspects of the individual and the organization (Purdie-Vaughs et 

al., 2008).  

Self-continuity will occur when there is alignment between an individual’s demographic 

social category identification and the perceived support of such membership by the organization. 

When an individual is a high identifier with their minority group and the organization has a 

positive diversity climate, organizational identification will be magnified. Consistent with this 

argument, high identifiers are likely to feel threatened in situations perceived as not supportive of 

their group (Ethier & Deaux, 1994). To high identifying white males, a positive PDC may be 

perceived as threatening due to its absence of focus/support of white racial membership. As 

mentioned above, threats to group membership can result in out-group derogation thus 

suggesting a negative impact on OID. 
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Figure 4. Example of a 3-way interaction between PDC, demographics, and SCI 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5. Conceptual three-way interaction model for demographics and SCI 
 
 
While the perception of a positive diversity climate is considered more important for 

minorities (Butner et al., 2010; Volpone et al., 2012), there may be differential impacts based on 

identification with a particular social category.  Low identifiers view their racial identity as less 

salient, and therefore will not perceive a threat to their social category based on perceptions of 

PDC. High identifiers with race, however, will likely have the strongest response to climate 

perceptions as they are the most concerned about the standing and treatment of their group. The 
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direction of influence of SCI will vary based on demographics. Therefore, high SCI will magnify 

the strength of demographics on the PDC-OID relationship such that it reinforces the positive 

relationship for minority group members and triggers a negative relationship for white males.  

 
Hypothesis 5: Demographics and SCI will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC 
and OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest when the 
employee is a member of a minority demographic group and has high SCI. 
 
Hypothesis 5a: Gender and SCIG will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC and 
OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest when the 
employee is female and has high SCIG. 
 
Hypothesis 5b: Race and SCIR will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC and 
OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest when the 
employee is a minority and has high SCIR. 
 
 

OID mediates PDC-Outcomes 

The outcomes focused on in this study are employee job satisfaction and employee 

behavioral intentions, specifically OCB, and turnover intentions. Behavioral intentions are 

motivational factors which precede the behavior and are the closest link to actual behavior 

(Tohidinia & Mosakhani, 2010).  According to Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior, an 

individual’s behavior is dependent on his or her intention. Therefore, the assessment of 

intentions to leave the organization and to engage in citizenship behavior is important for 

predicting actual behavior.  

DC’s relationship with the outcomes such as job satisfaction (Schulte et al., 2006; Parker 

et al., 2003; Hicks-Clarke & Ilies, 2000) and  turnover intentions (Stewart et al., 2011; Butner et 

al., 2010; Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009), have been explored, while other climate types have been 

linked to OCB (Van Dyne, Kossek, & Lobel, 2007; Kaufman, Stamper, Tesluk, 2001).  These 

relationships however may be better explained by using OID as a mediator. As previously 

argued, the perception of a positive diversity climate will strengthen organizational 
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identification. Organizational identification is a psychological, cognitive process that aligns the 

employees’ interest with the organizations and positively influences behavior (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989). Therefore, as seen in climate studies, support exists for OID’s positive influence on of job 

satisfaction (Avolio et al., 2004) and behaviors such as OCB (Walumbwa et al., 2009; Olkkonen 

& Lipponen, 2006; Avolio et al., 2004), and negative influence on turnover intentions (Olkkonen 

& Lipponen, 2006). Following the logic behind PDC impacting OID, and the overlap in their 

influence of the aforementioned outcomes, it is intuitive that OID would serve as an intermediary 

to the overlapping outcomes.  

Hypothesis 6: OID mediates the relationship between PDC and outcomes. 
 

Hypothesis 6a: OID positively mediates the relationship between PDC and job 
satisfaction. 
 

  Hypothesis 6b: OID positively mediates the relationship between PDC and OCB. 
 

Hypothesis 6c: OID negatively mediates the relationship between PDC and 
turnover intentions 

 

Moderated Mediation of PDC-OID-Outcomes based on Individual Characteristics 

 Moderated mediation is the process of identifying individual differences that influence 

the intervening mediator in the treatment outcome relationship (Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). 

In other words, the treatment effect is mediated differently as a function of individual difference 

moderators (Grant, 2012). In this study, the PDC-Outcome relationship is argued to be mediated 

by OID. The strength of OID’s impact on outcomes however will vary based on the moderation 

of individual differences of DVB, demographics, and SCI. Therefore, I propose a moderated 

mediation model in which individual characteristics such as DVB, demographics, and SCI 

influence the effect of PDC on OID, which in turn impacts pertinent outcomes.   
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Figure 6. Conceptual moderated mediated model with demographics and DVB as moderators 
 

The moderators’ influence will remain as previously hypothesized: high DVB strengthens 

the positive PDC-OID relationship and thus increases positive outcomes, minority/female 

demographic members will strengthen the PDC-OID relationship and subsequent outcomes, 

DVB and demographics will interact to positively influence PDC-OID such that when DVB is 

high and the individual is a member of the minority or female demographic group the 

relationship is stronger, and demographics and SCI interact to positively influence the PDC-OID 

relationship when the individual is a high identifier of a minority demographic group and 

negatively influence the relationship when a high identifier of the majority while male group.  

Hypothesis 7: OID mediates the moderating effect of individual characteristics on the 
relationship between PDC and outcomes. 
 

Hypothesis 7a: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship 
between PDC and job satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 7b: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship 
between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7c: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship 
between PDC and turnover intentions. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Hypothesis 7d: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship 
between PDC and job satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 7e: OID mediates the moderated effect of race on the relationship 
between PDC and job satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 7f: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship 
between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7g: OID mediates the moderated effect of race on the relationship 
between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7h: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship 
between PDC and turnover intentions. 
 
Hypothesis 7i: OID mediates the moderated effect of race on the relationship 
between PDC and turnover intentions. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Hypothesis 7j: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on 
the relationship between PDC and job satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 7k: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on 
the relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7l: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on 
the relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Hypothesis 7m: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 7n: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity 
on the relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 7o: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7p: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity 
on the relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 
 
Hypothesis 7q: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 
 
Hypothesis 7r: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on 
the relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODS 
 

Introduction 

 
 The purpose of this study is to: 1) examine the relationship between psychological 

diversity climate and organizational identification, 2) identify personal characteristics that 

moderate the psychological diversity climate-organizational identification relationship, 3) 

examine the mediation of OID in the PDC-Outcome relationship, and 4) examine the moderated 

mediation of the relationship.  This chapter describes the sample and procedures used to test 

these relationships. 

 I first conducted a pilot study on a student sample to assess and refine the instrument and 

the collection process. I then implemented the changes to the instrument and the process. In the 

main study, I test the relationships on a sample of organizational members. Below, I first 

describe the operationalization of the variables of interest and the analytical procedures 

performed to verify and test the model described. I then outline the statistical procedure utilized 

along with the test for each specific hypothesis.  

Pilot Study 

 A pilot study was conducted in Fall 2012. Feedback garnered by this study was used to 

make adjustments to the instrument used in the main study. The purpose of the pilot therefore, 

was to refine the instrument and process, not assess accuracy of the model (Trochim & Donnally, 

2008).  
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Sample and Data Collection 

The data used in the pilot came from surveys completed by students enrolled in UNT 

business courses.  The survey was administered online via Qualtrics. Qualtrics is an online 

survey tool utilized by many public institutions. The survey was originally distributed in two 

separate time periods, requiring the students to log in on two different occasions. The temporal 

distance between surveys was two weeks. Students were offered extra credit for participating in 

the survey and had to complete both waves to receive full credit.   

 Part One of the pilot survey resulted in 142 responses and Part Two resulted in 78 (only a 

55% follow up response rate). After isolating only those participants who were employed and 

who completed both parts of the survey, a total of 40 surveys were obtained. Descriptive 

characteristics of the sample were gathered such as: age, gender, race and ethnicity, employment 

status, and tenure in the firm.  As expected with a student sample, the majority of participants 

were in the age range 18-25 (80%) with the remaining belonging to 26-33 (10%) and 34-41 

(10%). The gender is representative of the population with 57 percent of the sample women, and 

43 percent men.  The race and ethnicity demographic was evenly split into 20 white participants 

and 20 non-white/minority participants.  With regard to employment status, only individuals 

currently employed were considered, with 57.5 percent employed part-time, 25 percent 

employed full-time but hourly, and 17.5 percent employed full-time salaried.  Finally, the 

amount of time employed at the current organization was assessed with 25 percent having 1 year 

or less tenure, 47.5 percent having 1-3 years tenure, 17.5 percent 4-6 years tenure, 7.5 percent 7-

9 years tenure and 2.5 percent with 10 or more years tenure.  

Improvements for Main Dissertation Study 

Upon completion of the pilot study, I identified two issues to address before moving 

forward with the main study. First, I needed to modify the options available for respondents to 

49 



select their racial category, as well as keeping ethnicity separate from race, and second, I needed 

to modify the survey process. 

The race/ethnicity survey question was modified for the main study to include the option 

to self-select more than one racial category. Additionally, the categories were modified to meet 

standards of the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB), which guides the Census 

Bureau (2010). The new question includes the following categories: White, Black or African 

American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 

Islander, and Other. “Hispanic or Latino refers to a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, 

South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race” (Census, 2010); 

therefore, Hispanic ethnicity was no longer be a part of the same question and a new question 

was included to more accurately assess ethnicity and was worded as follows:  

Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin? 
o Yes, I am of Hispanic Latino or Spanish origin 
o No, I am not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin 

 
Second, and perhaps the biggest problem encountered in the pilot, was the decline in 

responses from time one to time two. The main driver behind the two part survey was to 

minimize common method variance by separating predictor and criterion variables. A total of 45 

percent of the respondents did not participate in the second survey. While this still resulted in a 

relatively high response rate (55%), the problem is three-fold. First, the students were 

incentivized to participate in both parts and incentives increase response rate (Dale, Stuart, & 

Kristin, 2007). In the organizations participating in the main study, I did not have the ability to 

offer incentives, and because the survey is optional, the response rate could have even further 

declined. Second, the loss of valuable information by losing participants can potentially lead to 

the study not having enough power to run the statistical analysis. Third, the two-part survey 
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required respondents to enter their name at the end of each survey for matching purposes. While 

this was solely used for matching purposes and responses were kept confidential, social 

desirability of responses may have occurred by employees due to perceived lack of anonymity.  

Because each response is valuable and the model cannot be tested without all 

components, combining the parts to one full survey prevailed as the best solution. In order to do 

so and still minimize common method bias, a psychological separation technique was used.   The 

previously used temporal technique was found to be too long; therefore, a break from the 

measures of interest to unrelated questions (brain teasers) was used to separate predictor and 

criterion responses and to enable clearing of short-term memory (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The 

specific unrelated questions added to the survey in-between the predictor and criterion scales are 

listed below. Finally, the elimination of an identifying characteristic such as name increases 

ambiguity and thus increases the likelihood of honest responses and further minimizes common 

method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

Please answer the following questions.  
 
If a bag contains 5 apples, 2 pears, 3 oranges and 4 plums what is the probability of pulling out a 
pear? 

o 1/7 
o 2/5 
o 2/7 
o 1/4 
o 1/2 

 
Which one is correct? 

o Conoisseur 
o Connoisseur 
o Connoiseur 
o Conoiseur 
o Connoiseure 

 
What do you get if you Unscramble the following letters RUPLEP? 

o A Tree 
o A Bird 
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o A Color 
o A Game 
o A Shape 

 
Finally, several additional questions were added for potential control purposes, including 

organizational tenure, job level, job type, and organization size.  

Main Study 

Sample and Data Collection 

Unlike the pilot study, where students comprised the sample population, the main survey 

was distributed to four small to medium sized organizations within the U.S. and Canada. I relied 

on cold calling and the subsequent pitch of the study to key individuals within the organizations 

to obtain access. The four organizations in the sample included three industries including: 

healthcare, financial services, and information technology. While these organizations vary in 

focus, they are all interested in working to better understand diversity within the organization.  

The employees of each organization were asked to complete the questionnaire online through the 

Qualtrics system. Key contacts within each organization within senior level management were 

responsible for distribution of the survey information. The window for completion of the survey 

was two weeks with a reminder sent at the one week mark. The study of employees located 

within various businesses aligns with the purpose of this study, which is to investigate 

perceptions of diversity climate on organizational identification. By recruiting employee 

participants from several different organizations, I allow for more variance on PDC than by 

using only one.  

