
ABSTRACT 
 
 
HARRIS, ANN FAITH.  Towards Cultural Competence: An Exploratory Study 

of the Relationship Between Racial Identity and Contextual Performance 
Indicators of Public Employees.  (Under the direction of Dennis M. Daley.) 

 
 

This study examined the relationship between public employee racial 

identity status and contextual performance indicators defined as altruism, 

conscientiousness, organizational commitment, and self-efficacy. U.S. Census 

data indicates that Blacks tend to be over-represented in jobs with low to 

moderate levels of power and authority.  This study contends that race 

membership may lack measurement sensitivity to pick up contextual 

performance group differences.  Therefore, use of racial identity status is a 

better, culturally competent measure.   

Previous research suggests that organizational advancement and rewards 

are influenced by contextual performance and that supervisory performance 

ratings of subordinates are more reliant on contextual rather than objective 

factors.  Since non-task performance is difficult to measure and reliant on single 

rater assessment, opportunities exist for bias to affect worker ratings.  Some 

performance studies have associated achievement/performance gaps or 

perceived differences between Whites and Blacks with racial bias.  Given the 

limited amount of research in this area, the relationship cannot be supported or 

refuted. 

To examine the role of racial self-identity, the analysis used a sample (N = 

149) involving White (n = 84) and Black (n = 65) employees across six 

organizational units in a large southeastern public university.  Racial self-identity 

  



was measured using Helms' (1990) White Racial Identity Attitude Scale (WRIAS) 

and Black Racial Identity Attitude Scale (BRIAS). Contextual performance 

indicators included altruism, conscientiousness, organizational commitment and 

self-efficacy.   

This field test was the first to use these concepts within the context of a 

public organization.  Black RIAS Conformity/Immersion-Emersion, White RIAS 

Disintegration/Reintegration and Combined Racial Identity Measures CRIS 

1/CRIS 2 scores were found to explain more variation in contextual performance 

than race membership alone. Specifically, Conformity, Reintegration and CRIS 1 

were negative predictors of self-efficacy; Immersion-Emersion and Disintegration 

were positive predictors of self-efficacy; Contact was a positive predictor of 

conscientiousness; and Combined Racial Identity Scores 1 and 2  (the two 

lowest levels) were positive predictors of altruism. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research Purpose  

 The effect of racial identity on contextual performance is focused on in a 

two-fold manner. First, the study applies and integrates principles of Cultural 

Competence with empirical research on employee performance.  By examining 

the association among racial identity, self-efficacy, and non-task/extra role 

performance of public employees, the study demonstrates how racial identity 

differences contribute to individual, and consequently, organizational 

performance and success.  This research provides new insights which can be 

used to better inform public administration theory, research, and practice, 

especially as it relates to the management and development of human capital.  

Second, the study assesses the reliability and validity of the popular, but 

controversial, racial identity measures--the Racial Identity Attitude Scale for 

Blacks (Black RIAS) and White Racial Identity Attitude Scale (White RIAS)-- 

contributing to the psychometric discussion concerning their use.   

The relationships existent among organizational citizenship behaviors, 

loyalty (Bateman and Organ, 1983), and self-efficacy to performance (Ballentine 

and Nunns, 1998; Harrison and Rainer, 1997) have been the subject of previous 

research attesting to their recognized importance.  Each of these constructs 

possesses an emotional, attitudinal, and interpersonal quality.  The study draws 

on performance and multicultural literature with a specific focus on Racial Identity 

Development Theory (Helms, 1990) to enhance existing knowledge regarding 
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how the interpersonal and attitudinal nature of racial self-identity is also related to 

these constructs and worker performance. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION CONTEXT 

Bureaucratic Underrepresentation, Race and Cultural Competence 

Enhancing the capacity of public organizations to maintain program 

effectiveness, efficiency, and productivity through an increasingly diverse 

workforce is a topic of great importance.  Studies consistently document the 

public sector as a traditional gateway for people of color in accessing gainful 

employment and establishing meaningful careers  (Arbona, 1989; U.S. Census, 

1990).  The relative openness of the public sector is rooted in its history of 

democratic regime and equity values. For example, New Public Administration 

scholars have advanced the concept of active representative bureaucracy.  In 

active representative bureaucracy, the inclusion of individual multiracial, ethnic, 

and linguistic backgrounds is seen as critical to the capacity of public 

organizations to reflect as well as respond to the unique needs of the citizenry in 

a pluralist, democratic society.  In a recent study, Meir and Wrinkle (1999) 

examined the program effectiveness of representative and non representative 

educational institutions.  They found that school districts employing minority 

teachers improved learning outcomes not only for minority children but for Anglo 

children as well.   

A companion, emergent public policy movement with implications for 

public sector workforce diversity is Cultural Competence.  Cultural Competence 

 2



(CC) is a framework that was developed to proactively respond to predicted 

population shifts (Hudson Institute, 1980) as well as documented disparities in 

mental health and public health care accessibility experienced by communities of 

color (Children’s Defense Fund, 1991).  Cultural Competence (CC) as an 

emergent public governance practice, shares a relationship with Civil Rights and 

Minority Health regulatory and redistributive policies.  As such, it has been 

operationalized through patchwork efforts undertaken at various levels of 

government and authorities that include legislation, executive mandates, 

institutional structures and operating requirements.  Over the past decade, 

Cultural Competence, while possessing roots in healthcare concerns, has been 

integrated into an increasing number of other public human service systems (e.g. 

youth services, counseling, education and criminal justice).  

Cultural Competence researchers (Cross, Bazron, Dennis and Issacs, 

1989) stipulate five core values: Valuing Diversity, Cultural Self Assessment, 

Understanding the Dynamics of Difference, Development/Institutionalization of 

Cultural Knowledge and Adaptation to Diversity.  Operationalization of these 

values can enhance Public Administration’s normative values by increasing an 

administrator’s or agency’s ability to work efficiently, effectively, and equitably in 

the context of cultural difference.  Of particular interest to this study is the 

principle of  “understanding the dynamics of difference.”1 

                                                 
1  Cross et al., define the principle by stating “ When … one culture interacts with 
a population from another, both may misjudge the other’s actions based on 
learned experiences.  Both bring to the relationship unique histories with the 
other group and the influence of current political, social and economic 
relationships between the two groups.  Both will bring culturally prescribed 
patterns of communication, etiquette, and problem solving.  Both may bring 

 3



Support for incorporating cultural competence tenants in public 

administration can be found in the writing of White and Rice (1996) who identify 

the following benefits resulting from public sector workforce diversity:   

1. “Improved and more democratic decision making; due to the 
inclusion of different perspectives brought to bear on policy 
making 

2. Improved bureaucratic operations; through ensuring that 
decisions and services were responsive/appropriate to 
multicultural agency clientele and marginalized groups 

3. More efficient use of the nation’s human resources 
4. Increased legitimacy and authenticity of public service 

institutions 
5. Elevation of social equity and justice to primary political values; 

to be at least as important as economy, efficiency and stability” 
(p.. 3). 

 
Characteristics of Black Employment and Performance 
 

 Specifically focusing on Black employment, studies suggest that with 

regard to occupational and professional mobility, Blacks tend to populate 

government, nonprofit, and human service type agencies while being over 

represented in clerical, labor, blue collar and low to mid level positions (Arbona, 

1989; U.S. Census, 1990).  Despite rhetorical support from public agencies for 

representative bureaucracy, increased workforce diversity, and inclusion, 

programmatic attempts to diversify the public service through equal opportunity 

(and/or affirmative action) strategies have yielded substantial but incomplete 

results for Blacks.  Current research from public administration scholars (Naff, 

                                                                                                                                                 
stereotypes… or underlying feelings about by someone who is different …These 
dynamics give cross cultural relations a unique character….  Integrating an 
understanding of such dynamics and their origins…improves chances for 
productive cross-cultural interventions/interactions (p. 175). 
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Gibson, and Kellough, 2002) suggests that the effect of recent retrenchments of 

affirmative action and considerations of race/ethnicity will impede the 

achievement of a more representative bureaucracy. 

 Census data, as well as other studies, continue to demonstrate persistent 

disparities between majority and minority group members and related issues of 

parity throughout agency hierarchy (Murray, 1994; Cornwell and Kellough, 1994; 

Lewis, 2000; Naff, 2001) which impacts salary, performance ratings (Hartel, 

Douthitt and Douthitt, 1999), occupational prestige, and influence (Arbona, 1989; 

US Census, 1990).  The combined findings of these studies give credence to the 

existence of a “concrete ceiling” affecting the upward mobility for Blacks in 

employment.  Research findings repeatedly tend to find public sector minority 

incumbents clustered in positions located in low to mid level agency positions 

with less career mobility and lower salaries.  These incumbents are relegated to 

positions with significantly less perceived influence, power, and authority than 

White males.   

Some studies have suggested that achievement gaps and perceived 

performance differences between Whites and Blacks may indeed have a 

relationship to race membership (Thomas, Edwards, Perry-Zannette and Davis, 

1998; Van-Scotter, Motowidlo, and Cross, 2000).  The potential for racial bias to 

compromise fair performance ratings is accentuated by the use of subjective 

forms of performance appraisal as well as inadequate training in the use of 

objective instruments.  For example, one study (Hartel, Douthitt, and Douthitt, 

1999) determined that perceptions of minority performance compared to Whites 
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were rated lower despite identical performance and experience.  Other 

researchers (Harris, Gilbreath, and Sunday, 1998) indicated that while it is 

possible that race is related to organizational advancement and rewards, the 

limited amount of research conducted in this area precludes establishment of the 

significance of the relationship.   

1.3 Limitations of Previous Research 

The present study suggests that a major weakness shared by several of 

the previously mentioned studies is the narrow definition of race. These studies 

consider race a one-dimensional variable defined solely by phenotypic 

differentiation rather than as a complex social identity construct (Thomas et al., 

1998; Hartel, Douthitt, and Douthitt, 1999).  While the results of these studies 

support the assertion that continued bias and discrimination exist within 

organizations, resulting in limited mobility and program influence for Blacks, they 

provide little in the way of explanation, aside from skin coloring, for why such 

conditions persist.  This study makes a significant departure from established 

Public Administration and Industrial-Organizational literature.  Drawing upon 

Cultural Competence principles the study suggests psychosocial, political, 

historical, and/or economic differences inform the identity, subjectivity and bias of 

individual employees.  Hence, the likelihood of group differences and disparities 

related to workplace outcomes (both in terms of contextual performance and 

organizational effectiveness) may increase as a result of the influence of such 

cultural variance.  
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The alternative approach used as the basis for the present study 

considers race as a complex social construct.  It draws upon identity theory to 

examine the association between racial identity and indicators of individual 

performance (which influence organizational productivity).  Operationalizing race 

as a multi-faceted construct measure allows for a richer exploration of the 

relationship between race differences and performance.     

1.4 Social Identity as a Construct 

Social Identity Theory (SIT) focuses on socio-psychological issues that 

influence the interaction of individuals with different group memberships or 

identities within organizations.  SIT is frequently used to explore cross-cultural 

and diversity issues (Mor Barak, Cherin and Berkman, 1998; Perrault and 

Bourhis, 1999), and posits that individuals categorize themselves into groups 

using prototypical schema.  This process of categorization is used to differentiate 

and order the environment by providing individuals with a system that defines self 

and others as well as the nature of intergroup relationships. The present study 

used Racial Identity Theory (Helms, 1990) to frame its discussion of individual 

schema theory to develop this point later in the chapter.  Stella Nkomo and 

Taylor Cox Jr. (1996) discuss individual identity as comprised of two 

components: 1) how salient membership in any particular group is to an 

individual’s concept of self and 2) how individual social identity is defined by 

others (independent of one’s own self definition).  With regard to race and 

ethnicity, it suggests that “identity group membership precedes organizational 

group membership” and “individuals don’t leave their racial... or ethnic identities 

 7



at the door when they enter an organization” (p.. 342).  Therefore interaction 

between individuals, possessing different racial identities, is quite embedded 

within and informs workplace relationships.  

1.5 Racial Identity as an Independent Construct  

This study also uses Racial Identity Theory to frame and examine the 

association between racial self-identity (the independent variable) and 

performance indicators such as Organizational Citizenship Behavior, 

Organizational Commitment, and Self-efficacy (the dependent variables) of public 

employees.  Racial identity theorists (Cross 1971; Helms, 1990) posit that 

individual racial identity development is many times an unconscious process, 

developing along a continuum of several overlapping (and not completely 

discrete) stages or dimensions. These dimensions (Conformity/Pre Encounter, 

Encounter, Immersion-Emersion, and Internalization for Blacks; and Contact, 

Disintegration, Reintegration, Pseudo-Independence, and Autonomy for Whites) 

describe attitudes considered to be more or less characteristic of healthy or 

unhealthy racial identity development.  

 Helms’ model of racial identity makes three fundamental assumptions.  

The first assumption is that racial self-identity is informed by and occurs within 

environments where resources are allocated differently on the basis of racial 

group membership -- individuals of the racially dominant group are assumed to 

be entitled to more, while members other racial groups are assumed to be 

entitled to less.  The second assumption suggests that particular attitudes and 

behaviors characterizing the degree of positive/negative racial self-concepts, 
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self-awareness, self-acceptance, and actualization -- as well as information 

processing strategies -- define each separate dimension.  The third assumption 

suggests that interaction of racial identity statuses can contribute to the 

establishment of positive or negative relationships among and between 

individuals.   

1.6 Research Focus 

The focus of this research examines the following question: “What 

variation in public employee contextual performance indicators can be explained 

by individual racial identity?”  Specifically, the study will attempt to demonstrate 

that racial self-identity more strongly relates to such performance indicators than 

race membership.   

This study also attempts to demonstrate that individual racial self-identity 

has a relationship to employees’ willingness to engage in extra-role behavior or 

contextual performance (operationalized in the present study as altruism, 

conscientiousness, organizational commitment, and self-efficacy).  

1.7 Validation of RIAS Measures 

 A second purpose of this study is the validation of the Helms’ (1990) 

Racial Identity Attitudes Scales (RIAS).  Helms developed two versions of a 50-

item questionnaire designed to assess racial identity across several dimensions 

of personal development.  The White Racial Identity Attitude Scales (White RIAS) 

measures the racial identity of Whites across five dimensions (Contact, 

Disintegration, Reintegration, Pseudo-Independence, and Autonomy).  Similarly, 

Black Racial Identity Attitude Scales (Black RIAS) was developed to assess 
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racial identity of Blacks across four different, but somewhat comparable, 

dimensions (Conformity/Pre-Encounter, Encounter, Immersion-Emersion, and 

Internalization).2  As a relatively new construct and research area, the RIAS 

measures have experienced limited use. They have been tested typically with 

student populations and/or samples from counseling environments. Even here, 

questions have been raised regarding both the psychometric validity and the 

stability of several RIAS subscales.   

In contrast, the present study uses a sample of adult, full-time employees 

in varied program units typical of public organization activities and operations.  

Hence, the study provides an opportunity to field test the measures for validity 

and reliability within a workplace sample.  These results will assist in the 

assessment and further development of the RIAS measures.   

1.8 Research Gaps and Importance of the Research   

  From a theoretical perspective, the study suggests that several gaps exist 

in current performance and public sector research.  Both areas have been 

criticized generally for the lack of scholarly work considering the race construct.  

They have used research techniques that truncate the construct's significance by 

operationalizing it only in phenotypic dimensions (such as skin color) rather than 

as a complex social phenomenon.  While an extensive literature review identified 

the existence of a small number of studies linking racial identity with academic 

performance of students and counseling, no studies have examined the 

relationship of public employee racial identity to contextual performance or self-

                                                 
2Originally the White RIAS possessed six dimensions while the Black RIAS 
possessed five dimensions.  
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efficacy in a public workplace setting.  The study contributes important data to 

address these identified research gaps.  

 From a practical application perspective, Sue, Arredondo and McDavis 

(1992) suggest three characteristics associated with cultural skillfulness: (1) 

awareness of one’s own cultural values and biases; (2) awareness of the 

worldviews of others; and (3) use of culturally appropriate practice and strategies. 

A necessary component of cultural competence and skillfulness is the ability to 

understand the dynamics of cultural difference in workplace and service delivery 

interactions (Cross, Bazron and Issacs, 1989). It is anticipated that results from 

this study may facilitate individual and organizational awareness along racial 

identity dimensions. The researcher considers this to be a fundamental step in 

promoting the cross-cultural proficiency of public sector staff and organizations 

specifically through 

a) increasing organizational understanding concerning the associations 
between racial identity, and certain areas of non task performance 

 
b) raising awareness concerning the implications of aversive racism or 

unconscious rater bias in contextual performance assessment  
 
c) informing supervisory/peer interpersonal and working relationships with 

ethnically and racially diverse employees 
 

d) identifying gaps in current staff development efforts integrating diversity 
and performance concerns 

 
The balance of this work is organized in six chapters.  Chapter 2 provides an 

integrated discussion of relevant theory framing the research problem and 

articulated the study hypotheses.  Chapter 3 details research design and 

sampling used by the study.  Chapter 4 discusses methodological procedures 
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used and measurement considerations employed by the study.  Reliability and 

validity for the original measures and study scales are presented as well.  

Chapters 5 through 7 present results of the preliminary and multivariate analyses 

as well as results of hypotheses tests conducted on the study’s trimmed Black (N 

= 65), White (N = 84), and Combined (N =149) samples respectively.  Chapter 8 

discusses implications of the study findings for public sector 

organization/administration theory and practice and identifies areas for additional 

research. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter explores and identifies relevant theoretical concepts between 

the racial identity of Black and White public employees, their self-efficacy, and 

contextual performance (the willingness of employees to perform organizational 

citizenship behavior and the degree of organizational commitment they 

demonstrate).  In addition, the study’s three research hypotheses are presented 

within the chapter summary. 

2.1 The Public Administration Context  

 Vocational research maintains that career choices “ represent an 

extension of personality” (Holland, 1985).   People seek occupational 

environments that satisfy and allow the expression of personal interests, 

attitudes, skills, abilities, and values; who and what individuals are affect their 

career choice.  In his discussion of the Holland theory, Arnold Spokane (1996) 

points out that in the American culture, the theory suggests the existence of six 

parallel personality and environment classifications relating individuals and 

occupations (Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Entrepreneurial, and 

Conventional).   

Research (Arbona, 1989) and government studies (US Census, 1990) 

have documented that Blacks are over represented in social, realistic, and 

conventional occupations.  These jobs are frequently associated with low-to-

moderate level government, social services, clerical, and labor class jobs which 

possess a commensurate lower level of organizational influence, rewards 

(salary), and prestige.  
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 That Black people and other traditionally disenfranchised groups continue 

to recognize public sector organizations over others as gateways to gainful 

employment and meaningful occupations may be linked to several factors unique 

to public administration.  One feature, which distinguishes the public sector from 

other organizational types, is the stronger predominance of an overarching set of 

values or norms, which serve as philosophical, ethical, and legal anchors.  These 

“regime values” (Rohr, 1989) defined as constitutionally based principles 

specified in law and court decisions, are operationalized in government 

employment through a complex system of statutes, rules, regulations, and 

executive orders, as well as through formal and informal agency policies and 

practices.  Two of these values--the protection of individual rights (due process) 

and equality--are superimposed on all agency operations and inform perceptions 

of government openness, in this regard.   

 A second feature is linked with the movement towards achieving social 

equity in government.  Public administration as a practice has always been 

informed and influenced by the prevailing social themes and mores. For 

example, during the early part of the twentieth century, classical tenants from the 

modern industrial age (scientific management, Weberian bureaucracy) were 

adapted into the philosophy, normative values, and practice of Public 

Administration.  Such features established a disciplinary orthodoxy in which 

economical efficiency (as a normative value), administrator neutrality, and the 

subordination of public administrators to the elected officials (Wilson, 1898) were 

central tenants.  
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 In the wake of the Robert Kennedy’s assassination and the Civil Rights 

movement of the 1960’s and 70’s, young Public Administration scholars 

assembled at the Minnowbrook Conference under the auspices of the Maxwell 

School to discuss, debate, and argue the relevance of public administration in the 

context of this turbulent and new environment (Marini, 1971; Selden, 1997).  

Under consideration were the “intense.. problems of our society, social and 

economic injustice, and the role of administrators in (perpetuating) societal 

injustice” (Marin, 1971, p.14).  These educators suggested that the classic values 

and roles of public administrators were not sufficient in responding to these 

concerns and sought to reformulate the values of Public Administration (Meir, 

2000).   

On one hand scholars blamed administrators “for many of the injustices of 

modern society” due to a preoccupation with orthodox values stressing technical 

expertise, neutrality (Wilson, 1887), and passive compliance to elected officials.  

On the other hand, these scholars also identified public administration as 

“society’s chosen instrument for dealing with its problems” and articulated the 

necessity for the discipline “to adapt to the changing and turbulent environment“ 

to counter prevailing social practices, allowing the White middle class access and 

participation in bureaucracy at the expense of minorities and the poor.   

In this  “New Public Administration” (Fredrickson, 1971) public 

organizations and servants became ethical, moral, authentic and active agents of 

social change.  In this regard, administrators were to become responsive to 

marginalized constituencies and exchange a traditional role of “neutral 
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competence” for one that balanced the traditional pursuits for efficiency and 

economy with those that actively pursued and practiced social equity and 

fairness (Frederickson, 1997).   

A major strategy preceding, but embraced by, this reformed tradition of 

public administration was the idea of participatory or representative bureaucracy 

(Kranz, 1976; Krislov and Rosenbloom, 1981).  Fundamental to the workings of 

all forms of American government is the principle of democracy.  In its purest 

sense, observance of democracy requires the direct involvement of the citizenry 

in lawmaking.  However, the nation’s founders, fearing “too much power would 

lead to mob rule” (Kranz, 1976) advocated for and established the United States 

as a democratic republic that allowed the citizenry’s will to be represented and 

expressed through elected delegates.   

Applying these tenets within the public administration context, 

participatory/representative bureaucracy holds that the workforce within and 

throughout public organizations should reflect citizen demographics, including a 

broad diversity of the general public. Two forms of representative bureaucracy 

are discussed in the literature: passive and active.  Passive representation is 

defined as the degree to which the bureaucracy reflects the larger population in 

its demographic composition.  However, demographic parity does not 

automatically ensure that effective advocacy for various constituencies will occur.  

Active representation alternatively assumes that not only will demographic 

diversity concerns be met, but that bureaucrats will advance the interests of 
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groups with whom they share demographic origin (Selden, 1997; Brudney, 

Hebert, and Wright, 1999; Naff, 2001). 

Referring specifically to the participation of people of color and women in 

this regard, researchers (Kranz, 1976; Naff, 2001) have noted representative 

bureaucracy benefits public organizations, goods, and services in three major 

ways:  (1) increased internal democracy; (2) improved decision-making; and (3) 

improved responsiveness.  For example, a study involving EEOC field office 

investigators (Hindera and Young, 1998) found that the presence of Black and 

Latino investigators “increases the likelihood that complaints brought by African 

American and Latino complainants..will be pursued” (Naff, 2001, p. 27).  

Similarly, Meir (2000) maintains that diversity among public administrators 

is beneficial to both governing agents and the citizenry in two ways: (1) that 

public policy making will be more responsive to the needs of the public if the 

administrators share attitudes and values similar to the general population, and 

(2) that administrators will attempt to maximize their own personal policy values, 

which reflect the unique concerns and perspectives of constituency groups to 

which they belong.   

2.2 Diversity Benefits and Challenges to Public Organization 

Proponents of representative bureaucracy view the inclusion of individual 

multiracial, ethnic, and linguistic backgrounds as critical to the capacity of public 

service organizations to reflect as well as respond to the unique needs of the 

citizenry in a pluralist and democratic society.  Several public administration 

scholars (White and Rice, 1996) have discussed the multiple benefits and 
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opportunities that workforce diversity holds for the public sector.  As previously 

discussed, workplace diversity/representativeness is frequently associated with 

improved decision making processes, organizational creativity, and flexibility as 

well as the ability to provide culturally appropriate/responsive services to 

multicultural constituencies (Kranz, 1976; White and Rice, 1996; Naff, 2001).  

Such assets should be regarded as critical elements to the efficiency, 

effectiveness, and vitality of postmodern public agencies.   

However, in reality, programmatic attempts to diversify the public service 

(e.g. through Affirmative Action, Equal Opportunity recruitment/selection) have 

yielded significant but incomplete results.  Adjusting for age and education, 

demographic characteristics of public and private organizations continue to 

reflect over representation of White males in positions of power and authority 

while Blacks are congregated at low and mid-level agency ranks.  Studies 

document persistent disparities between Black and White males in organizational 

position hierarchies (Murray, 1994; Cornwell and Kellough, 1994; Lewis, 1988, 

2000) and occupational prestige (Arbona, 1989; U.S. Census, 1990). 

Such representation supports the assertion that continued bias and 

discrimination within organizations may exist and restrict the mobility and 

program/policy influence of those effected groups (Mor Barak, Cherin and 

Beckman, 1998).  This research also examines differential treatment in 

employee-supervisor relationships, noting that the more dissimilar the supervisor-

subordinate are in terms of race and gender, the less effective the supervisor 

perceives the subordinate to be.  These researchers contend that, due to the 
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existing hierarchical imbalance, “women and racial/ethnic groups are exposed to 

discrimination and exclusion in the workplace more often than” White men.   

With regard to perceptions of workplace fairness and discrimination, Mor 

Barak et. al.’s (1998) review of relevant literature suggest that African Americans 

assume most whites are prejudiced, perceive their race as a barrier to 

advancement, see less discrimination in organizations with formal hiring/firing 

procedures compared to those with informal processes, assume if supervisors 

have discretion they will be subjected to discrimination, believe they do not 

receive as much career information as White peers, and interpret ambiguous 

behaviors as prejudice.   

Employee performance ratings have been linked to organizational 

advancement and rewards.  Among the limited body of research examining 

achievement gaps and perceived performance disparities between Whites and 

Blacks, race membership has frequently been identified as a contributing factor 

(Thomas, Edwards, Perry-Zannette, and Davis, 1998; Van-Scotter, Motowidlo, 

and Cross, 2000).  In a 1999 study, Hartel, Douthitt, and Douthitt determined that 

perception of minority performance when compared to Whites was rated lower, 

even though no difference in subject performance or experience was actually 

evident.  However, other researchers (Harris, Gilbreath, and Sunday, 1998) 

indicated that, while it is possible that race membership might be related to 

organizational advancement and rewards, given the limited amount of research 

conducted in this area, the salience of the relationship cannot be supported or 

refuted. 
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Bias and Self Identity 

   Social identity theory (SIT) provides a framework from which it is possible 

to consider socio-psychological issues which may impact workplace equity in 

public organizations, and is a major construct frequently used to explore cross-

cultural issues (Nkomo and Cox, 1995).   

Social identity theory posits that individuals categorize themselves and 

others into social groupings by using prototypical schema.  The categories are 

used to segment and order the social environment, thereby providing individuals 

with a system for defining self and others as well as the nature of intergroup 

relationships. This self-identity is comprised of two components which theorists 

(Ashforth and Mael, 1989) refer to as personal identity (based on 

physical/intellectual traits, interests, and abilities, such as personality) and social 

identity (based on other salient group classifications, such as race and gender).   

SIT provides the connection between social structure and individual 

identity through the meanings people attach to their memberships in such identity 

groups. In turn these identity groups inform the manner by which individuals 

interact with others within the same or across different identity groups (Mor 

Barak, Cherin and Berkman, 1998).  Motivated by belongingness/affiliation 

needs, individuals assume behaviors associated with group identification from 

which in-group loyalties, intergroup rivalry, negative stereotypes and distrust of 

outgroups result.  Findings from a recent Canadian SIT study show that 

individuals with high in-group identification were more likely to discriminate 

against out-group members, as well as exhibit more ethnocentric and 
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authoritarian behaviors when compared to low in-group identification individuals 

(Perrault and Bourhis, 1999).  The present study draws upon SIT (and related 

frameworks) to examine the performance outcomes affected by dynamics of 

difference (Cross, Bazron, and Issacs, 1989) involving individual and group racial 

identification.   

In this context, it seems logical to consider that such identity processes 

may make possible the interdiction of bias and subjectivity in various workplace 

settings.  Concerning racial bias specifically, while older, overt forms of 

intentional prejudice may be declining, they are being replaced by subtler, 

unintentional, automatic, and “unconscious forms…aversive racism” (Dovidio, 

Kawakami and Gaertner, 2000).  These unconscious attitudes may be partially 

responsible for the limited support given to achieving a representative workforce 

from public sector senior executives and supervisors (Naff, 2001).  

2.3 Limitations of Previous Research 

The present study contends that reliance on the use of race membership 

to explain contextual performance differences between Black and White 

employees is inappropriate in many cases.  This inappropriateness is due to the 

fact that race membership is a superficial and one-dimensional measure, lacking 

the sensitivity to properly assess or pick up individual attitudinal or behavioral 

differences associated with various racial identity development perspectives.  

Further, this study maintains that while the results of the studies discussed in the 

previous section, seem to support the assertion that continued bias and 

discrimination exists within organizations, resulting in limited mobility and 
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program influence for Blacks, they provide little else in the way of explanation for 

why such conditions persist (aside from skin coloring).  

An alternative approach is used in the present study. Drawing on social 

identity precepts, the study defines race as a complex social construct (racial 

identity).  The study uses the redefined construct of racial identity to examine its 

association with important indicators of individual performance and productivity 

as possible explanations for the previously discussed disparities between Black 

and White public sector employees.  Operationalizing race as a multi-faceted 

identity construct measure allows for a richer exploration of the relationship 

between race and performance--picking up existing distinctions traditionally 

missed by the generally used ethnic/racial status indicators.     

2.4 Racial Self Identity 

 Racial identity refers to one type of affiliation individuals possess with a 

group based upon the perception that they share a common racial heritage 

(Helms, 1990).  Racial identity theorists (Cross, 1971; 1995) suggest that specific 

cognitions, attitudes, feelings and behaviors are characteristic of unique stages 

within racial affiliation in regard to identity development (that is, "tempered by the 

manner in which individuals internalize racism and oppression") (Kohatsu and 

Richardson, 1996).  Further, certain aspects of racial identity formulation may 

unfold without the conscious attention of the individual (Cox, 1994).   

2.4a Black Racial Identity 

Models of Black identity, or Nigrescence, began to emerge during the 

1970s.  The Civil Rights Era was characterized by Black demands for social 
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justice and acceptance.  This activity gave rise to an environment wherein 

African Americans began to redefine their self-concept.  Central to all 

Nigrescence models is the development of a healthy Black identity which argued 

that “over identification with Whiteness…i.e. assimilated identities was a 

psychologically unhealthy resolution of identity issues resulting from one’s need 

to survive in a racist” environment (Helms, 1990, p. 17).  Among the multiple 

Nigrescence frameworks that exist, the Cross Model (1971) is the one most 

commonly cited.   

Originally, Cross (1971) posited a normative theory of Nigrescence which 

identified five stages of development  (Pre-Encounter, Encounter, Immersion-

Emersion, Internalization, and Internalization Commitment,) moving individuals 

from an over identification with Whites/White culture (considered unhealthy) to a 

healthy stage of self-awareness, acceptance, and racial transcendence. In 1995, 

Cross revised his original model (particularly as it related to the Pre-Encounter 

stage) suggesting that race salience (meaningfulness of race at various stages in 

an individual’s life) accounts for diversity in Pre-Encounter Blacks.  Therefore, 

Pre-Encounter individuals may not simply be anti-Black as previously suggested.  

Rather, such persons may have a low salience for race and regard being 

physically identified as Black an insignificant aspect in their lives.  

Kohatsu, Dulay, Lam, Concepcion, Perez, Lopez and Euler (2000) state 

that fundamental to understanding racial identity development is the idea that 

there is a process by which African Americans (and other people of color) 

overcome internalized, racial stereotypes and their associated negative 
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perceptions of self and group image (Helms, 1995). Helms and Parham (1984) 

building upon Cross’ research, developed a racial identity diagnostic measure--

the Racial Identity Attitudes Scale (RIAS), which allowed for empirically testing 

Nigrescence Theory.  Helms noted that the RIAS measure was designed to 

examine attitudinal aspects of the model acting as a type of personality measure 

evolving from a Black perspective.  In addition, RIAS provided a means through 

which such personal characteristics could be theoretically considered and 

evaluated.  