Participants in this study included employees from multiple organizations located across 

the United States and one in Canada.  See Table 2 below for a breakdown of sample 

demographics. A total of 1058 employees were contacted and of those, 251 employees opened 
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and began the survey. Participation of the organizations resulted in a total of 227 (21.5%) 

completed employee surveys and 24 partially completed surveys of employees that began the 

survey but did not finish. The sample of employees completing the survey in its entirety was 

comprised of 71 males (31%) and 156 females (69%).  The racial/ethnic demographic split 

included 182 Caucasian non-Hispanic employees (80%) and 45 that are classified in a minority 

racial group or of Hispanic ethnicity (20%).  The minority racial group consisted of 12 Black or 

African American (5%), 1 American Indian or Alaskan Native (<1%), 7 Asian (3%), 11 other 

(5%), and 24 of Hispanic ethnicity. Missing values were looked at to ensure no significant 

difference was found for the 24 employees that did not finish the survey. Overall the ratio of 

those employees not completing the survey was in-line with overall numbers with: 19 white 

(79%), 1 Asian, and 4 Other employees that did not complete the survey of which 4 were of 

Hispanic ethnicity (21% minority race/ethnicity). The majority of the sample (94%) work within 

the U.S., while the remaining (6%) work in Canada. With regard to age, responses were obtained 

from all categories listed with over 50% of responses coming from employees between the ages 

of 42 and 57.  The employees surveyed were mostly college educated with the highest 

educational attainment as follows, 7 (3.4%) earned a high school degree, 11 (5.3%) earned a 

vocational or technical certificate, 23 (11.1%) of respondents have some college, 100 (48.3%) 

earned a Bachelor’s degree, 64 (30.9%) earned a Master’s degree, and 2 (1%) employees 

participating in the study had earned a Doctoral degree.  Finally, tenure of employees at their 

current organization is as follows, less than 1 year 26 (12.6%), 1-3 years 44 employees (21.3%), 

4-6 years 59 employees (28.5%), 7-9 years 30 employees (14.5%) and 10 or more years 48 

employees (23.2%). Thus roughly half fall within 1-6 years of employment at current 

organization.  
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Table 2 
 
Sample Demographics 
 

 

  Total Percent 
Gender 

  
 

 Male 71 31% 

 Female 156 69% 
Race    

 White 196 86% 

 Black or African   American 12 5% 

 American Indian or Alaskan 1 <1% 

 Asian 7 3% 

 Hawaiian of Pacific Islander 0 0 

 Other 11 5% 
Hispanic Ethnicity   

 

 Yes 24 11% 

 No 203 89% 
U.S. Born 

  
 

 Yes 196 86% 

 No 31 14% 
Ages 

  
 

 18-25 8 4% 

 26-33 37 16% 

 34-41 34 15% 

 42-49 51 22% 

 50-57 66 29% 

 58+ 31 14% 
Education 

  
 

 High School Diploma 8 4% 

 Some College 26 11% 

 Technical Degree 12 5% 

 4 year University Degree 109 48% 

 Graduate Degree 70 31% 

 Doctoral Degree 2 1% 
Tenure 

  
 

 <1 Year 28 12% 

 1-3 Years 47 21% 

 4-6 Years 63 28% 

 7-9 Years 34 15% 

 10+ Years 55 24% 
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Constructs and Measures 

Descriptive statistics and psychometric properties of the data were analyzed prior to 

evaluating the relationships among the variables.  The factor structures of the scales used in this 

study are well established in the literature resulting in the measures being regarded as valid and 

reliable.  To ensure consistency with prior research, reliability for each measure was assessed. 

Reliability is defined as the “assessment of the degree of consistency between multiple 

measurements of a variable” (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010, p. 125).  A widely accepted 

measure of reliability is internal consistency, which is measured using Cronbach’s (1951) alpha.  

Cronbach’s alpha levels above 0.70 are appropriate (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008).  By using prior 

scales that have been operationalized for the same purpose and found reliable, I am minimizing 

threats to internal validity (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008).  

Psychological Diversity Climate 

Psychological diversity climate (PDC) is the independent variable suggested to impact 

organizational identification (OID). While some studies use specific factors such as justice and 

perceived organizational support as proxies for diversity climate, inclusive scales of diversity 

climate such as McKay et al.’s have offered strong reliability (see Mor Barak et al., 1998; 

McKay et al., 2007, 2009). Therefore, the construct of psychological diversity climate was 

measured in this study with the previously validated scale developed by McKay et al. (2007).  In 

general the inclusive scale of PDC is a refined measure that incorporates aspects of previously 

used scales and has been repeatedly found to be reliable (McKay et al., 2009, 2011).  Originally 

PDC was a nine item measure that was later reduced to four factors that carried the bulk of the 

explanatory power (McKay et al., 2011). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha supports the measure’s 

reliability (α = .913).  PDC was assessed on a Likert scale whereby higher scores represent 
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perceived supportive diversity climate in the organization. A sample item of the scale is, “My 

organization has open communication on diversity.”  

Organizational Identification 

Organizational identification (OID) is the mediator in the proposed model.  The scale 

used to operationalize OID in this study was developed by Mael & Ashforth (1992). Mael (1988; 

1989) and Ashforth (1990) not only brought the concept to the forefront (1989), but their scale 

has been found reliable in many studies (Jone & Volpone, 2011; Mael & Ashforth, 1992), and is 

arguably the most widely used scale for OID assessment (Kreiner and Ashforth, 2004; Bartels et 

al., 2007; Jones, 2010; DeConinck, 2011; Jones and Volpe, 2011). It is a 6 item Likert measure, 

whereby the more an individual sees themselves as belonging to the organization the higher their 

score (α = .876). A sample item of the scale is “When someone criticizes (organization), it feels 

like a personal insult.” 

Diversity Value Beliefs 

Diversity value beliefs (DVB) are the beliefs individuals hold as to the benefit of 

diversity in a given group (van Knippenberg et al., 2007).  While global value scales can be quite 

lengthy and complex, climate researchers have developed more focused scale assessing 

individual’s DVB. A frequently used DVB scale is in the seminal study by Kossek and Zonia 

(1993). The scale assesses the value individuals see in organizations supporting diversity 

including gender, race/ethnicity, and handicap. Due to the focus of this study, only those items 

involving the view of gender and race/ethnicity were used. This, in conjunction with 

Knippenberg et al.’s 2007 study assessing individuals preference for homogenous vs. 

heterogeneous work groups, was used. By measuring both scales and thus increasing the number 

of items, a more holistic assessment of DVB can be made. An initial factor analysis ensured the 
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item loadings as one measure, followed by further support in the CFA with removal of item 5. A 

Likert scale was used to assess the 6 items, with higher numbers supporting stronger diversity 

value beliefs. The five item scale was found to be reliable (α = .891). Example items of DVB are, 

“A group like this performs better if it consists of a roughly equal number of men and women” 

and, “The organization should recruit and retain more minorities.” 

 
Table 3 
   
Component Matrix 
 Component 

1 
DVB1 .844 
DVB2 .804 
DVB3 .842 
DVB4 .831 
DVB5 .816 
DVB6 .815 
Extraction Method: 
Principal Component 
Analysis. 
a. 1 components 
extracted. 

 
Race and Gender Demographics 

Participants were asked to identify their race and gender. Categorical coding was used 

further analyze these characteristics in regression models. For the purpose of this study only 

gender and racial/ethnic group are moderators in the analysis and additional other demographic 

factors will be used as controls. 

Gender. Employee gender as male or female is assessed by a dichotomous/mutually 

exclusive question. For coding purposes Male = 1 and Female = 0.   
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Race/ethnicity. The categorical/mutual exclusive question will assess the employee’s 

race/ethnicity by selecting one of the following: White, Black or African American, American 

Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and Other 

(Census Bureau Report, 2010). For the purpose of this study, hypotheses focus on minority vs. 

nonminority status therefore, white = majority and will be coded = 1, whereas all other racial and 

ethnic groups, including those respondents that indicated Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin = 

minority and will be coded = 0.  

Social Category Identification 

The organizational identification scale designed by Mael and Ashforth (1992) was 

adapted to assess social category identification for both race and gender. The 6 item Likert scale 

was modified by substituting the term ‘gender’ or ‘race’ in place of ‘organization’. For example, 

in the original scale the question is stated ‘When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like 

a personal insult’, whereas an example item from the race focused identification scale is, “When 

someone criticizes my race, it feels like a personal insult”. Social category identification – race 

(α = .882) remained a 6 item Likert scale. Social category identification – gender (α = .904), 

originally a six item Likert scale as well, was reduced to 5 items upon CFA completion.  

Outcomes 

 Job satisfaction. The dependent variable job satisfaction was operationalized using a 

modified version of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire –short form (1967) scale (α = 

.867). The 5 item Likert scale has been found to be reliable in prior studies (Moorman, 1993). An 

example of an item from this measure is “How satisfied are you with the working conditions?” 

Turnover intentions. The dependent variable turnover intentions was operationalized 

using Goldman et al.’s (2008) 3 item Likert scale (α = .93). An example of an item from this 

measure is “I would like to stay in this organization”. 
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 OCB. The dependent variable OCB, made popular in 1988 by Organ, is operationalized 

using Williams and Anderson’s (1991) scale. The 12 item Likert scale assesses both overall 

citizenship behavior as well as the subcomponents of citizenship behavior directed towards the 

organization versus towards other individuals. This separation in citizenship directed behavior 

has been supported by prior studies (Ilies et al., 2009; Masterson et al., 2000). An example of an 

item from OCB-O is “My attendance at work is above the norm” and OCB-I is “I help others 

who have been absent”. A total of 6 items were used assess OCB-O (.86) and OCB-I (.794). 

Control Variables 

The use of control variables is crucial to empirical research (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000).  

Control variables are used in statistical analyses to minimize noise in findings; therefore in 

addition to the main variables of interest, several other variables were assessed for control.  

Consistent with prior climate studies, the organization of employment and tenure in the 

organization were evaluated as controls (Mor Barak et al., 1998; McKay et al., 2007, 2009; 

Gonzales & Denisi, 2009). Additionally, due to the focus on diversity perceptions and a number 

of respondents being from other countries, country of employment and U.S. born were also 

evaluated as potential controls. Those variables that emerged as significant correlates of OID and 

were not the main variables of interest were further used as covariates in the model analyses 

(Becker, 2005). This resulted in the use of U.S. born (correlated with OID, .294, p<.01), country 

of employment (correlated with OID, .247, p<.01), and job level (-.141, p<.05) as controls for 

the model analyses. A series of regressions were run to address every hypothesis. The 

aforementioned controls remained constant in every regression. 
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Model Assessment 

Power 

The rule of thumb for sample size calculation with appropriate power is no less than 50 

participants for a correlation or regression increasing with more independent variables (Van 

Voorhis & Morgan, 2007). To detect a small effect size, 30 participants per predictor variable 

achieves roughly 80% power (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). At most, the model will contain six 

continuous predictor variables at one time (e.g. PDC, SCIR, OID, PDCxSCIR, 

PDCxRace/Ethnicity, SCIRxRace/Ethnicity) (6*30=180). In order to statistically test the 

proposed relationships while minimizing Type I and Type II errors, a sample size of roughly 180 

is needed. Therefore, our sample size of 227 is sufficient to run the desired statistical analyses.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

While items may clearly load when using an exploratory factor analysis, as well as 

demonstrate a high Chronbach’s alpha, a lack of fit is possible when multiple indicators are used 

in the same model due to lack of external consistency (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988).  A sample 

size of 227 surpasses the minimum requirement of 200 to perform a confirmatory factor analysis 

(Hoelter, 1983). For this reason it is appropriate to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis to 

ensure the quality of the factor structure and the significance of the model (Hinkin, 1998).  

Two confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using LISREL 8.8 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2004) 

were performed to assess convergent and discriminant validity of the predictor and criterion 

variables. The first half of the model containing the variables PDC, OID, SCIR, SCIG, and DVB 

was tested (referred to as CFA Part 1), followed by the second half of the model containing the 

variables OID, JobSat, OCBO, OCBI, and TO (referred to as Part 2). The model was run in two 

parts to ensure all predictor variables and the mediator as well as the mediator and criterion 

variables were distinct. This resulted in refinement of the variables.  
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Model fit was evaluated by looking at the significance of the chi-square statistic, 

comparative fit index (CFI), normative fit index (NFI), and the root mean squared error of 

approximation (RMSEA). Acceptable fit is when CFI and RNI are greater than .9 and the 

RMSEA is .08 or less (Bentler, 1990). While in the past the goodness-of-fit indices had received 

much attention in assessing model fit (MacKenzie et al., 1991), this measure was found to be 

sensitive to sample size.  This has resulted in the focus on CFI as the more appropriate in 

assessing model fit (Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994).  

The initial model for Part I did not meet the above criteria for acceptable fit (CFI= .915, 

NFI= .886, RMSEA = .105); therefore, I utilized a stepwise process for adjusting the model 

(Hinkin, 1998).    See Table 4 for stepwise adjustment resulting in the acceptable CFA model.  

Because the variables used are from existing scales, caution was taken before removal of items. 

Items removed from the model were identified by evaluating the modification index as well as 

the highest standardized residuals. This resulted in the first item being removed from the DVB 

scale (item 5), changing the overall model fit. The output of this analysis, while better, was still 

outside of the acceptable range (CFA = .93, NFI= .92, RMSEA= .100); therefore by again 

evaluating the modification index and standardized residuals, another items was selected for 

removal, SCIG (item 6) (CFA= .93, NFI= .92, RMSEA= .095). Finally, based on the 

modification index, I allowed for correlated errors between the like items within the same scales 

to co-vary. Covariance of error in scales with similar questions is common due to the overlap in 

what the items are measuring (Hinkin, 1998). The error covariance items for CFA model 1 are: 

OID4 and OID3 (∆X2 = 72), DVB2 and DVB1 (∆X2 = 67), SCIR5 and SCIR4 (∆X2 = 43). The 

resulting model for Part I yielded an acceptable fit (CFI= .95, NFI= .92, RMSEA = .079). 

Although the chi-square statistic was found to be significant (p<.05), the chi-square was within 
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2-3 times the degrees of freedom making it within acceptable range (Degrees of Freedom = 283, 

Chi-Square = 695.89) (Carmines & McIver, 1981; Hinkin, 1998).  

 
 Table 4 
 
 CFA Part I  
 

Models X2 dƒ ∆X2 CFI NFI RMSEA 
1. Original Model 1183  

340 
 .915 .886 .105 

2. Item Removal       
   DVB5 973 314 210 .930 .920 .100 
   SCIG6 878 289 95 .930 .920 .095 

3. Final Model with 
Error Covariance 

696 283 182 .950 .920 .079 

 
 
The model for Part 2 was similar in fit (CFI= .968, NFI= .941, RMSEA = .073). As in the 

first model, the chi-square statistic was found to be significant (p<.05); however, the chi-square 

was within the margin of making it acceptable (Degrees of Freedom = 289, Minimum Fit 

Function Chi-Square = 617.596) (Hinkin, 1998;Carmines & McIver, 1981). In CFA part 2, no 

items were removed or allowed to co-vary. 

Statistical Technique 

The Preacher and Hayes (2010) statistical approach was chosen to test the proposed 

relationships due to its increased interest and use in research, as well as for its ability to handle 

more complex evaluations simultaneously. The statistical technique they created build on Muller 

et al. (2005) and has been used and cited in top journals such as Journal of Organizational 

Behavior (Pollack, Vaneps, & Hayes, 2012), Journal of Applied Social Psychology (Poon, 2012), 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology (Morrison & Chung 2011), and Leadership 

Quarterly (Menges, Walter, Vogel, & Bruch, 2011).  
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The technique requires the use of a macro named PROCESS that performs computational 

procedures in SPSS for path analysis-based moderation and mediation. The technique has a path 

analysis framework that expands existing tools by estimating coefficients using OLS regression, 

maximum likelihood logistics recession, generating direct and indirect effects in mediation and 

moderated mediation models, and testing for 3 way interactions with bias corrected and 

percentile bootstrap confidence intervals. The use of bootstrapping is not to increase sample size, 

but to construct confidence intervals for conditional and unconditional indirect effects, as well as 

effect size inferences. The program allows for up to 4 moderators and 10 mediators 

simultaneously. By utilizing their technique, all proposed relationships can be assessed. 

When analyzing a model that contains both an intervening variable between x and y and a 

moderating variable prior to the mediator, a moderated mediation test is performed (Muller et al., 

2005). This type of test focuses on interactions between the moderator and predictor variables 

and its effect on the pathway between the mediator and criterion (Preacher et al., 2007; Muller et 

al., 2005). This type of analysis is referred to by Preacher et al. (2007) as the estimation of 

conditional indirect effects in which the indirect effect depends on the strength of the moderator. 

The reason this approach is pertinent to my research model is it helps to gauge if mediation 

changes across different contexts, in this case personal beliefs and categories of individuals. 

 
Why not Baron and Kenny? 

 The causal step approach made popular by Baron and Kenny and used by many is 

claimed to be utilized based simply on people’s ability to understand the sequential process 

(Hayes, 2012). Several statistical issues have later emerged to their approach in evaluating 

intervening variables. The first criticism noted is the low power this particular causal analysis 

provides. Researchers have found the method for assessing intervening variables set forth by 
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Baron and Kenny to be among the lowest in power, making it less likely to detect the intervening 

effect (Fritz & McKinnon 2007). Second, it is not quantifying what it is intended to test, the 

intervening effect. “If a and b are both different from zero by a statistical significant criterion 

then so too must be the indirect effect” (Hayes, 2012). Therefore, instead of testing the 

intervening variable, this method infers its effect through evaluations of additional hypotheses, 

making error more likely. Third, consensus to this point has been to rely on the results of the 

mediation test before performing the Sobel test. This is seen as a hindrance as this is irrelevant 

for what the test is evaluating. The Sobel test is an inferential technique that looks at the product 

of coefficients by estimating standard error of ab which then is used as a test statistic for testing 

null, that the indirect effect is 0 (Hayes, 2012). Additionally, another issue with the Sobel test is 

that it assumes normality, which is rarely the case. 

The calculation of confidence intervals as a means of detecting the effect can be seen as 

superior starting with its focus on quantifying the indirect effects rather than inferring. In order to 

do so the authors suggest the use of bootstrapping. Bootstrapping allows us to treat the sample as 

representative of the population resulting in the ability to yield bias corrected confidence 

intervals. In addition, bootstrapping has been found to be a more valid and powerful way to test 

intervening variables (MacKinnon et al., 2004; Preacher et al., 2007). Finally, bootstrapping 

allows us to make inferences about the intervening effect without assumptions about normality. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Introduction 

 As described in the preceding chapters, the overall purpose of this study is to better 

understand how individuals respond to perceptions of diversity climate and how these responses 

vary based on personal characteristics.   This chapter reports the results of hypothesis testing. 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics, including the mean, standard deviation, coefficient alphas, and 

inter-correlations of independent, dependent, and control variables are provided in Table 5. The 

output of the Pearson’s correlation table provides initial evidence supporting the hypothesized 

relationships as many of my variables of interest are significantly correlated in the predicted 

direction. For example, hypothesis one predicts a positive relationship between PDC and OID, 

which are significantly correlated (r=.519, p<.001).  

 The correlation table also provides insight as to variables that may need to be controlled. 

Due to the sample size, only those additional variables that emerged as significant correlates of 

OID were controlled (Becker, 2005). U.S. born (r=.294, p<.001), Job level (r=-.141, p<.001), and 

Country of Employment (r=.247, p<.001) each emerged as highly correlated with the variables 

of interest and were therefore controlled for in all further analyses.  
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Table 5  

Descriptives and Correlations 

Variables Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Gender .31 .463            

  2. MinEth .80 .403 0.076           

  3. U.S.Born .86 .344 0.127 .278**          

  4. CountryE .96 .262 .039 --0.085 .374**         

  5. Job Level 2.86 1.316 -0.059 -0.054 -.150** -.121        

  6. PDC 5.713 1.158 -0.061 0.039 0.082 0.103 0.053       

  7. OID 5.802 .956 0.045 .204** .294** 0.247** -.141* 0.519**      

  8. SCIR 3.819 1.346 -.084 -.326** -.226** 0.052 0.084 0.046 .049     

  10. SCIG 3.838 1.425 -0.228** -.187** -.148* 0.101 0.122 0.086 0.099 0.761**    

  11. DVB 4.237 1.252 .063 -.168* .020 0.239** -0.113 .163* 0.268** 0.319** 0.334**   

  12. JobSat 6.010 .807 -.131* -.012 -0.014 0.030 -.041 0.457** .440** .019 0.030 .051  

  13. Turnove 6.126 1.056 -0.213** 0.026 0.015 0.095 0.064 0.409** 0.417** 0.040 0.124 0.111 0.629**   

14. OCBO 5.918 .728 -0.082 -0.042 -0.001 0.182** -.231** 0.421** 0.454** 0.101 0.115 0.237** 0.524** 0.400**  

15. OCBI  5.933 .738  -0.151* -0.013 -0.085 0.019 0.008 0.373** 0.369** 0.143* 0.093 0.212** 0.503** 0.373** 0.703** 

N= 227 employees. Gender: “female” = 0, “male” = 1. Race/Ethnicity: “nonwhite” = 0, “white” = 1. 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
Two-Tailed Pearson’s Correlation test. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

 This section addresses the research model presented in Chapter 1, Figure 1, by analyzing 

each hypothesis.  The following section provides information on the statistical methods used to 

analyze the research model.  The first half of the model including the direct relationship between 

PDC and OID, the simple moderated relationships, and three-way relationships are presented 

first followed by testing of the indirect relationships and finally, the moderated mediated 

relationships. All scaled variables were centered prior to analysis (Aiken & West, 1991; Hayes & 

Mathes, 2009).  Regression analysis was used to test each hypothesized relationship using both 

SPSS regression analysis tools as well as PROCESS analysis tools.  Duplicate testing, in which 

regressions were run in the SPSS regression function as well as the PROCESS tool, was 

performed to ensure consistency of results when implementing the newer PROCESS technique. 

Calculations using each technique resulted in the same output, therefore, allowing for sole 

reliance on the PROCESS technique for analyses. 

 Direct Effect. Hypothesis 1 addresses the positive relationship between psychological 

diversity climate and organizational identification. Support for this relationship was suggested 

previously due to the significant correlation in Table 5 (r=.519, p<.001); however, a simple 

regression analysis was run to ensure significance controlling for covariates as seen below in 

Table 6. After controlling for covariates in step one (U.S. Born, country of employment and Job 

level), step two regressed the variable psychological diversity climate on organizational 

identification. This relationship was found to be both positive and significant (B = .498, p<.001), 

supporting hypothesis 1. It is important to note that this relationship is the first step in the 

continuation of the model and is significant in all subsequent regressions tested (p<.001).  

Significance of this relationship supports that, as diversity climate perceptions at work increase, 

so does employees’ identification with the organization. 
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Simple Moderation. Moderation is a two-way interaction that is computed as a product of 

the centered main effect variables (Aiken & West, 1991). Centering scores makes the mean 0, 

allowing for proper interpretations of dependent and independent variables and high-order 

interactions (Aiken & West, 1991). Again, both the Preacher and Hayes macro PROCESS and 

traditional SPSS regression analyses were utilized and reported for each regression: the 

interaction of DVB and PDC on OID and the interaction of demographics and PDC on OID.  

Hypotheses 2 and 3 address interactions of personal characteristics with PDC on OID. 

Hypothesis 2 stated DVB moderates the relationship between PDC and OID; therefore, the 

interaction of PDC and DVB was regressed on OID. This relationship was positive and 

significant, thus supported as seen in Table 7 (B = 0.112, p<.05). A two-way interaction graph 

was created for the hypothesis to visually depict the differences between high and low DVB. 

Furthermore, a calculation of simple slopes was conducted to evaluate significance of X on Y at 

Table 6 
 
PDC-OID 

          Step 1 Step 2 
Variables s.e. B s.e. B 
U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.162 0.194** 
Country of 
Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.212 0.109 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.04 -0.125* 
Psychological 
Diversity Climate   0.045 0.498**  

        
F(df) 9.76(3, 223) 

 
31.216(4, 222) 

  R^2 0.116 
   

0.36 
   Adjusted R^2 0.104 

   
0.348 

   ∆ R^2 - 
   

0.244 
   Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized 

results. 
      * p < .05 ** p < .01 
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values of Z. An excel worksheet constructed by Jeremy Dawson enabled the graphing of the 

interaction effect as well as computation of the simple slopes (Dawson, 2013; Dawson &Richter, 

2006). The analysis, seen in Table 7 and graphed in Figure 7 below, supports a significant 

difference for the moderator DVB when employees have high DVB versus low DVB (High DVB 

slope = .421, t= 9.414, p<.01). This finding supports the argument made that higher diversity 

value beliefs will strengthen the positive PDC-OID relationship.  

 

 

 

Table 7 
 
PDC-OID Moderated by DVB 
 

        Step 1              Step 2 Step 3 

Variables s.e. B  
       
s.e.                B                 s.e.    B 

U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.16 0.21** 0.16 0.224** 

Country of Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.215 0.069 0.213 0.072 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.04 -0.108* 0.039 -0.11* 
Psychological Diversity 
Climate   0.045 0.475** 0.047 0.51** 

Diversity Value Beliefs   0.042 0.158** 0.042 0.144** 
Psychological Diversity 
ClimateX Diversity Value 
Beliefs     0.03 0.112* 

F(df) 9.76(3, 223) 
 

27.39(5, 221) 
  

23.79(6, 220) 
  R^2 0.116 

   
0.383 

   
0.393 

   Adjusted R^2 0.104 
   

0.369 
   

0.377 
   ∆ R^2 - 

   
0.267 

   
0.011 

   Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized results. 
          * p < .05         ** p < .01 
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Figure 7. PDC-OID Relationship Moderated by DVB.  

Conditional Effect of X on Y at values of the moderator DVB 

 
Table 8 
 
PDC-OID Relationship Moderated by DVB.  
 

DVB Effect se 

-1.8370 .3112 .0599 

-.6370 .3829 .0445 

-.0370 .4188 .0463 

.7630 .4666 .0581 

1.5630 .5144 .0759 

All values are significant at p<.001 

Hypothesis 3 examines the interaction of demographics, specifically gender (H3a) and 

Race/Ethnicity (H3b), and PDC regressed on OID. Support is shown for the moderator Gender in 

Table 9 (B= -0.138, p<.05), and support for the moderator Race/Ethnicity is shown in Table 10 

(B= -0.460, p<.01). A two-way interaction graph was created for both hypotheses to visually 
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depict the differences (see Figures 8 and 9 below). Furthermore, a calculation of simple slopes 

was conducted to assess differences for the moderator at a value of 0 (Female, Minority) (H3a: 

slope = .48, t= 8.764, p<.001; H3b: slope= .729, t= 9.411, p<.001) versus 1 (Dawson & Richter, 

2006). Overall, the findings support that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is 

strengthened more so when the person is a female versus male or a minority versus non-minority. 

Table 9 
 
PDC-OID Moderated by Gender 
 

        Step 1 Step 2           Step 3 

Variables        s.e. B             s.e. B              s.e. B 

U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.163 0.188** 0.16 0.185** 

Country of Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.212 0.109 0.211 0.100 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.040 -0.124* 0.040 -0.134* 
Psychological Diversity 
Climate   0.045 0.501** 0.054 0.581** 

Gender   0.112 0.040 0.111 0.037 

Psychological Diversity 
ClimateX Gender     0.095 -0.138* 

F(df) 9.76(3, 223) 
 

25.03(5, 221) 
  

21.94(6, 220) 
 

 

R^2 0.116 
   

0.362 
   

0.374 
  

 

Adjusted R^2 0.104 
   

0.347 
   

0.357 
  

 

∆ R^2 - 
   

0.246 
   

0.013 
  

 

Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized results. 
          * p < .05         ** p < .01 
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Table 10 
 
PDC-OID Moderated by Race/Ethnicity 
 

        Step 1 Step 2                        Step 3 

Variables          s.e. B               s.e. B           s.e.        B 

U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.169 0.140* 0.16 0.132* 

Country of Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.214 0.143* 0.21 0.159** 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.039 -0.121* 0.037 -0.145** 
Psychological Diversity 
Climate   0.044 0.493** 0.079 0.883** 

Race/Ethnicity   0.134 0.151** 0.128 0.145** 

Psychological Diversity 
ClimateX Race/Ethnicity     0.093 -0.460** 

F(df) 9.76(3, 223) 
 

27.09(5, 221) 
  

      28.66(6, 220) 
  R^2 0.116 

   
0.380 

   
0.439 

   Adjusted R^2 0.104 
   

0.366 
   

0.423 
   ∆ R^2 - 

   
0.264 

   
0.059 

   Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized 
results. 