Helms extended Nigrescence theory by viewing the Cross stages as 

distinct but not necessarily mutually exclusive schemas;  "dimensions" or 

"worldviews" through which individuals organize information about themselves, 

others, the environment and institutions. She posited that individuals did not 

necessarily progress through stage development in a linear manner.  Rather, 

individuals were more likely to possess, concurrently, attitudes and behaviors 

from each dimension.  Individuals with a more highly evolved identity would 

possess significantly more attitudes/behaviors characteristic of higher ego status 

dimensions.  However, such growth would not totally preclude the possession of 

lower status attitudes as well. For example, recent studies indicate that both 

Dissonance/Encounter (considered a lower evolved identity status) and 

Immersion/Emersion dimensions (considered a higher evolved identity status) 

highly correlate with identification or acculturation to African American culture, 

indicating that acceptance of one's race and acceptance of one's culture may 

occur simultaneously (Pope-Davis, Liu, Ledesma-Jones, and Nevitt, 2000).  With 
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regard to increasing multicultural competence among counselors, racial identity 

development has been identified as a critical and necessary component for 

professional training, development and practice (Holcomb-McCoy, 2000).  Black 

RIAS has also been used on other ethnic populations.  In a study involving 

African Americans and Asian subjects, racial mistrust and attitudes towards racial 

contact were significantly predicted by racial identity attitudes (Kohatsu et al., 

2000).  

2.4b White Racial Identity 

Several stage models of White identity development appear in the 

literature (Carney and Kahn, 1984; Ganter, 1977; Hardiman, 1979, 1994; and 

Helms, 1984).  All consider the negative effects that White racism has upon not 

only the victims but also the perpetrators of this type of oppression.  Similar to 

the Black identity models, both the Hardiman and Helms frameworks similarly 

suggest that Whites can progress through a series of attitudinal dimensions 

involving the recognition of racism and the meaning of Whiteness.  Both concur 

that in order to develop a healthy racial identity, Whites must engage in two 

major developmental tasks: 1) the abandonment of individual racism, and 2) the 

recognition of and opposition to institutional as well as cultural racism.   

Based on her earlier work (Helms, 1984) positing a five dimensional model 

of White racial identity development, Helms and Carter (1990) constructed a 

related diagnostic measure--the White Racial Identity Attitude Scale (White 

RIAS). Helms suggests that while racial identity development is a process 

common to both Blacks and Whites, the manner in which it unfolds is 
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fundamentally different for both populations.  These development processes are 

predicated on the assumption that, in the United States, racial group membership 

is emphasized and used to differentiate the social status/position occupied by 

each group within society (Tatum, 1997).   

Research considering the impact of White racial identity status on social 

interaction and alliance formation involving same/mixed race counselor-client 

dyads revealed that Disintegration/Reintegration attitudes had a negative effect 

on that process while Pseudo-Independence and Autonomy attitudes had a 

positive effect on working alliance ratings (Bukard and Ponterotto, 1999).  

Further, Silvestri and Richardson (2001) found White racial identity statuses were 

significant predictors of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness 

and Conscientiousness (NEO) personality constructs as well as aversive racist 

attitudes.  For example, the Disintegration dimension was found to positively 

correlate with neuroticism, and negatively related to agreeableness.  

Reintegration attitudes were found positively correlated with neuroticism and 

openness while negatively related to agreeableness.  The same study found 

White RIAS dimensions accounted for 58% of the variance in predicted aversive 

racism attitudes.  These findings would tend to suggest that workers 

experiencing or possessing a significant amount of lower White identity attitudes 

and behaviors (Disintegration and Reintegration) would also possess personality 

traits which could make establishment/maintenance of positive workplace and 

interpersonal relationships difficult.  The opposite would appear to hold true for 

workers possessing higher White identity status behaviors and attitudes 
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(Pseudo-Independence and Autonomy) and the potential that exists for the 

formation of positive/productive workplace relationships.  

Figure 2.1 depicts a Continuum of Racial Identity Development.  The 

continuum draws upon racial identity theory (Helms, 1990) and cultural 

sensitivity/competence model based on the work of Milton Bennett (1986) to 

illustrate the similarities and connections between these two perspectives and 

facilitate reader comprehension of racial identity and cultural competence 

principles.  At the top of the model, two racial identity extremes are depicted as 

unhealthy and healthy identity formation (Cross, 1971).  On the next level, a four 

dimensional continuum of cultural sensitivity illustrates the evolutionary process 

from a low functioning state of cultural unawareness, through phases of cultural 

awareness and cultural acceptance, to a highly evolved state of cultural 

integration.  Attitudes and behaviors drawn from both the Helms (1990) and 

Cultural Competence Models are placed beneath each of the four cultural 

sensitivity dimensions to describe shared feelings, beliefs, or actions typical to 

those dimensions.  Below the continuum are the Black and White racial identity 

stages as posited by Helms (1990), followed by four Combined Racial Identity 

Score levels (CRIS 1, CRIS 2, CRIS 3, and CRIS 4).  The researcher created the 

CRIS measures by consolidating select RIAS measures to facilitate hypothesis 

testing on the full sample.   
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UNHEALTHY                           HEALTHY 
 

UNAWARENESS      AWARENESS             ACCEPTANCE       INTEGRATION 
Denial    Conflict        Redefinition          Advocacy 
Naiveté    Confusion         Passive Understanding         Active Social Justice 

                            Guilt or Hostility          Intellectual/Liberal  Self Acceptance  
 
Black   Conformity   Dissonance        Immersion-Emersion               Internalize 
RIAS 
 
White   Contact   Disintegration        Pseudo-Independence           Autonomy 
RIAS      Reintegration  
 
Combined 
Racial ID 
Scores CRIS 1    CRIS 2               CRIS 3           CRIS 4 
 
 
 
FIGURE 2.1  A CONTINUUM OF (HELMS) RACIAL IDENTITY DEVELOPMENT 



2.5 Contextual Performance 

 This study focuses on contextual performance as its criterion measure.  

Avery and Murphy (2000) state that current performance research identifies two 

broad categories of worker proficiency: task performance and contextual 

performance.  Task performance concerns the capacity of individuals to perform 

“core technical activities” important to their jobs.  Contextual performance 

concerns worker proficiency in supra-role, commitment related (Mowday, Steers 

and Porter, 1979), or citizenship behaviors (Bateman and Organ, 1983) that help 

the organization achieve its goals while supporting its social, psychological, and 

environmental functioning.  Such contextual factors include interpersonal 

facilitation with coworkers, clients, and supervisors as well as self-discipline and 

job dedication constructs (Van Scotter, Motowidlo and Cross, 2000; Van-Scotter 

and Motowidlo, 1996). 

 Lowery and Krilowicz (1994) found that non-task behaviors were 

associated with both supervisory ratings and task related performance measures. 

These results also suggested that performance ratings of study subjects were 

more reliant on contextual, rather than on objective, factors. Other researchers 

have also demonstrated that contextual performance influences career 

advancement and organizational rewards over time (Van-Scotter, Motowidlo, and 

Cross, 2000).  Contextual performance has also been found to contribute 

independently to overall performance (Arvey and Murphy, 2000) and exert 

significant influence on assessment processes and employment outcomes.   
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However, proper assessment of contextual performance has been difficult 

due to measurement problems and over-reliance on single rater assessments 

(which creates opportunities for subjectivity and bias to affect subordinate 

ratings).  This study operationalizes contextual performance consistent with 

previous research using two constructs: (1) the degree of willingness to perform 

extra-role or organizational citizenship behaviors (Bateman and Organ, 1983; 

Becker and Randall, 1994; Podsakoff, Aherne, and MacKenzie, 1997) and (2) the 

degree of agency loyalty or organizational commitment (Mowday, Steers, and 

Porter, 1979; Lambert, 2000) that subjects report.   

Contextual Performance, Job Satisfaction, and Self-Efficacy 

Locke and Latham (1990) state that the decision to stay with an 

organization as well as subjective reports of organizational loyalty are most 

consistently linked to job satisfaction.  Similarly, Bateman and Organ (1983) 

found a statistical relationship existed between general job satisfaction 

(representing the general affective feelings of workers toward the job) and 

citizenship behaviors. However, they also suggested that supervisory behavior, 

personality, or other dimensions of stable individual differences could explain the 

association between mood and citizenship behavior. 

Drawing on social exchange theory, Lambert (2000) frames contextual 

performance activities as the manner in which employees reciprocate positively 

to their organizations in exchange for some perceived benefit as a dimension of 

job satisfaction.  Results from her research found that the more useful employees 

found organizational work-life benefits, the more likely they would be to attend 
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extra meetings, assist co-workers and offer suggestions for improvement.  

Another study (Grover and Crooker, 1995) found that employees exhibited more 

organizational commitment in companies possessing family-friendly policies, 

irrespective of benefit usage.  The present study posits that employee willingness 

to perform such extra role behaviors may also be affected by racial identity 

differences.  The study extends research consistent with Bateman and Organ’s 

recommendations, as well as, provides an additional lens through which to 

consider the application of social exchange theory to contextual performance 

constructs.   

Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1986) another construct linked to 

performance, is also included as another dependent variable in the study. Self-

efficacy refers to the belief/confidence individuals possess that they are capable 

of performing requisite behaviors for the successful accomplishment a given 

task.   A study (Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, and 

Rogers, 1982) involving military Veterans found that self-efficacy was positively 

associated with educational attainment, employment and military rank among 

that group.  Among teaching professionals a personal belief in one’s ability to 

bring about positive learning outcomes for students irrespective of social 

economic status was related to teacher effectiveness (Gibson and Dembo, 

1984). 

 Recent studies suggest that self-efficacy is critical to worker 

effectiveness, job satisfaction and perceptions of productivity, and the “ability to 

cope” (Staples, Hulland, and Higgins, 1999; Kahn and Scott, 1997).   For 
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example, Ballantine and Nunns (1998) observed that self-efficacy positively 

influenced supervisor related performance of their employees while a study by 

Harrison and Rainer (1997) linked computer proficiency with high perceptions of 

self-efficacy among university employees. 

Concerning contextual performance, self-efficacy has also been linked to 

interpersonal and social skill sets needed in workplace relationships.  For 

example social facilitation and co-action researchers (Sanna, 1992) suggest that 

individual performance can also be affected by the presence of others in a 

specific setting. In this regard, study findings linked success on simple task 

performance with an individual's expectation of successful performance (self- 

efficacy) which in turn resulted in improved social performance.  Another study 

involving tennis athletes associated self-efficacy with the ability to cope with 

failure and changes in self-esteem (Lane, Jones and Stevens, 2002).  Low self- 

efficacy correlated with negative changes in personal behavior including self- 

blame and disengagement, which presumably affects organizational (team) 

social, psychological and task vitality/success.   

Concerning employee self-efficacy, the present study examines whether 

individual scores on the racial identity attitudes/behaviors are associated with this 

related indicator of contextual performance.  The study suggests that racial 

identity may be related to organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational 

commitment/loyalty, and self-efficacy of public employees, and may account for 

more variation in contextual performance than race membership. 
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2.6 Summary And Study Hypotheses 

This chapter provided an integrated overview of relevant theory related to 

the study of racial self-identity.  It has been noted that racial identity is a 

development process which occurs across several dimensions.  Individuals may 

engage in this developmental process unconsciously, which can also provide 

opportunities for subjectivity and bias to inform workplace, service, and personal 

interactions. 

The study explores these dynamics in the context of public organizations 

and hypothesizes that racial identity status is associated with employee 

contextual performance (defined as altruism, conscientiousness, organizational 

loyalty, and self-efficacy).  In this regard, the study contends that racial identity 

status better explains the presence of these non-task behaviors among public 

employees than race membership alone, and proposes the following hypotheses: 

H1.  Individual racial identity will account for additional variation in 
employee contextual performance, which cannot be explained by race 
membership alone. 

 
H2. Individual racial identity will be related to contextual performance 

such that: 
 

B1 (L) Lower dimension scores  (Contact, Disintegration, 
Reintegration, Pre-Encounter and Encounter) will be negatively 
associated with employee OCB and OC indicators. 

 
B2 (H) Higher dimension scores (Pseudo-Independence, 

Autonomy, Immersion-Emersion, and Internalization) will be positively 
associated with employee OCB and OC indicators. 
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H3. Individual racial identity will be related to employee self-efficacy 
such that: 

 
B1 (L) Lower dimension scores (Contact, Disintegration, 

Reintegration, Pre-Encounter, and Encounter) will be negatively 
associated with employee SE indicators. 

 
B2 (H) Higher dimension scores (Pseudo-Independence, 

Autonomy, Immersion-Emersion, and Internalization) will be positively 
associated with employee SE indicators. 

 

The next chapter will place the preceding discussion in the context of the 

study’s research problem, which examines the association between racial identity 

and employee contextual performance. This discussion includes review of 

study’s research design and sampling procedures.   
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN 

 
Research design, survey administration, and data collection 

considerations employed by the study are the subjects of this chapter.  

Demographic characteristics of the two samples used in the study (Sample A = 

169; Sample B = 149) are presented as well.   

Data were collected from 169 respondents (79 Black RIAS and 90 White 

RIAS respondents) through the use of a 114-item questionnaire.  This sample, 

hereafter referred to as Sample A, was used to conduct reliability and validity 

tests on the study scales (the results from the psychometric testing of the study 

measures are discussed in the Chapter 4- Methodology and Measurement).  A 

smaller number of study participants, referred to as Sample B, N = 149 (65 Black 

RIAS and 84 White RIAS respondents), possessing complete data across all 

study measures, was derived from the larger sample to conduct hypothesis 

testing and advanced analysis.   

Concerning sample size, the study used a practice suggested by Newton 

and Rudestam (1999) for estimating the appropriate number of subjects to test 

for multiple correlation and individual predictors (N > 50 + 8k; N > 104 + k 

respectively, where k = number of independent variables).  Newton and 

Rudestam recommend that researchers calculate both numbers and select the 

larger number.  “The above rule assumes an alpha level of .05, a power of .8, 

and a medium effect size” (Newton and Rudestam, 1999, p. 252).  While the size 
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of Samples A and B exceeded this minimum criterion (146),3 the size of both the 

Black (n = 65) and White (n = 84) sub-samples did not.  The researcher 

acknowledges that the reliability of study measures could be negatively affected 

by small sample size.  In addition, there is a possibility that significant findings 

may not be discovered due to the compromised power of the advanced testing in 

small samples.  However, as an exploratory study, the researcher determined 

that the conduct of multivariate tests on the discrete and combined samples was 

warranted inasmuch as the research would provide new/beneficial information 

and insights. 

Findings from advanced statistical analyses are reported in Chapter 5 

(Black sample), Chapter 6 (White sample) and Chapter 7 (Combined sample).   

3.1 Design 

In Research Methods for Public Administrators Elizabethann O’Sullivan 

and Gary Rassel (1995) note that the cross-sectional design is “particularly 

suited for studies that involve collecting data… on many variables, from a large 

group of subjects and/or who are geographically dispersed”  (p. 22).  Because 

the study met the first two conditions, the cross-sectional design was the most 

appropriate model for study purposes.   

A 114-item survey instrument was administered to 174 participants (83 

Black RIAS and 91 White RIAS respondents). Four answer sheets were initially 

                                                 
3 The highest number of independent variables used in any single model tested using Sample B 
respondents was 12, including 4 racial identity measures and 8 controls.   
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eliminated from the analysis.4  This resulted in a total N = 169 for Sample A, 

representing 22% of the total population. Respondents completed the survey at 

prearranged administration sessions during a three-week period, between 

February 25, 2002, and March 20, 2002.  

The research design was conducted in two stages.  During the first stage, 

responses from the original sample were used to assess internal consistency and 

validity of Racial Identity Attitude Scales (Black RIAS, White RIAS),  

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Altruism, Conscientiousness), 

Organizational Commitment (Loyalty), and Self-Efficacy constructs used by the 

study.  Advanced empirical analyses were then conducted in the study’s second 

stage, using a trimmed sample of the respondents (Sample B; N = 149) to 

examine whether any relationships existed among racial identity dimension 

scores, the degree of willingness towards performing altruistic and conscientious 

extra-role work behaviors, and the degree of organizational loyalty and feelings 

of general self-efficacy of Black and White public employees. 

3.2 Survey Administration 

Population 

Participants for the study were full-time employees from several non-

academic units in a large public university.  The researcher received support 

from the Vice Chancellor for Human Resources and Finance.  With the Vice 

Chancellor’s assistance, contact was made with the following departments: 

Transportation (with 41 employees and comprising 5% of the study population), 
                                                 
4 They included three Black RIAS respondents self-identifying as Hispanic (2) or Asian American 
(1) and who therefore did not meet the racial criteria for inclusion in the study, and one White 
RIAS respondent who used survey scales incorrectly throughout the provided responses. 
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Human Resources (with 66 employees and comprising 8% of the study 

population), Facilities (with 556 employees and comprising 67% of the 

population), Veterinary School’s Administration and Laboratory Divisions (with 90 

employees and comprising 11% of the population), Campus Police (with 71 

employees and comprising 8% of the population), and the Library.  All units, 

except the library, agreed to participate in the study.  In addition contact was 

made with the Vice Chancellor for Equal Employment and Affirmative Action 

(with 9 employees and comprising 1% of the study population) to request that 

office’s participation in the research as well.  (See Table 3.1).  

Table 3.1 Study Population and Percents by Unit 
 
Administrative       Total Workforce       Total Percent of   
Units       Number        Study Population 
 
Human Resources         66      8% 
 
Transportation         44      5% 
 
Equal Employment/AA         9      1% 
 
Sub Total         119    14%    

Program 
Units                    
 
Facilities Management      556     67% 
 
Vet School          90     11% 
 
Campus Police         71       8% 
 
Sub Total         717     86%    

 
Population Total        836    100% 
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These divisions were selected for inclusion in the study because they 

represented programs or functions common to many public sector agencies.  For 

example, most public agencies possess administrative (Human Resources/EEO-

Affirmative Action), maintenance, and security as well as unique program 

functions supporting the agency mission.  In total, the organizational units 

participating in the study conformed to this profile and provided a sample that 

was representative of typical public agencies with regard to occupational types, 

positions, tenure, and grade levels, as well as employee protected class status.  

While results of the study cannot be considered to be representative of the 

entire public university’s population, association relationships among the 

variables for the specific sample included in this study can shed light both on the 

significance of racial identity status and performance in the public sector 

workplace settings and relationships as well as on the feasibility of measurement.   

Recruitment 

To assist in the planning and implementation of participant recruitment 

and survey administration activities, each unit designated a project coordinator 

who collaborated with the researcher on these activities.  With input from the 

project coordinators, the researcher conducted a series of ten 20-minute 

departmental informational sessions for the participating units. Use of the 

informational sessions was a strategy employed to introduce the researcher and 

the project prior to conducting active recruitment.  Since participation in the 

survey was voluntary, the unit coordinators felt that the briefings could assist in 

enlisting the assistance of supervisors and managers to encourage employee 
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involvement, peak employee interest, and alleviate employee suspicion regarding 

the nature and use of survey responses.  

The agenda of the informational session included the following topics: (1) 

introduction of the researcher; (2) purpose and objectives of the study; (3) study 

process and procedures; (4) participant criteria, recruitment, confidentiality, and 

benefits; and (4) project timetable (see Appendix 10.1).  

Following the completion of the informational sessions and upon receipt of 

Institutional Review Board final approval, active recruitment of subjects was 

undertaken.  To assist coordinators in conducting unit recruitment, the researcher 

drafted language and sign-up sheets for use in unit fliers and announcements.  

The content of the draft language informed employees that the researcher was 

conducting workplace environment and diversity research in order to complete 

Ph.D. dissertation requirements; participants must meet the study criteria 

(subjects must be full time employees with six months of continuous service);  

confidentiality of their responses was assured; release time or use of lunch time 

would be arranged for all subjects who volunteer to complete the questionnaire at 

one of several prearranged survey administration sessions; and subjects who 

turned back a survey would receive an incentive for their participation 

(employees received five dollars in cash or a coupon for a free beverage and 

pastry at a near by coffeehouse).  Interested employees were asked to sign up 

for previously arranged survey administration sessions at times, dates, and 

locations convenient for staff (see Appendix 10.2). 
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Data Collection 

The survey was administered during 22 pre-scheduled sessions, between 

February 25, 2002, and March 21, 2002.  When subjects arrived at a survey 

administration session, they received an envelope containing two employee 

consent forms (see Appendix 10.3), a copy of the appropriate questionnaire (see 

Appendices 10.4 and 10.5), and an opscan answer sheet.  Answer sheets and 

envelopes were pre-coded with a block of 3,000 numbers assigned to White 

Racial Identity Attitudes Scale (White RIAS) respondents and a block of 4,000 

assigned to Black Racial Identity Attitudes Scale (Black RIAS) respondents.  

The researcher used her sight observations to decide which survey to give 

a participant.  She gave White participants the White RIAS survey and gave 

Black participants the Black RIAS version to complete.  Prior to completing the 

survey, the researcher reviewed the contents of the survey packages as well as 

the survey instructions with the subjects.  Subjects were advised that after 

reviewing the consent form, they were to place one signed copy (keeping one 

copy as a record of their participation) along with the study survey instrument and 

their answer sheet inside the envelope provided.  The researcher collected 

participant envelopes at the end of each survey administration session.   

Due to job responsibilities and schedule conflicts, some executive staff 

respondents were not able to attend any of the survey administration sessions.  

To accommodate this select group of subjects, the researcher made special 

arrangements to deliver and retrieve completed survey materials from their 

offices, usually within a 24-hour period. Concerning confidentiality, subjects were 
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assured that their individual responses would be seen and securely stored by the 

researcher only.    

Demographic information was also included on the study survey. These 

data were requested to assess associations between social, organizational, 

physical factors, and the self-report measures.  Personal data that respondents 

were asked to provide included the following: sex, birth year, education, 

occupational category, salary grade range, race, work unit, length of service, 

supervisory status, job status, and percent of coworkers possessing the same 

ethnicity as the respondent.   

Completion of the survey generally required 20 minutes.  However, 

depending on the language proficiency, some respondents needed more time or 

assistance from the researcher (as a reader). After completing the survey, the 

participants returned survey items in the envelopes originally provided to the 

researcher and collected their incentives. Completed answer sheets were taken 

to university computing services to be scanned into text files and sent to the 

researcher. 

3.3 Sample Demographics 

3.3a Sample A 

Demographic representation for Sample A was fairly representative of the 

population possessing an average birth year of 1959 (SD = 11.79) or a mean age 

of 43 years.  Fifty-three percent (90) of the respondents identified as male, while 

47% (79) identified as female.  Forty-one percent (69) indicated they were 

supervisors.  With regard to race membership, 53% (90) were identified as 
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White, and 47% (79) identified as Black.  Fifty-four percent (86) identified 

themselves to be in a minority group status within the workplace, while 46% (72) 

of those answering this question indicated that they were in the majority.   Eighty-

six percent (145) of respondents provided responses for the social desirability 

measures while 14% (24) elected not to provide complete responses to these 

measures.  Twenty-four percent of respondents (40) indicated that they worked 

in an administrative setting. Social economic scores ranged from 5 to 26 for the 

sample with an average score of 18.28, while 67% (92) of Sample A subjects 

possessed a minimum of 6 years service. (See Table 3.2).   

3.3b Sample B 

Sample B (N = 149) employees also possessed an average birth year 

1959 (SD = 10.64), or 43 years of age.  Additional demographic characteristics of 

the respondents were reported as follows:  Fifty-one percent (76) of the sample 

identified as male while 49% (73) identified as female. Forty percent (59) of 

respondents reported being supervisors. Fifty-two percent of the sample (77) 

indicated that they worked in environments where they were in a racial minority 

group status. Eighty-seven percent of respondents (130) provided responses for 

the social desirability items while 13% (19) elected not to respond to these 

measures5.  With regard to unit assignment, 75% (112) indicated that they 

worked in an operations or program unit, only 25% (37) working in areas of the 

organization possessing broad administrative responsibilities.  Social economic 

                                                 
5 Results of t-test showed that White subjects were more likely to provide complete social 
desirability scores than Black subjects. 
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scores for the sample ranged from 9 to 26 with an average score of 18.526, and 

71% (106) of study participants possessed a minimum of six years service. (See 

Table 3.2).   

Black Sample 
 

Among Sample B Black subjects (n = 65), sample participants possessed 

an average birth year of 1958  (SD = 11.50) or an average age of 44 years.  Sixty 

percent (39) of Black respondents identified as female while 40% (26) identified 

as male. Thirty-four percent (22) of respondents reported being supervisors.  In 

addition, slightly more than two-thirds of the sample (44) indicated that they 

worked in environments where they were in a racial minority group status.  

Eighty-two percent of Black respondents (53) provided responses for the social 

desirability items while 18% (12) elected not to respond to these measures.  With 

regard to unit assignment, 75% of Blacks indicated that they worked in an 

operations or program unit only 25% working in areas of the organization 

possessing broad administrative responsibilities.  Social economic scores for 

Blacks ranged from 9 to 26 with an average score of 17.31, while 57% (37) of 

Blacks possessed a minimum of six years service. (See Table 3.2).  

White Sample 
 

White participants (n = 84) in Sample B possessed an average birth year 

of 1960 (SD = 9.92) or 42 years of age.  Among these respondents, 60% (50) 

identified as male while 40% (34) identified as female. Forty-four percent (37) of 

                                                 
6 Results of t-test showed a 2.4 difference in mean scores on the Social Economic Score 
dimension between subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  The 
higher score was observed in the former group.   
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respondents reported being supervisors.  Thirty-nine percent of the sample (33) 

indicated that they worked in environments where they were in a racial minority 

group status.  Ninety-two percent of White respondents (77) provided responses 

for the social desirability items while 8% (7) elected not to respond to these 

measures.  With regard to unit assignment, 75% of Whites indicated that they 

worked in an operations or program unit, with 25% working in areas of the 

organization possessing broad administrative responsibilities. Social economic 

scores for Whites ranged from 9 to 26 with an average score of 19.45 and 74% 

(62) of the subjects possessed a minimum of six years service.  (See Table 3.2). 
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Table 3.2 STUDY SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS      

Variable        Sample A Sample B    Blacks     Whites 
 
    (N = 169) (N = 149) (n = 65) (n = 84)  
Male      90     76     26      50 
      (53%)  (51%)  (40%)  (60%)  
 
Female      79     73     39      34 
    (47%)  (49%)  (60%)  (40%) 
 
Supervisor      69     59     22      37 
    (41%)  (40%)  (34%)  (44%) 
 
Non Supervisor    100     90     43      47 
    (59%)  (60%)  (66%)  (56%) 
 
White      90     84    ----    ---- 
    (53%)  (56%) 
 
Black      79     65    ----   ---- 
    (47%)   (44%) 
 
Minority in Unit    86       77      44      33 
    (54%)  (52%)  (68%)  (39%)  
 
Majority in Unit    72     72      21      51 
    (46%)  (48%)  (32%)  (61%) 
 
Social Desirability   145    130     37     62 
Score    (86%)  (87%)  (82%)  (92%)  
 
No Social Desirability    24     19     12      7 
Score    (14%)  (13%)  (18%)  ( 8%)  
 
Administrative Unit      40    37     16     21 
    (24%)  (25%)  (25%)  (25%) 
 
Program Unit     129  112     49    63 
    (76%)  (75%)  (75%)  (75%) 
Social Economic 
Score7    18.28   18.52  17.31  19.45 
 
Birth Year    1959  1959  1958  1960 
   
Length of Service8    3.68   3.50   3.68   3.36  
                                                 
7 Ratio measure computed by summing years of completed education, job prestige score and 
salary grade range. 
 
8 Ordinal measure with ranges: (1) = 50-56; (2) = 57-64; (3) = 65-71; (4) = 72-79; (5) = 80 + 
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3.4 Summary 

In summary, this chapter detailed design considerations employed by the 

study.  Section 3.1 explained the study’s use of a cross sectional design.  The 

section also described the study population as full-time employees from six non-

academic units in a large university.  Demographic data were provided to support 

the study’s assertion that the sample was occupationally representative of that 

population.  In addition, subject recruitment, survey administration, and data 

collection activities were reviewed.  

The samples also seemed to conform to several demographic 

characteristics typically observed in public administration research, particularly as 

it related to age.  For example, study subjects were mature adults in their mid 

forties.  Not withstanding comparability in occupational unit assignment with 

White employees, and, on average, possessing more seniority, Black employees 

possessed less supervisory opportunities as well as lower socio-economic 

status.  Such gaps might appear to support the employment trends previously 

discussed (Arbona,1989; U.S. Census, 1990).  It is also important to note gender 

differences in the makeup of Black and White samples, with the former group 

predominantly female while the latter group predominantly male.   

The following chapter discusses the methodological procedures and 

measurement strategies employed by the study. Specification of the 

measurement models, conceptual, and operational definitions for the study 

constructs are presented comprehensively as well. 
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4. METHODOLOGY AND MEASUREMENT 

 
The Methodology and Measurement chapter details the analytical 

considerations, methodological procedures, and instrumentation employed to 

examine the research problem and hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between racial self-identity attitudes and contextual performance of Black and 

White public employees.  The chapter is organized in three parts.  Part 1 details 

the specific analytical procedures used to examine the study data.  Psychometric 

assessment of the constructs was performed using Sample A (N = 169), while 

advanced analysis and hypotheses testing was conducted using Sample B (N = 

149).  Part 2 presents the conceptual and operational definitions of study 

constructs and instrumentation.  This section also includes the discussion of 

reliability and validity analysis of the independent, dependent and adjunct 

measures.  Part 3 presents potential threats to internal and external validity and 

how the study sought to minimize the threats. 

4.1 Part 1 - Procedures   

The data was placed in ASCII files and converted to datasets using the 

Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences version 10 (SPSS, 2002).  

Consistent with appropriate methodological rigor (Newton and Rudestam, 1999), 

univariate, bivariate, and multivariate; internal consistency; and correlation 

analyses were performed on the dataset. 
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Univariate Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

Univariate analysis procedures included frequency distributions, 

descriptive statistics (including the measures of central tendency, standard 

deviations, standard error, range, minimum and maximum values, measures of 

skewness, and kurtosis) for all individual items to assess data distribution, 

consistency of responses with survey scales, and missing values.  The results 

from these procedures were used to consolidate data.   

Consolidation of data was conducted to reduce the possible occurrence of 

measurement error associated with the inclusion of too many variables in the 

analysis, given the study’s sample size.  First, the researcher used univariate 

results to categorize work unit designation as either Administrative (includes 

Human Resources, Transportation, and EEO/AA) or Program (includes Facilities, 

Vet School, and Campus Police).  Second, occupational categories were ranked 

using job authority and influence criteria.  The ranking, or Job Prestige Score, 

ranged from a value of 1(positions with low authority/influence) to 6 (positions 

possessing high authority/influence).  Job Prestige values were as follows: 

Labor/Maintenance = 1; Clerical = 2; Paraprofessional = 3; Technical and Police 

= 4; Professional = 5; and Executive = 6. Third, a Social Economic Score index 

was computed for each respondent by adding the Job Prestige Score, Education 

and Salary Grade Range variables.  This index demonstrated an acceptable 

internal consistency (a = .63).  Finally, the data were used to correct problems 

associated with technical conversion of text files and in raw datasets required for 

further analysis. 
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Missing Values 
 

Frequency distributions were used to identify missing data and/or 

participant responses that were inconsistent with scale values.  To correct such 

inconsistencies, participant responses were re-checked against hard copies of 

the answer sheets and corrections were made.  

For measurement purposes, SPSS missing data syntax was used to 

identify cases with missing values in the criterion and adjunct measures.  These 

cases were temporarily eliminated from the dataset in order to properly assess 

construct reliability and validity.  Sample sizes for the constructs resulting from 

this process were follows: Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (n = 169); 

Organizational Commitment (n = 167); General Self-Efficacy (n = 166) and Social 

Desirability (n = 145).   

Concerning the RIAS measures, Helms (1990) instructs that missing 

values be equated to a value of  “0.”  The researcher notes that use of this 

technique when significant missing values exist could impact the reliability of the 

measures as well as skew study results.  Only a small number of missing values 

on both the Black and White RIAS were observed in the present study.  

Specifically, among the study’s Black RIAS responses, one missing value was 

substituted on items 19, 20, 43 and 46, while among the White RIAS responses 

two missing values were replaced on item 11; one missing value was replaced 

on items 30 and 39.  Helms (1990) provides a theoretical justification for use of 

the 0 value, stating “zero values are included in the total scores because, 

according to theory on which measurement is based, until the person has 
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reached the relevant stage of development, some items may appear to be 

meaningless” (p. 69).  Consequently, there was no need for case elimination to 

assess the RIAS constructs.  Sample sizes for these measures were as follows: 

Black RIAS (n = 79) and White RIAS (n = 90).  