          * p < .05         ** p < .01 
 

             

  

 

Figure 9: PDC-OID moderated by Gender.  
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Figure 8. PDC-OID Relationship Moderated by Race. 

Conditional Effect of X on Y at values of the moderator Race 

Table 11 

PDC-OID Relationship Moderated by Race/Ethnicity 

Race Effect se 

0 .7307 .0793 

1 .2806 .0496 

All values are significant at p<.001 

Conditional Effect of X on Y at values of the moderator Gender 
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Table 12 

PDC-OID Relationship Moderated by Gender. 

Gender Effect Se 

0 .4796 .0544 

1 .2781 .0779 

All values are significant at p<.001 

Three-way interaction. Hypotheses 4 and 5 are three-way interactions. Similar to a two-

way interaction, a three-way interaction is also a product variable that uses all three main effects. 

A three stage model is used to compute this analysis. First the main effect alone is added, 

followed by the two-way interactions and then finally the three-way interaction. While the bulk 

of variance is accounted for by the main effect, the interactions should increase the fit of the 

model (Trochim & Donnelly, 2009).  

Hypothesis 4 states DVB and gender (H4a)/race (H4b) jointly moderate the relationship 

between PDC and OID. As seen in Table 13, hypothesis 4a regressing the interaction of PDC, 

gender, and DVB on OID was not significant (B= -0.035, p>.05). Furthermore, hypothesis 4b 

regressing the interaction of PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and DVB on OID was also not significant (B= 

.172, p>.05), seen in Table 14. Hypothesis 5 states gender/Race and SCI jointly moderate the 

relationship between PDC and OID. In specific the interaction of PDC, Gender, and SCIG (5a) 

was tested as well as that of PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and SCIR (b), resulting in two separate 

analyses. Hypothesis 5a, regressing the interaction of PDC, gender, and SCIG on OID is shown 

in Table 15 and was not significant (B= -0.007, p>.05). Hypothesis 5b regressing the interaction 

of PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and SCIR on OID was however significant, as shown in Table 16 (B= 

.211, p<.05).  To further explore the significant interaction between PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and 
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SCIR on OID an interaction graph as well as a slopes analysis test was conducted, see Figure 10 

and Table 17 below. Although the relationships for Hypothesis 5 regarding social category 

identification and Race appear to be visually stronger for minorities with high SCIR than other 

combinations, the slopes difference test was calculated to indicate statistically significant 

differences. A slopes difference test involves fitting regression lines that predict X on Y outcomes 

of different groups and then conducting a significance test for the homogeneity of the groups’ 

regression slopes (Yij= β0j +β1jXij+εij) (Moses & Klockars, 2009). An excel worksheet 

constructed by Jeremy Dawson enabled the graphing of the interaction effect as well as 

computation of the slope significance (Dawson, 2013; Dawson and Richter, 2006). All of the 

slopes were found to be statistically different with the exception of minority/ high SCIR and 

minority/low SCIR (t= -.668, p>.05). The slopes for lines representing minority employees with 

low social category identification and non-minorities with low social category identification are 

statistically different (t = -4.018, p<0.01). In addition, slopes for lines representing minority 

employees with high social category identification and non-minorities with high social category 

identification are statistically different (t= -2.261, p<.05). Even though the interaction is 

strongest for minorities with high SCIR, the lack of statistical difference in the slopes of 

minorities with low SCIR results in the partial support of hypothesis 5b. The findings support 

that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strengthened when the person is a 

minority that highly identifies with their Race; however no significant interaction for highly 

identified females was found. While minorities with high and low SCIR are not statistically 

different, the findings still partially support the hypothesized relationship that minorities that 

have high SCIR more strongly influence the PDC-OID than non-minority combinations. 
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Table 13 
 
Diversity Value Beliefs and Gender on PDC-OID 
 

    
  

   
Step 1                           Step 2 Step 3         Step 4 

Variables                s.e. B                s.e. B             s.e. B 
                 

s.e. B 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.039 -0.108* 0.038 -0.129** 0.038 -0.13* 

U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.162 0.206** 0.158 0.217** 0.159 0.221** 

Country of Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.215 0.07 0.212 0.088 0.212 0.088 
Psychological Diversity 
Climate 

  0.045 0.477** 0.059 0.64** 0.059 0.645** 

Diversity Value Beliefs   0.043 0.156** 0.051 0.036 0.051 0.036 

Gender   0.111 0.029 0.108 0.03 0.108 0.300 
Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Diversity 
Value Beliefs 

  

  0.031 0.14* 0.033 0.151* 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Gender 
 

  

  0.096 -0.185** 0.096 -0.186** 

Gender X Diversity 
Value Beliefs 

  
  0.089 0.146* 0.102 0.164* 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Diversity 
Value Beliefs X Gender 

  

   0.098 -0.035 

F(df) 
 

 
 

22.799 (6, 
220)  18.024 (9, 217) 

  
16.194(10, 216) 

R2   
 

0.383 
  

0.428 
   

0.428 

Adjusted R2   
 

0.367 
  

0.404 
   

0.402 

∆ R2   
 

- 
  

0.024** 
   

0.026 

Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized results. 
          * p < .05   ** p < .01     
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Table 14 
 
Diversity Value Beliefs and Race/Ethnicity 
 

   

  

 
                                               

Step 1                                   Step 2 
                               

                      Step 3       Step 4 

Variables 
                

s.e. B            s.e. B 
                                                     

s.e. B 
                                                            

s.e. B 
 
Job Level 
 

0.046 -0.089 0.04 -0.135* 0.037 -0.127* 0.037 -0.136** 

U.S. Born 
 0.19 0.223** 0.165 0.208 0.158 0.156** 0.159 0.139* 

Country of Employment 
 0.248 0.153* 0.214 0.089 0.203 0.135* 0.204 0.145** 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate 
 

  
0.045 0.494** 0.08 0.802** 0.08 0.788** 

Race/Ethnicity 
 

  0.114 0.063 0.094 0.408** 0.095 0.375** 

Diversity Value Beliefs 
 

  0.038 0.19** 0.13 0.203** 0.131 0.187** 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Diversity Value 
Beliefs  

  

  0.028 0.108* 0.054 -0.037 

Race/Ethnicity X Diversity 
Value Beliefs 

  
  0.105 -0.275* 0.105 -0.258* 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Race/Ethnicity 

  
  0.094 -0.368** 0.095 -0.338** 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Diversity Value 
Beliefs X Race/Ethnicity 

  

    0.064 0.172 

F(df)   25.464 (6, 220) 
 

22.473 (9, 217) 
 

20.669 (10, 216) 

R2   0.41 
 

0.482 
 

0.489 

Adjusted R2   0.394 
 

0.461 
 

0.465 

∆ R2   - 
 

0.072** 
 

0.007 

Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized results. 
          * p < .05   ** p < .01 
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Table 15 
 
Social Category Identification and Gender 
 

  
 

Step 1 
 

Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

Variables s.e. B 
              

s.e. B                     s.e. B              s.e. B 
 
Job Level 
 

0.046 -0.089 0.04 -0.135* 0.039 -0.144** 0.039 -0.144** 

U.S. Born 
 0.19 0.223** 0.165 0.208*

* 0.163 0.208** 0.164 0.209** 

Country of Employment 
 0.248 0.153* 0.214 0.089 0.212 0.075 0.213 0.074 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate 

  0.045 0.494*
* 0.054 0.586** 0.054 0.586** 

Gender   0.114 0.063 0.114 0.059 0.115 0.059 
Social Category 
Identification 

  0.038 0.19 0.044 0.11 0.044 0.109 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Social 
Category Identification 

  

  0.03 0.127* 0.035 0.131* 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Gender 

  
  0.094 -0.13* 0.095 -0.131* 

Social Category 
Identification X Gender 

  
  0.081 -0.028 0.081 -0.028 

Psychological Diversity 
Climate X Social 
Category Identification X 
Gender 

  

    0.071 -0.007 

F(df) 
  21.74 (6, 

220) 16.07 (9, 217) 14.398 (10, 216) 

R2   

 
0.372 

 
0.4 

 
0.4 

Adjusted R2   

 
0.355 

 
0.375 

 
0.372 

∆ R2   

 
- 

 
0.028* 

 
0 

Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized 
results. 

          * p < .05    ** p < .01     
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Table 16 
 
Social Category Identification and Race/Ethnicity 
 

  
 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

Variables s.e. B s.e. B 
           

s.e. B 
                 

s.e. B 

Job Level 0.046 -0.089 0.039 -0.127* 0.037 -0.149** 0.037 -0.16** 

U.S. Born 0.19 0.223** 0.17 0.164** 0.163 0.156** 0.163 0.144* 

Country of Employment 0.248 0.153* 0.213 0.13* 0.205 0.142* 0.204 0.138* 

Psychological Diversity Climate   0.044 0.486** 0.083 0.841** 0.094 0.949** 

Race/Ethnicity     0.138 0.185** 0.149 0.207** 0.15 0.186** 

Social Category Identification   0.04 0.128* 0.091 0.237 0.092 0.186 
Psychological Diversity Climate 
X Race/Ethnicity 

  
  0.1 -0.418** 0.106 -0.495** 

Psychological Diversity Climate 
X Social Category Identification 

  
  0.034 0.041 0.068 -0.149 

Social Category Identification X 
Race/Ethnicity 

  
  0.1 -0.122 0.1 -0.086 

Psychological Diversity Climate 
X Social Category Identification 
X Race/Ethnicity 

  

    0.079 0.211* 

F(df) 
  23.843 

(6, 220) 
 

20.131 (9, 217) 
 

18.765 (10, 216) 

R2   

 
0.394 

  
0.455 

  
0.465 

Adjusted R2   

 
0.378 

  
0.432 

  
0.44 

∆ R2 
  

 
- 

  

0.061*
* 

  
0.01* 

Values shown in bold reflect hypothesized 
results. 

          * p < .05    ** p < .01     
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Figure 11. Three-way Interaction of PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and Social Category Identification on 
Organizational Identification. 

 
Table 17 
 
Slope difference tests 

 
   Pair of slopes t-value for slope difference p-value for slope difference 
(1) and (2) 2.382 0.018 
(1) and (3) -2.261 0.025 
(1) and (4) -2.355 0.019 
(2) and (3) -4.633 0.000 
(2) and (4) -4.018 0.000 
(3) and (4) -0.668 0.505 

 

Mediation. In this section, analysis of a third variable that intervenes between the 

independent and dependent variable will be performed.  A mediator accounts for the relationship 

(fully or partially) between the independent variable (psychological diversity climate) and 

dependent variable (Job Satisfaction, Turnover Intentions, and organizational citizenship 

behavior) (Hair et al., 2006).   
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To determine whether organizational identification is a mediator between PDC and the 

outcomes of Job Satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior (towards the organization - 

OCBO and towards individuals within the organization - OCBI), and Turnover Intentions, a 

series of simple regression analyses were run. In other words, the variables were put in the 

following roles, psychological diversity climate (X) predicting outcome (Y) and organizational 

identification (M) as a mediator. Hypothesis 6 evaluates OID as a mediator between PDC and 

outcomes.  Testing for mediation shows how much of the relationship between the independent 

and dependent variable is accounted for by the mediator, thus it facilitates the relationship 

between the other two variables (Hair et al., 2006).  The output produces point and bias-corrected 

95% bootstrap confidence interval estimates of various indices of effect size for the indirect 

effects. The strength of mediation is identified (full or partial) by looking at the inclusion of 0 in 

the 95% confidence interval (CI). If both PDC and OID are still significantly predicting the 

outcomes and 0 is not included in the confidence interval, then partial mediation is supported.  If 

PDC is no longer significant when OID is controlled and 0 is not in the CI, then full mediation is 

supported (Hair et al., 2006).  

Hypothesis 6a predicts OID mediates the relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 

A series of regression were run again utilizing the macro PROCESS as well as the Baron and 

Kenny approach resulting in a support of the hypothesis (R2 = .271, p<.01). Utilizing the 

terminology of Preacher and Hayes, an additional .1121 can be explained with the intervening 

variable OID, increasing the total effect explained to .3251 (LLCI=.0462 ULCI=.1897, p<.01). 

Baron and Kenny’s technique shows significant relationships between all variables and the 

coefficient B for the predictor (PDC) decreases with the introduction of the mediating variable (B 

= .325 to B = .213). A Sobel test was conducted to calculate the critical ratio (Baron & Kenny, 
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1986; Mackinon, Warsi, & Dwyer, 1995), to test whether the indirect effect of PDC on the 

outcome variable Job Satisfaction via the mediator OID is significantly different from 0 (Sobel 

test statistic = 4.073, s.e. = .028, p<.01). Because PDC is still statistically significant partial 

mediation is supported (34.44%).  

Hypothesis 6b predicts OID mediates the relationship between PDC and Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards the organization or towards individuals within the organization. 

support of the hypothesis (R2 = .269, p<.01; R2= .154, p<.01). Utilizing the terminology of 

Preacher and Hayes, an additional .0986 can be explained with the intervening variable OID on 

OCBO, increasing the total effect explained to .2702 (LLCI=.0387 ULCI=.1665, p<.01). When 

the outcome is OCBI, an additional .0958 can be explained by the intervening variable OID, 

increasing the total effect explained to .2442 (LLCI=.0365 ULCI=.1701, p<.01). Baron and 

Kenny’s technique shows significant relationships between all variables, and the coefficient B 

for the predictor (PDC) on OCBO decreases with the introduction of the mediating variable (B = 

.27 to B = .175) as well as for OCBI (B = .244 to B = .146). A Sobel test was conducted to 

calculate the critical ratio (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Mackinon et al., 1995), to test whether the 

indirect effect of PDC on the outcome variables OCBO and OCBI via the mediator OID are 

significantly different from 0 (OCBO – Sobel test statistic = 3.961, s.e. = .024, p<.01; OCBI –

Sobel test statistic = 3.769, s.e. = .026, p<.01). Because PDC is still statistically significant in 

both models, partial mediation is supported (45.44% OCBO, 40.21% OCBI).  