After the final measures were constructed, missing values on criterion 

constructs were replaced.  This was accomplished by using a mean substitution 

score for each respondent on the appropriate measure.  The process resulted in 

full sample totals (N=169) for each dependent measure.  

In order to resolve the problem presented by missing social desirability 

responses, which precluded the computation of many respondent scores, the 

adjunct measure was dichotomized, categorizing respondents into two groups--

those with computed scores and those without.  This step resulted in full sample 

response totals on the adjunct measure.  This procedure resulted in full sample 

scores on the adjunct measure. 

Determining Reliability and Validity 
 

Internal consistency tests for each construct were initially conducted using 

SPSS to confirm the acceptability of scale Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 

hypothesized constructs.  However, when using ordinal or nominal data, the use 

of Pearson’s r to assess correlations among and between scale items as well as 

underlying constructs is not sufficient (Guion, 1998).   

In the use of dichotomous or ordinal data as indicators of underlying 

factors, Rex Kline (1998) identified the following three problems: 1) correlations 

between ordinal observed variables tend to be truncated relative to correlations 
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between the underlying latent constructs which may not accurately reflect 

corresponding values for latent variables; 2) ordinal indicators are not normally 

distributed, which may violate normality assumptions for maximum likelihood, 

and therefore use of estimation methods that do not require normality should be 

considered; and 3) responses to individual items are not very reliable; however, 

constructs composed of multiple items are generally more reliable.  Hence, the 

study also used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) through an alternative 

statistical program, LISREL and PRELIS (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1976), to 

calculate the polychoric correlations and asymptotic covariances in order to 

assess how well the scale items related to each other and to the hypothesized 

construct.  A function of this analysis also determined item factor scores, which 

indicated how much variation in each scale item was explained by the underlying 

construct.   

In addition to the use of CFA, the LISREL program generates various 

goodness of fit indexes (as well as test hypothesized models of construct 

relationships), which provide insight into the parsimony of study scales at the 

model level.  Many goodness of fit indexes exist in research literature.  These 

indexes are statistical tests “which determine how well a statistical model… 

corresponds to the actual data that it is to describe”  (O’Sullivan and Rassel, 

1995, p. 436).  The indexes can be described as overall summaries of model fit.  

Because some areas of the model may not fit that well, it is customary to report 

the values of multiple indexes in empirical research (Kline 1998).  In the present 

study the following three statistics are reported: 
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a) Chi-square (CSQ) - a statistic that tests whether the null 

hypothesis model fits just as well as the hypothesized model.  

Kline states (1998) it  “is interpreted as a test of significance of 

the difference in fit between (the study) model and a just-

identified version of it” (p. 128) where relatively low and 

insignificant values of Chi-square are desirable.  Kline notes that 

Chi-square is sensitive to sample size and suggests the use of 

more standardized indexes in addition to this statistic. This 

consideration is pertinent to the study inasmuch as the all study 

scales, with the exception of the Conscientiousness criterion, 

possessed significant values of Chi-square. 

b) Joreskog-Sorbom  Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) - Kline suggests 

that this statistic is comparable to a “squared multiple correlation 

in that it indicates the proportion of the observed covariances 

explained by the implied covariances” (p. 128). Values greater 

than .90 are desirable. 

c) Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) - Kline 

states this statistic is the standardized summary of the average 

covariance residuals and refers to the existence of 

discrepancies between the observed and predicted model 

covariances.  When the model fit is perfect the SRMR equals 0.  

SRMR values less than .10 are desirable.   
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Factor loading scores were then used to establish individual item weights, 

which were subsequently employed to calculate weighted as well as non-

weighted respondent scores on the each of the study constructs.  The two sets of 

scores were correlated to examine reliability and consistency of the scores’ sets.  

Correlation coefficients among all weighted and unweighted subscales were 

significant as follows: Contact (r  = .989, p < .01); Disintegration (r = .933, p < 

.01); Reintegration (r = .750, p < .01); Pseudo-Independence (r = .745, p < .01); 

Autonomy (r = .545, p < .01); Conformity (r = .952, p < .01); Dissonance (r = .854, 

p < .01); Immersion-Emersion (r = .826, p < .01); Internalization (r = .750, p < 

.01); Altruism (r = .986, p < .01); Conscientiousness (r = .969, p < .01); Loyalty (r 

= .957, p < .01); Self-Efficacy (r = .945, p < .01); and Social Desirability (r = .878, 

p < .01) in the predicted direction (see Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1   Weighted and Unweighted Subscale Correlations  
 
Scale and Subscales    r       
WHITE RIAS 
 
 1. Contact    .989     
 2.  Disintegration    .933     
 3. Reintegration    .750     
 4. Pseudo-Independence  .745     
 5. Autonomy    .545     
 
BLACK RIAS 
 
 6. Conformity    .952     
 7. Dissonance    .854     
 8. Immersion-Emersion   .826     
 9. Internalization    .750     
 
COMBINED RIS 
 
10.  CRIS 1-Lowest   .992     
11.   CRIS 2-Low    .861     
12. CRIS 3-High    .755     
13. CRIS 4-Highest   .686     
 
ORGANIZATION CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
 
14.  Altruism    .986     
15. Conscientiousness   .969     
 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITTMENT 
 
16. Loyalty     .957     
 
SELF-EFFICACY 
 
17. Self-efficacy    .945     
 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
 
18. Social Desirability   .878     
             
*All correlations statistically significant at p < .01 
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To facilitate a more rigorous examination of the psychometric performance 

of RIAS subscales at the indicator level, the study elected to use the weighted 

subscales in further analysis and hypothesis testing.  This approach made it 

possible to assess the contribution each item made to the total subscale score, 

which provided additional information concerning the strengths/weaknesses in 

scale construction.   

After the individual White RIAS and Black RIAS scores were computed, a 

final SPSS procedure was performed, recoding the scores into four Combined 

Racial Identity Scores (CRIS) proficiency levels.  Conformity and Contact were 

recoded to form CRIS 1 (lowest level).  Dissonance and a mean score of 

Disintegration and Reintegration composed CRIS 2 (low level).  Immersion-

Emersion and Pseudo-Independence formed CRIS 3 (high level). Internalization 

and Autonomy were recoded to form CRIS 4 (highest level).  Correlations were 

computed between each Black and White RIAS score with the newly created 

CRIS measures.  Coefficients were highly significant in the expected direction.  

Therefore, the researcher determined that the CRIS measures were appropriate 

to be used for advanced analysis of the full Sample B. (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3).  

These scales were also were computed in both weighted and unweighted 

forms.  Correlation coefficients between the forms were significant in the 

predicted direction as follows: CRIS 1-Lowest (r = .992, p < .01); CRIS 2-Low (r = 

.861, p < .01); CRIS 3-High (r = .755, p < .01) and CRIS 4-Highest (r = .686, p < 

.01) (see Table 4.1).  To maintain consistency in its procedures, the study 
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elected to use the weighted subscales in further analysis and hypothesis testing 

for these variables as well.  
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Table 4.2   Intercorrelations Among CRIS Scores & Black RIAS  
Subscales   (N = 65) 
   1           2           3           4            5           6          7            8   
 
1.  Conformity         --       .08           .16           -.01       1.00***     .08           .16            -.01 
 
2.  Dissonance    --        .46***    -.05         .08        1.00***      .48***      -.05     
 
3.  Immersion- 
     Emersion        --      .11           .16         .48***      1.00***       .11 

 
4.  Internalization         --        -.01        -.05             .11      1.00*** 
 
5.  CRIS 1              --            .08           .16           -.01 
 
6.  CRIS 2        ---           .48***    -.05 
 
7.  CRIS 3              --         .11 
 
8.  CRIS 4                --- 
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 

Table 4.3 Intercorrelations Among CRIS Scores & White RIAS   
Subscales     (N = 84) 
  1           2        3           4          5         6             7          8             9   
 
1.  Contact   --          .11      -.12          -.08        -.10       1.00***   -.03         -.08              -.09  
 
2.  Disintegration   -- .65***    -.18*     -.02      .11          .88***    -.18              -.02 
 
3.  Reintegration      ---    -.06       -.07        -.12          .93***    -.06             -.07 
 
4.  Pseudo Independence      ---    .20*      -.08         -.12        1.00***       .20*     
 
5.  Autonomy       --     -.10         -.06          .20*        1.00*** 
 
6.  CRIS 1             ---          -.03        -.08             .10 
 
7.  CRIS 2        --        -.12            -.05 
 
8.  CRIS 3         --              .20* 
 
9.  CRIS 4               ----      
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
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Bivariate Analysis 

After subject scores were calculated, the preliminary analysis included 

correlation to identify significant relationships among the stated constructs. This 

data was used to test study hypotheses specifying directional relationships 

between racial identity measures and criterion variables. It has been previously 

noted that the study samples were not selected using random selection.  

Therefore, significance testing in the present study was not used as a way to 

generalize results.  Rather, the researcher employed significance tests as a 

heuristic to determine more important and less important findings.  As exploratory 

research, the study employed a p value of .10 to guide decisions concerning 

statistical significance.  Independent t-tests were also conducted to assess 

significant differences in means on RIAS and criterion measures for aggregate 

groups of subjects using desirability score provided/not provided as the grouping 

variable in the Black, White, and combined samples.  This information is noted in 

the findings chapters and where appropriate.  

Multivariate Analysis 

Simple linear regressions were conducted to assess the explanatory 

power of race membership variable alone on the criterion measures 

(Organizational Citizenship Behaviors [altruism and conscientiousness]; 

Organizational Commitment/Loyalty; and Self-Efficacy). This procedure was 

repeated to identify significant relationships of the individual RIAS/CRIS scores, 

control variables, and social desirability measure on the criterion scores as well.  
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As a second step, several models were constructed to test the explanatory power 

of the independent variables, control measures, and, where appropriate, race 

membership on all criterion variables.  Analyses were conducted for the discrete 

Black, White, and combined samples.   

For the Black and White sub samples, three multiple regression models 

were used to test the study hypotheses.  Model 1 was comprised of all the 

covariates measures (excluding race membership) only.  Model 2 was comprised 

of the appropriate Black or White RIAS scale scores only.  Model 3, the full 

model, was comprised of the covariates and RIAS scores.  The resultant R-

squared statistics of these procedures were examined to test H-1 (assessing 

whether the RIAS scores explained more variation than race membership alone).   

Analysis on the combined sample (N = 149) used the newly created CRIS 

measures and four multiple regression models.  Model 1 was again comprised of 

the covariates only, excluding race membership.  Model 2 consisted of the 

covariates and race membership.  Model 3 used the four CRIS measures only, 

while Model 4 contained the covariates and CRIS scores.  Due to the presence 

of multicollinearity between race membership and select RIAS subscale scores, 

the former variable was eliminated from inclusion in the full model. 

Unstandardized b coefficients and t test statistics were used to facilitate 

comparison of the contribution each construct made to the overall model.  R 

squared statistics were used to determine the variation in criterion measures 

explained by each model.  Delta R-squared statistics were computed and tested 

for significance.  The results of these procedures are reported in Chapters 5-7. 
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To test H-2 (assessing the association between the RIAS and CRIS 

scores and altruism, conscientiousness, and loyalty) and H-3 (assessing the 

association between the RIAS and CRIS scores and self-efficacy) correlation 

was performed.   

4.2 Part 2 - Study Constructs, Research Hypotheses, and 
Instrumentation 

 
4.2a Black Racial Identity Status 

Conceptual Definition 
 

Cross (1971) theorized five dimensions (Pre-Encounter, Encounter, 

Immersion-Emersion, Internalization, and Internalized Commitment) of Black 

racial identity development.  In recent discussions, researchers (Helms and 

Cook, 1999) have extended the number of these dimensions to include six 

stages. Conceptual descriptions of these racial identity stages are provided 

below and appear in the order they are posited to evolve.  It should be noted that 

the Black RIAS instrument was designed to assess only four dimensions 

(Conformity, Dissonance, Immersion-Emersion and Internalization).  Helms notes 

that Internalized Commitment/Awareness was not operationalized because the 

attitudes and behaviors did not appear to be characteristic of a “single stage but 

could be present in earlier stages, albeit due to different motivations” (Helms, 

1990, p. 36). 

"People of Color Racial Identity Ego Statuses and  
Information Processing Strategies (IPS) 
 
• Conformity (Pre-Encounter) Status: External self-definition that implies 

devaluing of own group and allegiance to White standards of merit.  Person is 
probably is oblivious to socioracial groups’ sociopolitical histories.  IPS:  

 61



Selective perception, distortion, minimization, and obliviousness to socioracial 
concerns. 

 
• Dissonance (Encounter) Status: Ambivalence and confusion concerning own 

socioracial group commitment and ambivalent socioracial self-definition.  
Person may be ambivalent about life decisions.  IPS:  Repression of anxiety-
provoking racial information, ambivalence, anxiety and distortion. 

 
• Immersion Status: Idealization of one’s socioracial group and denigration of 

that which is perceived as White.  Use of own-group external standards to 
self-define and own-group commitment and loyalty is valued.  May make life 
decisions for the benefit of the group.  IPS:  Hypervigilance and 
hypersensitivity toward racial stimuli and dichotomous thinking. 

 
• Emersion Status: A euphoric sense of well being and solidarity that 

accompanies being surrounded by people of one’s own socioracial group.  
IPS: Uncritical of one’s own group, peacefulness, joyousness. 

 
• Internalization Status: Positive commitment to and acceptance of one’s own 

socioracial group internally defined racial attitudes, and capacity to objectively 
assess and respond to members of the dominant group. Can make life 
decisions by assessing and integrating socioracial group requirements and 
self-assessment.  IPS:  Intellectualization and abstraction. 

 
• Integrative Awareness Status: Capacity to value one’s own collective 

identities as well as empathize and collaborate with members of other 
oppressed groups.  Life decisions may be motivated by globally humanistic 
self-expression.  IPS:  Flexibility and complexity."  (Helms and Cook, 1999, p. 
87). 

 
Operational Definition 
 

This independent variable, racial identity status is operationalized by the 

50-item version self report measure (Helms and Parham, 1984).  In the study 

survey, these items range from 11- 60 (see Appendices 10.4).  Each Black RIAS 

item uses a 5-point Likert format (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree) to 

indicate the degree respondents feel the variable describes them personally.  

Scores for each stage result from summing the ratings from the constituent items 

and dividing the sum by the total number of items included. Missing values are 
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given a value of 0.  The highest scale score indicates predominant racial self-

identity score.   

Higher scores in a specific subscale indicate that the respondent's 

behavior/attitudes is more characteristic of the relevant stage of development.  

Helms’ suggests that even though the attitudinal scales are based on a model 

proposing discrete dimensions of racial identity, it is best to use all of a 

respondent's scores to create a profile rather than using single scores to assign 

individuals to single stages.  As previously stated, both weighted and unweighted 

RIAS scores were calculated to determine comparability of the score sets. 

Helms Reliability and Validity 

Reliability is one of two criteria necessary for research instruments to be 

recognized as good measures.  Reliability considers three dimensions: 1) 

stability, referring to the capacity of the measure to produce stable or consistent 

results over multiple holdings; 2) equivalence, referring to whether multiple 

researchers using the measure assign the same number to the same 

phenomenon, or whether alternate forms of the instrument yield similar results; 

and 3) internal consistency, referring to whether items in the scale are related to 

each other and measure the same construct (O’Sullivan and Rassel, 1995).  

For the Black RIAS subscales, Parham and Helms (1985) reported 

internal consistency alphas based on responses from African Americans as 

follows: Conformity (Pre-Encounter) = .76, Dissonance (Encounter) = .51, 

Resistance (Immersion/Emersion) = .69 and Integrated Awareness 

(Internalization) = .80.   
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Black RIAS with has also been used to study ethnic racial identity of other 

visible ethnic/racial groups.  For example, in a study involving Asian Americans 

Kohatsu, Dulay, Lam, Concepcion, Perez, Lopez, and Euler (2000) reported 

Black RIAS reliabilities as follows: Conformity = .66; Dissonance = .65; 

Resistance = .78; and Integrative Awareness = .67.  Another study (Miville and 

Helms, 1996) used the instrument with Hispanics and reported scale alphas as 

Conformity = .71; Dissonance = .83; Resistance = .71; and Integrative 

Awareness = .78.  Reliability results from these studies suggest that Black RIAS 

are relatively stable, inasmuch as they generally meet or exceed the .70 

customary statistical cut-off.  Hence, the Black RIAS scales appear to meet 

reliability standards for use in the study.  

Validity is another criterion for research instruments must meet.  Validity 

refers to the degree a scale, test, or other instrument accurately measures the 

construct it purports to measure.  Of particular importance to the racial identity 

measures is construct validity.  Construct validity requires the justification for 

inferring a particular construct from scale scores and not inferring alternative 

constructs (Guion, 1998).  Construct validity can be confirmed by performing 

confirmatory factor analysis as well as by correlating scores from several 

instruments, which measure the same (Concurrent) or different (Discriminant) 

constructs.  

Helms and Parham (1990) conducted several separate factor analyses in 

regard to construct validity and found four orthogonal dimensions explaining 

items on the short form of the RIAS instrument (RIAS-B contains the first 30 
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items of the original measure and appears most frequently in the literature 

reviewed).  This study used the long version to ensure that survey measures for 

White and Black subjects were consistent in length.  Black RIAS has been also 

reported to have convergent validity with Milliones’ Developmental Inventory of 

Black Consciousness Scale (Grace, 1984) and Landrine and Klonoff's African 

American Acculturation Scale (Pope-Davis, Liu, Ledesma-Jones and Nevitt, 

2000).  

As noted in an earlier discussion, RIAS measures have generally been 

used with student and counselor populations.  The study assumes that field 

testing these measures on performance criteria with a public employee will 

contribute to discussions concerning the appropriateness of their use with adult 

working populations.   

Study Reliability and Validity 

Psychometric analyses of the Black RIAS scales for study respondents 

are discussed in the paragraphs below. 

Conformity- As originally proposed by Helms and Parham (1985), the 

Conformity scale contains 18 items (4, 8, 9, 12, 17, 21, 24, 25, 29, 31, 32, 35, 38, 

40, 41, 42, 46, 47) (See Table 4.4).  In the present study Cronbach’s alpha for 

this version of the scale (a = .70) indicates that the study possessed an 

acceptable reliability.   
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Table 4.4 Conformity Item  Means And Standard Deviations  (N = 79) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  
 
4. I believe that large numbers of Blacks  
 are untrustworthy. 1.61  .95 
 
8. I believe that white people look and express themselves 1.82 .92 
 
9.  I feel very uncomfortable around Black people. 1.66 1.10 
 
12. I believe that to be Black is not necessarily good. 1.87 1.15 
 
17.  I believe that Black people should learn to think and 
 experience life in ways which are similar to White people. 2.61 1.33 
 
21. I believe that Black people came from a strange, dark, 
 and uncivilized continent. 1.49 1.12 
 
24. I feel guilty and/or anxious about some of the things 
 I believe about Black people. 2.14 1.08 
 
 25 I believe that a Black person’s most effective weapon for 
 solving problems is to become apart of the White  
 person’s world. 2.06 1.25 
 
29. I believe that White people are intellectually superior  
 to Blacks. 1.54 1.01 
 
31. I feel that Black people do not have as much to be proud 
 of as White people do. 1.42 .96 
 
32. Most Blacks I know are failures. 1.39 .79 
 
35. In today’s society if Black people don’t achieve,  
  they have only themselves to blame. 2.95 1.46 
 
38. Other Black people have trouble accepting me because my 
 life experiences have been so different  from  
 their experience. 2.39 1.06 
 
40. Sometimes, I wish I belonged to the White race. 1.48  .88 
 
41. The people I respect most are White. 1.51 .97 
 
42. A person’s race usually is not important to me. 4.14 1.00 
 
46. When I am with Black people, I pretend to enjoy the things 
 they enjoy. 1.81 1.03 
 
47. When a stranger who is Black does something  
 embarrassing in public, I get embarrassed. 2.48 1.25 
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Confirmatory factor analysis, however, indicated that one item (42) was 

found to possess a negative factor loading on the construct and was therefore 

dropped from the final version.  The revised 17-item version of the Conformity 

scale used by this study possessed a Cronbach’s alpha = .72.  At the parameter 

level, scale indicators possessed item R-squared values ranging from .02 to .55, 

indicating the percent variance explained by the underlying construct in 

relationship to each item. Item weights ranged from .02 to .14, indicating that 

each item contributed to the scale total score.   

Goodness of fit indexes computed by LISREL were as follows: GFI = .73, 

CSQ = 240.73, p = .00 and SRMR = .11.  The GFI statistic suggests a less than 

impressive model parsimony; however, the likelihood of discrepancies between 

the predicted and actual model results was suggested to be minimal, as indicated 

by the SRMR statistic (see Table 4.5).   

Consistent with previous research, both the original and final versions of 

the Conformity scale were determined to possess acceptable internal 

consistency. However, an unexpected finding for the study sample indicated that 

this scale demonstrated the highest alpha reliability and stability among the Black 

RIAS constructs for this sample.  
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Table 4.5 Measurement Statistics for the Conformity Scale 
 
SCALE:  CONFORMITY    GFI =     .73 
N = 79       CSQ =    240.73  p = 00       
ALPHA = .72      SRMR =   .11________    
Variables   M       SD        R-square         Item Weight  
 
1. BRIAS 4  1.61    .75  .13   .04 
2. BRIAS 8  1.82    .92  .38   .09 
3. BRIAS 9  1.66  1.10  .07   .02 
4. BRIAS 12  1.87  1.15  .02   .02 
5. BRIAS 17  2.61  1.33  .15   .04 
6. BRIAS 21  1.49  1.12  .38   .09 
7.  BRIAS 24  2.14  1.08  .15   .04 
8. BRIAS 25  2.06  1.25  .22   .05 
9. BRIAS 29  1.54  1.01  .33   .07 
10. BRIAS 31  1.42    .96  .43   .11 
11. BRIAS 32  1.39    .79  .55   .14 
12. BRIAS 35  3.00  1.36  .16   .04 
13. BRIAS 38  2.39    .83  .08   .04 
14. BRIAS 40  1.48    .88  .10   .04 
15. BRIAS 41  1.51    .97  .51   .12 
16. BRIAS 46  1.81  1.03  .32   .07 
17. BRIAS 47  2.48  1.25  .04   .02 
 
TOTAL         1.73   .54  ----   ----   

 

 

Dissonance - At this point of identity formulation, Helms and Parham 

suggest that Blacks experience a sense of loss, conflict, or confusion about their 

identity.  As originally proposed, Dissonance scale included items 3, 19, 23, 28, 

43 and 44 (see Table 4.6).  Scale alpha for the original version was reported as a 

= .49. 
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Table 4.6 Dissonance Item Means and Standard Deviations  (N = 79) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  
 
3.  I feel unable to involve myself in white  
 experiences and am increasing my involvement  
 in Black experiences. 2.52 1.02 
 
19. I have changed my style of life to fit my beliefs about 
 Black people. 2.15 1.08 
    
23. I find myself reading a lot of Black literature and thinking 
 about being Black. 3.05 1.19 
 
28. I am determined to find my Black identity. 3.22 1.24 
 
43. I feel anxious when white people compare me with other 
 members of my race. 2.76 1.18 
 
44. I can’t feel comfortable with either Black or 
  white people. 1.96 1.23 
 

 

LISREL CFA indicated that one item (44) did not possess a significant 

relationship to the Dissonance scale and could be dropped to improve the alpha 

to .59.  Item R-squared values ranged from .17 to .85 indicating weak to very 

strong relationships between individual indicators and the underlying construct.  

Item weights ranged from .07 to .71 demonstrating the contribution each item 

makes to the total score. Goodness of fit indexes are reported as follows: GFI = 

.99, CSQ = 7.84, p = .55 and SRMR = .08 indicate good model parsimony and 

very little error for the scale (see Table 4.7) 
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Table 4.7 Measurement Statistics for the Dissonace Scale 
 
SCALE: DISSONANCE/ENCOUNTER   GFI =   .99 
N = 79       CSQ =  7.84  p =  .55  
ALPHA = .59      SRMR =     .08    
Variables   M       SD      R-square            Item Weight  
 
1. BRIAS 3  2.52  1.02  .17   .07 
2. BRIAS 19  2.15  1.08  .23   .07 
3. BRIAS 23  3.05  1.19  .28   .09 
4. BRIAS 28  3.22  1.24  .85   .71 
5. BRIAS 43  2.76  1.18  .23   .07 
 
TOTAL         3.06  1.00  ----   -----   
 
 

Immersion-Emersion - As Blacks initiate the journey to a positive self 

image, Helms and Parham suggest a rejection of white value and culture occurs, 

replaced by an idealization of Black society, values, and culture.  The original 

version of Immersion-Emersion included items 11, 14, 15, 18, 26, 27, 33, 34, 36, 

39, 5, and 20 (see Table 4.8).   
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Table 4.8 Immersion-Emersion Item Means And Standard Deviations (N = 79) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  
 
11. I often find myself referring to white people as honkies, 
 devils, pigs, etc. 1.72 1.01 
 
14. I frequently confront the system. 2.95 1.15 
 
15. I constantly involve myself in Black political and social  
 activities (art shows, political meetings,  
 Black theatre, etc.). 3.16 1.15 
 
18 I believe the world should be interpreted from a Black 
 perspective. 2.53 1.06 
 
26. I speak my mind regardless of the consequences (e.g. being 
 kicked out of school,  being imprisoned or being  
 exposed to danger). 2.77 1.25 
 
27. I believe that everything Black is good, and consequently 
 I limit myself to Black activities. 2.11 1.03 
 
33. I believe that White people should feel guilty about  
 the way they have treated Blacks in the past. 3.11 1.39 
 
34. White people can’t be trusted. 2.22 1.03 
 
36. The most important thing about me is that I am Black. 2.95 1.46 
 
39. Black people who have any White people’s blood should 
 feel ashamed of it. 1.46 .83 
 
5. I feel an overwhelming attachment to Black people. 3.77 1.24 
 
20. I feel excitement and joy in Black surroundings. 3.68 1.18 
 
 

Scale alpha for the original version was a = .66, however CFA identified 

two items (11 and 27) that possessed negative factor loadings on the Immersion-

Emersion construct and were subsequently eliminated. The scale alpha was 

unaffected by the loss of the two items.  
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Item R-squared and item weight values ranged from .04 - .89 and .02 - 

.44, verifying the degree to which individual indicators are explained by the 

underlying construct and how much each contributes to the total score 

respectively.  Concerning model parsimony, goodness of fit indexes are reported 

as follows: GFI = .91, CSQ = 112.90, p = .00 and SRMR = .21, indicating an 

acceptable fit and a small increase in the chance for error (see Table 4.9).   

 
Table 4.9 Measurement Statistics  For The Immersion-Emersion Scale   
 
SCALE:  IMMERSION-EMERSION   GFI =      .91 
N = 79       CSQ =       112. 90  p = .00  
ALPHA = .66      SRMR =        .21    
 
Variables   M       SD       R-square         Item Weight  
 
1. BRIAS 14  2.95  1.15  .16   .02 
2. BRIAS 15  3.16  1.15  .74   .17 
3. BRIAS 18  2.83  1.06  .51   .08 
4. BRIAS 26  2.77  1.25  .64   .12 
5. BRIAS 33  3.11  1.39  .89   .44 
6. BRIAS 34  2.22  1.03  .50   .08 
7. BRIAS 36  2.95  1.46  .24   .04 
8. BRIAS 39  1.46    .83  .04   .02 
9. BRIAS 5  3.77  1.24  .19   .02 
10. BRIAS 20  3.68  1.18  .17   .02 
 
TOTAL      2.94   .85  ----   -----  

 
 
Internalization - Of the Black RIAS scales, Internalization theoretically 

represents an identity characterized by an abandonment of negative images, 

stereotypes, and other forms of internalized racial oppression.  The highest state 

of Black racial identity is characterized by self-actualized behaviors/attitudes as 

well as a realistic commitment to one’s own group.  Of the Black RIAS subscales 

used by the study, Internalization demonstrated the greatest weakness with 

regard to reliability and structure.  Originally proposed to include items 1, 2, 6, 7, 
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10, 13, 16, 22, 30, 37, 45, 48, 49 and 50 (see Table 4.10), this version of the 

scale demonstrated the lowest alpha coefficient (a  = .31) among the Black RIAS 

scales.  

 

Table 4.10 Internalization Item Means And Standard Deviations (N = 79) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  
 
1. I believe that being Black is a positive experience.     4.04 1.15  
 
2. I know through experience what being Black  
 in America  means. 4.48 .75 
 
6. I involve myself in causes that will help all oppressed 
 people. 3.80 .93 
 
7. I feel comfortable whenever I am. 3.57 1.22 
 
10. I feel good about being Black, but do not limit myself 
 to Black activities. 4.24 .92 
 
13. I believe that certain aspects of the Black experience 
 apply to me, and others do not. 3.28 1.22 
 
16. I involve myself in social action and political groups, even 
 if there are no other Blacks involved. 3.29 1.17 
 
22.     People, regardless of their race, have strengths & limitations 4.52   .85  
 
30. I believe that because I am Black, I have many strengths. 4.14 1.13 
 
37.     Being Black just feels natural to me.     4.04  1.14 
 
45. A person’s race has little to do with whether or not he/she 
 is a good person. 4.51 .99 
 
48. I believe that a Black person can be close friends with a 
  White person. 4.32 1.03 
 
49. I am satisfied with myself. 4.33 .96 
 
50. I have a positive attitude about myself because I am Black. 3.92 1.21 
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As in previous cases, several items were dropped because they 

possessed either a negative or extremely weak correlation (less than 1) with the 

scale.  Further, the LISREL analyses identified another weakness in the 

relationship between the kept items and the scale in that none of the remaining 

items were significantly correlated with the construct.   

The revised eight item version of the Internalization scale used by this 

study possessed a Cronbach’s alpha = .43. In addition, item R-squared statistics 

ranged from .03 to .84, indicating the variance explained by the underlying 

construct in relationship to each subscale item. Item weights ranged from .03 to 

.69, indicating the contribution of the item to the scale total score.  Goodness of 

fit indexes computed by LISREL were as follows: GFI = .88, CSQ = 46.62, p = 

.00 and SRMR = .11, indicating acceptable parsimony and relatively little error 

(see Table 4.11). 

 
Table 4.11 Measurement Statistics For The Internalization Scale  
SCALE:  INTERNALIZATION     GFI =       .88 
N = 79       CSQ =  46.62  p =  .00  
ALPHA = .43      SRMR =          .11_________  
Variables   M         SD          R-square                   Item Weight  
 
1. BRIAS 1  4.04  1.15  .07   .03 
2. BRIAS 2  4.48    .75  .05   .03 
3. BRIAS 7  3.57  1.22  .13   .06 
4. BRIAS 10  1.66  1.10  .06   .03 
5. BRIAS 22  4.52    .85  .03   .03 
6. BRIAS 48  4.32  1.03  .11   .03 
7.  BRIAS 49  4.33    .96  .84   .69 
8. BRIAS 50  3.92  1.21  .29   .09 
 
TOTAL            1.73   .54  ----   -----   
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4.2b White Racial Identity  

Conceptual Definition 

As originally posited, the Helms model of White racial identity 

development was conceptualized as a two-phase process.  “Phase 1, the 

abandonment of racism, begins with the Contact stage and ends with the 

Reintegration stage. Phase 2, defining a positive white identity, begins with 

Pseudo-Independent stage and ends with the Autonomy stage” (Helms, 1990, p. 

55).  Conceptual descriptions of these racial identity stages are provided below 

and appear in the order they are posited to evolve.  It should be noted that the 

White RIAS instrument was designed to assess only five dimensions (Contact, 

Disintegration, Reintegration, Pseudo-Independence, and Autonomy).  An 

updated description of the White RIAS dimensions (Helms and Cook, 1999) is 

provided below: 

“White Racial Identity Ego Statuses and 
Information Processing Strategies (IPS) 
 
• Contact Status: Satisfaction with racial status quo, obliviousness to racism 

and one’s participation in it.  If racial factors influence like decisions, they do 
so in a simplistic fashion.  IPS:  Obliviousness, denial, superficiality, and 
avoidance. 