The last mediation model, Hypothesis 6c, predicts OID mediates the relationship between 

PDC and Turnover Intentions. A series of regression were run again utilizing the macro 

PROCESS as well as the Baron and Kenny approach resulting in a support of the hypothesis (R2 

= .241, p<.01). Utilizing the terminology of Preacher and Hayes, an additional .1479 can be 
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explained with the intervening variable OID, increasing the total effect explained to .3663 

(LLCI=.0675 ULCI=.2463, p<.01). Baron and Kenny’s technique shows significant relationships 

between all variables and the coefficient B for the predictor (PDC) decreases with the 

introduction of the mediating variable (B = .366 to B = .218). A Sobel test was conducted to 

calculate the critical ratio (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Mackinon et al., 1995), to test whether the 

indirect effect of PDC on the outcome variable Job Satisfaction via the mediator OID is 

significantly different from 0 (Sobel test statistic = 3.996, s.e. = .037, p<.01). Because PDC is 

still statistically significant partial mediation is supported (40.39%).  

Table 18 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression Model Coefficients (Standard Error in Parentheses) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Outcome --> Job Satisfaction Organizational Identification Job Satisfaction 

Predictor Coefficien
t p   Coefficien

t p   Coefficient p 

Psychological 
Diversity 
Climate 

c1 
 0.325 <.0

1 
a 
 0.411 <.0

1 
c1' 
 0.213 <.01 

(.042) (.045) (.0471) 

Organizational 
Identification 

b1 
 0.273 <.01 

 (0.060) 
R = 0.466  R^2 
= 0.271 

Outcome -->  Turnover Intentions Organizational Identification Turnover
Intentions 

Predictor Coefficien
t p Coefficien

t p Coefficient p 

Psychological 
Diversity 
Climate 

c2 
 .366 a 

 0.411 <.0
1 

c2' 
 0.218 <.01 

(.056) (.045) (.063) 

Organizational 
Identification 

b2 
 0.36 <.01 

(.081) 
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R = .491  R^2 
= .241 
Outcome --> OCB - O Organizational Identification OCB - O 

Predictor Coefficien
t p Coefficien

t p   Coefficient p 

Psychological 
Diversity 
Climate 

c3 
 0.27 <.0

1 
a 
 0.411 <.0

1 
c3' 
 0.175 <.01 

(.036) (.045) (.041) 
Organizational 
Identification 

b3 
 0.233 <.01 

 (.053) 
R = .519  R^2 
= .269 
Outcome --> OCB - I Organizational Identification OCB - I 

Predictor Coefficien
t p Coefficien

t p   Coefficient p 

Psychological 
Diversity 
Climate 

c4 
 0.244 <.0

1 
a 
 0.411 <.0

1 
c4' 
 0.146 <.01 

 (.040) (.045) (.045) 
Organizational 
Identification 

b4 
 0.24 

 (.058) <.01 
R = .393 R^2 = 
.154 

Coefficients reported are unstandardized 
Controlling for U.S. Born, Job Level, and Country of Employment 
a= the direct path from PDC (X) to OID (M); b= the direct path from OID (M) to the Outcome 
(Y); c= the direct path from PDC (X) to the Outcome (Y); c’= the indirect path of PDC (X) on 
the Outcome (Y) through OID (M)
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Table 19 

Process Table Mediation Analyses 
Total 
Effect 

s.e. P-
Value 

Direct 
Effect 

s.e P-
Value 

Indirect 
Effect 

Boot s.e. LLCI ULCI 

PDC  OID  OCBI .2442 .040 .000 .1456 .045 .001 .0986 .034 .0365 .1701 
PDC  OID  OCBO .2702 .036 .000 .1745 .041 .000 .0958 .032 .0387 .1665 
PDC  OID  Turnover .3663 .056 .000 .2184 .063 .000 .1479 .045 .0675 .2463 
PDC  OID  Job Satisfaction .3251 .042 .000 .2130 .047 .000 .1121 .037 .0462 .1897 
A total of 10000 bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals were run with a 95% confidence level for all output 

Table 20 

Baron and Kenny Percent Mediation Analyses:  % mediation= ab/c 
a b c’ C % Mediated by OID 

PDC  OID  OCBI .498 .310 .228 .382 40.41% 
PDC  OID  OCBO .498 .306 .278 .430 35.44% 
PDC  OID  Turnover .498 .326 .240 .402 40.39% 
PDC  OID  Job Satisfaction .498 .323 .306 .467 34.44% 
Using standardized coefficients 
The formula ab+c’=c was used to calculate c (Baron & Kenny, 1986) 
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Moderated Mediation.The final hypotheses (7a-7r) describe the moderated mediation of 

individual factors that influence the intermediary variable OID in the PDC-Outcome relationship. 

Due to the model’s reliance on the significance of the interactions impacting OID and thus 

influencing OID’s subsequent impact on outcomes, only the hypotheses in which previous tests 

(H2-H5) demonstrated significant interactions were tested. Therefore, all hypotheses were tested 

with the exception of those addressing three-way interactions involving DVB (H: 7j, 7k, and 7l) 

and those involving gender and SCIG (H: 7m, 7o, and 7q). In this analysis, I estimate the full 

model by simultaneously computing the direct effect of PDC on outcomes, as well as the 

conditional indirect effects of PDC on outcomes through OID varying by values of single 

moderators (specifically, gender, Race/Ethnicity, and DVB). Finally, the three way interaction of 

PDC, Race/Ethnicity, and SCIR on outcomes as mediated by OID will be tested. A calculation 

generating a bias corrected 95% bootstrap confidence interval for the conditional indirect effects 

using 5,000 bootstrap samples was performed. 

Hypotheses 7a, 7d, and 7e, all assess the conditional indirect effect of PDC on the 

outcome Job Satisfaction through OID at varying values of the moderator. The indirect effect of 

PDC through OID on Job Satisfaction was compared to the conditional indirect effect when a 

moderator in the ‘first stage’ of the model was introduced (Hayes et al. 2012). Hypothesis 7a 

states OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between PDC and Job 

Satisfaction. Support was found for the significant indirect effect of PDC through OID at all 

levels of DVB. While all levels of DVB were significant, an increase in the conditional indirect 

effect of PDC through OID was found when mid (mean) and high (1 standard deviation above 

the mean) levels of DVB were reported (effect Mid DVB = .1147, LLCI=.0460 ULCI=.1875; 

effect High DVB= .1351, LLCI=.0515 ULCI=.2369). Hypothesis 7d states OID mediates the 
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moderated effect of Gender on the relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. Support was 

found for the significant effect of gender on the indirect relationship. The conditional indirect 

effect of PDC through OID for females (effect = .1307, LLCI=.0491 ULCI=.2357) was stronger 

than both for males (effect = .0758, LLCI=.0230 ULCI=.1599) or for the simple indirect effect 

(effect = .1121, LLCI=.0462 ULCI=.1897). Thus being female significantly increased the 

indirect effect.  Hypothesis 7e states OID mediates the moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the 

relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. Again, support was found for the significant 

influence of Race/Ethnicity and again as hypothesized, the increase in the conditional indirect 

effect of PDC through OID for minorities (effect = .1991, LLCI=.0845 ULCI=.3179) was 

stronger than that of majority employees (effect = .0765, LLCI=.0243 ULCI=.1514) as well as 

stronger than the indirect effect alone (effect = effect = .1121, LLCI=.0462 ULCI=.1897). Thus, 

being a minority employee significantly increased the indirect effect.   

Hypotheses 7b, 7f, and 7g, all assess the conditional indirect of PDC on the outcome 

OCBI and OCBO through OID at values of the moderator. The indirect effect of PDC through 

OID on OCBI and OCBO was compared to the conditional indirect effect when a moderator in 

the ‘first stage’ of the model was introduced (Hayes et al. 2012). Hypothesis 7b states OID 

mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between PDC and both OCBI and 

OCBO. Support was found for the significant effect of the indirect effect at all levels of DVB. 

While significant at all levels, there was an increase in the conditional indirect effect of PDC 

through OID on OCBO and OCBI at levels of the moderator DVB when mid (mean) and high (1 

standard deviation above the mean) levels were reported (effect of Mid DVB on OCBO = .098, 

effect of High DVB on OCBO = .1154; effect of Mid DVB on OCBI = .1009, effect of High 

DVB on OCBI = .1188). Hypothesis 7f states OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on 
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the relationship between PDC and OCBO and OCBI. Support for significant effect of gender on 

the outcomes was found.  The conditional indirect effect of PDC through OID for females 

(OCBO: effect = .1117, LLCI=.0482 ULCI=.2000; OCBI: effect=.1149, LLCI=.0475 

ULCI=.1992) was stronger than for males (OCBO: effect = .0647, LLCI=.0151 ULCI=.1431; 

OCBI: effect=.0666, LLCI=.0135 ULCI=.1548) as well as for the simple indirect effect (OCBO: 

effect =. 0958, LLCI=.0387 ULCI=.1665; OCBI: effect=.0986, LLCI=.0365 ULCI=.1701). Thus 

being female significantly increased the indirect effect.  Hypothesis 7g states OID mediates the 

moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the relationship between PDC and OCBO and OCBI. 

Again, support for the significant effect of Race/Ethnicity was found  and again as hypothesized, 

a significant increase in the conditional indirect effect of PDC through OID for minorities 

(OCBO: effect=.1701, LLCI=.0740 ULCI=.2724; OCBI: effect=.1751, LLCI=.0668 

ULCI=.2926) was found above that of majority (OCBO: effect=.0653, LLCI=.0202 

ULCI=.1330; OCBI: effect=.0672, LLCI=.0204 ULCI=.1374) employees and above the simple 

indirect effect (OCBO: effect =. 0958, LLCI=.0387 ULCI=.1665; OCBI: effect=.0986, 

LLCI=.0365 ULCI=.1701). Thus, being a minority member significantly increased the indirect 

effect.   

Hypotheses 7c, 7h, and 7i, all assess the conditional indirect effect of PDC on the 

outcome Turnover Intentions through OID at values of the moderator. The effect of PDC through 

OID on Turnover Intentions was compared to the conditional indirect effect when a moderator in 

the ‘first stage’ of the model was introduced (Hayes et al. 2012). Hypothesis 7c states OID 

mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between PDC and Turnover 

Intentions. Support was found for the significant effect of all levels of DVB on the indirect 

relationship. While significant at all levels, there was an increase in the conditional indirect 
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effect of PDC through OID at levels of the moderator DVB when mid (mean) and high (1 

standard deviation above the mean) levels were reported (effect Mid DVB = .1514, LLCI=.0674 

ULCI=.2486; effect High DVB= .1783, LLCI=.0644 ULCI=.3130) above the simple indirect 

effect (effect=.1479, LLCI=.0675 ULCI=.2463). Hypothesis 7h states OID mediates the 

moderated effect of Gender on the relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. Support 

was found for the significant effect for gender. The conditional indirect effect of PDC through 

OID for females (effect = .1725, LLCI=.0813 ULCI=.2968) was found above that for males 

(effect=.1000, LLCI=.0290 ULCI=.2084) and above the simple indirect effect (effect=.1479, 

LLCI=.0675 ULCI=.2463). Thus being female significantly increased the indirect effect.  

Hypothesis 7i states OID mediates the moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the relationship 

between PDC and Turnover Intentions. Again, support was found for the significant effect of 

Race/Ethnicity and again as hypothesized, an increase in the conditional indirect effect of PDC 

through OID for minorities (effect = .2628, LLCI=.1206 ULCI=.4234) was found above that for 

majority employees (effect=.1009, LLCI=.0363 ULCI=.1947) and the indirect effect alone 

(effect=.1479, LLCI=.0675 ULCI=.2463). Thus, being a minority member significantly 

increased the indirect effect.   
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Table 21 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on Job Satisfaction through OID at values of the moderators 

   Outcome Variable (Y) = Job Satisfaction 
Effect Boot s.e. 

Indirect Effect OID  Y .1121 .037 
Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 
DVB 
     Low 0.0943 0.0374 0.0398 0.1929 
     Average 0.1147 0.0357 0.046 0.1875 
     High 0.1351 0.0481 0.0515         0.2369 
Gender 
     Female (0) 0.1307 0.0466 0.0491 0.2357 
     Male (1) 0.0758 0.0341 0.023 0.1599 
Race/Ethnicity 
     Minority (0) 0.1991 0.0588 0.0845 0.3179 
     Non-Minority (1) 0.0765 0.0332 0.0243 0.1514 
Values for quantitative  moderators (DVB) are average= the mean, high = +1 sd from the mean and 
low = -1 sd from the mean 
Bolded values indicate that the indirect effect of PDC through OID is stronger under the given value 
of the moderator than the indirect effect without the inclusion of the moderator 
Controlling for U.S. Born, Job Level, and Country of Employment 

Table 22 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on Turnover Intentions through OID at values of the 
moderator 

Outcome Variable (Y) = Turnover Intentions 
Effect Boot s.e. 