 
• Disintegration Status: Disorientation and anxiety provoked by irresolvable 

racial moral dilemmas that force one to chose between own group loyalty and 
humanism.  May be stymied by life situations that arouse racial dilemmas.  
IPS: Suppression, ambivalence and control. 

 
• Reintegration Status: Idealization of one’s socioracial group, denigration and 

intolerance for other groups.  Racial factors may strongly influence life 
decisions.  IPS:  Selective perception and negative out-group distortion. 

 
• Pseudo-Independence Status: Intellectualized commitment to one’s own 

socioracial group and descriptive tolerance of other groups.  May make life 
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decisions to “help” other racial groups.  IPS: Selective perception, cognitive 
restructuring, and conditional regard. 

 
• Immersion Status:  The searching for an understanding of the personal 

meaning of Whiteness and racism and the ways by which one benefits from 
them as well as a redefinition of Whiteness.  IPS:  Hypervigilance, 
judgmental, and cognitive-affective restructuring. 

 
• Emersion Status: A sense of discovery, security, sanity, and group solidarity 

and pride that accompanies being with other White people who are embarked 
on the mission of rediscovering Whiteness.  IPS:  Sociable, pride, seeking 
positive group attributes. 

 
• Autonomy Status: Informed positive socioracial-group commitment, use of 

internal standards for self-definition, capacity to relinquish the privileges of 
racism.  May avoid life options that require participation in racial oppression.  
IPS:  Flexibility and complex” (Helms and Cook, 1999, pp.90-91). 

 
Operational Definition 

 
 White RIAS is a 50-item questionnaire designed to assess five stages of 

White self-identity status and information processing strategies (Helms 1984, 

1995).  The scale also uses a five-point Likert items (1= strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree) to indicate the degree respondents feel each item describes them 

personally.  Scores for each stage (Contact, Disintegration, Reintegration, 

Pseudo-Independence, and Autonomy) result from summing the ratings from the 

subscale items and dividing by ten (see Appendix 10.2 White RIAS).  As with the 

Black RIAS measures, missing values are given a value of 0. 

Helms Reliability and Validity 

The present study reviewed reliability results reported in previous research 

as a means to conducting an initial assessment into the relative stability of the 

White RIAS measures.  Results of this review were somewhat contradictory and 

are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Supporting the reliability of the White RIAS measures, Helms (1990) 

reports reliabilities across three separate studies (Westbrook (1986, N=350); 

Helms and Carter Study 1(1987, N=506); and Helms and Carter Study 2 (1987, 

N=176).  Of the internal consistency scale, alphas reported the Contact scale 

demonstrated the weakest performance possessing values from .55 to .67.  All 

other subscales possessed scale alphas that were very close to or exceeded the 

customary .70 standard.  In this regard, alpha value ranges were observed as: 

Disintegration (a = .75-.77); Reintegration (a = .75-.82); Pseudo-Independence (a 

= .65-.77); and Autonomy (a = .65-.74).  (See Table 4.12).   

 
Table 4.12 Reliability Results Reported By Helms For White RIAS 
Subscales 

 
SCALE WESTBROOK 

(N=350) 
HELMS and 
CARTER  
STUDY 1; 
(N=506) 

HELMS and 
CARTER 
STUDY 2; 
(N=176) 

CONTACT .67 .55 .67 

DISINTEGRATION .75 .77 .76 

REINTEGRATION .82 .80 .75 

PSEUDO 
INDEPENDENCE 

.77 .71 .65 

AUTONOMY .74 .67 .65 

 

 
However, in another study, (Lemon and Waechler, 1996) scale alpha 

values suggest that while the middle White RIAS dimensions (Disintegration, 

Reintegration, and Pseudo-Independence) demonstrated stability across the 

different study samples, the lowest (Contact) and highest (Autonomy) subscale 
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dimensions did not perform as well as Helms’ research suggests.  In this study, 

internal consistency subscale alphas were reported as follows: Contact (a  = .33); 

Disintegration (a = .81); Reintegration (a = .88); Pseudo-Independence (a = .64); 

and Autonomy (a = .55).  In the same study, test-retest reliabilities for the five 

White RIAS scales were also reported as: Contact (r = .64); Disintegration (r = 

.80); Reintegration (r = .86); Pseudo-Independence (r = .69); and Autonomy (r = 

.74).  

In an effort to explain why the White RIAS measures may not perform as 

well on assessing extreme racial identity attitudes and behaviors, the authors 

suggested that the lower than .70 internal consistency scores may reflect that 

racial identity subscale scores reflect more a temporary state than permanent 

trait.  This explanation would appear plausible if it could be reasonably assumed 

that factors such as education/training, age/life experiences, and/or 

minority/power status might influence or arrest an individual’s development of 

racial identity, sensitivity, and consciousness.  Another equally plausible 

explanation in this regard may simply be that extreme racial identity attitudes 

may be a more rare occurrence and therefore difficult to capture or measure.  

As further support for their position that the low reliability subscale scores 

were more related to the temporary/transitional nature of racial identity 

attitudes/behaviors, rather than due to measurement construction problems, the 

authors noted that within their study sample, White RIAS test-retest scores were 

relatively stable and consistent.  It should be noted that other authors have raised 

questions concerning the stability and psychometric qualities of the measure 
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relative to measure construction (Swanson, Tokar and Davis, 1994; Behrens, 

1997), which will be discussed in the next section.   

Validity in the context of scale construction seeks to test if and how well a 

construct, or in this case, subscale, actually measures the underlying racial 

identity dimension it claims to measure. 

Concerning the construct validity of White RIAS, findings from other 

research (Swanson, Tokar, and Davis, 1994) and meta-analytic studies 

(Behrens, 1997) suggest that the measure possesses a multicollinearity problem 

and that use of the five-factor model is inappropriate. These studies specifically 

indicated that the Disintegration and Reintegration scales were highly correlated 

as were Pseudo-Independence and Autonomy.   

Factor analyses from these studies also provided little support for the 

stated model in that many of the scale items correlated more highly with other 

subscales.  In a more recent meta-analysis, Helms (1999) used untrimmed data 

from the White RIAS studies examined by Behrens (n=23) along with an 

additional nine studies (including three corrected studies whose reliabilities 

Behrens has misreported or overlooked). Four other studies were modified, by 

changing the sample sizes.  Helms’ revised meta-analysis contained 38 studies, 

documenting 152 correlations.  She found validity violations occur less frequently 

than could be attributed to chance for Disintegration-Reintegration pairs while 

they did occur at about chance level for the Pseudo-Independence-Autonomy 

pairs.  Helms suggests that the White RIAS structure may behave as a partially 

ipsative test (some study items and scales might be potentially interdependent) is 
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indeed consistent with her proposed theory.  Helms (1999) states: “In racial 

identity theory, the illogic of using contradictory schemas equally is assumed to 

partially account for the covariation among White RIAS scale parameters” (p. 

131).  For this reason, she encourages the use of diverse techniques to study the 

items and scales that may be structurally interdependent and careful 

interpretation of study results.  

With respect to content validity, Helms reports that the White RIAS reflects 

identity issues considered by other White identity theorists (Hardiman, 1982) as 

important aspects of White identity development. Helms and Carter’s (1990) 

factor analysis determined that White racial identity development was complex 

and multidimensional with some of the items loading on more than one factor.  

However, they suggested that validity data was consistent and strong enough to 

support use of the five scales.   

The scales are reported to show criterion validity with Schultz’ 

Fundamental Interpersonal Relationship Orientation scale and Kohls’ Intercultural 

Values Inventory (Kohls, Carter and Helms, 1984). Silvestri and Richardson 

(2001) cite several studies that support the predictive validity of White RIAS with 

regard to racist attitudes (Pope-Davis and Ottavi, 1992); self-actualization (Tokar 

and Swanson, 1991); employee attitudes towards racial interactions, 

management racial equality interventions, and comfort working with African 

American colleagues (Block, Roberson and Neuger 1995).   

As previously mentioned the authors found white racial identity statuses 

were significant predictors of NEO personality constructs (Neuroticism, 
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Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness) and aversive 

racist attitudes (Silvestri and Richardson, 2001). 

Study Reliability and Validity 

 Study findings concerning the reliability and validity of the White RIAS 

subscales are discussed in the following sections.  

Contact - As originally proposed, the Contact scale is comprised of ten 

items (1, 6, 11,16, 21, 26, 31,36,41,46). (see Table 4.13).  

 
Table 4.13 Contact Item Means And Standard Deviations  (N = 90)   
 
ITEM         M  SD  

 
1. I hardly think about what race I am.    3.67  1.07 

 
6. I find myself watching Black people to see 

 what they are like.      2.23   .97 
  

11. I wish I had a Black friend.     3.32  1.04 
 

16. I think it is exciting to discover the little ways in which Black 
 people and White people are different.    3.44   .86 

 
21. For most of my life, I did not think about  

racial issues.       3.29  1.21 
 

26. I am curious to learn in what ways Black people  
and White people differ from each other.    3.46   .81 

 
31. In my family, we never talked about racial issues.  2.27   .88 

 
36. I was raised to believe that people are people 

 regardless of their race/ethnicity.    3.83  1.29 
 

41.  I think that it’s okay for Black people and White 
 people to date each other as long as they don’t  
marry each other.      1.96   .75 

 
46.  I think White people should become more involved 

 in socializing with Blacks.     3.60   .79 
 
 
In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for the original version of the scale 

was computed as a  = .19, indicating the scale possessed extremely low 
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reliability and stability.  These findings are consistent with previous validation 

studies (Beherns, 1997) which assert that the Contact scale does not measure 

low white racial identity attitudes/behaviors as claimed.   

 This study also used another procedure which has not appeared in 

previous research and concerns the use of reverse item coding.  Upon reviewing 

scale items, the researcher identified that several items in the Contact scale 

(items 6, 11, 16 and 26) should be reverse coded so that all item scores would 

run in the same direction.  However, after making this adjustment the ten-item 

scale alpha actually decreased to a = .17.  A review of the parameter significance 

test indicated that only five of the ten items were significantly related to the 

Contact construct. Using internal consistency results and Lambda test results 

(ranging from 2.34 to 3.01), the researcher created a final five-item version of the 

scale (including items 1, 21, 36, 46, and reverse coded 16).  These adjustments 

produced a more stable Contact scale for the study sample with an alpha of a  = 

.47.  It should also be noted that Helms posited the Contact scale would measure 

two lower level racial identity attitudinal/behavioral types: obliviousness to the 

salience of race, and fear of Blacks.  An assessment of the face validity of the 

final scale version used in the study indicates that the items seem to measure 

only racial awareness/salience among Whites in the study and not racial fear.   

 Concerning construct validity, confirmatory factor analysis also indicated 

that the Contact scale, as originally proposed, appeared to be poorly designed.  

Specifically, items 6, 26, 31, and 41 were found to possess negative factor 

loadings on the construct and were eliminated.  Item 11 (Lambda = .64) was also 
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dropped from the final scale version because it was found to have an insignificant 

relationship to the scale. The final version of the Contact scale used by this study 

improved the item to scale relationship as demonstrated by item R-squared 

statistics, which ranged from .14 to .41.  The item R-squared statistics indicate 

the percent variance the underlying construct explains within each scale item, 

suggesting somewhat weak to moderate strength in the relationship between 

indicators and the construct.  Item factor weights ranged from .11 to .28, 

indicating the contribution of the item to the scale total score.   

Goodness of fit indexes computed by LISREL were as follows: GFI = .97, 

CSQ = 13.89, p = .02, SRMR = .12), indicating that the revised five-item scale 

possessed a good fit and an acceptable rate of error between predicted and 

actual scale covariance values (see Table 4.14).   

 
Table 4.14 Measurement Statistics For The Contact Scale    
 
SCALE: CONTACT     GFI =    .97 
N = 90      CSQ =   13.39  p =  .02 
ALPHA = .47       SRMR =  .12     
 
Variables    M       SD   R-square         Item Weight  
 
1. WRIAS 1  3.67   1.07  .41   .28 
2. WRIAS 16(R) 3.44    .86  .23   .17   
3. WRIAS 21  3.29         1.21  .31   .20 
4. WRIAS 36  3.83            1.29  .36   .24 
5. WRIAS 46  3.60    .79  .14   .11 
 
TOTAL(n=90)  3.43    .65  -----   ------   

 
 
Still, the reliability and validity study results are consistent with previous 

research concerning the overall lack of stability of the Contact scale inasmuch as 

both the original and final versions of the Contact scale demonstrated the lowest 
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alpha reliability among the White RIAS constructs.  Therefore, findings and/or 

interpretations using this scale must be approached carefully and cautiously. 

The Contact scale has been criticized for being a poorly constructed scale 

as well as one that does not measure lower White racial identity 

attitudes/behaviors as claimed.  However, an alternate and plausible explanation 

might suggest that the prevalence of these attitudes/behaviors among Whites 

may have been reduced due to changes in Civil Rights laws as well as social 

mores which favor attitudes/behaviors more congruent with a pluralistic, civil, and 

tolerant society.  In 2003, perpetrators displaying overt acts of racial prejudice 

and bias are subject to criminal penalties and litigation, are considered to be 

“politically incorrect,” and/or are subjected to social stigma.  These deterrents 

have been used to explain why Whites in current society are more likely to 

engage in more subtle, covert, or aversive racism (Davidio, 1998). 

 Disintegration - The Disintegration stage purports to measure aspects of 

cognitive dissonance as individual sensitivity/awareness concerning the 

disparate treatment between Blacks and Whites. Guilt or anxiety characterizes 

this stage of development.  Items assigned to this scale include 2, 7, 12, 17, 22, 

27,32, 37, 42, and 47. (See Table 4.15).   
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Table 4.15 Disintegration Item Means And Standard Deviations  (N = 90)  
ITEM         M  SD  

 
2. I do not understand what Blacks want from Whites.  2.94   .98 

 
7. I feel depressed after I have been around 

 Black people.       1.61   .91 
 

12.  I do not feel that I have the social skills to interact 
 with Black people differently.     1.66   .66 

 
17.  I used to believe in racial integration, but now 

 I have my doubts.      2.09   .98 
 

22.  I have come to believe that Black people and 
 white people are very different.     2.33   .95 

 
27.  I limit myself to White activities.     1.88   .60 

 
32.  When I must interact with a Black person, I usually 

 let him or her make the first move.    2.02   .60 
 

37.  Nowadays, I go out of my way to avoid associating 
 with Blacks.       1.43   .54 

 
42.  Sometimes I’m not sure what I think or feel  

about Black people.      2.57   .95 
 

47.  I don’t understand why Black people blame all 
 White people for the social misfortunes.    3.28  1.06 
 
 

All items demonstrated a significant relationship with the construct with Lambda 

statistics ranging from 6.68 to 13.96.  Cronbach alpha for the scale was a = .73 

indicating acceptable reliability and stability.  Further, item R-squared ranged 

from .23 to .83, indicating moderately weak to very strong relationships between 

indicators and the construct.  Item weights ranged from .03 - .27.  Goodness of fit 

indexes for the Disintegration scale were reported to be GFI = .94, CSQ = 79.24, 

p = .00 and SRMR = .22, indicating a relatively good model fit.  (See Table 4.16). 
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Table 4.16 Measurement Statistics For The Disintegration Scale   
 
SCALE: DISINTEGRATION   GFI =     .94 
N = 90      CSQ =        79.24   p = .00 
ALPHA = .73       SRMR =        .22     
 
Variables   M       SD      R-square         Item Weight 

 
1. WRIAS 2  2.94    .98   .40  .06 
2. WRIAS 7  1.61    .91   .83  .27 
3. WRIAS 12  1.66    .66   .48  .07 
4. WRIAS 17  2.09    .98   .46  .07 
5. WRIAS 22  2.33    .95   .74  .16 
6. WRIAS 27  1.88    .60   .44  .06 
7. WRIAS 32  2.02    .60   .23  .03 
8. WRIAS 37  1.43    .54   .75  .18 
9. WRIAS 42  2.57    .95   .41  .06 
10. WRIAS 47  3.28  1.06   .43  .06 
 
TOTAL(n=90)  1.98    .50   ----  -----   
 

 Reintegration - As a means to resolve the dissonance experienced in the 

previous stage, individuals rationalize the existent racial disparities by adopting 

attitudes/behaviors which actively or passively endorse White superiority-Black 

inferiority.  Hostility towards Blacks is frequently linked with this stage of 

development.  Items assigned to this scale include 2, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 

43, and 48 (see Table 4.17).   
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Table 4.17 Reintegration Item Means And Standard Deviations  (N = 90) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  

 
 
2. I do not understand what Blacks want from Whites.  2.94   .98 

 
8. There is nothing that I want to learn from Blacks.   1.98   .89 

 
13.  A Black person who tries to get close to you is usually  

after something.       1.69   .84 
 

18.   I’d rather socialize with Whites only.    1.84   .97 
 

23.  White people have bent over backwards trying 
 to make up for their ancestors’ mistreatment of 
 Blacks, now it is time to stop.     2.73   .97 

 
28.  Society may have been unjust to Blacks, but it  

has also been unjust to Whites.     3.53   .96 
 

33.  I feel hostile when I am around Blacks.    1.68   .85 
 

38.  I believe that Blacks are inferior to Whites.   1.50   .80 
 

43.  When I am the only White in a group of Blacks, 
 I feel anxious.       2.36   .93 

 
48.  I believe that white people look and express  

themselves better than Blacks.     2.16   .82 
 

Parameter estimates for these items indicated that all possessed a 

significant relationship with the construct (Lambdas ranged from 5.48 to 10.41).  

Scale alpha was  a = .72, indicating an acceptable degree of stability.  Item R-

squared statistics ranged from .13 to .97. With the exception of items 23 and 28, 

which possessed a factor weight = .00, all other items made a positive 

contribution to the overall factor score ranging from .02 - .50.  These items were 

retained in the study version because removing them would have negatively 

affected the scale alpha.  Goodness of fit indexes for Reintegration were reported 
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to be GFI = .95, CSQ = 99.29, p = .00 and SRMR = .21. GFI and SRMR indicate 

a model of moderate fit (see Table 4.18). 

 
Table 4.18 Measurement Statistics For The Reintegration Scale    
SCALE: REINTEGRATION     GFI =    .95 
N = 90       CSQ = 99.29  p = .00     
ALPHA = .72         SRMR =   .21     
 
Variables   M       SD       R-square       Item Weight  
 
1. WRIAS 2  2.94    .98   .33  .02 
2. WRIAS 8  1.98    .89   .31  .02 
3. WRIAS 13  1.69    .84   .96  .30 
4. WRIAS 18  1.84    .97   .68  .03 
5. WRIAS 23  2.73    .90   .22  .00 
6. WRIAS 28  3.53    .96   .13  .00 
7. WRIAS 33  1.68    .85   .88  .10 
8. WRIAS 38  1.50    .80   .97  .50 
9. WRIAS 43  2.36    .93   .30  .02 
10. WRIAS 48  2.16    .82   .47  .02 

TOTAL (n=90)  1.76    .65   -----  -----   

 
  Pseudo-Independence -  Pseudo-Independence is characterized by an 

intellectual acknowledgement of racial disparities, one’s Whiteness, and the 

societal implications of racial difference.  Helms suggests traditional White 

Liberalism is characteristic of this identity development stage.  Survey items 

assigned to this scale include 4, 10, 19, 20, 24, 29, 30, 44, 39, and 49. (See 

Table 4.19).   
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Table 4.19 Pseudo-Independence Item Means And Standard Deviations  
(N = 90) 
 
ITEM         M  SD  

 
4.   I feel as comfortable around Blacks as I do  

around Whites.       3.87  1.03 
 

10.   I enjoy watching the different ways that Blacks 
 and Whites approach life.     3.43   .88 

 
19.   In many ways Blacks and Whites are similar, but 

 they are also different in some important ways.   3.77   .90 
 

20.  Blacks and Whites have much to learn from  
 each other.       4.20   .69 

 
24.  It is possible for Blacks and Whites to have 

 meaningful social relationships with each other.   4.31   .90 
 

29.  I am knowledgeable about which values  
 Blacks and Whites share.       3.39   .70 

 
30.  I am comfortable wherever I am.    3.34  1.16 
 
39.  I believe I know a lot about Black people’s customs.  2.89   .85 

 
44.  Blacks and Whites differ from each other in some ways, 

 but neither race is superior.     4.21   .88 
 

49.  I feel comfortable talking to Blacks.    4.18   .77 
 
 

Confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated that all assigned indicators 

were significantly related to the scale, possessing item R-squared values ranging 

from .13 - .97 and items weights from .00 - .50.  Internal consistency tests 

resulted in a scale alpha of a = .57, indicating the scale to be somewhat stable 

and moderately reliable.     

Goodness of fit indexes for the scale were reported to be as follows: GFI = 

.95, CSQ = 99.29, p = .00 and SRMR = .21. (See Table 4.20).  These statistics 

scales suggest that the scale possesses an acceptable fit, but a higher than 

desirable chance of error between predicted and observed covariances. 
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Table 4.20 Measurement Statistics For The Pseudo Independent Scale   
SCALE:  PSEUDO-INDEPENDENCE  GFI =   .95 
N = 149      CSQ =        99.29  p = .00 
ALPHA = .57     SRMR =         .21     
 
Variables   M       SD      R-square            Item Weight 
 
1. WRIAS 4  3.87  1.03  .33   .02 
2. WRIAS 10  3.43    .88  .31   .02 
3. WRIAS 19  3.77    .90  .96   .30 
4. WRIAS 20  4.20    .70  .68   .03 
5. WRIAS 24  4.31    .90  .22   .00 
6. WRIAS 29  3.39    .70  .13   .00 
7. WRIAS 30  3.34  1.16  .88   .10 
8. WRIAS 39  2.89    .85  .97   .50 
9. WRIAS 44  4.21    .88  .30   .02 
10. WRIAS 49  4.18    .77  .47   .02 
 
TOTAL(n=90)  3.31    .54  ----   -----   

 
 

 Autonomy - As the most highly evolved of the white racial identity 

dimensions, Helms states that individuals at this stage exhibit  “racial humanist” 

behaviors/attitudes from a positive and non-racist White orientation.  Helms and 

Carter’s proposed Autonomy scale (containing items 5, 9, 14, 15, 25, 34, 35, 40, 

45, 50) demonstrated less than desirable scale alpha, of a  = .46. (See Table 

4.21).   
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Table 4.21 Autonomy Item Means and Standard Deviations (N = 90)  
ITEM         M  SD  
 

5. I involve myself in causes regardless of the race/ethnicity  
of the people involved in them.     3.94  1.01 

 
9. I seek out new experiences even if I know a large  

number of Blacks will be involved.    3.74   .80 
 

14.  When a Black person holds an opinion with which  
 I disagree, I am not afraid to express my viewpoint.  3.81   .99 

 
15.  Sometimes jokes based on Black people’s 

 experiences are funny.      3.08  1.04 
 

25.  There are some valuable things that White people 
 can learn from Blacks that they can’t learn 
 from other Whites.      3.68   .87 

 
34.  I think I understand Black people’s values.   3.37   .74 

 
35.  Blacks and Whites can have successful  

 intimate relationships.      3.88   .93 
 

40. There some valuable things that white people can  
learn from Blacks that they can’t learn  
from other Whites.      3.60   .83 

 
45.  I am not embarrassed to admit that I am White.   4.13  1.06 

 
50. I value the relationships that I have  

with my Black friends.      4.48   .66 
 
 
Measurement tests determined that items 9, 14, and 15 were negatively 

correlated with the factor and should be dropped from the scale.  The final 

revised eight item scale improved the overall Autonomy alpha to a  = .54. All 

remaining items were significantly related to the construct (with Lambda ranging 

from 2.46 to 3.89).  Item R-squared values ranged from .02 to .99.  Item weights 

ranged from .00 - .94.  A particularly troublesome observation of the final scale 

version was that five of the kept items (5, 9, 34, 45, and 50) possessed a weight 

of .00 indicating that they did not contribute to computing the final scale score.  

However removing them would have negatively affected the scale alpha, so they 
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were retained.  Goodness of fit indexes are reported as follows: GFI = .95, CSQ 

= 44.17, p = .00 and SRMR = .27, indicating the overall scale possessed an 

acceptable model fit, but like the preceding scale, demonstrated a higher than 

desirable chance of error between predicted and observed covariances. (See 

Table 4.22). 

 
Table 4.22 Measurement Statistics For The Autonomy Scale   
SCALE:  AUTONOMY      GFI =          .95 
N = 90       CSQ =       44.17  p = .00 
ALPHA = .54      SRMR =        .27    
 
Variables   M       SD        R-square         Item Weight  

1. WRIAS 5  3.94  1.01  .13   .00 
2. WRIAS 9  3.74    .80  .03   .00 
3. WRIAS 25  3.68    .87  .62   .03 
4. WRIAS 34  3.37    .74  .17   .00 
5. WRIAS 35  3.88    .93  .47   .03 
6. WRIAS 40  3.60    .83  .99   .94 
7. WRIAS 45  4.13  1.06  .02   .00 
8. WRIAS 50  4.48    .66  .43                    .00 
 
TOTAL(n=90)  3.43    .65  ----   -----  
   
 
Consistent with previous findings (Helms and Carter, 1990; Silverstri and 

Richardson, 2001), original versions of the Disintegration and Reintegration 

scales were determined to have the highest reliability and stability among the 

White RIAS scale constructs.  For this sample, the Pseudo-Independence scale 

as originally proposed by Helms was determined to be moderately stable. 

Original versions of the Contact and Autonomy scales appeared to possess the 

greatest design weaknesses at both the parameter and scale levels.   
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4.2c Dependent Constructs  
 

The study uses four contextual performance constructs as criterion 

measures, including two forms of organizational citizenship behavior (altruism 

and conscientiousness), organizational commitment (loyalty), and self-efficacy.  

A discussion of the conceptual and operational definitions for each construct, as 

employed by the study, follows in the next sections. 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

 
Conceptual Definition 
 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) is defined as work related 

behaviors that are discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal 

reward system or duties statements, and that increase the effective functioning of 

organizations (Organ, 1988).  OCB has been referred to as an inconspicuous 

type of job performance comprised of extra-role behaviors (Becker and Randall 

(1994).  However, an increased number of OCB related studies in recent years 

suggest that organizations are taking more notice of and interest in this form of 

performance.  For example, Daniel Koys (2001) recently found that positive 

employee attitudes (including OCB) were related to organizational effectiveness 

and business outcomes. Other research also links employee motivation to 

perform OCB activities to individual values (Rioux, 1999) and perceptions of 

discrimination (Ensher, Grant-Vallone and Donaldson, 2001). 

Organ has suggested that several dimensions of OCB exist, including 

altruism, peacekeeping, courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue, cheerleading, 

and sportsmanship.  Of particular interest to this study are two forms of 
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organizational citizenship behavior: altruism (helpful behaviors directed at 

coworkers) and conscientiousness (helpful behaviors directed towards the 

organization that are not formally apart of job performance).  Results of meta-

analytic research conducted by Organ and Ryan (1995) correlate OCB with 

employee satisfaction, perceived fairness, commitment (particularly affective 

commitment), and other affective measures. In this regard they have been 

described as the “currency of reciprocity” that workers decide to provide or 

withhold from their organizations, influencing agency effectiveness and 

productivity.  For example, Podsakoff, Aherne and Mackenzie’s (1997) study 

involving work crew performance in a paper mill in the Northeast found that 

helping behaviors and sportsmanship explained 25.7% of work quantity and 

16.7% of work quality. Further research has indicated that OCB is directly related 

to employee involvement (Cappelli and Rogovsky, 1998) or marginality (Organ 

and Paine, 2000) in work organizations. 

Operational Definition 

The present study used a ten-item scale created by Becker and Randall 

(1994).  The scale uses a five-point Likert response scale (ranging from 0 = 

Never to 4 = Always) to assess two components of OCB: Altruism (survey items 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5) and Conscientiousness (survey items 6,7, 8, 9, 10). (See Appendix 

10.6.)   

Reliability and Validity 

The study version was derived from a longer version of a measure by 

Smith, Organ and Near (1983).  Principal component factor analysis was 
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performed to create the revised OCB measure with two factors retained.  The 

authors report subscale internal consistency as follows: Altruism scale (alpha = 

.89) and Conscientiousness scale (alpha =. 82). Smith et al. (1983) report the 

existence of a moderate correlation among Altruism and Conscientiousness (r = 

.44). 

Organizational Commitment (OC) 
 

Conceptual Definition 
 

Organizational Commitment (OC) is defined (Mowday et al.,1979) by two 

characteristics: a) employee identity is linked to the organization, and b) 

employee and organizational goals become increasingly aligned or congruent 

over time.  Organizational Commitment goes well beyond a “passive loyalty” and 

implies an active affective attachment to the organization.  Van Dyne, Graham 

and Dienesch (1994) include organizational loyalty as a major category of their 

version of organizational citizenship, emphasizing that contribution this behavior 

makes to the larger organization.  Similar results have been found in OCB 

literature (Organ and Ryan, 1995) which correlate commitment with altruism, 

generalized compliance (conscientiousness), and satisfaction.  It is important to 

note that OC has been distinguished from job satisfaction in that satisfaction has 

been found to be a transitory condition affected by specific and tangible aspects 

of the job, whereas commitment develops more slowly but consistently over time.  

Further, Stephen Fineman (1996) points out that research examining emotion 

and organizational order suggest that the strength of commitment is related to  

“emotional contracts” held with others and self.  The present study suggests that 
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racial identity informs such emotional and/or psychological (Morrison and 

Robinson, 1997) contracts. 

Operational Definition 

This construct is measured using the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire/OCQ (Mowday, Steers and Porter, 1979) (see Table 3.10).  The 

OCQ contains 15 items that assess three factors: “1) a strong belief in and 

acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; 2) a willingness to exert 

considerable effort on behalf of the organization and 3) a strong desire to 

maintain membership in the organization” (Mowday et al., 1979).  The OCQ uses 

a seven-point Likert response format ranging from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly 

Disagree (7). Results are summed and then divided by 15 to obtain a summary 

score of individual commitment (see Appendix 10.6).  

Reliability and Validity 

The authors (Mowday et al., 1979) reported data from nine samples 

involving 2,563 public employees; university, hospital, bank, and telephone 

company employees; scientists/engineers; auto company manager;, psychiatric 

technicians; and retail management trainees resulted in internal consistency 

alphas ranging from .88 to .90.9  

Concerning construct validity, the authors submitted the items to factor 

analysis which supported a single dimension. OCQ demonstrated convergent 

validity with the Sources of Organizational Attachment Questionnaire (Mowday, 

Porter and Dubin, 1974) with correlation across six samples ranging from .63 

                                                 
9 A shorter version comprised of nine items, using only the positive items resulted in coefficient 
alphas ranging from .82 to .93. 
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to.74. Retail employee OCQ scores correlated the independent commitment 

ratings to the organization of r = .60.   

Correlations were also conducted between OCQ and the Job Descriptive 

Index (JDI).  The JDI is a popular measure assessing worker affective responses 

in relation to their jobs.  It possesses five subscales related to satisfaction 

(including supervision, pay, opportunities for upward mobility, coworkers and the 

work on the present job) and job in general scale.  The authors report 

Discriminant validity was demonstrated with coefficients ranging from .01 to .68 

with a median correlation of .41 across five samples.  Finally, the authors state 

that predictive validity was examined in nine studies. OCQ was significantly 

correlated with voluntary turnover in eight instances with r scores ranging from -

.17 to -.43. The OCQ statements appear on the study survey as items 61- 75.  

Self-Efficacy (SE) 

Conceptual Definition 
 

Self-efficacy refers to the belief/confidence individuals possess that they 

are capable of performing requisite behaviors for the successful accomplishment 

a given task (Bandura, 1977).  Social facilitation and co-action research (Sanna, 

1992) suggest that individual self-efficacy and performance can also be affected 

by the presence of others in a specific setting. In this regard, study findings linked 

success on simple task performance with an individual's expectation of 

successful performance which, in turn, resulted in improved social performance.   
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Operational Definition 

To measure employee self-efficacy, the present study used the Self-

Efficacy Scale (SES) developed by Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-

Dunn, Jacobs, and Rogers (1982). The SES contains 23 items measuring two 

dimensions of the construct: General Self-Efficacy (17 items) and Social Self-

Efficacy (6 items) (see Appendix 10.6).  The SES uses a 14-point Likert response 

format ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Higher scores indicate 

higher self-efficacy expectations.  However, due to survey length and 

construction considerations, the present survey elected to use the General Self-

efficacy dimension (17 items) only, as well as a seven-point Likert response 

format ranging from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (7).  These appear 

as items 76-92 on the study survey. 

Reliability and Validity 

Sherer et al (1982) reported internal consistency reliabilities as r =  .86 

(General Self-efficacy) and r = .71 (Social Self-efficacy).  Concerning construct 

validity, the authors submitted the items to factor analysis confirming the 

hypothesized two-dimensional solution.   

In addition, SES was reported to correlate with other personality 

characteristics measures, including the Internal-External Control Scale (Rotter, 

1966); Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964), 

and Interpersonal Competency Scale (Holland and Baird, 1968).  

The present study suggests that racial self-identity has a relationship with 

self-efficacy and proposes the hypothesis below. 
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4.2d Control and Adjunct Variables 

Ten variables (nine demographic and one adjunct measure) were used to 

test or control for potential alternative explanations.  Covariates are defined as 

variables whose influence researchers wish to eliminate or control before 

examining the relationship between the independent and dependent variables.  

These variables may  “covary with the independent and dependent variables and 

therefore may confound the analysis” (Newton and Rudestam, 1999).     

Demographic variables used included covariates frequently associated in 

public administration and organizational research with individual performance.  

Such factors include age, gender, race membership, job authority, seniority, work 

assignment, and socio-economic status.  To operationalize these covariates the 

study used the following variables and codes:   

1. Birth Year (numeric value), used to operationalize age 
 
2. White (0 = No; 1 = Yes), used to operationalize race membership 
 
3. Female (0 = No; 1= Yes), used to operationalize gender 

 
4. Non-Supervisor (0 = No; 1= Yes), used to operationalize supervisory 

status and job authority 
 

5. Majority in Unit (0 = No; 1= Yes), used to operationalize racial 
majority/minority status within work units and empowerment 

 
6. Program Unit  (1 = Yes; 2 = No), used to operationalize program or 

operational unit work assignment 
 

7. Administrative Unit (1 = Yes; 2 = No), used to operationalize 
administrative unit work assignment 

 
8. Social Economic Score (Index computed from Job Prestige, Salary 

Grade Range, and Education) used to operationalize socio-economic 
status 
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9. Length of Service (numeric values ranging from 1 = Less than 6 
months to 7 = 16+ years) used to operationalize tenure/seniority 

 
10.  No SD (Social Desirability) Score  (1 = Scores; 2 = No Scores) 

adjunct measure discussed in next section 
 

Adjunct Measure 

Social Desirability (SD) 

Conceptual Definition 

 To provide another level of reliability concerning respondent self reports, 

the study used an adjunct measure assessing social desirability trends in 

employee responses.  Gregory (1996) defines social desirability response set as 

“the tendency of examinees to react to the perceived desirability (or 

undesirability) of a test item rather than responding accurately to its content.”  

Social desirability, or the tendency of subjects to provide responses they 

perceive to be socially acceptable, irrespective of their true feelings, has been 

well documented and is frequently used in research employing self-report 

measures.   

Operational Definition 

 The study used a 13-item version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability Scale (Reynolds, 1982).  The items describe various types of 

culturally appropriate/inappropriate behaviors.  Respondents are requested to 

indicate if they engage in any behaviors by indicating true or false.  To develop 

this measure, Reynolds employed a sample of 608 undergraduate students from 

a medium-sized university who voluntarily completed the original Marlowe-

Crowne Social Desirability Scales as well as the Edwards Social Desirability 
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Scale (Edwards, 1957).  Several shorter versions were developed through factor 

analysis.  Twenty items with factor loadings of .40 or higher formed the first 

reduced scale (M-C Form A).  Upon the basis of subsequent item analysis, two 

other versions were developed, one containing 12 items (M-C Form B) and the 

other 13 items (M-C Form C).   

Reliability and Validity 
 

Reynolds reported Kuder-Richardson reliability estimate at r = .76 for 

Form C items with a range of item total correlation scores between r = .32-.47. 

Validity of the short form was assessed by a correlation coefficient between each 

item of the short form with the original 33-item Marlowe-Crown items and the 

Edwards Social Desirability Scale. Reynolds reports an r = .93 between Form C 

and the standard measure and r = .43 which represents acceptable evidence of 

concurrent validity.  The Social Desirability Scale is measured by a 13-item index 

using a dichotomous, true or false response and appears on the survey as items 

94 - 106 (see Appendixes 10.4, and 10.5).    

As previously noted, significant missing data was demonstrated by this 

construct.  In order to address the missing data problem created by this measure, 

this covariate was dichotomized and renamed No SD (Social Desirability) Scores 

(1 = respondents with SD scores and 2 respondents without SD scores).  In 

addition, t-tests were run, using the dichotomized No SD Score variable as the 

grouping variable to determine if there were any differences on the respondent 

RIAS and criterion scores that could be linked to social desirability scores.  

Overall, results of this analysis identified extremely small differences between 
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groups on the following variables:  Disintegration, Reintegration, Dissonance, 

Combined Racial Identity Score (CRIS 2), Self-efficacy, Race Membership, and 

Social Economic Score.  These results are noted in the univariate discussions in 

the each of the findings chapters (Chapters 5 through 7). 

As with the other study constructs, the Social Desirability scales were 

computed in both weighted and unweighted forms.  Correlation coefficients 

between the forms were significant in the predicted direction (r = .878, p < .01).  

To maintain consistency in analytical procedures and hypothesis testing, the 

study elected to use the weighted subscales. 

Study Reliability and Validity for Dependent and Adjunct Measures 
 

Consistent with previous research, the final versions of the criterion and 

social desirability scales used by the study were determined to have reliability 

coefficients close to or exceeding .70.  They are reported as follows:  Altruism = 

.67, Conscientiousness = .64, Loyalty = .87, Self-efficacy = .68, and Social 

Desirability = .69 (see  Appendix 10.6).  GFI statistics ranged from .92 to .98, 

indicating good parsimony possessed by the scales.  SRMR statistics ranged for 

the Loyalty, Self-Efficacy, and Social Desirability ranged between .23 and .27.  

The two organizational citizenship behavior scales possessed higher discrepancy 

statistics with Altruism = .33 and Conscientiousness =.83. (See Appendix 10.6). 

The study suggests these dynamics operate between and among 

employees in public organizations. When coupled with other considerations such 

as position power and locus of control, racial identity status may influence 
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interpersonal/work relationships (whether agreeable or adversarial) and thereby 

influence some types of non-task employee performance.   

4.3 Part 3 - Internal And External Validity Considerations 

Threats to Internal Validity 

 The present study administered a cross-sectional survey to assess data 

on the variables previously discussed.  The design does not use a traditional 

pretest or posttest where change in some aspect of the construct measures 

could be related to differences in treatments.  Therefore, the researcher suggests 

that traditional threats, which include history, maturation, testing, statistical 

regression or mortality, will not be germane to the study.   

Selection 

Selection is a threat "when an effect may be due to the difference between 

the kinds of people in one experimental group as opposed to another," (Cook and 

Campbell, 1979).  This threat could conceivably be a consideration in the non-

random selection of organizational units, as well as the non-random selection of 

subjects within several smaller units participating in the study.  As previously 

discussed, organizational units were selected for participation in the study 

because they are considered “typical” of routine functions found in ordinary public 

organizations.  

 Concerning the non-random selection of subjects, the researcher notified 

and invited all unit employees to participate in the study.  Informational briefings 

at the unit level were conducted in advance of formal recruitment activities, which 

included sending email correspondence to employees by unit coordinators and 
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the posting of fliers. Use of a combination of oral, in-person presentations and 

written strategies sought to address within and between group differences in 

reading proficiency, communication, and culturally-based interpersonal style 

differences.  These approaches maximized outreach and were successful 

methods to (a) inform employees of the project, (b) encourage their participation, 

and (c) reduce unnecessary suspicion related to study activities or the use of 

study results.  

Further, completion of the survey was voluntary and all employees were 

able to elect whether or not they would participate in the study, without penalty.  

Support from the unit coordinators and executive staff in project planning and 

recruitment activities, as well as the use of multiple on-site survey administration 

sessions at various times and locations and participant incentives created a 

positive environment and opportunity for all eligible unit employees to participate 

in the study.    

Diffusion/Imitation of Treatments  
 

This threat can occur when treatments involve the exchange of 

information among control and non-control groups, where respondents in one 

treatment group may learn the information intended for others.  With regard to 

the present study subjects completed the questionnaire in prearranged sessions 

in which they were grouped by work unit and campus location. Even subjects 

working for the same organizational department (i.e. Facilities) were separated 

by sub unit, shift, and/or campus location. In addition the study researcher 

administered each session to ensure that participants individually completed the 
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survey.  Further, the number and variety of items contained in the survey would 

make it difficult for subjects to recall and share their responses to specific items.  

These conditions were considered to make this type of exchange among 

subjects highly unlikely.  

Compensatory and Demoralization 

Due to the length of the study questionnaire, all subjects who participated 

in the survey activity received an incentive of $5.00 or a coupon for a free 

beverage and pastry from a nearby coffeehouse serving organic products.  The 

cash incentive was primarily selected to attract employees in low-salaried, low-

skilled positions, while the coffeehouse coupon was selected to appeal to 

employees in higher-level occupations.   

Threats to External Validity 
 

External validity concerns the extent to which findings from a study can be 

generalized to different groups, individuals, settings, and times.  Cook and 

Campbell (1979) state that external validity threats are fundamentally tests of 

statistical interactions.  As a quasi-experimental study, the researcher considers 

the proposed study to be exploratory and does not intend to generalize the 

findings of the present research beyond the confines of the subjects involved in 

the study.  Therefore, common threats, including the interaction of selection and 

treatment, interaction of setting and treatment, and interaction of history and 

treatment would not appear to be at issue. 
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4.4 Summary 

 In summary, this chapter detailed analytical and methodological 

procedures.  Part 1 discussed the data analysis procedures employed by the 

study which included discussions on univariate, bivariate, and multivariate 

analyses, and the treatment of missing values.  Part 2 provided a thorough 

discussion of study constructs, and their measurement and instrumentation.  

Research hypotheses including conceptual and operational definitions were 

discussed and explained as well.  Part 3 presented a discussion on the study’s 

internal and external validity considerations and how they were addressed.  

Salient issues in this discussion included the non-random selection of subjects, 

diffusion of treatments, and compensatory threats. 

 Sample A (N = 169) respondents were used to assess the RIAS, criterion, 

and adjunct measures.  White RIAS measures involved a sample (n = 90) while 

Black RIAS measures used a sample n = 79.  

With regard to the Black RIAS measures, the original 18-item version of 

the Conformity scale (as proposed by Helms and Parham), while possessing an 

alpha of .76, was found to also possess a poor and negatively correlated item 

(42).  That item was dropped.  Consequently, the study’s 17-item scale 

demonstrated an acceptable, overall scale alpha of .72.  Goodness of fit 

measures indicated that the model fit of the indicators with the construct less 

than desirable.  Notwithstanding, the scale demonstrated that it was a statistically 

accurate measurement tool with relatively low possibility of error associated with 
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its use, and was the only Black RIAS measure to achieve/exceed the customarily 

used level of scale reliability of .70. 

 Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that original versions of the other 

three scales required trimming.  In this regard, Dissonance was found to have 

one item which was not significantly associated with its construct. Elimination of 

this item improved the scale alpha to nearly .60 (a = .59).  Similarly, Immersion-

Emersion was found to possess two items which negatively correlated with the 

construct.  These items were omitted from the study’s scale version.  Their 

removal did not affect the overall scale alpha of .66.  Both measures possessed 

good parsimony after modifications.   

 The highest Black RIAS identity status measure, Internalization, 

demonstrated itself to be the least stable and parsimonious dimension of the 

Black identity measures.  Originally proposed by Helms to contain 14 items, CFA 

in this study identified six indicators that required elimination.  Even with such 

modifications, the overall scale alpha only increased from .36 to .43, implying a 

continued weakness in the scale construction.   

Psychometric results of the White RIAS measures demonstrated that the 

Contact subscale, as originally proposed by Helms and Carter, was a weak and 

unstable measure.  Use of PRELIS and LISREL CFA programs identified that 

several items were negatively correlated with the construct.  Removal of these 

items resulted in a final five-item version of the scale with an alpha of .47.  Face 

validity of the scale indicators retained for the study version appeared to measure 

only attitudes and behaviors associated with racial naiveté among White study 
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participants.  The other aspect that the Contact scale was proposed to measure, 

the fear of Blacks, could not be performed.  These results are consistent with 

previous research and lends support to the idea that perhaps the Contact 

subscale should be used to assess the presence of overly simplistic ideas, 

attitudes, and behaviors which adult Whites hold concerning the social 

implications/importance of race, and nothing more.  

 Consistent with earlier reliability reports, original versions of the 

Disintegration (a = .73) and Reintegration (a = .72) were maintained in the study 

and demonstrated to be the most statistically reliable of the WRIAS measures.  In 

addition, the Pseudo-Independence scale as proposed by Helms was shown to 

be somewhat reliable with an alpha close to .60 (a = .57).  All three measures 

possessed acceptable levels of construct parsimony and goodness of fit.  

Concerning the Autonomy scale, measurement tests determined that two items 

contained in the originally proposed version correlated negatively with the 

construct and were eliminated from the study scale.  While a change in the 

overall scale alpha was observed from .46 to .54, by effecting this change, five of 

the remaining items possessed weights of 0 and did not contribute to respondent 

scores on the construct.   

 As previously noted one Black RIAS measure, Internalization and two 

White RIAS measures, Contact and Autonomy, possessed marginal scale alpha 

statistics.  It is important to mention that the lack of stability in these measures 

could have affected their ability to register significant and important findings 

involving the study’s dependent variables presented in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 
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 A rather surprising finding concerned the overall scale alpha levels of most 

of the criterion and adjunct measures.  These scales are very traditional and 

highly used measures, yet only one criterion measure, Organizational 

Commitment/Loyalty, reached or exceeded the customary .70 level of acceptable 

stability.  Further probability of error statistics of the more accepted 

criterion/adjunct scale models were well over desirable levels, with the two OCB 

measures well above any of the study’s RIAS subscales in this regard.  It should 

be noted that while the RIAS measures have been identified as having some 

construction issues, when compared with the performance of the more orthodox 

criterion and adjunct measures, it is safe to say that most of the RIAS measures 

seemed to have performed reasonably as well as the better honed scales. 

In the next three chapters, results of preliminary analysis and regression 

are reported detailing findings of hypotheses testing.  A summary of the study, 

major findings and recommendations for future research are presented in the 

concluding chapter, Chapter 8.  
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5. BLACK SAMPLE ANALYSIS AND STUDY FINDINGS 

 The findings resulting from univariate and bivariate analysis and 

multivariate regressions of Black RIAS sample subjects are reported in this 

chapter.  Preliminary findings, including the univariate and bivariate results, are 

reported in Part 1 of this chapter.  Consistent with advisable research practices, 

frequency distributions and descriptive statistics were used to assess sample’s 

univariate properties.  As a next step and a common research practice (Newton 

and Rudestam, 1999), the study employed the use of bivariate correlation to 

examine the relationships among RIAS subscales as well as between 

independent variable-dependent variable, independent variable-control variable 

and dependent variable-control variable pairings.  Correlations helped to 

determine the presence of overlapping variability and to test H-2 and H-3, 

identifying significant associations as predicted.  To test the research 

hypotheses, inclusive of covariates, multiple regressions were performed.  

Regression results are reported in Part 2.  Statistical significance tests were used 

as a heuristic to differentiate study results possessing greater substantive 

importance from other findings. 

 
5.1 Part 1-Preliminary Results 

Univariate Results 
 
 A total of 65 employees comprised the Black RIAS sample.  It should be 

noted that the small size of the Black sample limits the opportunity to uncover 

possible findings.  This is particularly applicable to study findings that a level of 

significance bordered p < .10.  With regard to racial identity, Blacks possessed 

 110



lower scores on the Conformity dimension (M = 1.66, SD = .50) indicating 

respondents in the sample on average identified with African American/Black 

culture and perceived themselves to be members of that racial group.  

Moderately high scores were observed on both the Dissonance (M = 2.99, SD = 

1.00)10 and Immersion-Emersion (M = 2.92, SD = .90) dimensions.  These data 

indicate that Black respondents are aware of and experience some conflict 

concerning social dichotomy/stigmas imposed by the use of race membership to 

promote the subjugation of Blacks.  Significant investment is made in the 

investigation and creation of a positive Black self image required to counter and 

resist prevailing negative stereotypes and racially based messages.  The highest 

scores for Black respondents were observed on the Internalization dimension (M 

=4.25, SD = .73).  These data imply that, on average, respondents in the sample 

predominantly possess a sense of security or satisfaction with being Black 

without harboring strong anti-white sentiments or feelings which denigrate whites.  

 While Blacks appear somewhat inclined to engage in altruistic OCB 

behaviors (M= 2.44, SD = .71), they appear to be more predisposed to exhibit the 

conscientious (M = 3.03, SD = 3.03) type of extra-role behavior.  Blacks also 

demonstrated a moderate sense of commitment to their units/organization (M = 

4.19, SD =1.20).  Similarly, moderately high respondent scores were observed 

on the self-efficacy measure (M = 4.97, SD = .75) indicating that Blacks felt fairly 

confident concerning their capacity to perform behaviors needed for successful 

                                                 
10 Results of t-test showed a .6 difference in mean scores on the Dissonance dimension between 
subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  The higher score was 
observed in the latter group.   
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task accomplishment as well as felt reasonably confident with their coping skills. 

(See Table 5.1). 

 
Table 5.1 Means, Standard Deviations, Skewness and Kurtosis of Black 

RIAS Sample (N = 65)        
 
Variable   Mean  SD  Skewness   Kurtosis  
Racial Identity Measures 

Conformity   1.66  0.50   2.30   7.93 
Dissonance   2.99  1.00   0.09  -0.88 
Immersion-Emersion  2.92  0.90   0.16  -0.72 
Internalization   4.25  0.73  -1.47   2.31 
 

Criterion Measures 
Altruism   2.44  0.71   0.07  -0.25 
Conscientiousness  3.03  0.55  -0.12  -0.63 
Loyalty    4.13  1.20  -0.54  -0.25 
Self-Efficacy   4.97  0.75  -0.67  -0.47 
 
             

 
Bivariate Results 
 
Intercorrelations Among Criterion and Other Independent Variables 

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations 

 Among Black respondents, significant relationships among the dependent 

variables were not observed.  This would suggest that for Blacks, a decision to 

engage in one type of extra-role behavior does not necessarily influence a 

decision to perform other types of contextual behavior. Nor does the performance 

of extra-role behavior appear to be influenced by self-efficacy among Black 

employees.  This finding was somewhat unexpected and a significant departure 

from the perspective advanced by existing literature suggesting that self-efficacy 

and non-task performance are significantly related.  An implication of this finding 
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might support one of the study’s contentions concerning the inappropriate 

consideration of race/racial identity in mainstream research. (See Table 5.2.) 

 
Table 5.2 Intercorrelations Among Criterion Measures for the Black 
Sample  (N = 65) 
 
    1.    2.    3.    4.  
 
1. ALTRUISM    ---  -.18  -.07  .10 
 
2. CONSCIENTIOUS ---    ---  -.05  .09 
 
3. LOYALTY   ---    ---    ---  .15 
 
4. SELF-EFFICACY  ---    ---     ---    --- 
            
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
 

Black RIAS and Dependent Variable Correlations 

With regard to the study’s second hypothesis predicting that lower Black 

RIAS subscale scores would be negatively associated with altruism, 

conscientiousness and organizational loyalty, while higher Black RIAS scores 

would be positively associated with these dependent variables, significant 

findings only partially support this prediction.   

 Among the Black sample, only one RIAS subscale (Dissonance) was 

found to have a significant relationship with Altruism (r = .28, p < .05).  An 

unexpected observation was that this relationship ran counter to the predicted 

direction. Concerning organizational loyalty of Black employees, the data also 

indicated that Dissonance was significantly correlated with this criterion measure 

(r = -.23, p < .001) in the predicted direction.  Black employees who experience 

racial identity conflict/confusion are somewhat more likely to exhibit altruistic 
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behaviors, while being somewhat unlikely to possess feelings of loyalty to the 

organizations to which they belong. 

 The study’s third hypothesis made a similar prediction using self-efficacy 

as the criterion variable.  Once again, this prediction was partially supported as 

demonstrated by the existence of a significant and negative relationship, as 

predicted, between the lowest Black racial identity status, Conformity, and the 

dependent variable (r = -.36, p < .001).  Black employees who are racially naïve 

or who over identify with White social mores/values are less likely to possess 

self-efficacious attitudes and behaviors. 

Dependent Variable and Covariate Correlations 

While no significant relationships were observed between Black RIAS 

subscale scores and conscientiousness, significant relationships were observed 

between this measure and covariates including the following: Non Supervisor (r = 

.28, p < 05); Length of Service (r = -.20, p < .10); and No SD Score (r = .21, p < 

.10).  In addition, loyalty possessed significant relationships with Program Unit  (r 

= .22, p < .10); Administrative Unit (r = -.22, p < .10); and Length of Service (r = -

.21, p < .10), while self-efficacy and Social Economic Score were observed to 

share a positive relationship (r = .29, p < .05). (See Table 5.3).  

In total, these findings indicate that conscientious behaviors tend to be 

somewhat possessed by Black respondents who are not supervisors, have less 

organizational tenure, and do not provide full social desirability responses.  In 

addition, organizational loyalty is more likely to be exhibited by Blacks in program 
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positions who are not long-time employees, while self-efficacious behaviors are 

likely to be possessed by those with higher social economic status.    

 
Table 5.3 Correlations Between Independent Variable and Criterion 
Variables for the Black Sample  (N = 65) 
 
 
VARIABLE 

 
ALTRUISM 

 
CONSCIENTIOUS

 
LOYALTY 

 
SELF-
EFFICACY 

BRIAS  
 
CONFORMITY 

 
 
 .03 

 
 
-.02 

 
 
 .00 

 
     
-36*** 

DISSONANCE  .28**  .00 -.23* -.14 
IMMERSION-
EMERSION 

 
 .10 

 
 .11 

 
-.17 

 
 .08 

INTERNALIZATION -.13 -.20  .19  .16 

COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
-.03 

 
 
 .04 

 
 
-.17 

 
 
-11 

FEMALE  .07 -.04 -.16 -.07 
NON SUPVSR -.19  .28** -.12 -.07 
MAJORITY IN UNIT   .05 -.10  .07  .09 
PROGRAM UNIT   

-.08 
 
-.03 

 
 .22* 

 
 .03 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

 
 .08 

 
 .03 

 
-.22* 

 
-.03 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
 
-.13 

 
 
 .00 

 
 
-.08 

 
 
 .29** 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

 
 .08 

 
-20* 

 
-.21* 

 
-10 

NO SD SCORE  
 .15 

 
.21* 

 
 .03 

 
-.08 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
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Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables 

Black RIAS and Covariate Correlations 

 Correlation coefficients between the Black RIAS subscales and 

independent variables showed several significant relationships. Conformity was 

correlated with the following: Majority in Unit (r = -.22, p < .10) and Social 

Economic Score (r = -.25, p < .05).  Dissonance was observed to be moderately 

and positively associated with higher evolved attitudes attendant with Immersion-

Emersion (r = .46, p < .01).  In addition, Dissonance scores share a somewhat 

weaker relationship with No SD Score (r = .23, p < .05).  Immersion-Emersion 

also possessed an inverse relationship of moderate strength with Social 

Economic Score (r = -.31, p < .05). Internalization shared significant relationships 

with unit designation reported as Program Unit  (r = .22, p< .10) and 

Administrative Unit (r = -.22, p < .10).    

Blacks possessing the least evolved racial identity attitudes and behaviors 

are somewhat likely to work in units where they are the racial minority and to 

possess lower socio-economic status.  Individuals experiencing racial identity 

conflict are somewhat inclined not to provide full social desirability scores.  The 

moderately strong and positive relationship between Dissonance and Immersion-

Emersion also suggests that experiencing racial identity conflict serves as a 

precursor to the identity redefinition process for Blacks.  This finding would seem 

to support Helms’ suggestion that racial identity development statuses are not 

totally discrete conditions and that the statuses overlap.  Further, individuals with 
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redefinition behaviors are also somewhat likely to be in a lower socio-economic 

status, while racially secure and self actualized Blacks are more likely to be 

working in programmatic or operational capacities within the university.   

Covariate Intercorrelations 

 Other covariate intercorrelations were also noted.  Birth Year was 

significantly correlated with Female (r = .21, p < .10) and Length of Service(r =     

-.48, p < .01). Females were shown to possess additional relationships with 

Program Unit  (r = -.25, p < .05); and Administrative Unit (r = .25, p < .05); and 

Social Economic Score (r = .20, p < .10).  Social Economic Score possessed 

relationships with Non Supervisor (r = -.26, p < .05); Majority in Unit (r = -.24, p < 

.10); Program Unit  (r = -.44, p < .05); Administrative Unit (r = .44, p < .05); and 

No SD Score (r = -.20, p < .10). (See Table 5.4.).  

 Among the Black sample, being female is somewhat associated with 

being younger, possessing less tenure, working in administrative positions, and 

possessing higher socio-economic status as compared with Black male subjects.  

Higher socio-economic status is somewhat more likely among supervisors in 

administrative units, where they are in a racial minority and who provided 

complete social desirability responses. 
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Table 5. 4 Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables for the Black Sample  (N = 65)     

   1           2           3           4            5           6          7           8       9        10        11          12         13   
 
1.  Conformity --- .08 .16 -.01 -.20 .02 -.09 -.22* .17 -.17 -.25** .07 .07 
     
2.  Dissonance  --- .46*** -.05 .09 .07 -.19 -.13 -.09 .09 -.19 .19 .23* 
 
3.  Immersion- 
     Emersion   --- .11 -.13 .09 .18 .01 .13 -.13 -.31** .20 .06 
 
4.  Internalization    --- -.19 .17 .11 .13 .22* -.22* -.13 .09 -.11 
 
5.  Birth Year     --- .21* .05 -.02 .21 .21 .02 .48*** .03 
 
6.  Female      --- .01 -.04 -.25** .25** .10 .20* -.02 
 
7.  Non Supervisor       --- .01 .20 -.20 -.26** -.17 -.08 
 
8.  Majority in Unit        --- .17 -.17 -.24* .01 .18  
 
9.   Program Unit          --- -1.00*** -.44** .02 .00 
 
10.  Administrative Unit         --- .44*** -.02 .00 
 
11.  SES           ---- .03 -.20* 
 
12.  Length of Service            --- .09 
 
3.  No SD Score             ---- 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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5.2 Part 2-Multivariate Results 

 As an exploratory design, multiple regression was used to assess the 

influence of Black RIAS and covariates to explain of public employee extra role 

behaviors (altruism, conscientiousness, and organizational loyalty) and self-

efficacy as criterion variables as articulated by the study’s first hypothesis:  

Individual racial identity scores will account for additional variation in contextual 

employee performance, which cannot be explained by race membership alone.  

As with previous bivariate tests, the statistical significance level of p < .10 was 

used to differentiate findings of more importance from less substantive results.  

For each dependent variable, three models were tested.  Model 1 examined the 

variation explained on each criterion variable by the covariates alone.  Model 2 

examined the variation explained by the Black RIAS measures alone.  Model 3, 

the full model, assessed the total variation explained by both the Black RIAS 

subscale scores and the controls variables together.  This approach allowed for 

the identification of what variation in the criterion variables racial identity 

contributed, in addition to the demographic variables.  A discussion of findings for 

each model is provided in the following paragraphs. 

 Altruism - None of the proposed models demonstrated a significant R-

squared statistic suggesting that no variation in altruistic behaviors among Black 

public employees can be explained by racial identity attitudes or the covariates, 

R SQUARE[Model 1-controls] = .07, F = .543; R SQUARE[Model 2-BRIAS] = .09, 

F = 1.55; R SQUARE[Model 3-full] = .16, F = .796.  It is important to mention that 

within Models 2-BRIAS and 3-Full, only Dissonance attitudes were identified to 
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be significant predictors of altruism among Blacks.  Dissonance as a predictor 

possessed values of (b = .20, p < .10) and (b = .19, p < .10) in the models 

respectively indicating that, as racial conflict attitudes increase, the proclivity of 

Black employees to perform altruistic behaviors increases. (See Table 5.5).  
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Table 5.5 Regression Of Altruism On BRIAS And Covariates  (N = 65) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
0.00 
[0.06] 

  
 
0.00 
[-0.39] 

FEMALE 0.09 
 [0.45] 

 0.11 
 [0.56] 

NON SUPVSR -0.21 
[-1.01] 

 -0.16 
[-0.74] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT 0.07 
[0.36] 

 0.09 
 [0.44] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.02 
[0.09] 

 -0.12 
[-0.44] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
0.02 
 [0.78] 

  
0.03 
[1.24] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

0.02 
[0.36] 

 -0.01 
[-0.24] 

NO SD SCORE 0.28 
[1.15] 

 0.16 
 [0.62] 

BRIAS 
 
CONFORMITY 

  
 
0.02 
[0.13] 

 
 
0.06 
[0.31] 

DISSONANCE  0.20* 
[2.05] 

0.19* 
[1.67] 

IMMERSION-
EMERSION 

 -0.02 
[-0.21] 

0.03 
[0.22] 

INTERNALIZATION  -0.11 
[-0.92] 

-0.12 
[-0.88] 

CONSTANT 1.74* 
[1.89] 

2.34*** 
[3.58] 

1.84 
[1.43] 

 
F 

 
.543 

 
1.55 

 
.796 

R Squared 0.07 0.09 0.16 
Change in  R-
Squared between 
Model 1 and 
Model 3  

 
 

--- 

 
 

--- 

 
 
0.09 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Conscientiousness - Similar to the case involving altruism as a criterion, 

none of the predicted models demonstrated significance in their ability to explain 

conscientious behaviors among Black public employees; R SQUARE[Model 1-

controls] = .19, F = 1.64; R SQUARE[Model 2-BRIAS] = .07, F = 1.10; R 

SQUARE[Model 3-full] = .23, F = 1.33.  However, the analyses suggested that 

several individual variables were significant predictors of conscientious behaviors 

among Black employees.   

In Model 1-Controls, non-supervisory status (b = .37, p < .10) and no 

social desirability scores (b = .36, p < .10) possessed significant values, 

indicating that Black non-supervisors and those for whom social desirability 

scores were incomplete are moderately more inclined towards conscientious 

behavior.   

In Model 2-BRIAS, the presence of Internalization attitudes was a 

significant predictor.  This finding indicated, albeit rather counter intuitively, that a 

small, significant, and negative relationship existed between this criterion and 

high racial evolvement/self-actualization (b = -.17, p < .10), suggesting that an 

increase in racial identity security would slightly decrease the likelihood of Black 

employees performing conscientious or organizationally compliant behaviors.   

Model 3-Full  maintained significant roles for non-supervisory status (b  = 

.35, p < .05) and no social desirability scores (b  = .33, p < .10) as control 

variables, but the contribution of Internalization behaviors as a significant 

predictor of this type of OCB was negated in the full model.  (See Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6  Regression of Conscientious on BRIAS and Covariates  (N = 
65) 

 
VARIABLES MODEL1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
0.00 
[-0.59] 

  
 
0.01 
[-0.64 

FEMALE -0.06 
[-0.41] 

 -0.02 
 [-0.16] 

NON SUPVSR 0.37* 
[2.50] 

 0.35** 
[2.25] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT -0.13 
[-0.90] 

 -0.10 
[-0.60] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

0.06 
 [0.35] 

 0.02 
 [0.08] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
0.01 
[0.72] 

  
0.02 
[0.83] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.05 
[-1.13] 

 -0.06 
 [-1.24] 

NO SD SCORE 0.36* 
[2.04] 

 0.33* 
[1.77] 

BRIAS 
 
CONFORMITY 

  
-0.05 
[-0.38] 

 
-0.01 
[-0.06] 

DISSONANCE  -0.06 
[-0.75] 

-0.02 
[-0.20] 

IMMERSION-
EMERSION 

 0.12 
 [1.35} 

0.09 
[.965] 

INTERNALIZATION  -0.17* 
 [1.79] 

-0.15 
[-1.48] 

CONSTANT 2.54*** 
[3.83] 

3.67*** 
[7.16] 

3.04*** 
[3.22] 

 
F 

 
1.64 

 
1.10 

 
1.33 

R Squared 0.19 0.07 0.23 
Change in  R-
Squared between 
Model 1 and 
Model 3  

 
 

--- 

 
 

--- 

 
 
 
0.04 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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Loyalty - With regard to the demonstration of organizational commitment 

among Black public employees, Model 1-Controls; R SQUARE[Model 1] = .22, p 

< .10, F = 1.99 and Model 3-Full; R SQUARE[Model 3] = .28, p < .10, F = 1.67, 

possessed significant R-square statistics with the latter explaining more variation.  