Indirect Effect OID  Y .1479 .045 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot 
LLCI Boot ULCI

DVB 
     Low 0.1245 0.0462 0.0562 0.2414 
     Average 0.1514 0.0464 0.0674 0.2486 
     High 0.1783 0.0644 0.0651 0.313 
Gender 
     Female (0) 0.1725 0.0548 0.0813 0.2968 
     Male (1) 0.1 0.0465 0.029 0.2084 
Race/Ethnicity 
     Minority (0) 0.2628 0.0754 0.1206 0.4234 
     Non-Minority (1) 0.1009 0.0409 0.0363 0.1947 
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Values for quantitative  moderators (DVB) are average= the mean, high = +1 sd from the 
mean and low = -1 sd from the mean 
The bolded value shows that the indirect effect of OID when influenced by PDC and the 
moderator is stronger than the sole indirect effect 
Controlling for U.S. Born, Job Level, and Country of Employment 

Table 23 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on OCB-O and OCB-I through OID at 
values of the moderator 

Outcome Variable (Y) = OCB-O 
Effect Boot s.e. 

Indirect Effect OID  Y .0958 .032 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot 
LLCI 

Boot 
ULCI 

DVB 
     Low 0.0806 0.0324 0.0332 0.1629 
     Average 0.098 0.0329 0.036 0.1654 
     High 0.1154 0.0442 0.0386 0.2115 
Gender 
     Female (0) 0.1117 0.0376 0.0482 0.2 
     Male (1) 0.0647 0.0333 0.0151 0.1431 
Race/Ethnicity 
     Minority (0) 0.1701 0.05 0.074 0.2724 
     Non-Minority (1) 0.0653 0.0296 0.0202 0.133 

Outcome Variable (Y) = OCB-I 
Effect Boot s.e. 

Indirect Effect OID  Y .0986 .034 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot 
LLCI 

Boot 
ULCI 

DVB 
     Low 0.083 0.0325 0.0308 0.1595 
     Average 0.1009 0.0358 0.0351 0.1749 
     High 0.1188 0.0493 0.0346 0.2251 
Gender 
     Female (0) 0.1149 0.0378 0.0475 0.1992 
     Male (1) 0.0666 0.036 0.0135 0.1548 
Race/Ethnicity 
     Minority (0) 0.1751 0.0569 0.0668 0.2926 
     Non-Minority (1) 0.0672 0.0299 0.0204 0.1374 
Values for quantitative  moderators (DVB) are average= the mean, high = +1 
sd from the mean and low = -1 sd from the mean 
The bolded value shows that the indirect effect of OID when influenced by 
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PDC and the moderator is stronger than the sole indirect effect 
Controlling for U.S. Born, Job Level, and Country of Employment 

Three-way Moderated Mediation. Previous analyses indicated that only one of the 

predicted three-way interactions was statistically significant when regressed on OID. Because the 

first portion of the model must be significant to continue testing the conditional indirect effects 

(Bauer, Preacher, & Gil, 2006), only this model was tested in its entirety for overall effect. 

Therefore hypotheses 7j, 7k, 7l, 7m, 7o and 7q were not be tested. Hypotheses 7n, 7p, and 7r all 

state the three-way interaction between PDC, SCIR, and Race/Ethnicity on OID will 

subsequently influence the outcomes of Job Satisfaction, OCB’s, and Turnover Intentions.  

Hypothesis 7n states that OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity 

on the relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. The CI when Race/Ethnicity is set to 0 

(minority) does not include 0 regardless of high, low or average SCIR. Therefore, support for the 

combined interaction of SCIR and minority employees on OID was found, as well as the increase 

in the conditional indirect effect of PDC via OID on Job Satisfaction when the employee is a 

minority with high SCIR (effect= 0.1202, LLCI=.0438 ULCI=.2154). When setting the 

Race/Ethnicity status to 1 (non-minority) there is no evidence of conditional indirect effect of 

PDC on Job Satisfaction via OID because the CI contains 0. Hypothesis 7p states that OID 

mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on the relationship between PDC and 

OCB’s. The CI when Race/Ethnicity is 0 (minority) does not include 0, thus support for the 

combined interaction of SCIR and minority employees on OID was found, as well as the increase 

in the conditional indirect effect of PDC via OID on OCBO and OCBI. When setting the 

Race/Ethnicity status to 1 (non-minority) there is no evidence of conditional indirect effect of 

PDC on OCBO or OCBI via OID because the CI contains 0. Finally, Hypothesis 7r states that 

OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on the relationship between PDC 
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and Turnover Intentions. The CI when Race/Ethnicity is 0 (minority) does not include 0, thus 

support for the combined interaction of SCIR and minority employees on OID was found, as 

well as the increase in the conditional indirect effect of PDC via OID on Turnover Intentions 

when the employee is a minority with high SCIR (effect= 0.1586, LLCI=.056 ULCI=.2954. 

When setting the Race/Ethnicity status to 1 (non-minority) there is no evidence of conditional 

indirect effect of PDC on Turnover Intentions via OID because the CI contains 0.  

Table 24 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on Job Satisfaction through OID at values 
of the moderators 

   Mediator Variable = OID 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot
LLCI 

Boot 
ULCI 

Indirect Effect OID 
Job Sat .1121 .037 

SCIRXMinority 
     Low SCIR 0.0971 0.0391 0.0347 0.1855 
     Average SCIR 0.1087 0.0375 0.0382 0.1837 
     High SCIR 0.1202 0.0442 0.0438 0.2154 
SCIRXNon-Minority 
     Low SCIR -0.092 0.0673 -0.2678 0.0121 
     Average SCIR -0.023 0.0485 -0.1264 0.0649 
     High SCIR 0.046 0.069 -0.0624 0.2062 
Values for quantitative  moderators (SCIR) are average= the mean, high 
= +1 sd from the mean and low = -1 sd from the mean 
Bolded values indicate that the indirect effect of PDC on Job Satisfaction 
through OID is strongest when both of the moderators are high 

Table 25 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on Turn Over Intentions through OID at 
values of the moderators 

Mediator Variable = OID 
Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 
Indirect Effect OID 
 TurnOver .1479 .045 

SCIRXMinority 
     Low SCIR 0.1282 0.045 0.0552 0.2325 
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     Average SCIR 0.1434 0.0483 0.0563 0.2436 
     High SCIR 0.1586 0.0618 0.056 0.2954 
SCIRXNon-Minority 
     Low SCIR -0.121 0.0896 -0.3285 0.0248 
     Average SCIR -0.03 0.0627 -0.1582 0.0847 
     High SCIR 0.0606 0.0948 -0.0741 0.2846 
Values for quantitative  moderators (SCIR) are average= the mean, high 
= +1 sd from the mean and low = -1 sd from the mean 

   Bolded values indicate that the indirect effect of PDC on Turnover Intentions through OID is 
strongest when both of the moderators are high 

Table 26 

Conditional indirect effect of PDC on OCBO and OCBI through OID at values 
of the moderators 

Outcome = OCBO Mediator Variable = OID 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot LLCI Boot
ULCI 

Indirect Effect OID  
OCBO .0958 .032 

SCIRXMinority 
     Low SCIR 0.083 0.0328 0.0297 0.1573 
     Average SCIR 0.0928 0.0343 0.0318 0.1644 
     High SCIR 0.1027 0.0424 0.0352 0.1978 
SCIRXNon-Minority 
     Low SCIR -0.079 0.0571 -0.2159 0.0116 
     Average SCIR -0.02 0.0407 -0.1009 0.0538 
     High SCIR 0.0393 0.0622 -0.0459 0.1888 

Outcome Variable = OCB-I Mediator Variable = 
OID 

Moderator Effect Boot s.e. Boot LLCI Boot
ULCI 

Indirect Effect OID  
OCBI .0986 .034 

SCIRXMinority 
     Low SCIR 0.0854 0.0329 0.0292 0.1596 
     Average SCIR 0.0956 0.0365 0.0304 0.1726 
     High SCIR 0.1057 0.0461 0.0315 0.2092 
SCIRXNon-Minority 
     Low SCIR -0.081 0.0613 -0.2287 0.0142 
     Average SCIR -0.02 0.0418 -0.1071 0.0543 
     High SCIR 0.0404 0.0652 -0.0449 0.2007 
Values for quantitative  moderators (SCIR) are average= the mean, high = +1 
sd from the mean and low = -1 sd from the mean 
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 Bolded values indicate that the indirect effect of PDC on OCB-O and OCB-I through OID is 
strongest when both of the moderators are high 

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to better understand how people respond to perceptions of 

diversity climate, varying based on personal characteristics.  This chapter offered results of the 

analyses run in testing the hypothesized relationships. Tables and graphs were used to provide a 

detailed presentation of the data.  Table 24, below, provides a summary of the hypotheses and 

results as to being supported or not.   

Table 27 

Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

S H1: There is a positive correlation between psychological diversity climate 
and organizational identification. 

S H2: Diversity value beliefs moderate the relationship between PDC and OID 
such that when diversity value beliefs are high the PDC-OID relationship 
is stronger than when they are low. 

S H3a: Demographics moderate the relationship between PDC and OID such that 
the positive PDC-OID relationship is stronger for females than for males. 

S H3b: Demographics moderate the relationship between PDC and OID such that 
the positive PDC-OID relationship is stronger for minority members than 
for majority members. 

NS H4a: Gender and DVB will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC and 
OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest 
for female employees with high DVB and weakest for male employees 
with low DVB. 

NS H4b: Race/Ethnicity and DVB will jointly moderate the relationship between 
PDC and OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is 
strongest for minority member employees with high DVB and weakest for 
majority member employees with low DVB. 

NS H5a: Gender and SCIG will jointly moderate the relationship between PDC and 
OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is strongest 
when the employee is a female and has high SCI with their gender. 

PS H5b: Race/Ethnicity and SCIR will jointly moderate the relationship between 
PDC and OID such that the positive relationship between PDC and OID is 
strongest when the employee is a member of a minority racial/ethnic 
group and has high SCI with their Race. 

H6: OID mediates the relationship between PDC and outcomes. 
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S H6a: OID positively mediates the relationship between PDC and  Job 
Satisfaction. 

S H6b: OID positively mediates the relationship between PDC and  OCB (O and 
I). 

S H6c: OID negatively mediates the relationship between PDC and Turnover 
Intentions 

H7: OID mediates the moderating effect of individual characteristics on the 
relationship between PDC and outcomes. 

S H7a: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between 
PDC and Job Satisfaction 

S H7b: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between 
PDC and OCB’s. 

S H7c: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB on the relationship between 
PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

S H7d: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship between 
PDC and Job Satisfaction. 

S H7e: OID mediates the moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the relationship 
between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 

S H7f: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship between 
PDC and OCB’s. 

S H7g: OID mediates the moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the relationship 
between PDC and OCB’s. 

S H7h: OID mediates the moderated effect of Gender on the relationship between 
PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

S H7i: OID mediates the moderated effect of Race/Ethnicity on the relationship 
between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

NT H7j: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on the 
relationship between PDC and satisfaction. 

NT H7k: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on the 
relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 

NT H7l: OID mediates the moderated effect of DVB and demographics on the 
relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

NT H7m: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 

S H7n: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on the 
relationship between PDC and Job Satisfaction. 

NT H7o: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 

S H7p: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on the 
relationship between PDC and OCB’s. 

NT H7q: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIG and Gender on the 
relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

S H7r: OID mediates the moderated effect of SCIR and Race/Ethnicity on the 
relationship between PDC and Turnover Intentions. 

S=Support; NS=No Support; NT=Not Tested 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

The continuing emphasis on diversity and diversity issues within the workforce makes 

understanding its benefits and consequences a necessary objective for managers.  Management 

needs to more fully understand the impact the organizational environment has on individual 

employees and how consequences vary depending on the individual assessing the situation.  As 

the discussion over diversity and its importance becomes more prevalent in the literature (van 

Dick et al., 2008; McKay et al., 2011; Stewart & Garcia-Prieto, 2008) this study helps to identify 

previously overlooked boundary conditions and relationships.  The research question presented 

at the beginning of this dissertation asks whether psychological diversity climate (PDC) 

influences organizational identification (OID) and if so, how individual characteristics influence 

this relationship.  

Therefore, the objective of this study was three-fold 1) empirically determine if a 

relationship exists between psychological diversity climate and organizational identification, 2) 

examine the extent to which this relationship varies based on personal characteristics, and 3) 

examine if these processes ultimately influence key employee outcomes.  In the previous 

chapter, the results of the data analysis and hypothesis testing are summarized.  Overall, the 

results presented in Chapter IV predominately support the proposed model.  In general, results 

indicated that PDC contributed independently to OID, as the relationship was repeatedly 

supported in every analysis. Additionally, personal characteristics influenced this relationship. 

Finally, the indirect effect of PDC on organizationally relevant outcomes through OID was 

supported and further found to vary by personal characteristics.  
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 In this chapter, the main findings are discussed along with possible explanations for why 

some hypotheses were not supported.  Furthermore, I provide a more in-depth discussion as to 

what the findings mean both for research and practice, and recommendations for future research.   

PDC and OID 

Hypothesis 1 addresses the direct, positive relationship between PDC and OID.  Due to 

individuals’ desire to be perceived in a positive light, a positive perception of PDC increases 

OID based on the self-enhancement motive theoretically laid out in SIT (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 

Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009). As proposed in previous theoretical works (Cox, 1991; Cox, 1994), 

empirical support for the positive relationship was found. The finding is consistent with previous 

climate studies (e.g. ethical climate, organization level DC) that have empirically linked positive 

climates to OID (Bartels et al., & Joustra, 2007; DeConinck, 2011; Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009); 

however, this study provides the first direct empirical linkage of PDC and OID.  