Model 3-Full regression results also showed that both Birth Year (b  = -.03, p < 

.05) and Length of Service (b = -.22, p < .05) were negative and significant 

predictors of loyalty, suggesting that maturity and seniority slightly decreas the 

likelihood of organizational loyalty among Black workers.  The small and 

insignificant 6% change in R-squared observed between Models 1-Controls and 

3-Full illustrates that the addition of racial identity considerations does not 

contribute anything substantive towards explaining organizational loyalty among 

Black employees (see Table 5.7). 
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Table 5.7 Regression Of Loyalty On BRIAS And Covariates (N = 65 ) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
 
-0.04** 
[-.2.38] 

  
 
-0.03** 
[-2.01] 

FEMALE -0.25 
 [-0.79] 

 -0.32 
 [-0.99] 

NON SUPVSR -0.52 
 [-1.64] 

 -0.55 
 [-1.63] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT 0.09 
[0.28] 

 0.03 
[0.08] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.42 
 [-1.05] 

 -0.27 
[-.65] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
-0.01 
[-0.29] 

  
-0.03 
[-0.63] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.26** 
[-2.84] 

 -0.22** 
[-2.31] 

NO SD SCORE -0.09 
 [0.23] 

 0.07 
[0.18] 

BRIAS 
 
CONFORMITY 

  
 
0.08 
[0.26] 

 
 
-0.03 
[-0.10] 

DISSONANCE  -0.20 
[-1.20] 

-0.15 
[-.82] 

IMMERSION-
EMERSION 

 -0.16 
[-0.83] 

-0.13 
[-0.65] 

INTERNALIZATION  0.32 
[1.58] 

0.30 
[1.42] 

CONSTANT 8.44*** 
[5.90] 

3.69** 
[3.33] 

7.60*** 
[3.77] 

 
F 

 
1.99* 

 
1.61 

 
1.67* 

R Squared 0.22* 0.10 0.28* 
Change in R-
Squared between 
Model 1 and 
Model 3 

 
 

---- 

 
 

---- 

 
 
 
0.06 

*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Self-efficacy - With regard to the influence of racial identity, regression 

results for this measure are perhaps the most provocative of the findings 

discussed in this chapter.  In this case, Model 3-Full; R SQUARE[Model 3] = .36, 

p < .05, F = 2.42 significantly explained the most variation in the dependent 

(36%).   Results also revealed Social Economic Score (b = .06, p < .05), 

Conformity (b  = -.47, p < .05) and Immersion-Emersion (b  = .30, p < .05) as 

significant predictors in the full model.  A significant 17% change in R-squared 

observed between Models 1-Controls and 3-Full indicates the significant 

explanatory power and parsimony of the full model. (See Table 5.8) 

It is important to mention that the BRIAS-only model (Model 2) 

demonstrated its strongest showing, significantly accounting for 21% of the 

variation in self-efficacy among Black public employees R SQUARE[Model 2] = 

.21, p < .05, F = 3.89.  Consistent with the study’s hypothesis, lower RIAS states, 

Conformity (b  = -.57, p < .05) and Dissonance (b  = -.17, p < .10), were 

significant and negative predictors of Black self-efficacy while Immersion-

Emersion, one of the higher RIAS statuses, was a significant and positive 

predictor of this criterion measure (b  = .19, p < .10).   

While the stated relationships are of moderate strength and the sample is 

small, the importance of these findings should not be understated.  Different from 

previous mainstream research, they suggest that for Blacks it is engagement in 

the process of positive racial identity redefinition that contributes to self-efficacy, 

not age, gender, seniority, or the mere fact of being a member of a perceived 

racial minority.  Conversely, high racial naiveté or increases in 
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attitudes/behaviors attendant to forms of internalized oppression have a negative 

impact on Black self-efficacy.  Therefore, this study contends that the wholesale 

use of race membership as a proxy for racial identity development and 

socialization is at best a questionable, but at worst an inadequate, research 

practice.  
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Table 5.8 Regression of Self-Efficacy on BRIAS And Covariates  
(N = 65 ) 
 
 
VARIABLES MODEL1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
 
-0.01 
[-1.40] 

  
 
-0.01 
[-.85] 

FEMALE -0.11 
 [-0.58] 

 -0.15 
 [-0.81] 

NON SUPVSR -0.03 
 [-.16] 

 -0.24 
[-1.22] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT 0.27 
 [1.35] 

 0.13 
 [.68] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.21 
 [-0.82] 

 -0.21 
[-0.85] 

SOCIAL ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

0.07** 
[2.70] 

 0.06** 
[2.53] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.09 
 [-1.48] 

 -0.09 
 [-1.52] 

NO SD SCORE -0.09 
 [-0.35] 

 2.18 
[0.09] 

BRIAS  
 
CONFORMITY 

  
-0.57** 
[-3.25] 

 
-0.47** 
[-2.51] 

DISSONANCE  -0.17* 
[-1.67] 

-0.14 
[-1.30] 

IMMERSION-
EMERSION 

 0.19* 
[1.71] 

0.30** 
 [2.53] 

INTERNALIZATION  0.12 
 [1.02] 

0.15 
 [1.23] 

CONSTANT 5.23*** 
[5.77] 

5.34*** 
[8.26] 

4.75*** 
[4.02] 

 
F 

 
1.61 

 
3.89** 

 
2.42** 

R Squared 0.19 0.21** 0.36** 
Change in  R-
Squared between 
Model 1 and Model 
3 

 
 

--- 

 
 

--- 

 
 
0.17*** 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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5.3 Summary 

This chapter examined and reported associations between racial identity 

attitudes about organizational citizenship behaviors, loyalty, and self-efficacy 

among Black study subjects (N = 65).   

Univariate analysis of the sample indicated that Black subjects on average 

held more positive attitudes/behaviors associated with their racial group 

membership over lower/negative perceptions of themselves.  Black employees 

were also more inclined to exhibit conscientious organizational behaviors over 

altruistic ones, and felt moderately loyal to their organizations.  Moreover, these 

respondents possessed moderately high self-efficacy attitudes.  With an average 

age of 44 years, the sample was predominantly comprised of female, non-

supervisory employees working in program/operational type units where they 

were in the racial minority.  Two-thirds of Black respondents provided answers to 

the social desirability measures.  The average social economic score for this 

group was 17.31, with a majority possessing a minimum of six years service. 

Study intercorrelations findings only partially supported hypothesized 

relationships of Black RIAS scores with the criterion measures.  In this regard, 

only Dissonance attitudes were related to non-task performance indicators, being 

positively and moderately related to altruism while maintaining a moderately 

negative relationship with organizational loyalty. The former finding ran in the 

opposite direction posited by the study, while the latter result was consistent with 

study predictions.  Concerning self-efficacy, Conformity attitudes were found to 

have a moderately strong and negative relationship to the criterion as predicted.  
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Non-findings demonstrated that higher evolved identity statuses 

(Immersion-Emersion and Internalization) did not positively correlate with any of 

the criterion variables.  These results demonstrate that racial identity redefinition 

or acceptance attitudes among study Blacks have no relationship with their 

altruism, conscientiousness, loyalty, or self-efficacy.  Conformity (racial identity 

unawareness or denial) attitudes among Black employees were found not to 

negatively associate with altruism, conscientiousness, or organizational loyalty as 

predicted.  Dissonance attitudes did not associate with conscientiousness or self-

efficacy as predicted.  It is important to state that the absence of predicted 

relationships between Black RIAS attitudes and the dependent variables should 

not be interpreted to mean that such associations do not exist inasmuch as other 

factors, including the small and non-random nature of the sample as well as low 

reliability of the Internalization subscale, might have also affected study results. 

An unexpected finding was that no associations among contextual 

performance behaviors exist among Black subjects.  This finding suggests that, 

contrary to mainstream research, self-efficacy does not have a significant 

association with Black non-task performance.   

Select control variables also demonstrated associations with Black non-

task performance.  For example, supervisor status and the provision of social 

desirability responses were found to have a positive relationship to 

conscientiousness, while longer service possessed a negative association with 

this criterion.  Similarly, among Blacks, longer tenure and administrative unit 

assignments were negatively associated with organizational commitment for this 
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group.  Social economic status was positively associated with self-efficacy 

among Blacks.   

Relationships between/among racial self-identity and the covariate 

variables indicated that Conformity and Dissonance responses, as Helms 

suggested, were moderately related, indicating that they measure a similar range 

of attitudes and behaviors.  Further, Conformity attitudes (the lowest status) 

among Blacks were found to be somewhat linked to minority status within the 

workplace and to lower social economic scores.  Lower social economic scores 

were negatively associated with Immersion-Emersion attitudes (a higher racial 

identity status).  Internalization attitudes (the highest status) were negatively 

associated with administrative unit assignments, suggesting that higher identity 

attitudes are less characteristic in that part of the population.  The opposite, of 

course, held true for Blacks working in program or operational units.  

With regard to hypothesis 1 (racial identity would explain more variation in 

the criterion measures than race membership alone), the study analysis again 

yielded mixed results.  Of the regression models tested, significant findings were 

demonstrated for two of the four dependent variables, Loyalty and Self-Efficacy.  

Concerning Loyalty, the covariate only model (Model 1) explained 22% of the 

change in Black organization commitment, with significant explanatory power 

provided by inverse relationships between Birth Year and Length of Service.  

While the full model (comprised of both the covariate and RIAS measures) 

significantly explained 28% of the variation in Black loyalty, the RIAS measures 

were not found to contribute any significant explanatory power. 
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Results for Self-Efficacy revealed a very different set of circumstances 

with Model 3-Full significantly explaining 36% of this criterion measure.  RIAS 

dimensions, Conformity and Immersion-Emersion contributed significant 

explanatory power to Black self-efficacy as hypothesized. 

Study non-findings demonstrated that Conformity, Dissonance, and 

Immersion-Emersion attitudes did not contribute additional explanatory power 

over race membership in conscientious behaviors among Blacks.  Similarly, none 

of the Black RIAS subscales could explain organizational commitment among 

Black employees.  Finally, Internalization attitudes did not contribute additional 

explanation compared to race membership in self-efficacious behavior among 

Black public employees. 
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 6. WHITE SAMPLE ANALYSIS AND STUDY FINDINGS 

 This chapter reports univariate, bivariate, and multivariate findings of the 

study’s White RIAS sample subjects.  Preliminary and regression results are 

reported in the same format used for Blacks presented in Chapter 5.  Because 

the present study uses a non-random sample, statistical significance was only 

used as a mechanism to differentiate those findings with substantive importance 

from lesser findings.  

6.1. Part 1 - Preliminary Results 

Univariate Results 
 
 With regard to the racial identity Whites as a group possessed, a 

moderately high score on the Contact dimension (M = 3.42, SD = .67), indicated 

respondents in the sample on average were unaware of the implications that 

being White held for them as individuals or as members of a collective racial 

group.  Similar scores were observed on both the Pseudo-Independence (M = 

3.33, SD = .52) and Autonomy (M = 3.66, SD = .76) dimensions.  These data 

indicate that Whites in the sample also hold moderately liberal attitudes and have 

an intellectual grasp or degree of understanding concerning the social 

complexities associated with race differences.  Lower scores for White 

respondents were observed on the Disintegration (M = 1.97, SD = .49)11 and 

Reintegration (M = 1.76, SD = .66)12 dimensions.  These data imply that, on 

 
11 Results of t-test showed a .5 difference in mean scores on the Disintegration dimension 
between subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  The higher score 
was observed in the latter group.   
 
12 Results of t-test showed a .8 difference in mean scores on the Reintegration dimension 
between subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  The higher score 
was observed in the latter group.   
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average, respondents in the sample are less inclined to hold strong White 

superiority perspectives that are reliant on sentiments/feelings that denigrate 

Blacks.  

 Concerning scores on the criterion measures, while Whites appeared 

somewhat inclined to engage in altruistic OCB behaviors (M= 2.67, SD = .57), 

they appeared to be more predisposed to exhibit the conscientiousness (M = 

3.08, SD = 1.18) type of extra-role behavior.  Whites also demonstrated a 

moderate sense of commitment to the organization (M =4.28, SD = .66).  

Similarly, higher respondent scores were observed on the self-efficacy measure 

(M = 5.04, SD = .49) indicating that Whites felt fairly confident concerning their 

capacity to perform behaviors needed for successful task accomplishment, as 

well as reasonably confident with their coping skills. (See Table 6.1).   
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Table 6.1 Means, Standard Deviations, Skewness and Kurtosis of White 
RIAS Sample (N = 84) 

 
Variable   Mean  SD  Skewness Kurtosis  
Racial Identity Measures 
Contact   3.42  0.67  -0.16  -0.52   
Disintegration   1.97  0.49   0.98   1.26 
Reintegration   1.76  0.66   1.37   2.03 
Pseudo-Independence 3.33  0.52   0.33   0.20 
Autonomy   3.66  0.76  -0.47  -0.63 
 
 
Criterion Measures 
Altruism   2.67  0.57     -0.60   0.52 
Conscientiousness  3.08  1.18  -0.80  -0.80 
Loyalty    4.28  0.66  -0.94   0.42 
Self-Efficacy   5.04  0.49  -0.45   2.03 
 
            
             
 
Bivariate Results 

Intercorrelations Among Criterion, White RIAS and Other Independent Variables 

Dependent Variable Intercorrelations 

 Among White respondents, a significant relationship was observed 

between Altruism and Conscientiousness (r = .21, p< .10), indicating that White 

respondents who engaged in helping behaviors were also somewhat more 

inclined to exhibit organizationally compliant behaviors.  A stronger and more 

significant relationship was found to exist between respondent loyalty and self-

efficacy scores (r = .39, p < .01).  This finding would suggest that Whites 

exhibiting self-efficacious behaviors were more likely to demonstrate a 

moderately strong sense of commitment to their organizations.  Such a finding is 

consistent with current literature, suggesting that self-efficacy and non-task 

performance are significantly related.  (See Table 6.2.) 
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Table 6.2 Intercorrelations Among Criterion Measures for the White 
Sample  (N = 84) 
 
    1.    2.    3.    4.  
 
1. ALTRUISM    ---  .21*  -.05  -.06 
 
2. CONSCIENTIOUS ---    ---  -.11  -.01 
 
3. LOYALTY   ---    ---    ---  .39*** 
 
4. SELF-EFFICACY  ---    ---     ---    --- 
            
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
 
 
White RIAS and Dependent Variable Correlations 

With regard to the study’s second hypothesis predicting that lower White 

RIAS subscale scores would be negatively associated with altruism, 

conscientiousness, and organizational loyalty, while higher White RIAS scores 

would be positively associated with these dependent variables, significant 

findings only partially support this prediction.   

 Among the White sample, only three significant relationships between 

RIAS subscales and criterion measures were found to exist.  Relationships 

involving Contact with Conscientiousness (r = .21, p < .05) and Disintegration 

with Altruism (r = .20, p < .10) produced unexpected results in that both 

relationships ran opposite the predicted direction.  White employees who 

possessed racially naïve attitudes/behaviors or were oblivious to the societal 

privileges associated with their race membership, were somewhat more likely to 

demonstrate conscientious behaviors.  Further, the data indicate that the 
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discomfort Whites experience as they recognize racial group disparities/injustices 

between themselves and Blacks is more likely to incline them towards 

demonstrating altruistic behaviors.   

Concerning the study’s third hypothesis, self-efficacy, the data supported 

the study prediction that lower racial identity scores would be negatively 

correlated with the criterion.  In this regard, Reintegration attitudes significantly 

correlated with self-efficacy (r = -.20, p < .10) in the predicted direction.  White 

employees possessing ethnocentric and racially intolerant behaviors were 

somewhat less likely to demonstrate self-efficacious behaviors.   

Dependent Variables and Covariate Correlations 

Among White respondents, significant relationships were observed 

between Loyalty and two covariates, Birth Year (r = -.30, p < .01) and Length of 

Service (r = .18, p < .10). Three additional relationships were observed involving 

Self-efficacy with Birth Year (r = -.20, p < 10); Majority in Unit (r = .24, p < .05); 

and No SD Score (r = -.22, p < .05).  

Providing additional insights into the sample, these data indicate that 

organizational loyalty is more likely to be found among older White employees 

and employees with more tenure in the organization.  Self-efficacious behaviors 

are somewhat more likely to be demonstrated by older employees who work in 

units where they are the racial majority and who provide complete social 

desirability responses. (See Table 6.3).       
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Table 6.3 Correlations Between Independent Variable And Criterion 
Variables For The White Sample (N = 84) 
 
 
VARIABLE 

 
ALTRUSIM 
 

 
CONSCIENCOUS

 
LOYALTY 

 
SELF  
EFFICACY 

WRIAS 
CONTACT 

 
 
 .15 

 
 
 .21** 

 
  
  .02 

 
  
 .09 

DISINTEGRATION  .20* -.11 -.11 -.06 
REINTEGRATION  .11 -.01 -.08 -.20* 
PSEUDO  
INDEPENDENCE 

 
 .01 

 
 .16 

 
 .08 

 
 .03 

AUTONOMY -.05  .11  .04  .04 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
 
-.07 

 
 
-.06 

 
 
-.30*** 

 
 
-.20* 

FEMALE   .03  .01 -.06  .03 
NON SUPVSR   .01 -.01 -.17 -.05 
MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

 -.11  .07   .09 .24** 

PROGRAM UNIT   
-.08 

 
-.04 

 
 .14 

 
 .12 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

 .08  .04 -.14 -.12 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
-.03 

 
 .07 

 
 .08 

 
 .15 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

 
 .00 

 
 .06 

 
 .18* 

 
 .09 

NO SD SCORE  
-.05 

 
 .08 

 
 .12 

 
-.22** 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
 
 
Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables 

White RIAS and Covariate Correlations 

 Correlation coefficients between the White RIAS subscales and 

independent variables showed several significant relationships. Contact was 

correlated with the following: Non Supervisor (r = -.25, p < .05); and Social 
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Economic Score (r = .22, p < .05).  Contact attitudes among Whites are 

negatively associated with non-supervisory status while positively related to 

social economic status.  White supervisors and those in a higher socio-economic 

status are somewhat more inclined towards racial superficiality and naiveté.   

Disintegration was observed to be significantly and positively correlated 

with Reintegration (r = .65, p < .01) indicating that these dimensions, which 

occupy adjacent positions on Helms’ continuum, measure a similar range of 

racial attitudes and behaviors.  Disintegration was also found to share a negative 

association with the more evolved Pseudo-Independence dimension (r = -.18, p< 

.10), indicating that these subscales measure different racial identity statuses.  

These findings are consistent with previous research.  In addition, Disintegration 

shared significant associations with the following: Female (r = -.18, p< .10); 

Majority in Unit (r = -.35, p < .01); Program Unit (r = .29, p < .01); Administrative 

Unit (r = -.29, p < .01); Social Economic Score (r = -.28, p < .01); and No SD 

Score (r = .30, p < .01).  White females are slightly less inclined to experience 

racial identity conflict/confusion than males.  Whites who work in program units 

where they are the racial minority possess lower socio-economic scores and did 

not provide complete social desirability scores are moderately more inclined to 

possess these behaviors as well. 

Significant correlation coefficients were observed to exist between 

Reintegration and the following covariates: Birth Year (r = -.27, p < .05); Female 

(r = -.18, p < .10); Majority in Unit (r = -.30, p < .01); Program Unit  (r = .25, p < 

.05); Administrative Unit (r = -.25, p < .05); Social Economic Score (r = -.22, p < 
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.05); and No SD Score (r = .33, p < .01).  Behaviors such as racial stereotyping, 

denigration and intolerance would be somewhat more likely among Whites who 

are older, males, working in program units where they are the racial minority, 

possessing lower socio-economic status, and who did not provide complete 

social desirability responses.     

Consistent with Helms’ theory, the higher White RIAS dimensions Pseudo-

Independence and Autonomy shared a positive and significant association (r = 

.20, p < .10), indicating that they measure a somewhat similar range of identity 

attitudes/behaviors.   

Covariate Intercorrelations 

 Other significant covariate intercorrelations were also noted.  Birth Year 

was significantly correlated with Female (r = -.20, p < .10); Length of Service (r =  

-.35, p < .01); and No SD Score (r = -.21, p < .10), indicating that in the sample. 

the older subjects tended to be male, possessed less tenure with the 

organizations in which they worked, and were slightly more inclined to provide 

complete social desirability scores.  

Female was shown to possess additional relationships with Program Unit  

(r = -.37, p < .01); Administrative Unit (r = .37, p < .01); and Social Economic 

Score (r = .19, p < .10), suggesting that females tended to work in administrative 

units and possessed slightly higher socio-economic status than males.   

Non-Supervisor shared significant relationships with Social Economic 

Score (r = -.32, p < .01) and Length of Service (r = -.33, p < .01) indicating that 
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non-supervisors were more likely to possess lower socio-economic status than 

supervisory Whites and possess less tenure with the organization.   

Majority in Unit shared weaker relationships with Social Economic Score (r 

= .19, p < .10) and Length of Service (r = .18, p < .10), indicating Whites working 

in units where they are racial majority are slightly more likely to have higher 

socio-economic scores and longer organizational tenure.  (See Table 6.4.)
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Table 6.4 Intercorrelations  Among Independent Variables For The White Sample  (N = 84)     
 
   1             2            3         4         5          6          7          8          9         10           11           12           13         14   
 
1.  Contact --- .11 -.12 -.08 -.10 .01 -.14 -.25** .08 .17 -.17 .22** .15 -.04 
    
2.  Disintegration           --- .65*** -.18* -.02 -.06 -.18* .06 -.35*** .29*** -.29*** -.28*** -.02 .30*** 
 
3.  Reintegration   --- -.06 -.07 -.27** -.18* -.06 -.30*** .25** -.25** -.22** .08 .33*** 
 
4.  Pseudo-Independence       --- .20* .01 -.09 -.17 -.03 -.14 .14 .03 -.02 .05 
 
5. Autonomy     --- -.06 .03 -.06 -.01 - .05 .05 .08 .05 -.04 
 
6.  Birth Year     --- -.20** .16 .08 .05 -.05 -.14 -.35*** -.21*  
 
7.  Female      --- .05 .12 -.37*** .37*** .19* .12 -.16 
 
8.  Non Supervisor       --- -.03 .04 -.04 32*** -33*** .01 
 
9.  Majority in Unit         --- .09 -.09 .19* .18* -.11 
      
10. Program Unit           --- -1.00*** -.16** -.08 -.08 
 
11.  Administrative Unit          --- .16** .08 .08 
 
12.  SES            ---- -.02 -.13 
 
13.  Length of Service              --- .01 
 
14.  No SD Score                           ---- 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
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6.2. Part 2 - Multivariate Results 

 As in the preceding chapter, simultaneous regression was used to assess 

the influence of White RIAS and covariates as predictors of public employee 

extra-role behaviors (Altruism, Conscientiousness, Organizational Loyalty and 

Self-Efficacy.  This assessment helps articulate the study’s first hypothesis:  

Individual racial identity scores will account for additional variation in employee 

performance, which cannot be explained by race membership alone.  For each 

criterion variable, three models were tested.  Model 1 examined the variation 

explained on each criterion variable by the covariates alone.  Model 2 examined 

the variation explained by the White RIAS measures alone.  Model 3, the full 

model, assessed the total variation explained by both the White RIAS subscale 

scores and the controls variables together.  The results are reported in the 

following section. 

 Altruism - Regression results for this dependent variable indicated that 

none of the hypothesized models could significantly predict altruistic behavior 

among White public employees: R SQUARE[Model 1-Controls] = .03, F = .249; R 

SQUARE[Model 2-WRIAS] = .07, F = 1.09; R SQUARE[Model 3-Full] = .12, F = 

.705.  (See Table 6.5).  Neither demographic variables nor racial identity 

attitudes/behaviors can predict altruistic behavior among White employees. 
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Table 6.5 Regression of Altruism on WRIAS and Covariates  (N = 84) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
0.00 
[-0.60] 

  
0.00 
[-.063] 

FEMALE -0.01 
[-0.10] 

 0.02 
[0.12] 

NON SUPVSR -0.02 
[0.25] 

 0.08 
[0.58] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT -0.09 
 [-0.77] 

 -0.01 
[-0.05] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

0.08 
[0.56] 

 0.19 
[1.24] 

SOCIAL ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
-0.01 
[0.03] 

  
0.00 
[-0.21] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

0.00 
[0.04] 

 0.00 
[-0.08] 

NO SD SCORE -0.13 
 [-0.61] 

 -0.01 
[-0.05] 

WRIAS 
 
CONTACT 

  
0.09 
 [1.12] 

 
0.14 
[1.39] 

DISINTEGRATION  0.22 
[1.42] 

0.26 
[1.48] 

REINTEGRATION  -0.01 
 [-0.10] 

0.02 
[0.18] 

PSEUDO-
INDEPENDENCE 

 0.07 
[0.62] 

0.08 
[0.71] 

AUTONOMY  -0.03 
[-0.45] 

-0.04 
[-0.48] 

CONSTANT 3.09*** 
[4.03] 

1.84*** 
[3.20] 

1.86* 
[1.82] 

 
F 

 
 .249 

 
1.09 

 
.705 

R-Squared  .03 .07 .12 
Change in R-
Squared between 
Models 1 and 3 

 
 
 
---- 

 
 
 
---- 

 
 
 
.09 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Conscientiousness - Neither Model 1-Controls; R SQUARE[Model 1] = 

.02, F = .226 or Model 3-Full; R SQUARE[Model 3] = .15, F = .945 was found to 

significantly account for variation in White employee decisions to demonstrate 

conscientiousness, indicating that demographic variables as a group or coupled 

with racial identity status are not predictive of conscientious behaviors among 

White employees.   

However, Model 2-WRIAS, which assessed the contribution of racial 

identity attitudes to the performance of this type of organizational citizenship 

behavior was found to be significantly predictive.  In this regard, 12% of the 

variation in this criterion can be significantly attributed to White RIAS 

development, R SQUARE[Model 2] = .12, p < .10, F = 2.06.  A somewhat 

unexpected result, which also ran opposite of the hypothesized direction, was the 

fact that Contact (racial naiveté) attitudes were found to be the singularly 

significant and positive predictor of conscientious behaviors among study Whites 

(b  = .24, p < .05). (See Table 6.6).   
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Table 6.6 Regression of Conscientious on WRIAS and Covariates  (N = 84) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
0.00 
[-0.26] 

  
0.00 
[0.09] 

FEMALE -0.05 
[-0.30] 

 0.05 
[0.31] 

NON SUPVSR 0.05 
[0.34] 

 0.16 
[1.04] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT 0.08 
 [0.58] 

 0.05 
[0.33] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

0.08 
[0.50] 

 0.07 
[0.43] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
0.01 
[0.55] 

  
0.00 
[-0.16] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

0.02 
[0.41] 

 0.00 
[0.07] 

NO SD SCORE 0.17 
[0.69] 

 0.22 
[0.88] 

WRIAS 
 
CONTACT 

  
0.24** 
[2.53] 

 
0.30*** 
[2.67] 

DISINTEGRATION  -0.28 
 [-1.62] 

-0.32 
[-1.60] 

REINTEGRATION  0.17 
[1.30] 

0.19 
[1.30] 

PSEUDO-
INDEPENDENCE 

 0.14 
[1.13] 

0.16 
[1.18] 

AUTONOMY  0.09 
[1.12] 

0.10 
[1.18] 

CONSTANT 2.54*** 
[2.82] 

1.71*** 
[2.61] 

1.09 
[0.93] 

 
F 

 
 .226 

 
2.06* 

 
.945 

R-Squared  .02 .12* .15 
Change in R-
Squared between 
Models 1 and 3 

 
 
 
--- 

 
 
 
--- 

 
 
 
0.13** 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
 



 

 147

Loyalty - With regard to the demonstration of organizational commitment 

among White public employees, only Model 1-Controls was found to significantly 

account for variation (19%) in the dependent variable R SQUARE[Model 1] = .19, 

p < .05, F = 2.13.  Regression results also showed that both Birth Year (b  = -.04, 

p < .01) and No SD Score (b  = -.90, p < .10) were negative and significant 

predictors of loyalty.  This first finding suggests that older workers possess 

slightly fewer feelings of loyalty and commitment to their organizations.  A 

stronger, inverse relationship was noted to exist between No Social Desirability 

scores and Loyalty such that presence of scores on this variable indicated 

diminished loyalty.  Together, these covariates influence some decrease in 

positive affective feelings of White employees toward the organizations in which 

they work.  (See Table 6.7). 
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Table 6.7 Regression of Loyalty on WRIAS And Covariates  
(N = 84) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
-0.04*** 
[-3.05] 

  
-0.05*** 
[-3.27] 

FEMALE -0.32 
[-1.10] 

 -0.35 
[-1.16] 

NON SUPVSR -0.24 
[-0.83] 

 -0.28 
[-0.95] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT  0.26[. 
[0.92] 

  0.12 
[0.42] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.32 
 [-0.85] 

 -0.50 
[-1.47] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
 0.00 
[-0.05] 

  
-0.04 
[0.09] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

 0.01 
[0.06] 

  0.02 
[0.20] 

NO SD SCORE -0.90* 
[-1.92] 

 -0.77 
[-1.54] 

WRIAS 
 
CONTACT 

  
 0.07 
[0.32] 

 
-0.17 
[-0.77] 

DISINTEGRATION  -0.24 
[-0.62] 

 0.09 
[0.24] 

REINTEGRATION   0.00 
[-0.01] 

-.0.41 
[-1.42] 

PSEUDO-
INDEPENDENCE 

  0.13 
[0.48] 

 0.17 
[0.65] 

AUTONOMY   0.05 
[0.26] 

-0.03 
[-0.20] 

CONSTANT 8.44*** 
[4.98} 

3.92*** 
[2.76] 

9.63*** 
[4.15] 

 
F 

 
 2.13** 

 
.263 

 
1.54 

R-Squared  0.19** .02 .22 

Change in R-
Squared between 
Models 1 and 3 

 
 
 
--- 

 
 
 
--- 

 
 
 
0.03 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Self-Efficacy - Regression results for this measure provided interesting 

findings.  Model 1-Controls; R SQUARE[Model 1] = .19, p < .05,  F = 1.61 and 

Model 3-Full; R SQUARE[Model 3] = .27, p < .05, F = 1.97, significantly explain 

self-efficacious attitudes/behaviors among Whites.  In this regard, the full model 

significantly accounts for 27% of the variation in self-efficacy among White 

employees.  The significance in the 8% R squared change between the two 

models indicates that Model 3-Full is more parsimonious. Model 3-Full results 

demonstrated significant predictors to be Birth Year (b  = -.03, p < .01); Majority 

in Unit (b  = .32, p < .05); No SD Score (b = -.64, p < .05); Disintegration (b = .42, 

p< .05); and Reintegration (b = -.38, p < .05), indicating that older Whites are 

slightly more inclined to possess self-efficacious behaviors.  More striking are the 

moderately strong associations between majority status, social desirability 

scores, and racial attitudes on the criterion. Whites in work environments where 

they are in racial majority, experiencing some racial identity conflict, and who 

provided complete social desirability scores are moderately more disposed to 

possess self-efficacy.  Whites possessing racially intolerant/hostile behaviors are 

inclined to have a diminished sense of self-efficacy. (See Table 6.8). 
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Table 6.8 Regression Of Self-Efficacy On WRIAS And Covariates  (N = 84) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
-0.02** 
[-2.58] 

  
-0.03*** 
[-3.16] 

FEMALE -0.09 
[-.56] 

 -0.12 
[-0.72] 

NON SUPVSR  0.08 
[.05} 

 -0.02 
[-0.13] 

MAJORITY IN UNIT 0.31** 
[2.06] 

 0.32** 
[1.98] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.18 
[1.05] 

 -0.22 
[-1.18] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
 0.01 
[0.53] 

  
 0.01 
[0.54] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.02 
[-0.49] 

 -0.02 
[-0.37] 

NO SD SCORE -0.65** 
[-2.47] 

 -0.64** 
[-2.36} 

WRIAS 
 
CONTACT 

  
 0.05 
[0.46] 

 
-0.06 
[-0.46] 

DISINTEGRATION  0.15 
[0.71] 

 0.42** 
[1.99] 

REINTEGRATION  -0.26* 
[-1.72] 

-0.38** 
[-2.46] 

PSEUDO-
INDEPENDENCE 

  0.04 
[0.28] 

 0.12 
[0.83] 

AUTONOMY   0.02 
[0.24] 

-0.02 
[-0.22] 

CONSTANT 6.89*** 
[7.30] 

4.81*** 
[6.15] 

6.96*** 
[5.52] 

 
F 

 
2.26** 

 
.850 

 
1.97** 

R-Squared  .19** .05 .27** 
Change in R-
Squared between 
Models 1 and 3 

 
 
 
---- 

 
 
 
--- 

 
 
 
0.08* 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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6.3 Summary 

 Analyses of the relationships between the racial identity attitudes and non-

task behavior of white employees involved in the study were the subject of this 

chapter.  Study findings suggested that, on average, white study subjects 

possessed relatively equal and moderate scores on the Contact (lowest), 

Pseudo-Independence, and Autonomy (higher) racial identity dimensions.  These 

findings indicate that most Whites, while moderately liberal in their intellectual 

understanding of societal implications of race, simultaneously lack a more 

personalized awareness of the privileges attendant with being White.  Such a 

lack of consciousness would not inspire individuals to work proactively in order to 

dismantle systemic racial injustices/imbalances or deconstruct personal negative 

biases and attitudes.  Like Black public employees, Whites also appear to be 

more inclined towards performing conscientious behaviors over altruistic ones.  

Study subjects also were moderately loyal to their organizations and possessed 

fairly strong self-efficacious attitudes/behaviors. 

 Different from Black study respondents, positive and significant 

associations between select non-task behaviors were observed for White 

subjects.  These relationships involved Altruism with Conscientiousness and 

Loyalty with Self-Efficacy.  Statistically significant and positive associations were 

also found to exist between Contact and Conscientiousness, as well as between 

Disintegration and Altruism, both running opposite the predicted direction.  

However, Reintegration was found to possess a negative relationship with Self-

Efficacy as hypothesized. 
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 As observed in the Black sample, non-findings associated with White 

subjects demonstrated that higher evolved identity statuses (Pseudo-

Independence and Autonomy) did not positively correlate with any of the criterion 

variables.  These results demonstrate that racial identity redefinition or 

acceptance attitudes among study Whites have no relationship with their 

Altruism, Conscientiousness, Loyalty or Self-Efficacy.  Contact (racial identity 

unawareness or denial) attitudes among Whites were found not to negatively 

associate with Altruism, Organizational Loyalty, or Self-Efficacy as predicted.  

While Reintegration (racial identity hostility or guilt) attitudes did not associate 

with Conscientiousness and Loyalty, neither did Disintegration attitudes (racial 

identity conflict) negatively associate with Loyalty or Self-Efficacy as predicted 

 Among the sample, maturity and job tenure were positively associated 

with Organizational Loyalty.  Maturity, majority status in the unit and social 

desirability responses also correlated positively with White self-efficacy.  

Intercorrelations among the RIAS scores replicated Helms’ prior research.  In 

addition, racial identity attitudes among Whites were observed to possess 

significant, and at times surprising, relationships with the covariates.  For 

example, non-supervisory employees with higher social economic scores 

positively associated with the lowest White racial identity attitudes (Contact).  

Both Disintegration and Reintegration attitudes were likely to be held by younger 

White employees working in a program unit, where they held minority status, 

possessed lower social economic scores, and did not provide social desirability 
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responses.  Reintegration attitudes were also associated with gender, with male 

respondents being more likely to hold such attitudes than female subjects. 

 Test results examining the explanatory power of racial identity attitudes on 

criterion measures among Whites yielded mixed results.  Study findings 

demonstrated that the White RIAS only (predictive Model 2-WRIAS) was 

observed to account for significant variation in conscientious behaviors with the 

Contact attitudes, unexpectedly proving to be a singular positive significant 

predictor of this type of non-task behavior.  For self-efficacy, Model 3-Full best 

predicted criterion behaviors among Whites.  It should be noted that 

Disintegration proved to be a positive predictor while Reintegration was 

demonstrated to be a negative predictor of White self-efficacy.  

Numerous non-findings were observed as well.  In this regard, none of the 

racial identity attitudes contributed anything more than race membership to 

explaining altruistic or organizational commitment behaviors among White 

employees.  Further Disintegration, Reintegration, Pseudo-Independence, and 

Autonomy attitudes did not demonstrate that they were more informative than 

race membership in explaining conscientiousness, while Contact and Autonomy 

did not provide additional explanation concerning self-efficacious behaviors 

among White employees.  Once again, it should be noted that these non-findings 

may not mean that predicted associations were not present.  The small sample 

size, non-random selection of subjects, and marginal stability of the Contact and 

Autonomy subscales might have also affected study results. 

    



 

 154

                                                

7. COMBINED SAMPLE ANALYSIS, AND STUDY FINDINGS 

 This chapter contains the preliminary and advanced analytical findings on 

the study’s full sample (Sample B; N = 149) using the four Combined Racial 

Identity Scores (CRIS 1-4) computed from the Black and White RIAS measures.  

To facilitate comprehension of the findings, the researcher elected to attach 

names of the four dimensions of cultural sensitivity, discussed in Chapter 2, to 

the newly created racial identity measures:  CRIS 1/Unawareness, CRIS 

2/Awareness, CRIS 3/Acceptance and CRIS 4/Integration.  Results are reported 

in a format consistent with Chapters 5 and 6 detailing the univariate and bivariate 

results in Part 1 while results from multiple regressions tests of the study 

hypotheses are reported in Part 2.  In addition, the combined sample reports 

results associated with race membership. Therefore an additional control variable 

“White,” differentiating race membership was added to the demographic 

variables in this chapter.  Once again, the researcher used statistical significance 

tests as a heuristic to distinguish salient from less important findings. 

 
7.1 Part 1 - Preliminary Results 

Univariate Results 
 
 With regard to racial identity, the study participants possessed moderate 

scores on the lower identity dimensions [CRIS 1/Unawareness (M = 2.65, SD = 

1.06) and CRIS 2/Awareness (M = 2.36, SD = .95)13], while slightly increased 

scores prevailed on the higher identity dimensions [CRIS 3/Acceptance (M = 

 
13 Results of t-test showed a .8 difference in mean scores on the Combined Racial Identity Score 
(CRIS 2) dimension between subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  
The higher score was observed in the latter group.   
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3.15, SD = .74); and CRIS 4/Integration (M = 3.91, SD = .80) indicating 

respondents in the sample on average were somewhat naïve with regard to their 

racial self awareness and have some conflict regarding racial disparities that they 

do recognize.  Employees in the sample are moderately accepting of those who 

are racially different from them and tend not to demonstrate hostile, overt anti-

White/anti-Black or racial supremacy sentiments.  However, they are not strongly 

inclined to involve themselves in active efforts that promote or advocate racial 

equity or social justice.     

 With regard to scores on the criterion measures, while public employees 

appear somewhat inclined to engage in altruistic OCB behaviors (M= 2.57, SD = 

.60), they are more predisposed to exhibit the organizational compliant 

(conscientious) behaviors (M = 3.06, SD = .56).  They also demonstrated a 

moderate sense of commitment to the organization (M =4.22, SD = 1.19).  

Similarly, higher respondent scores were observed on the self-efficacy measure 

(M = 5.01, SD = .70)14  indicating that these public employees felt fairly confident 

concerning their capacity to perform behaviors needed for successful task 

accomplishment, as well as reasonably confident with their coping skills.  (See 

Table 7.1). 

 
14 Results of t-test showed a .3 difference in mean scores on the Self-efficacy dimension between 
subjects with complete social desirability scores and those without.  The higher score was 
observed in the former group.   
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Table 7.1 Means, Standard Deviations, Skewness and Kurtosis of Combined 
RIAS Sample (N = 149) 

 
Variable   Mean  SD  Skewness Kurtosis  

Combined Racial ID Scores 

CRIS 1 (Lowest)   2.65  1.06           0.15  -1.32   
CRIS 2 (Low)    2.36  0.95           0.93   0.00 
CRIS 3 (High)    3.15  0.74          -0.23   0.00   
CRIS 4 (Highest)   3.91  0.80          -0.73              0.06 
 
Criterion Measures 

Altruism   2.57  0.60    -0.10   0.01 
Conscientiousness  3.06  0.56  -0.40   0.17 
Loyalty    4.22  1.19  -0.66   0.05 
Self-Efficacy   5.01  0.70  -0.81   0.64 
 

             
 
 
Bivariate Results 
 
Intercorrelations Among Criterion, CRIS Scores and Other Independent Variable 
Variables 
 
Dependent Variable Intercorrelations 

 Among public employees in the sample a significant relationship was 

noted to exist between respondent loyalty and self-efficacy scores (r = .28, p < 

.01).  This finding generally suggests that for sample respondents, organizational 

commitment is somewhat linked to a sense of self-efficacy.  The finding is 

consistent with mainstream literature, suggesting that self-efficacy and non-task 

performance are significantly related.  (See Table 7.2.) 
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Table 7.2 Intercorrelations Among Criterion Measures for the Combined 
Sample  (N = 149) 
 
    1.    2.    3.    4.  
 
1. ALTRUISM    ---  .02  -.04   .04 
 
2. CONSCIENTIOUS ---    ---  -.08   .04 
 
3. LOYALTY   ---    ---    ---  .28*** 
 
4. SELF-EFFICACY  ---    ---     ---    --- 
            
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
 

CRIS Scores and Dependent Variable Correlations 

With regard to the study’s second hypothesis predicting that lower CRIS 

scores would be negatively associated with altruism, conscientiousness and 

organizational loyalty, while higher CRIS scores would be positively associated 

with these dependent variables, significant findings only partially supported this 

prediction.   

 Among the sample, several significant relationships between CRIS scores 

and criterion measures were found.  Two of these relationships involving the 

dependent variable altruism, with CRIS 1/Unawareness (r = .21, p< .05) and 

CRIS 4/Integration (r = -.15, p < .10), produced unexpected results in that both 

relationships ran opposite the predicted direction.  Individuals possessing racially 

unaware identities are slightly more inclined to behave altruistically while 

individuals who are most developed in this area are not.  A significant 

relationship consistent with the study hypothesis was demonstrated between 



 

 158

Loyalty and CRIS 2/Awareness (r = -.17, p < .05), indicating that employees 

experiencing racial identity conflict/confusion are slightly less disposed to be 

committed to their organizations. 

Concerning the study’s third hypothesis, self-efficacy, the data supported 

the study hypothesis that low racial identity scores would be negatively correlated 

with the criterion.  In this regard, CRIS 2/Awareness attitudes significantly 

correlated with self-efficacy (r = -.15, p < .10) in the predicted direction. 

Employees possessing racial identity conflict/confusion due to increased 

awareness of group disparities are slightly less inclined to demonstrate self-

efficacious behaviors.  

Dependent Variables and Covariate Correlations 

Among study respondents, a significant and positive association was 

demonstrated between Altruism and White (r = .19, p < .05), indicating that White 

employees are slightly more inclined than Black employees to perform altruistic 

behaviors.  Additional relationships were observed between Loyalty and three 

covariates – Birth Year (r = -.23, p < .01); Program Unit  (r = .17, p < .05); and 

Administrative Unit (r = -.17, p < .05), suggesting that employees who are older 

or work in the administrative units are slightly less inclined to exhibit 

organizational loyalty behaviors and attitudes than employees in other groups.  

Four additional relationships were observed involving self-efficacy with control 

variables: Birth Year (r = -.15, p < 10); Majority in Unit (r = .18, p < .05); Social 

Economic Score (r = .23, p < .01); and No SD Score (r = -.15, p < .10).  Older 

employees are slightly less self-efficacious than younger workers.  In addition, 
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employees who work in units where they are the majority possess higher socio-

economic status, and who provided social desirability responses are more 

inclined to be self-efficacious (see Table 7.3). 

 
Table 7.3 Correlations Between Independent And Criterion Variables For 
The Combined Sample (N= 149) 
 
 
VARIABLE 

 
ALTRUSIM 
 

 
CONSCIENTIOUS 

 
LOYALTY 

 
SELF  
EFFICACY 

CRIS 
 
CRIS 1 
Unawareness 

 
 

   .21** 

 
 

.10 

 
 

.06 

 
 

-.01 

CRIS 2 
Awareness 

.08 -.04   -.17** -.15* 

CRIS 3 
Acceptance 

.12 .13 -.05 .07 

CRIS 4 
Integration 

-.15* -.03 .07 .07 

COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
 

-.03 

 
 

-.01 

 
 

    -.23*** 

 
 

 -.15* 
FEMALE  .01 -.02 -.11 -.03 
NON SUPVSR -.10 -.10 -.15 -.07 
MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

 
.03 

 
.01 

 
.10 

 
  .18** 

PROGRAM UNIT   
-.07 

 
-.04 

 
   .17** 

 
.07 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

 
.07 

 
.04 

 
  -.17** 

 
-.07 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
 

.10 

 
 

.04 

 
 

.02 

 
 

    .23*** 
LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

 
.02 

 
-.06 

 
.00 

 
-.01 

NO SD SCORE  
.04 

 
.13 

 
-.05 

 
 .15* 

WHITE  
.19** 

 
.04 

 
.06 

 
.05 

*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
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Intercorrelations Among CRIS Scores, RIAS Measures and Independent 
Variables 
 
CRIS Scores and Black and White RIAS Correlations 

Correlation coefficients between Black/White RIAS subscale scores and 

the Combined Racial Identity (CRIS) measures demonstrated significant and 

positive relationships, as expected.  In this regard CRIS 1/Unawareness, the 

lowest composite measure, showed significant positive associations with its race 

specific measures, Black Conformity and White Contact (r = 1.00, p < .01).   

CRIS 2/Awareness, the next composite measure, demonstrated positive 

associations with Black Dissonance (r = 1.00, p < .01).  As discussed in Chapter 

4, the mean of Disintegration and Reintegration scores was used to compute the 

CRIS 2 measure for White employees.  Correlations between these measures 

and CRIS 2 are as follows: Disintegration  (r = .88, p< .01) and Reintegration (r = 

.93, p < .01).  In addition, a positive relationship emerged between Black 

Immersion-Emersion with CRIS 2 (r = .48, p < .01).  This relationship restates the 

previously discussed positive relationship between Immersion-Emersion and 

Dissonance. 

CRIS 3/Acceptance scores reflect the next level of racial identity evolution.  

Both the Black Immersion-Emersion and White Pseudo-Independence showed 

positive and significant relationships with CRIS 3 (r = 1.00, p < .01).  In addition, 

Black Dissonance demonstrated a significant relationship with CRIS 3 (r = .48, p 

< .01). 
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Finally, CRIS 4/Integration, the highest composite racial identity score 

demonstrated predicted results with Black Internalization and White Autonomy (r 

= 1.00 p < .01).  In addition, correlations between White Pseudo-Independence 

and CRIS 4 mimicked the relationship between this subscale and White 

Autonomy (r = .20, p < .10).  (See Tables 7.4 and 7.5).  The close relationships 

demonstrated between the RIAS and Combined Racial Identity Scores (CRIS) 

indicate that the measures are similar enough to accurately represent Black and 

White racial identity development and can be used interchangeably.  The CRIS 

measures are therefore appropriate for hypotheses testing for the total sample.  
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Table 7.4 Intercorrelations Among CRIS Scores & Black RIAS  
Subscales       (N = 65) 
 
   1           2           3           4              5             6           7           8            
 
1.  Conformity            --       .08           .16         -.01       1.00***     .08         .16          -.01 
 
2.  Dissonance    --        .46***    -.05         .08         1.00***    .48***    -.05     
 
3.  Immersion- 
     Emersion        --     .11             .16        .48***     1.00***    .11    
 
4.  Internalization           --        -.01        -.05             .11      1.00*** 
 
5.  CRIS 1                --         .08           .16          -.01 
 
6.  CRIS 2          ---        .48***    -.05 
 
7.  CRIS 3               --         .11 
 
8.  CRIS 4                --- 
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 

 

Table 7.5 Intercorrelations Among CRIS Scores & White RIAS  
Subscales     (N = 84) 
 
  1           2        3           4          5         6             7          8             9            
 
1.  Contact   --          .11      -.12          -.08        -.10       1.00***   -.03         -.08              -.09            
 
2.  Disintegration   -- .65***    -.18*     -.02      .11          .88***    -.18              -.02 
 
3.  Reintegration      ---    -.06       -.07        -.12          .93***    -.06             -.07 
 
4.  Pseudo Independence      ---    .20*      -.08         -.12        1.00***       .20*     
 
5.  Autonomy       --     -.10         -.06          .20*        1.00*** 
 
6.  CRIS 1             ---          -.03        -.08             .10 
 
7.  CRIS 2        --        -.12            -.05 
 
8.  CRIS 3         --              .20* 
 
9.  CRIS 4               ----      
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
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CRIS Score Intercorrelations 

 
 Correlation coefficients between CRIS scores presented significant 

relationships among the newly created measures.  In this regard, CRIS 

1/Unawareness, the lowest combined racial identity score, showed significant 

negative associations with the next level CRIS 2/Awareness scores (r = -.48, p < 

.01) as well as with the highest level scores, CRIS 4/Integration (r = -.34, p < 

.01), while maintaining a significant and positive relationship with CRIS 

3/Acceptance (r = .25, p < .01).  These findings suggest that the measures are 

fairly strong in differentiating the lowest (racial naiveté/obliviousness) from low 

(racial conflict) attitude types as well as from the highest (racial security/equity 

advocacy).  In addition, the data suggest that there is a weaker association 

between the lowest and somewhat high (racial acceptance) racial identity 

attitudes and behaviors.  CRIS 2/Awareness, the second lowest overall score, 

maintained a negative and significant association with the highest measure, 

CRIS 4/Integration (r = -.59, p < .01), indicating that the scores are measuring 

different identity statuses.   

CRIS Scores and Covariate Correlations 

 Correlation coefficients between the CRIS scores and independent 

variables showed several significant relationships. CRIS 1/Unawareness was 

correlated with the following: White (r = .83, p < .01); Female (r = -.21, p < .01); 

Non-Supervisor (r = -.19, p < .01); Majority in Unit (r = .22, p < .01); and Social 

Economic Score (r = .24, p < .01).  These data suggest that racial identity status 

is negatively associated with Female and supervisory status, while positively 
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related to racial membership, perceptions of minority status in the workplace, and 

upward social economic status, indicating that within the sample, racial naiveté 

and obliviousness are much more likely to be found among White employees 

while somewhat prevalent among males, supervisors, those working in units 

where they are in the racial majority, and those who possess higher socio-

economic status.   

CRIS 2/Awareness was observed to be significantly and negatively 

associated with White (r = -.59, p < = .01); Majority in Unit (r = -.22, p < .01); and 

Social Economic Score (r = -.33, p < .01).  It was positively correlated with 

Length of Service (r = .15, p< .10) and No SD Score (r = .30, p < .01).  Racial 

identity conflict attitudes have a negative relationship with race membership, 

being more likely to be held by Blacks.  Further, individuals possessing these 

identity attitudes are somewhat more likely to be employees who are in the racial 

minority within their unit, possess lower social-economic status, have slightly 

more years of service, and who do not provide social desirability scores.   

CRIS 3/Acceptance attitudes possessed a significant relationship with 

White (r = .27, p < 01), indicating that racial acceptance attitudes are more likely 

to be held by White subjects. The highest racial identity score CRIS 4/Integration 

shared a negative association with White (r = -.37, p< .01) and Birth Year (r = -

.14, p< .10), while maintaining a positive relationship with Female (r = .15, p < 

.10), indicating that such attitudes are not likely to be held by Whites and younger 

individuals.  Women are slightly more disposed than men to possess social 

justice advocacy and self-actualized attitudes and behaviors.  
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That Blacks may be more likely than Whites to possess such attitudes and 

behaviors could be interpreted to support Helms’ assertion that the highest 

evolved racial identity attitudes empower individuals towards self-actualization 

and social justice.  For this sample, self-actualization might be demonstrated by 

the fact that Black employees possessing highly evolved racial identity 

attitudes/behaviors have transcended personal/societal limitations associated 

with their race membership to become occupationally successful.  Moreover this 

personal journey may make Blacks more empathetic to the concerns/causes of 

other marginalized groups.  

Covariate Intercorrelations 

 Other covariate intercorrelations are also noted.  White was significantly 

correlated with Female (r = -.19, p < .05); Majority in Unit (r = .28, p < .01); Social 

Economic Score (r = .28, p < .01); and No SD Score (r = -.15, p < .10).  Most 

Whites in the sample tend to be male, in the racial majority and possess higher 

socio-economic status.  Birth Year possessed significant relationships with 

Female (r = -.22, p < .01); and Length of Service (r =-.42, p< .01), indicating 

younger sample respondents tend somewhat to be male and possess fewer 

years of service.  Female was shown to possess additional relationships with 

Program Unit (r = -.31, p < .01); Administrative Unit (r = .31, p < .01); and Length 

of Service (r = .17, p < .05), suggesting that among sample subjects, women 

tend to work in administrative units and are somewhat more likely to possess 

more organizational tenure than male subjects.  Non-Supervisor shared 

significant relationships with Social Economic Score (r = -.31, p < .01) and 
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Length of Service (r = -.25, p < .01) indicating that non-supervisory employees 

are more inclined to possess lower socio-economic status and less 

organizational tenure than supervisory employees. While Program Unit shares a 

mutually exclusive relationship with Administrative Unit (r = -1.00, p < .01), they 

also maintain significant relationships with Social Economic Score (r = .29, p < 

.05) and (r = -.29, p < .05) respectively, indicating that higher socio-economic 

status is somewhat more prevalent among subjects working in 

program/operational units.  Finally, Length of Service possessed a significant and 

negative association with No Social Desirability Scores (r = -.21, p < .01), 

suggesting that employees with less organizational tenure are somewhat more 

likely to possess complete social desirability scores. (See Table 7.6)
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Table 7.6 Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables For The Combined Sample (N = 149)   
 
   1           2           3           4            5           6          7          8       9          10          11         12         13          14   
 
1.  CRIS 1         ---      -.48*** .25*** -.34***    .83***    .08        -.21***    -.19***   .22***     .09           -.09          .24***     -.01         -.12 
     
2.  CRIS 2     ---      .08           -.18*       -.59***    -.07         .07            .01       -.22***     .05         -.05           -.33***      .15*          .30*** 
 
3.  CRIS 3        ---    .03         .27***     -.05        -.04           .00         .07          .01          -.01           -.09           .07           .01 
 
4.  CRIS 4          ---   -.37***    -.14*        .15*          .05        -.06         .06           -.06           -.12          .10          -.01 
 
5.  White                                                                ---          .09         -19**      -.10        .28***     .00            .00            .28***    -.09        -.15 
 
6.  Birth Year                                   ---      -22***       .10         .06          -.07           .07           -.03         -.42***    -.09     
  
7.  Female                          ---         .05       -.01        -.31***      .31***       .08          .17**       .05 
 
8.  Non Supervisor                ---      -.04          .11            -.11             -.31***   -.25***  -.02 
 
9.  Majority in Unit                            ---        .12           -.12               .06          .08       -.01 
        
10. Program Unit                                 ---      -1.00***         .29***     .06        .03 
 
11.  Administrative Unit                     ---            -.29***   -.06       -.03 
 
12.  SES                              ----       -.02   -.21*** 
 
13.  Length of Service                     ---    -.03 
 
14.  No SD Score                              ---- 
*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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7.2 Part 2-Multivariate Results 

As in the two preceding analyses, multiple regression is used to assess 

the influence of CRIS scores and covariates as predictors of public employee 

Altruism, Conscientiousness, Organizational Loyalty and Self-Efficacy 

(articulated by the study’s first hypothesis, individual racial identity scores will 

account for additional variation in employee performance, which cannot be 

explained by race membership alone).  However, for each dependent variable in 

this chapter, four rather than three models were tested.  Model 1 examined the 

variation explained on each criterion variable, by the covariates alone.  Model 2 

assessed the variation accounted for on the dependents by adding another 

covariate, “White,” representing the one-dimensional and traditionally used race 

variable.  Model 3 examined the variation explained by the CRIS measures 

alone.  Model 4, the full model, assessed the total variation explained by both the 

CRIS scores and the controls variables, exclusive of the White variable.  This 

approach allowed for the identification of what discrete variance in the dependent 

variables racial identity contributes in addition to the other demographic variables 

versus race membership.  A discussion of findings for each model is provided in 

the following paragraphs. 

Altruism - Regression results for altruism indicated that only the racial 

identity measures only Model 3-CRIS significantly predicted altruistic behavior 

among public employees in the sample: R SQUARE[Model 3-CRIS] = .10, p < 

.01, F = .3.77.  Concerning Model 3 results, the two lower racial composite 

scores were identified as significant predictors of altruism, CRIS 1/Unawareness 
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(b  = .16, p < .01) and CRIS 2/Awareness (b  = .12, p < .05), while the model 

explained 10% of the variation in altruistic behaviors among public employees as 

a group. The findings indicate that public employees for whom race has limited 

importance and/or creates a degree moral conflict and confusion will be 

somewhat more likely to perform altruistic behaviors towards coworkers, thus 

supporting the study hypothesis, albeit the findings ran opposite the predicted 

direction.  It should be noted that in Model 2 the White race variable was shown 

as a significant predictor of altruistic behaviors (b = .25, p < .05).  However, the 

Delta R-squared statistics demonstrate that racial identity (Model 3) explains 4% 

more variation in the criterion than race membership (Model 2), while the full 

model, excluding race membership (Model 4), explains 6% more variation than 

Model 2. (See Table 7.7). 
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Table 7.7 Regression Of Altruism On CRIS And Covariates (N = 149) 
 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTHYEAR 

 
0.00 
[-0.44] 

 
0.00 
[0.23 

  
0.00 
[-0.62 

FEMALE -0.01 
[-0.12] 

0,04 
[0.34] 

 0.04 
[0.36] 

NON SUPVSR 0.08 
[-0.69] 

-0.07 
[-0.64] 

 -0.02 
[-0.16] 

MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

0.04 
[0.35] 

-0.03 
[-0.30] 

 0.03 
[0.31] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

0.08 
[0.59] 

0.07 
[0.55] 

 0.11 
[0.85] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
0.01 
[0.81] 

 
0.00 
[0.30] 

  
0.01 
[0.85] 
 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

0.00 
[0.01] 

0.06 
[0.19] 

 -0.01 
[-0.42] 

NO SD SCORE 0.10 
[0.62] 

0.14 
[0.90] 

 0.01 
[0.09] 

WHITE  0.25** 
[2.22] 

  

CRIS 
 
CRIS 1 

   
 
0.16*** 
 [2.72] 

 
 
0.16*** 
[2.61] 

CRIS 2   0.14** 
[2.43] 

0.17*** 
[2.53 

CRIS 3   0.03 
[0.41] 

0.03 
[0.43] 

CRIS 4   -0.08 
[-1.21] 

-0.07 
[-1.13] 

CONSTANT 2.26*** 
[3.93] 

2.19*** 
[3.86] 

2.03*** 
[5.24] 

1.77*** 
[2.49] 

 
F 

 
 .393 

 
.905 

 
3.77*** 

 
1.51 

R-Squared  0.02 0.06 0.10*** 0.12 
Change in R-
Squared between 
Model 1 and 2; 
Model 2 and 3; 
Model 2 and 4 

 
 
 
 
---- 

 
 
 
 
0.04 

 
 
 
 
0.04 
 

 
 
 
 
0.06 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Conscientiousness - None of the study models was found to significantly 

account for variation of public employee decisions to engage in conscientious 

behaviors in the workplace (R SQUARE[Model 1-controls] = .05, F = .843; R 

SQUARE[Model 2-race] = .05, F = .765; R SQUARE[Model 3-CRIS] = .02, F = 

.851; R SQUARE[Model 4-full] = .08, F =.915).  However, it should be noted that 

the Delta R-squared statistics demonstrated that Model 4, containing the 

covariates and racial identity scores, explained 3% more variation in the criterion 

than the race membership model.  Results also revealed that across all models 

where covariates were included, Non-Supervisor (b values ranging between .17 - 

.19, p < .10) and No Social Desirability Scores (b values ranging between 26 - 

.29, p < .10) were consistent, positive predictors of the criterion, indicating non-

supervisors and those without social desirability scores are somewhat more 

inclined to perform conscientious behaviors. (See Table 7.8)  
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Table 7.8 Regression of Conscientiousness on CRIS and Covariates (N = 
149) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
0.00 
[0.37 

 
 
0.00 
[-0.36] 

  
 
0.00 
[-0.30] 

FEMALE -0.05 
[-0.48] 

-0.04 
[-0.38] 

 -0.02 
[-0.19] 

NON SUPVSR 0.17* 
[1.65] 

0.17* 
[1.66] 

 0.19* 
[1.77] 

MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

0.02 
[0.25] 

0.01 
[0.12] 

 -0.01 
[-0.13] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

0.05 
[0.44] 

0.05 
[0.43] 

 0.06 
[0.46] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

0.02 
[1.19] 

0.02 
[1.06] 

 0.01 
[1.00] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.01 
[-0.24] 

-0.01 
[-0.20] 

 -0.01 
[-0.25] 

NO SD SCORE 0.26* 
[1.79] 

0.27* 
[1.82] 

 0.29* 
[1.92] 

WHITE  0.04 
[0.43] 

  

CRIS 
 
CRIS 1 

   
0.03 
[0.57] 

 
0.05 
[0.89] 

CRIS 2   -0.01 
[-0.24] 

-0.02 
[-0.26] 

CRIS 3   
 

0.09 
[1.36] 

0.09 
[1.32] 

CRIS 4   -0.01 
[-0.09] 

0.01 
[0.17] 

CONSTANT 2.44*** 
[4.63] 

2.43*** 
[4.59] 

2.74*** 
[7.32] 

1.99*** 
[2.94] 

 
F 

 
.843 

 
.765 

 
.851 

 
.915 

R-Squared  .05 .05 .02 .08 
Change in R-
Squared 
between Models 
1 and 2; 2 and 4  

 
 
 
 
---- 
 

 
 
 
 
0.00 

 
 
 
 
---- 

 
 
 
 
0.03 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
 



 

 173

 Loyalty - With regard to the demonstration of organizational commitment 

among public employees, Model 1-Controls R SQUARE[Model 1] = .15, p < .01, 

F = 3.01, Model 2-Race R SQUARE[Model 2] = .15, p < .01, F = 2.73 and Model 

4-Rull R SQUARE[Model 4] = .18, p < .01, F = 2.52, possessed significant 

values.  While the Delta R-squared statistics indicated Model 4-Rull explained 

3% more variation in the criterion over the two other models, the lack of 

significant change in that statistic suggests that Model 1-Controls is the most 

parsimonious.  Model 1-Controls regression results also showed that covariates, 

Birth Year (b  = -.04, p < .01); Non-Supervisor (b = -.44, p < .01); and Length of 

Service (b  = -.12, p < .01) were negative, significant predictors of loyalty.  These 

findings indicate that loyalty differences between older and younger employees 

are negligible. Non-supervisory workers with fewer years of service are much 

less likely to be committed to their organizations while those with less tenure are 

slightly less likely to possess such attitudes.  