Moderated Models 

Past research on organizational identification has addressed attributes of the organization 

(Dutton et al., 1994) and the attributes’ subsequent influence on identification. The data from this 

study, similar to other climate studies (Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009; Bartels et al., & Joustra, 2007; 

DeConinck, 2011), supports such research as employees who perceive a positive diversity 

climate more highly identified with the organization. Furthermore, the more congruent the 

employee perceives organizational attributes to be with their own beliefs and identity, the 

stronger their OID  (George & Chattopadhyay, 2005).  Below, perceptions of a positive 

organizational attribute, in this case PDC, and its congruence with values or employee personal 

characteristics and their joint influence on OID are discussed.  
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Diversity Value Beliefs 

Hypothesis two addresses the relationship between PDC and OID moderated by diversity 

value beliefs (DVB). Support was found for the moderated relationship. DVB when at a 

moderate or high level added in explanatory power of the PDC-OID relationship. The result 

suggests that employees’ level of DVBs influences PDC’s relationship with identification. For 

employees with moderate to high DVBs, the PDC-OID relationship is stronger; however, for 

those with low DVB’s, the relationship is weaker. This is consistent with prior studies on value 

consistency which focuses on the continuity between an individual’s own values and what they 

perceive others value (Chatman, 1989; Kristof, 1996). The results extend the theoretical notion 

of self-continuity in that when individuals perceive overlap between their own values and the 

organization’s values of diversity, they develop a stronger identification with the organization 

(Goldberg, 2010; Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  

 Demographics 

In this study, as in other climate studies (Avery, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2004; Avery, 

McKay, Wilson, & Tonidandel, 2007; Kim & Gelfand, 2003; Kossek & Zonia, 1993; McKay et 

al., 2007; Pugh, Dietz, Brief, & Wiley, 2008), I use diversity climate as the main indicator of 

diversity perceptions within the organization, rather than the actual demographic heterogeneity 

of the organization; however, demographics were incorporated into the model as moderators in 

the relationship between PDC and OID. Hypothesis 3a and 3b address the moderating role of 

demographic characteristics, specifically gender and race/ethnicity, on the PDC-OID 

relationship. Support for both hypotheses was reported in Chapter 4. Consistent with Chatman 

and O’Reilly’s (2004) study that found significant differences in the manner in which men and 

women react to diversity, the relationship was more positive for female employees than male 
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employees. Also consistent with prior research on racial/ethnic responses to diversity climate 

(Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Volpone et al., 2012; Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009; Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 

2000), the relationship was more positive for minority group members than majority group 

members. Therefore, the influence of a positive PDC on OID is strengthened most for female 

employees or employees that are a member of a minority group. 

Three-way interactions 

This study delves deeper in explaining how OID is influenced by PDC by looking at how 

the combination of individual differences influences this relationship. Hypotheses 4a and b and 

5a and b look at the complex three-way interactions of beliefs and personal characteristics. 

Demographics and Diversity Value Beliefs 

Researchers have argued that individuals’ beliefs about the value of diversity moderate 

their responses to diversity (van Knippenber & Haslam, 2003; van Dick et al., 2008). Hypothesis 

2 tested and confirmed this proposition as DVB was a significant moderator between PDC and 

OID. Furthermore, diversity beliefs are argued to be contingent on individual differences and 

experiences (van Knippenberg et al., 2007). Building off this framework, hypotheses 4a and 4b 

examine how employees’ demographics work in conjunction with DVB to influence the PDC-

OID relationship. H4a states that demographics and DVB will jointly moderate the relationship 

between PDC and OID such that the positive PDC-OID relationship is stronger for females with 

high DVB than for males. The results for this analysis were not supported. Similar to H4a, H4b 

addressed the interaction of race/ethnicity and DVB on the PDC–OID relationship and was not 

supported.  

            The lack of support for both of these relationships was surprising. Two related theoretical 

explanations for non-significant findings could be social desirability and self-enhancement.  
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Social desirability is the answering of questions in a way perceived to be supported or preferred 

by a society (Maccoby & Maccoby, 1954; Fisher, 1993). Diversity is a sensitive yet 

predominately supported concept in organizations today (Unzeueta, Knowles, & Ho, 2012; 

Kidder et al., 2004); therefore, answering that diversity is unimportant or undesired would be 

perceived to reflect negatively on the employee. The belief of being viewed in a less positive 

light is counter to the theoretically supported motive of self-enhancement (Turner, 1982; Abrams 

& Hogg, 1988), and creates the desire by white male employees, afraid to look unsupportive of 

diversity, to answer in a ‘socially accepted’ manner optimistically skewing the mean of the DVB 

scale. Support for the influence of social desirability in diversity or ethically related responses 

has been found in several studies. Stocke (2007) conducted a two-part study and found 

individuals answer in a socially desirable manner on questions pertaining to foreigners.  The 

empirical results of the first and second study supported the need for a social desirability 

activation technique whereby the respondents are asked how socially desirable they regard 

different response options to provide a more accurate assessment of beliefs. Another similar 

study by Bernardi and Guptill (2008) examined whether gender and/or social desirability 

response bias affected attitudes of future employees. Contrary to the notion that white males 

would respond more favorably, the international study found social desirability bias on ethical 

issues to be significant more so for future female employees  and for both U.S. and Canadian 

countries.  

          Therefore, the potential for social desirability provoked additional probing of the data. 

Because there appeared to be consensus in response to DVB with very little difference for gender 

and only a small difference for race, another explanation for insignificant findings is that 

perception of the value of diversity does not vary based on who you are. Previous research 
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suggests that DVB would be higher for minorities (Mor Barak et al., 1998); however, with the 

changing of the demographic make-up this perception may genuinely be shared by most all 

employees thus resulting in a lack of variation based on personal characteristics.  It is however 

still possible that white male employees responded that diversity is important for the purpose of 

providing a socially desired answer that in addition, aids in their view of self enhancement. This 

desire to maintain a positive perception of self could have skewed the mean of the DVB variable 

more optimistically resulting in little variation based on gender or race, thus insignificant 

findings. In sum, the insignificant findings suggest personal characteristics do not interact with 

DVB to influence the PDC-OID relationship. If you have strong diversity value beliefs, 

regardless of personal characteristics, this relationship is positive.  

Demographics and Social Category Identification 

Beyond the testing of simple demographics as influencers of the PDC-OID relationship, 

hypothesis 5 addresses the extent to which one identifies with their social category (specifically, 

race or gender). From previous research, we know that majority high group identifiers 

discriminate more than low group identifiers (Perreault & Bourhis, 1999; Oakes et al., 1994). 

Again this is consistent with social identity theory and the self-continuity motive which suggests 

identification with a group is motivated by the perceived congruence with the self-identity and 

that group versus another (Hogg & Terry, 2000;Cooper & Thatcher, 2010). Thus, majority high 

identifiers would perceive less continuity with an organization with a positive diversity climate 

versus minority members as diversity is not a component of a white male’s self-identity. 

Therefore, those highly identified minority individuals perceive greater self-continuity from a 

positive PDC and thus are more likely to identify with the organization. Hypotheses 5a and 5b 

state that the interaction of demographics and SCI will influence the PDC-OID relationship. 
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Specifically, 5a addressed gender and SCIG and was not supported, while 5b addressed 

race/ethnicity and SCIR and was partially supported. In chapter 3 the extent to which females 

and minorities identified with being a member of that social category was argued to increase the 

strength of the PDC-OID relationship due to self-continuity. Therefore, the nonsignificant results 

for highly identified females seems to run counter to research supporting individuals’ desire to 

maintain a consistent identity by favoring and identifying with demographically similar members 

(Kramer, 1991; Tajfel, 1982). Furthermore, hypothesis 3a, assessing the relationship between 

PDC and OID moderated by gender alone was supported. Below the specific make-up of the 

sample used for analysis in this study along with previous gender and demography studies are 

used to explain this finding.  

As previously reported, the majority of employees that participated in this study are 

female. Furthermore, the sample collected was predominately comprised of two main industries; 

healthcare and local government. These two industries are female employee dominated with 

females comprising roughly 80% of employees in the healthcare industry and roughly 61% of 

employees in local government (Bureau of Labor Statistics, April, 2013).  

Prior studies on gender differences on subjective issues (Lawrence, 2007) are consistent 

with this study’s finding that being female strengthens the PDC-OID relationship. Gender is 

frequently used as a moderator to assess how males and females differ in response to ethical 

actions such as diversity initiatives. In the majority of studies, women emerge as having a 

significantly stronger influence on such relationships versus men (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor 

Barak, 1998; Konrad et al., 2010).  

The lack of significance of the three-way interaction between gender, SCIG, and PDC 

can be better understood by drawing from dissimilarity theory (Landy & Far, 1983; Tsui & 

103 



O’Reilly, 1989; Foley, Linnehan, Greenhaus, & Weer, 2006; Winfield & Rushing, 2005; Kanter, 

1977; Lincoln & Miller, 1979). Dissimilarity is the study of the composition of the organization 

in terms of the employees’ attributes such as age, race, gender, etc. (Pfeffer, 1983). This theory 

has a congruence component similar to the concept of self-continuity (Lawrence, 2007). 

Dissimilarity can signal incongruent or conflicting attitudes and goals, heightening the desire to 

identify with a subgroup (Riordon, 2000). Randel’s (2002) study supports this, finding 

organizations with noticeable racial or gender proportional differences encourages demographic 

identification. While the readiness to identify with gender exists (Turner, et al., 1987), being 

female may have been a less salient characteristic in an environment comprised mostly of similar 

others (Turner, 1987; Stryker, 1968; Stryker & Serpe, 1994), and actually more salient for males. 

Who one is, is determined in part by who one is around (Rosenberg, 1979; Kinket & Veruyten, 

1997). 

Therefore, the context affects salience of a category (Abrams et al., 1985, 1990). The lack 

of gender salience due to the organizations’ demographic make-up for women, reduces the 

importance of identification with the category gender and the perception of congruence between 

the self and the organization’s focus on diversity.  When a traditionally classified minority group 

becomes the majority group, the salience of that category decreases because minority groups, 

which are numerically smaller than majority groups, evaluate their group membership more 

positively than members of majority groups (Ellemers et al., 1992; Simon & Brown, 1987). 

McGuire and McGuire (1981) suggest increasing predominance of a group in a social setting will 

in turn result in progressively less consciousness of ethnic group membership.  Conversely, for 

men, gender may have been salient despite identification levels; therefore, identification levels 

did not affect the relationship. In sum, the interaction between gender and SCIG did not 
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strengthen the PDC-OID relationship and thus was not supported; however, the homogeneity of 

the organizations sampled may have influenced this finding.  

Hypothesis 5b addressing the interaction of race/ethnicity and SCIR was partially 

supported. The analysis and subsequent findings allow for comparison across the four categories 

and consistent with hypothesis 4b, suggest that the PDC-OID relationship is stronger for 

minority group members in general than other category combinations. As previously argued, 

those in the minority group will likely have the strongest response to positive climate perceptions 

as they are the most concerned about the standing and treatment of their group (Pugh et al., 2008; 

Kossek & Zonia, 1993). Furthermore, minorities are more likely to view their ethnic identity as 

more important than Whites (Phinney, 1989). While hypothesis 5b specifically states that the 

PDC-OID relationship will be strongest for highly identified minority members, there was no 

statistically significant difference in the slopes of high identifying minorities versus low 

identifying minorities.  The lack of significant differences between the two categories may be 

because being a minority member is salient across identification levels.  

Mediation Models 

Previous researchers have provided support for the effect of OID on employee and 

organizationally relevant outcomes (e.g., Dutton et al., 1994; Riketta, 2005; Van Vugt & Hart, 

2004; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Furthermore, researchers have theorized that cognitive and 

affective states mediate the relationships between psychological climate and organizationally 

pertinent behaviors such as citizenship (Kopelman et al., 1990).  This study addressed OID as an 

intervening variable between PDC and organizationally relevant outcomes (specifically, job 

satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior-organization directed, organizational citizenship 

behavior-individual directed, and turnover intentions. Theoretically, identification facilitates the 
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relationship between perceptions and outcomes (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). More specifically, the 

mediator OID is a psychological relationship that influences future tangible benefits and 

opportunities of the organization (van Knippenberg, et al., 2007; Maertz & Griffeth, 2004). The 

mediating role of identification is crucial to further understanding PDC’s relationship with 

organizationally relevant outcomes. Therefore, this study tested whether OID facilitates the 

relationship between psychological diversity climate and the outcomes (job satisfaction, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and turnover intentions).  

Job Satisfaction, Organizational Citizenship Behavior, and Turnover Intentions 

Consistent with prior studies on psychological climate, PDC was argued to influence job 

satisfaction, OCB, and turnover intentions (e.g., James. 1982; James et al., 1990; Schulte et al., 

2006; McKay et al., 2007; Kaplan et al., 2011; Stewart et al., 2011). Past research has 

highlighted the importance that diversity climate perceptions have on individual turnover 

intentions and withdrawal behaviors (which are counter to OCB) (e.g., McKay et al., 2007). 

Overall, hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c were supported. Two different methods of analyses were run 

to evaluate the hypotheses and thus two interpretations of the results can be argued.  

The first is the traditional Baron and Kenny method in which determination of full, 

partial, or no mediation is assessed. The findings from this calculation were for partial mediation 

for all three models. Therefore, there remains a direct relationship between PDC and the 

outcomes, as well as an indirect relationship through OID. The second method used to examine 

the relationship was the Preacher and Hayes method which relies on a series of regressions and 

bootstrapping to determine the direct, indirect, and total effect within a 95% confidence interval. 

The findings from this calculation supported additional explanatory power with OID in the 

model above that of PDC alone. Therefore, the inclusion of OID as a mediator in the PDC-
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outcome relationships, further explains how one gets from one interpretation of diversity climate 

to behavioral or attitudinal responses. 

Moderated Mediation 

A final contribution of this study is the analyses of several complex models of moderated 

mediation. Hypotheses 7a-r examine how simple moderation as well and complex three-way 

moderation influence OID’s subsequent effect on outcomes.  

Simple Moderated Mediation 

As discussed above, DVB, gender, and race/ethnicity all emerged as significant 

moderators in the PDC-OID relationship. Due to the additional variance explained by each, they 

were then used in testing the model in its entirety to determine how this increased explanation of 

the outcome variables (specifically hypotheses 7a-i). In all three cases, the effect on the 

outcomes increased for the predicted levels of the moderators. This supports prior studies that 

argue as OID increases, so do positive organizationally relevant outcomes (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989), and supports that PDC’s effect on outcomes through OID depends on personal 

characteristics.  

Complex, Three-way Moderated Mediation 

The most complex analyses run in this study were the examination of moderated 

mediation where a three-way interaction was found to exist for OID. The moderated mediated 

models involving DVB and demographics as well as gender and SCIG were not tested. 

Nonsignificant findings of the three way interactions made the examination of the model in its 

entirety meaningless (Bauer, Preacher, Gil, 2006). Thus the full model was only run for the 

interaction of PDC, race/ethnicity, and SCIR on OID and subsequent outcomes.  
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Support was found for the full model containing the PDC, SCIR, race/ethnicity 

interaction; however, when comparing the effect sizes it was contrary to expectations to see that 

the explanatory power for each outcome was less for the full model than the partial model 

containing only Race/ethnicity as a moderator. In other words, the interaction of Race/ethnicity 

and SCIR on the PDC-OID relationship does not seem to tell us more about the outcomes of job 

satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI, and turnover intentions than when using Race/ethnicity alone. This 

finding is surprising as hypothesis 5b found the interaction to strengthen the PDC-OID 

relationship suggesting a stronger influence on subsequent outcomes.   

One potential reason for the decrease in explanatory power may be that the sample 

consisted of a limited number of minority survey participants, minimizing the ability to assess 

variation in minority perceptions of social category identification. Theory supports the increased 

effect when evaluating the two together, therefore additional analyses with greater minority 

representation is needed.  

Contributions and Implications 

Research 

Drawing from social identity theory (SIT), the present study builds on the motives of 

self-enhancement and self-continuity to explain the relationship between PDC and OID. The 

theoretical linkage suggested by Cox (1991; 1994) between PDC and OID is now empirically 

supported. The study also introduces the moderating role of personal characteristics which help 

identify boundary conditions in this relationship. Findings support that who you are, e.g. female, 

does influence the PDC-OID relationship, therefore supporting the importance of attention to 

employee personal characteristics within the organization. Such individual level findings are 

consistent with prior works, such as Gonzales and DeNisi’s (2009) organizational level study on 
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diversity climate that found African Americans to be more likely than other racial groups to 

identify with their organization when diversity climate is positive. Additionally, a study by 

Avery et al., (2007) suggests minority employees tend to be more cognizant of organizational 

signals, such as policies and practices, pertaining to diversity.  Despite differences in the strength 

of the effect of PDC on OID across individuals, however, the overall effect was positive. This 

supports the benefit of creating and maintaining a positive diversity climate for all organizational 

employees.  

Assessment of OID as an intervening variable between PDC and previously investigated 

outcomes strengthens our understanding of why such outcomes are occurring. In analyzing the 

relationship between PDC and job satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI, and turnover intentions mediated 

by OID, a stronger argument can be built for why PDC is so influential on organizationally 

relevant outcomes. While full mediation was not found, the higher effect size for the indirect 

relationships is of great value and in need of further investigation.  

This research also contributes specifically to both the field of climate research as well as 

identification research.  From an identification research standpoint, empirical examination of this 

relationship has resulted in the uncovering of yet another important antecedent of OID. 

Additionally, this study incorporates identification with social categories, resulting in a more 

holistic understanding of the joint effect of being a member of a category and actually 

identifying with that category. This finding highlights the need for management to differentiate 

among members of social categories based on identification as opposed to assuming similar 

importance of such category for all members. From a PDC research standpoint, the relationship 

between PDC and OID is consistent with other specific climate type studies, further supporting 

the need for climate exploration within organizations. Finally, support for an intervening variable 
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between PDC and outcomes provokes exploration of other potential mediators that are 

cognitively constructed and can help us in understanding this relationship.   

One specific mediator of interest encompassed in social cognitive theory is self-efficacy. 

Self-efficacy is an internal cognition that is situation specific and influences motivation and 

subsequent behaviors or actions (Bandura, 1994).  Factors that guide or motivate behavior are 

thought to be rooted in the belief that one has the ability to produce the desired outcome 

(Bandura & Locke, 2003). This assessment can come from vicarious experience and/or social 

persuasion. Vicarious experience is learning from others, meaning individuals observe others 

within their environment. If other minority employees are succeeding, perception of a positive 

diversity climate may emerge and therefore influence beliefs of self-accomplishment within the 

organization. Social persuasion strengthens self-efficacy through positive appraisal, and if a 

climate is supportive and encouraging of diversity, this would also potentially influence self-

efficacy positively. Therefore, a minority employees’ perception of diversity climate may impact 

their behaviors through their perception of ability to succeed within the organization. Overall, the 

findings are consistent with prior works in both veins; however, they also extend our current 

understanding of PDC’s role in the organization.  

Managerial 

The time has come to move beyond simply identifying that diversity matters (Wooten, 

2008). Currently, research aims to address how diversity influences organizational effectiveness.  

Organizational effectiveness is a complex phenomenon as it is created by employees’ 

productivity within the organization (Wooten, 2008). In this study, I focused on employees and 

the internal policies and practices that influence them. This study provides additional evidence to 

support the need for awareness of the impact diversity policies and procedures have on 
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employees and subsequent organizational consequences. Research supports that maintaining a 

positive diversity climate can provide an organization with a competitive advantage (Cox, 1994; 

Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000). Organizations perceived by employees to have a negative diversity 

climate are detrimentally affected.   

One of the biggest takeaways from this study for managers is understanding the 

importance of employee perceptions, specifically of the diversity climate, and its influence on 

organizational identification. Overall, a positive relationship between PDC and OID was found, 

suggesting that regardless of individual characteristics OID is positively influenced by the 

perception of a positive diversity climate.  Additionally, this study identifies females and 

minority racial groups as more likely to perceive continuity and identify with the organization 

based on a positive perception of PDC. Consistent with prior research, Gonzalez and DeNisi 

(2009) found minorities generally identify less with organizations; however, this was not the case 

when organizational diversity climate was positive. Thus, managers should note that diversity 

climate perceptions are of particular importance to individuals belonging to such categories and 

therefore should make sure to promote this climate to positively influence identification with the 

organization.  

In addition to identifying how individuals of different racial and gender groups influence 

the PDC-OID relationship, this study also assessed some key organizational outcomes such as: 

job satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI, and turnover intentions. PDC was found to indirectly influence 

each outcome through OID and subsequent analyses revealed the influence was strongest for 

female and minority members. Thus, one way in which managers can influence these positive 

employee outcomes is by focusing on developing a positive PDC. Researchers have outlined a 

number of steps organizations can take to foster diversity climates. Many of these tactics are 
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training based (harassment training and management training) however some are less procedural 

such as diversity appreciation and mentoring (Kravitz, 2008; McKay & Avery, 2005). 

Organizations should assess the current psychological diversity climate within the organization 

to continually track the success initiatives.  

Limitations 

As with all research, there are several limitations to this study. The first limitation of this 

study involves the use of self-reported data.  The tests relied on self-reported data through an 

online survey instrument, and although widely used in survey research, this potentially reduces 

the objectivity of the findings and due to the sensitive nature of the questions, and can provoke 

socially desired responses.  One way in which to address social desirability is to present 

questions in a third person format versus directing the questions directly toward the individual 

(Bernardi & Guptill, 2008; Lord & Melvin, 1997); however, this does not eliminate the issue as 

Geiger and O’Connell (2000) claim that bias still accounts for ten percent of variation in the 

responses even with third person questions. The validity of the DVB scale was questioned 

previously as responses to this scale are believed to be somewhat influenced by social 

desirability. While the mean of DVB overall is not high (µ=4.1) and does not appear to vary 

based on gender, there is a slightly higher mean for minority employees than majority (µ=4.6 vs. 

µ=4.1). The introduction of a social desirability scale may minimize the bias and therefore 

strengthen the findings for relationships containing DVB. An additional effort was made to 

minimize the bias associated with self-reported data with the introduction of a psychological 

separation technique (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  This technique separated the predictor and 

criterion variables. Furthermore, all of the constructs were operationalized using well-developed 

and previously validated scales. Finally, while self-report data is noted as a limitation, research 
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has found socially desired response bias to be lower when the survey method is via internet 

(Joinson, 1999) which was the case in this study. 

The second limitation is that the method of data collection for this study was cross-

sectional and therefore does not test for causality. A longitudinal study or experiment would be 

necessary to determine if PDC actually causes OID.  Nonetheless, while not causal, cross-

sectional research designs are frequently used and considered acceptable for this type of research 

(e.g., McKay et al., 2007; Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor Barak, 1998).   

Third, the sample of employees used for analysis poses potential limitations.  

Specifically, the sample included a limited number of minority members and a 

disproportionately large number of females, in part due to the industries included. A larger 

sample of respondents from the minority population may provide additional support for the 

findings. Additionally, drawing from industries that are not female-dominated may change the 

findings. Although it is unlikely that sample bias drove these results, a broader sample of 

organizations in a subsequent study would produce more confident and generalizable results.  

Future Research 

Based on the results provided from this study, several ideas for future research have 

surfaced and additional suggestions have emerged for improving future investigations on the role 

of PDC on OID. One important extension to this investigation is the examination of other climate 

types that may interact with PDC to influence OID. For example, ethical climate and diversity 

climate have been assessed with the outcome of turnover intentions (Stewart et al., 2011). 

Results from this study suggest the self-continuity motive from SIT would support the influence 

of both climate types on turnover intentions through OID. Therefore, examining the interaction 
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between ethical climate and diversity climate on OID and then turnover intentions would be of 

interest.  

Another avenue of particular interest that would contribute to this line of research is the 

introduction of demography into the model. A dissimilarity scale would enable better 

understanding of the employee’s current environment which may influence their identification 

(Gonzales & DeNisi, 2009). Prior research suggests the distance between the employee’s race or 

gender and the supervisor’s race or gender may play a role on identification (Jeanquart-Barone, 

1996; Kirby & Jackson, 1999; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). Because individuals tend to identify with 

like others (Tajfel, 1969; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Cox, 1994), and similarity between the 

subordinate and the supervisor has been found to significantly influence positive feelings such as 

trust, communication, and perceived support (Tsui & O’Reilly III, 1989; Kirby & Jackson, 1999; 

Winfield & Rushing, 2005), perceptions of congruence with the supervisor as well as the 

organization may increase identification. Minorities may identify more strongly with their 

organization when the diversity climate is positive and the supervisor is also a member of a 

minority group. 

Finally, additional organizationally relevant outcomes are in need of investigation. This 

study focused on four of the most widely researched outcomes: job satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI, 

and turnover intentions; however there are many other outcomes that are of organizational 

importance such as: withdrawal, knowledge sharing, and ethical behavior. Withdrawal is of 

interest to organizations because unlike OCB’s, withdrawal has negative consequences for the 

organization. When employees withdraw they are less productive (McKay et al., 2007) and can 

hinder organizational success. Knowledge sharing is also of particular importance as this enables 

organizations to gather a more diverse perspective. A previous study on dissimilarity found that 
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as similarity increases so does knowledge sharing (Bacharach et al., 2005); however, this may be 

influenced by the climate perception the employee has (Bacharach et al., 2005; Gonzales & 

DenNisi, 2009). Finally, research on ethical behavior has taken off in the field of management 

(Umphress, Bingham, & Mitchell, 2010). Organizations and universities alike are trying to 

determine what influences such behavior in hopes to avoid another scandal like Enron 

experienced. While one vein of literature suggests that employees engage in unethical behavior 

to hurt the organization (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), a new vein suggests that overly identified 

individuals may actually engage in unethical behaviors to further the interest of the organization 

(Umphress et al., 2010). This suggests a number of directions to investigate in the vein of ethics.  

Conclusion 

OID is even more crucial now than ever. With the increase in mergers (Cox, 1991) and 

job hopping (Forbes, 2013), identification by employees with their organization is on the decline. 

America’s most recognizable names have become involved in multi-billion-dollar mergers 

and acquisitions (e.g. American Airlines and US Airways, 3G and Warren Buffet’s Berkshire 

Hathaway acquisition of Heinz, Silver Lake Partners buyout of Dell). According to the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics Tenure Report (2012), the average tenure an employee has at their job is 4.6 

years. While workers in management, professional, and related occupations have the highest 

median tenure of 5.5 years as compared to other occupational groups (Bureau of Labor, 2012), 

this number suggests a decline in tenure.   

These trends, in combination with the rise of diversity in organizations and the need for 

organizations to accommodate a diverse environment, are challenging. Several top diversity 

officers from companies such as SODEXO, KPMG, and IBM, discussed the importance having 

an authentic diversity approach, in a Forbes article (2012). Each discussed how important 
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practicing what you preached is for an organizations success. Thus, understanding PDC is one 

way in which to minimize the current decline in OID, which subsequently influences 

organizationally relevant employee outcomes. Findings from this study support reduced turnover 

intentions particularly for minorities and women. Furthermore, an increase in job satisfaction as 

well as an increase in extra role behaviors for minorities and women was found. Extra role 

behaviors, OCB’s, are of particular importance due to their perceived impact on organizational 

performance through increased employee efficiency and effectiveness (Katz & Kahn 1966; 

Organ, 1988; Organ et al., 2006). 

          Overall, the results of this investigation provide evidence that OID is influenced at least in 

part by PDC. Furthermore, personal characteristics can combine to influence the relationship. In 

general, the positive effects of PDC are greater for those employees who are more impacted by 

diversity issues. Finally, organizationally relevant outcomes such as job satisfaction, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and turnover intentions, are influenced by PDC through 

OID.  
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