While Model 3-CRIS did not demonstrate a significant capacity to explain 

variation in organizational loyalty, consistent with study hypothesis, CRIS 

2/Awareness was shown as a significant and negative predictor of loyalty (b = -

.23, p < .10), indicating that possession of attitudes/behaviors attendant with 

racial identity conflict results in somewhat diminished feelings of organizational 

loyalty.  (See Table 7.9). 
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Table 7.9 Regression of Loyalty on CRIS and Covariates  (N = 149) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
-0.04*** 
[-3.59] 

 
 
-0.04*** 
 [-3.58 

  
 
-0.03*** 
[-3.36] 

FEMALE -0.24 
[-1.17] 

-0.24 
[-1.13] 

 -0.25 
[-1.22] 

NON SUPVSR -0.44*** 
[-2.09] 

-0.44*** 
[-2.08] 

 -0.48*** 
[-2.26*] 

MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

0.25 
[1.32] 

0.25 
[1.25] 

 0.19 
[0.97]] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.36 
[-1.48] 

-0.36 
[-1.47] 

 -0.36 
[-1.48] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
-0.01 
[-0.37] 

 
-0.01 
[-0.37] 

  
0.19 
[-0.64] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.12*** 
[-2.02] 

-0.12*** 
[-2.00] 

 -0.10* 
[-1.64] 

NO SD SCORE -0.36 
[-1.24] 

-0.36 
[-1.23] 

 -0.19 
[-0.64] 

WHITE  0.01 
[0.02] 

  

CRIS 
 
CRIS 1 

   
 
0.02 
[0.19] 

 
 
-0.06 
[-0.55] 

CRIS 2   -0.23* 
[-1.91] 

-0.25** 
[-1.94] 

CRIS 3   -0.06 
[-0.44] 

-0.06 
[-0.65] 

CRIS 4   0.17 
[1.32] 

0.11 
[0.89] 

CONSTANT 8.08*** 
[7.64] 

8.07*** 
[7.60] 

4.22*** 
[5.37] 

8.46*** 
[6.26] 

 
F 

 
 3.01*** 

 
2.73*** 

 
1.62 

 
2.52*** 

R-Squared  .15*** .15*** .04 .18*** 
Change in R-
Squared 
between Models 
1 and 2; 2 and 4  

 
 
 

--- 

 
 
 
0.00 

 
 
 

--- 

 
 
 
0.03 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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 Self-Efficacy – Again, regression results for this criterion indicated that 

Model 1-Controls R SQUARE[Model 1] = .14, p < .05, F = 2.92, Model 2-race R 

SQUARE[Model 2] = .15, p < .05, F = 2.73, and Model 4-Full (R SQUARE[Model 

4] = .18, p < .05, F = 2.47) possessed significant R squared values.  Once again, 

the Delta R-squared statistics indicated Model 4-Full explained 3% - 4% more 

variation in the criterion over the two other models but the lack of significant 

change in this statistic across the models demonstrated Model 1-Controls as the 

most parsimonious.  Model 1 regression results showed that covariates, Birth 

Year (b =  -.01, p < .05); Majority in Unit (b  = .24, p < .05); and Social Economic 

Score (b  = .04, p < .05) were significant predictors of employee self-efficacy and 

performed consistently across the three models. The findings indicate that self-

efficacy differences among younger and older employees are not substantial.  

However, employees working in units where they are in the racial majority are 

somewhat more inclined to possess self-efficacy.  Additionally, higher social 

economic status is slightly more likely to occur among self-efficacious individuals. 

With regard to the explanatory power of CRIS scores, consistent with the 

study’s hypothesis, one of the lower states, CRIS 1/Unawareness (b = -.14, p < 

.05), was shown to be a significant and negative predictor of self-efficacy in 

Model 4-Full. (See Table 7.10). 
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Table 7.10 Regression of Self-Efficacy on CRIS and Covariates   (N = 149) 
 
VARIABLES MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 
COVARIATES 
 
BIRTH YEAR 

 
 
-0.01** 
[-2.40] 

 
 
-0.01** 
[-2.42] 

  
 
-0.01** 
[-2.12] 

FEMALE -0.07 
[-0.58] 

-0.10 
[-0.77] 

 -0.10 
[-0.85] 

NON SUPVSR -0.01 
[-0.09] 

-0.02 
[-0.12] 

 -0.05 
[-0.43] 

MAJORITY IN 
UNIT 

0.24** 
[2.18] 

0.28** 
[2.41] 

 0.25** 
[2.21] 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
UNIT 

-0.16 
[-1.11] 

-0.15 
[-1.08] 

 -0.20 
[-1.39] 

SOCIAL 
ECONOMIC 
SCORE 

 
0.04** 
[2.42] 

 
0.05*** 
[2.62] 

  
0.05*** 
[2.71] 

LENGTH OF 
SERVICE 

-0.04 
[1.22] 

-0.05 
[-1.31] 

 -0.04 
[-1.15] 

NO SD SCORE -0.27 
[-1.60] 

-0.30** 
[1.65] 

 -0.25 
[-1.40] 

WHITE  -0.14 
[-1.11] 

  

CRIS 
 
CRIS 1 

   
 
-0.08 
[-1.11] 

 
 
-0.14** 
[-1.96] 

CRIS 2   -0.16** 
[-2.33] 

 -0.05 
[-1.31] 

CRIS 3   0.11 
[1.28] 

0.12 
[1.54] 

CRIS 4   0.06 
[0.80] 

0.04 
[0.53] 

CONSTANT 5.71*** 
[9.17] 

5.75*** 
[9.22] 

5.03*** 
[10.91] 

5.54*** 
[6.98] 

 
F 

 
2.92** 

 
2.73** 

 
1.71 

 
2.47*** 

R-Squared  .14** .15** .05 .18*** 
Change in R-
Squared 
between Models 
1 and 2; 2 and 4  

 
 
 

--- 

 
 
 
0.01 

 
 
 

--- 

 
 
 
0.03 

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 
unstandardized b coefficients and [ ] t-test statistics reported 
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7.3 Summary 

The preceding two chapters reported and discussed findings for the 

study’s discrete Black and White employee samples.  In this chapter, analytical 

results were presented for the combined sample (N = 149) using a four-level 

composite racial identity measure formed from the Black RIAS and White RIAS 

measures (ranging from CRIS 1 representing racial identity unawareness to 

CRIS 4 denoting racial identity integration).   

Univariate analysis of the sample indicated that public employees 

possessed moderate scores across all the racial identity dimensions with slightly 

higher scores on the acceptance and integration statuses.  While these 

employees would not be likely to demonstrate strong or overtly anti-White/anti-

Black behaviors, they do possess some negative racial attitudes/behaviors and 

are not strong advocates of racial justice/equity.   

The findings also suggested that public employees are moderately willing 

to perform organizational citizenship behaviors with a somewhat higher 

inclination towards conscientiousness over altruism.  They felt moderately loyal 

to their organizations and felt confident in their ability to perform tasks 

successfully as well as in their ability to cope with changes.  Study correlations 

demonstrated that, for the overall sample, a significant association existed 

between organizational Loyalty and Self-Efficacy dependent variables.  This is a 

finding that supports mainstream research.   

Bivariate findings produced unexpected and mixed results, partially 

supporting hypothesized associations between select CRIS scores and the 
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criterion measures.  For example, the findings suggested that the racial identity 

unawareness (CRIS 1) scores were positively associated with Altruism, while 

racial identity integration scores (CRIS 4) were negatively associated with this 

type of citizenship behavior.  Consistent with study predictions, low racial identity 

awareness scores (CRIS 2) were negatively associated with both Loyalty and 

Self-Efficacy.  Associations between Black RIAS and White RIAS scores and the 

corresponding CRIS measures were strong, positive, and significant. 

As in the previous chapters, a number of non-findings were also observed. 

In this regard CRIS 1/Unawareness did not negatively correlate 

Conscientiousness, Loyalty, or Self-Efficacy.  These results demonstrate that 

racial identity unawareness attitudes among public employees have no 

relationship with their contextual behaviors in these areas.  CRIS 2 (racial identity 

awareness) attitudes were found not to negatively associate with Altruism or 

Conscientiousness as predicted.  While CRIS 3 (racial identity acceptance) 

attitudes did not associate with any form of contextual performance, neither did 

CRIS 4 (racial identity integration) attitudes positively associate with employee 

Conscientiousness, Loyalty or Self-Efficacy as predicted. 

Select control variables also demonstrated associations with employee 

non-task performance.  For example, positive associations were found to exist 

between the following: White/altruism; Program Unit/Loyalty; Majority in Unit; and 

Social Economic Score/Self-Efficacy.  Negative relationships were observed 

between Birth Year/Loyalty, Program Unit/Loyalty, Birth Year/Self Efficacy and 

Social Desirability/Self-Efficacy.  



 

 179

Relationships between/among the racial self-identity and the covariate 

variables indicated that moderately positive relationships existed between the 

following: a) CRIS 1/Unawareness and CRIS 3/Acceptance; b) CRIS 

3/Acceptance and CRIS 4/Integration.  CRIS 2/Awareness was observed to 

possess moderately negative associations with CRIS 1 and CRIS 4. 

Positive associations were observed between the following: CRIS 

1/Unawareness with White, Gender, Majority in Unit, and Social Economic Score; 

CRIS 2/Awareness with Length of Service and Social Desirability; CRIS 

3/Acceptance with White and CRIS 4/Integration with Female.  Negative 

relationships were observed in the following: CRIS 1/Unawareness with 

Supervisor; CRIS 2/Awareness with White, Majority in Unit, Social and Economic 

score; and CRIS 4/Integration with White and Birth Year. 

With regard to hypothesis 1, stating that racial identity will explain more 

variation in the criterion measures than race membership alone the study 

analysis again yielded mixed results.  Regression analysis revealed that the 

hypothesized model significantly predicted altruistic behaviors among employees 

with CRIS 1/Unawareness and CRIS 2/Awareness identified as significant and 

positive predictors in the model.  Racial identity scores accounted for more 

altruistic behavior than race membership.  None of the models was able to 

significantly predict conscientious behaviors, but the full model containing the 

covariates and racial identity explained more variation in this criterion than race 

membership.  
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While all test models, with the exception of the racial identity measures 

only model, significantly explained variation in the loyalty variable, the controls 

model (1) was demonstrated to be most parsimonious.  It should be noted that 

while Model 2 (comprised of the covariates and race membership) was identified 

to be significant, the White variable did not contribute any additional significant 

predictive power individually or to the overall model.  There was no change in the 

R-squared statistic between Model 1-Controls and Model 2-Race.  Also, while 

Model 3-CRIS was not significant, the CRIS 2/Awareness variable demonstrated 

itself to be a significant, negative predictor of organizational commitment, and 

retained this influence in the full model.  Also Model 4-Full explained 3% more 

variation than the other two models. 

Results for self-efficacy revealed a set of circumstances similar to those 

observed for the loyalty criterion variable, where all models possessed a 

significant R-squared statistic, with the exception of the CRIS-only model.  

However, as in the previous case, the controls-only model demonstrated itself as 

the most parsimonious.  Race was not proven to be a significant predictor in 

Model 2-Race where CRIS 2/Awareness and CRIS 1/Unawareness 

demonstrated themselves to be significant and negative predictors in Model 3-

CRIS and Model 4-full respectively.  Once again, the model containing covariates 

and the racial identity measures explained more variation than the model 

containing race membership. 

Concerning study non findings in this chapter, CRIS 3/Acceptance and 

CRIS 4/Integration racial identity attitudes did not contribute anything more than 
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race membership by way of explaining any of the study non-task behaviors 

among the respondents.  Further, CRIS 1/Unawareness and CRIS 2/Awareness 

attitudes did not demonstrate that they were more informative than race 

membership in explaining conscientiousness.  CRIS 1/Unawareness attitudes did 

not provide additional explanation about employee loyalty while CRIS 

4/Integration attitudes did not provide additional information concerning the self-

efficacious behaviors of public employees.  Once again, it should be noted that 

these non-findings may not  necessarily mean that predicted associations were 

absent.  Sample size, non-random selection of subjects, and marginal stability of 

several of the original RIAS subscales used to create the CRIS measures might 

have also affected study results.   

In total, Chapter 7 findings support a central contention of the study 

concerning the primacy of racial identity attitudes over race membership in 

explaining public employee non-task performance.  In all cases, models including 

the racial identity measures consistently explained 3% - 6% more variation in the 

criterion measures than race membership.  As important is the fact that the one-

dimensional race measure did not possess the sensitivity to pick up on group 

differences in the criterion measures, with one exception (altruism).  This finding 

supports the researcher’s claim that the exclusive use of race membership as a 

research measure is inappropriate for examining worker attitudes, behaviors, and 

subjective areas of performance, and supports the contention that additional 

research in this area is needed. 
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8. CONCLUSION 

 This final chapter presents a summary of the study, report of psychometric 

and major study findings, implications, and recommendations for future research. 

8.1 Study Summary  

 The study had two purposes.  The first purpose was to conduct a more 

sophisticated examination into the psychometric qualities of the Black RIAS and 

White RIAS measures.  The goal of this analysis was to provide additional insight 

into the controversial aspects of RIAS’ reliability and validity by field testing their 

performance in a public organizational setting.  The second goal of the study was 

to examine what associations exist between racial identity status and public 

employee contextual performance.  In this regard, the study questioned the 

traditional use of race membership as an appropriate research technique to 

explain differences in Altruism, Conscientiousness, Organizational Loyalty and 

Self-Efficacy between Black and White employees.   

The present study used the RIAS measures to operationalize race as a 

multi-dimensional social identity construct.  The Black RIAS and White RIAS 

measures were also used to develop a 4-level Combined Racial Identity Status 

measure.  Together, these measures were used to conduct an exploratory study 

to a) examine the relationships between public employee racial self identity; three 

forms of contextual performance (altruism, conscientiousness, and organizational 

commitment/loyalty); and a related performance measure, self-efficacy and b) to 

assess the explanatory power of racial identity over race membership alone on 

the criterion measures. 
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 The study was conducted at a large, predominantly White, public land-

grant university located in the Southeast United States.  The sample was 

comprised of Black and White employees from six work units, typical of most 

public organizations: Facilities, Transportation, Human Resources, Equal 

Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action, Veterinary School (Labs and Human 

Resources), and Campus Police.  

 Psychometric testing was conducted using a sample of N = 169 including 

79 Black and 90 White employees.  Hypotheses testing and advanced analysis 

were conducted using a trimmed sample N = 149 including 65 Black and 84 

White employees. 

8.2 Psychometric Findings 

In this sample, reliabilities for the original versions of the Black RIAS and 

White RIAS measures were: Black RIAS [Conformity (.70), Dissonance (.49), 

Immersion-Emersion (.66), and Internalization (.31)] and White RIAS [Contact 

(.19), Disintegration (.73), Reintegration (.72), Pseudo-Independence (.57), and 

Autonomy (.46)].  Because of the initial low reliabilities in the sample, the study 

employed reliability analysis and confirmatory factor analysis (PRELIS, LISREL) 

to reverse code select indicators, eliminate items that were negatively correlated 

with the construct, and/or eliminate items that were not evidenced to be 

significantly related to the underlying construct.  This resulted in revised scales 

with an enhanced reliability for all the Black RIAS subscales (Conformity =. 72, 

Dissonance = .59, Immersion-Emersion = .66, and Integration = .43) and the 

White RIAS Contact (.47) and Autonomy (.54) subscales.   
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One reason for the low reliabilities of the RIAS measures might be 

contributed to the dynamic nature of identity development.  Helms (1990) has 

suggested that racial identity is also a dynamic and developmental process, 

where individuals may, with time, education, and/or catalyst experiences, mature 

in the racial beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors they hold.  As a dynamic process 

with dimensions that are not discrete and can overlap, racial identity 

development is a complex phenomenon.  If growth across this continuum is not 

an all-or-nothing proposition and individuals can occupy developmental 

dimensions concurrently, then the complexity of racial identity poses challenges 

to measurement.  Other researchers (Burt, 1998) have suggested that low 

reliabilities in the RIAS measures may also be attributed to the use of outdated 

language in the construction of items.  While not recorded as part of the research 

data, it should be noted that some study subjects raised concerns regarding the 

language used in several RIAS items.   

It is also worth mentioning that the problem of low reliability (less than the 

.70 convention) was encountered by all but one scale (Organizational 

Commitment) used by the study (alphas ranging from .64 to .69).  This 

observation could suggest that the sample may possess unique characteristics 

affecting respondent answers and the general performance of the study 

measures.  In this context, most of the RIAS measures performed as reasonably 

well as those more traditional and well-established measures.  Major 

psychometric findings are as follows: 
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1. Low alpha coefficients and negative associations existing 

between several parameters and their hypothesized racial 

identity subscale compromise overall stability and reliability of 

some RIAS scales.  A general observation concerning the 

weaker performance of the Dissonance/Internalization and 

Contact/Autonomy subscales specifically indicate that both the 

Black and White RIAS measures experienced difficulty 

assessing extremely low or high attitudinal/behavioral points 

existent on the continuum of racial identity development with 

study subjects. 

2. Interpretation of findings using these measures must be 

conducted with caution and scrutiny. 

3. RIAS subscales demonstrated as the most consistently reliable 

were those which measure middle dimensions of racial identity 

development. 

8.3 Major Study Findings 

The second purpose of the study was to conduct exploratory research into 

associations between racial identity, non-task (contextual) performance, and self-

efficacy of adult public workers.  This portion of the study was specifically 

interested in identifying whether or not the multidimensional racial identity 

construct was more helpful in explaining Black and White worker contextual 

performance and self-efficacy than the traditionally used single indicator of race 

membership in a public organizational field test setting.  It also sought to test for 
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significant associations and predictive models involving the racial identity and 

criterion measures as well as to select control variables frequently used in 

workplace research (e.g. length of service, age, supervisory status, socio-

economic status, gender, and unit assignment).  Findings related to the study 

hypotheses are presented below. 

 H-1 Individual racial identity will account for additional variation in 
employee contextual performance, which cannot be explained by race 
membership alone. 
 

Regression results partially supported the study hypothesis in that models 

containing select RIAS scores were found to explain changes in criterion 

behaviors above race membership. 

1. Among Blacks, racial identity naiveté (Conformity) is a negative 

predictor while redefinition (Immersion-Emersion) attitudes/behaviors is 

a positive predictor of self-efficacy.  

2. Among Whites, racial naiveté identity (Contact) attitudes are positive 

predictors of conscientious behavior. 

3. Among Whites, racial identity conflict (Disintegration) and racial 

hostility (Reintegration) attitudes are positive and negative predictors 

respectively, of self-efficacy.  

4. Among the combined sample subjects, racial identity naiveté (CRIS 1) 

and racial identity conflict (CRIS 2) are positive predictors of altruistic 

behaviors. 
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5. The combined sample models containing the racial identity measures 

explained more variation in all criterion variables than the model 

containing race membership. 

 
 H-2 Individual racial identity will be related to contextual 
performance such that: 
 
 B1 (L) Lower dimension scores (Contact, Disintegration, 
Reintegration, Conformity and Dissonance) will be negatively associated 
with employee organizational citizenship behavior and organizational 
commitment indicators.  
 
Correlation results partially supported this prediction in that: 
 

1. Blacks experiencing racial identity conflict (Dissonance) were more 

likely to exhibit altruistic behavior.  The finding ran opposite the 

predicted direction. 

2. Blacks experiencing racial identity conflict (Dissonance) are not likely 

to exhibit organizational loyalty. 

3. Whites possessing racially naïve attitudes (Contact) are likely to 

demonstrate conscientious behaviors.  This finding ran opposite the 

predicted direction. 

4. Whites experiencing racial identity conflict (Disintegration) attitudes are 

likely to demonstrate altruistic behaviors.  This finding ran opposite the 

predicted direction. 

5. Among the combined sample, employees who possess racially 

unaware (CRIS 1) attitudes are inclined to exhibit altruistic behaviors.  

This finding ran opposite the predicted direction. 
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6. Among the combined sample, employees experiencing racial identity 

conflict (CRIS 2) attitudes are not likely to exhibit organizational 

commitment behaviors.   

 

 
 B2 (H) Higher dimension scores (Pseudo–Independence, Autonomy, 
Immersion-Emersion and Internalization) will be positively associated with 
employee organizational citizenship behavior and organizational 
commitment indicators. 
 
This prediction was not supported by the study findings. 
 

H-3 Individual racial identity will be related to self-efficacy such that: 
 

 B1 (L) Lower dimension scores (Contact, Disintegration, 
Reintegration, Conformity, and Dissonance) will be negatively associated 
with employee self-efficacy.  
 
This prediction was partially supported in that: 
 

1. Blacks who are racially naive (Conformity) were less likely to 

exhibit self-efficacious behavior.   

2. Whites possessing racially hostile or negative (Reintegration) 

attitudes are not likely to demonstrate self-efficacious behaviors. 

3. Among the combined sample, employees experiencing racial 

identity conflict (CRIS 2) attitudes are not likely to exhibit self-

efficacious behaviors. 

B2 (H) Higher dimension scores (Pseudo-Independence, Autonomy, 
Immersion-Emersion and Internalization) will be positively associated with 
employee self-efficacy. 
 
This prediction was not supported by the study findings. 
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The study also produced an unexpected finding concerning self-efficacy 

differences between Black and White subjects.  Among Black subjects, the study 

found that self-efficacy is not related to study performance measures, a finding 

that does not conform to mainstream research.  Conversely, among White 

subjects, self-efficacy is associated with organizational loyalty and commitment. 

 

8.4 Study Implications and Recommendations for Future Research 

 Most social science disciplines concur that there is a dearth of research 

that considers race membership and/or racial identity existent across various 

fields.  Findings from the present study support the assertion that the use of a 

single indicator race variable in public administration and other human capital 

related studies may well be an inadequate methodological approach to ascertain 

or explain group differences.  The present study maintains that application of the 

cultural competence principle “understanding the dynamics of difference” in the 

context of organizational behavior studies/research can only better inform public 

administration theory and practice, in this regard.   

 For example, subjects in the Black sample possessed demographic 

attributes fairly consistent with previous research regarding racial disparities in 

public employment (Arbona, 1989; US Census, 1990). While the findings from 

this study cannot be considered generalizable, they can be used to inform the 

prevailing understanding regarding the behavior of Black employees in public 

service.  Hence Black public employees, possessing high racial identity denial or 

obliviousness, will demonstrate less confidence in their ability to perform tasks 
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successfully and possess diminished coping skill mechanisms.  Such attitudes 

are more likely among Black employees who are less educated, “ghettoed” in 

lower levels of organizational hierarchy, and who may experience isolation due to 

race membership minority status.  Conversely, Black employees engaged in 

actively pursuing and internalizing positive images of themselves and their group 

will demonstrate an enhanced self-confidence to perform and coping skills.  

Similarly, lower evolved attitudes of White employees particularly racially hostile 

attitudes and behaviors, characterize a lack of confidence in their ability to 

perform successfully or cope with unexpected events.   

A workforce that is flexible, having the ability to adapt to unforeseen 

changes and possessing task self-confidence, is critical to public organization 

productivity and efficiency.  Practical interventions that organizations could 

undertake to counter the influence of Conformity and Reintegration 

attitudes/behaviors on performance and productivity include providing workers 

with assignments that support their professional/personal growth, mobility, and 

development; authentic opportunities for organizational participation; and 

opportunities for social/interpersonal engagement and relationship-building with 

other culturally diverse employees.   

Another example concerns conscientiousness and loyalty, which are 

forms of contextual performance not generally felt by Black employees toward 

their organizations.  The study findings suggest that the more history Black 

employees have with their organizations, the less inclined they are to possess 
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such behaviors.  Racial identity conflict (Dissonance) was particularly associated 

with organizational loyalty in this regard.   

The lack of organizationally compliant and commitment behaviors among 

Black employees may suggest the existence of a relational disconnect perceived 

by these employees between themselves and the organization.  Culturally, 

people of African descent are more collectivistic than individualistic (Helms and 

Cook, 1999).  Collectivist groups place high value upon relationships and 

community, suggesting that Blacks possess a basic desire for goal congruence 

and harmony with the organizational community.  However, continued patterns of 

systemic/individual exclusion experienced by Black employees, and the use of 

culturally inappropriate rewards/incentives by their organizations, may contribute 

to continuing feelings of organizational disenfranchisement and isolation. 

 Another implication for organizations concerns the influence that racial 

identity attitudes may have on the quality of interpersonal workplace 

relationships.  For example it might be difficult to expect productive relationships 

to exist between White employees with a high degree of racial obliviousness 

(Contact) or hostility (Reintegration) and Black employees, who might be 

described as “militant” because of their active involvement in the racial 

redefinition (Immersion-Emersion) process.  The interaction of such attitudes in 

the rater/ratee relationship, whether conscious or unconscious, could inform and 

have a negative impact upon the equity and fairness of performance appraisal 

systems as suggested by social identity theorists (Mor Barak et al., 1998).  The 

implication of rater bias in such cases undermines democratic regime values 
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embedded in public organizations.  The lack of fairness and equity can likely be 

experienced as psychological contact breaches (Morrison and Robinson, 1997) 

between employees and their organizations that negatively influence worker, and 

ultimately organizational, productivity.   

Considering that the salience of individual and group identity differences 

will not diminish but increase over time as the population and workforce 

continues to diversify in composition, additional research into the influence of 

racial identity within public organizations is needed.  Hence the following 

recommendations for future research are suggested: 

1. Replication of the present study to include a larger, more representative 

sample of public employees across governmental (federal, state and 

municipal) jurisdictions, to ascertain correlations between racial identity 

and factors influencing individual and organizational performance and 

productivity.  Results of such studies may be helpful in refining/enhancing 

RIAS item/subscale construction and performance for use on adult 

populations.   

2. Studies of the relationships between racial identity and performance as 

well as Helms’ racial identity interaction model within organizational 

communities to would provide support for the structured 

inclusion/institutionalization of cultural competencies in public 

administrator/employee staff development, academic preparation, training, 

performance, and selection programs. 



 

 193

3. Expansion of the range of the present study approach to include other 

non-white and/or marginalized groups in future research, providing useful, 

group-specific, identity-performance relationship data to inform public 

administration/organizational theory and practice.  
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10.1 PowerPoint Project Briefing Presentation 
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Slide 1 
 

CROSS CULTURAL & JOB 
ATTITUDES OF PUBLIC 
EMPLOYEES

Ann F. Harris, NCSU
Doctoral Candidate
Political Science & Public 
Administration
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Slide 2 
 

WHAT & WHY

Purpose:To study the relationship between 
public employee racial self identity, self 
confidence and performance.

Goal 1: Increase understanding of workplace 
diversity by exploring the interaction between 
employee racial self identity & possible impact 
on individual job performance
Goal 2: Increase our knowledge concerning 
how racial self identity contributes to 
organizational effectiveness and success
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Slide 3 
 

WHO & HOW

Population: 500-600 NCSU employees from 5 
departments (Facilities, Police, Human 
Resources, Transportation, Vet School)

Chosen b/c their activities are performed in most public 
organizations and are considered “typical.”
Employees will be recruited to complete a 20 minute survey. No 
further participation is required.

All responses are CONFIDENTIAL; all 
responses will be securely stored and reviewed 
by researcher.

No reference in reports will link you or your 
responses to the study.  
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Slide 4 
 

BENEFITS

Learn more about how you feel about cross 
cultural relationships, your job/organization and 
overall confidence
Employees completing the survey will receive a 
thank you gift certificate for coffee & pastry 
from GLOBAL VILLAGE COFFEE HOUSE
Help public organizations (& NCSU) to better 
understand how racial self identity contributes 
to organizational effectiveness and success.
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Slide 5 
 

PROJECT TIMELINE

January-Obtain IRB approval, make unit 
presentations, plan & schedule rooms for survey 
completion.
February/March-Recruitment of subjects for 
survey, survey administration, data collection & 
data entry
March/April-Data analysis. Preliminary draft of 
findings
April/May-Complete draft of findings, submit 
dissertation draft to Committee.
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10.2 Model Recruitment Notice And Employee Sign Up Sheet 
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CROSS CULTURAL and JOB ATTITUDES OF PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 
STUDY RECRUITMENT NOTICE 

 
Dear NCSU Employee: 
 

My name is Ann Faith Harris.  I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Political 

Science and Public Administration.  As part of my dissertation research I am recruiting a sample 

of full time NCSU employees, with at least 6 months of service, to participate in a survey called 

"Cross Cultural and Job Attitudes of Public Employees."  The purpose of the survey is to study 

public employee social and political attitudes about race and ethnicity as well as their work 

attitudes.  

As you know North Carolina State University has undertaken several diversity efforts 

aimed at making its work environment welcoming and inclusive of employees from all 

backgrounds.  My study relates to these activities and is important because it examines how the 

interaction of employee social and cultural attitudes may impact job performance.  Through 

participating in this study you may learn more about how you really feel about cross-cultural 

relationships as well as your working environment.  Information from the study may also be used 

to identify ways that NC State University can make improvements in the workplace.  

The survey will take 20 minutes to complete.  No further participation is required. Your 

responses will be kept strictly confidential, will be maintained and stored securely by me.  No 

reference will be made in oral or written reports which would link you or your responses to the 

study.  

Individuals completing the study will receive a thank you gift of (either $5.00 in cash or a 

gift certificate for coffee and pastry from the Global Village Coffee House).  Employees interested 

in participating in this study should sign up by _________date_______.  The survey will be 

administered in ________location______ at the following dates and times: 

DATE     TIME 
To Be Arranged    To Be Arranged 

 

Sign up sheets with specific dates and times when the survey can be taken are posted 

outside Room _____location____ (make sure you provide your name and phone number on 
the signup sheet).  If you have any questions you may contact the researcher, Ann F. Harris at 

228 Caldwell Hall, e-mail <SIRRAH4137@AOL.COM>, or 515-5072.  Thank you for interest and 

cooperation in this important study. 

 

      ____________________________ 

      Ann Faith Harris, ABD 

      Political Science and Public    

      Administration 



 

 214

Employee Sign-up Sheet 
Cross Cultural and Job Attitudes of Public 

Employees  Researcher-Harris 
Date:      Time: 

Location: 
 

(Please Print  Your Name) 
 

NAME           TITLE                PHONE          E-MAIL 
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10.3 Survey Consent Form 
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North Carolina State University  
EMPLOYEE INFORMED CONSENT FORM  

 
Title of Study:  “Cross Cultural and Work Attitudes of Public Employees” 
 
Principal Investigator Ann F. Harris    Faculty Sponsor  Dennis Daley 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to: assess employee 

social and political attitudes about race and ethnicity, as well as attitudes about  their job activities 
and performance. 

 
INFORMATION 
    1.   You will be asked questions concerning a) your feelings about other cultural groups and b) your 

feelings about your job and performance.  In addition you will be asked a series of basic 
demographic questions. 

2. The survey should take 15-20 minutes to complete.  No further participation regarding this study 
is required on your part after completing the survey 

 
RISKS 
Some of the language in the survey might appear to be prejudiced or biased.  You might have strong 
feelings about these issues.  Otherwise there are no significant risks associated with answering this survey.  
If these questions cause undue anxiety or stress, you are free to leave the study at any point without penalty. 
 
BENEFITS 
Your answers will be used to better understand employee social and cultural attitudes and job performance 
indicators.  You might learn about how you really feel about cross cultural relationships, your overall job 
satisfaction and confidence concerning how well you perform in the workplace. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
The information in the study records will be kept strictly confidential.  Data will be stored securely and will 
be made available only to persons conducting the study unless you specifically give permission in writing 
to do otherwise.  No reference will be made in oral or written reports, which could link you to the study. 
 
COMPENSATION 
For completing this study you will receive an incentive.  If you withdraw from the study prior to its 
completion, (because you find the subject matter offensive) you will not receive the incentive. 
 
EMERGENCY MEDICAL TREATMENT (if applicable) 
A first aid kit is in the room.  If you become upset or emotionally distressed by the survey, counseling is 
available (515-2423). 
 
CONTACT 
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher, Ann 
F. Harris at 228 Caldwell Hall, or 515-5072.  If you feel you have not been treated according to the 
descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of 
this project, you may contact Dr. Matthew Zingraff, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human 
Subjects in Research Committee, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-1834) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, 
Assistant Vice Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148) 
 

PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  If you decide 
to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to 
which you are otherwise entitled.  If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed your 
data will be returned to you or destroyed. 
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CONSENT 
I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I agree to 
participate in this study. 
 
 
 
Subject's signature_______________________________________ Date _________________ 
 
 
Investigator's signature__________________________________ Date _________________ 
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10.4 114-Item Black Racial Identity Scale Survey 
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CROSS CULTURAL and JOB ATTITUDES OF  
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 

North Carolina State University 
 
 
 
Dear NC State University Employee: 
 
The purpose of the survey is to in gather information on NCSU employee social 
and political attitudes about race and ethnicity.  You will also be asked 
questions concerning your perceptions of the work environment and job 
attitudes. Your candid comments ensure the success of this survey. 
Confidentiality is assured. NC State University units will receive summary 
information. No one will be able to identify you by the demographic information 
you provide. 
 
 
Name:  
In the section of the answer sheet marked NAME, please enter your last name 
first and fill in the bubbles that correspond to letters in your name.   
 
 
Identification number: 
In the section marked IDENTIFICATION NUMBER, please check to see if the 
number entered on your answer sheet matches the number on the survey return 
envelope.   
 
Sex: 
In the section marked SEX, please fill in the appropriate bubble. 
 
Birth Date: 
In the section marked BIRTH DATE, fill in the last two digits of your birth year 
only (e.g. If your birth year is 1960 fill in "60"). 
 
 
Grade or Education: 
In the section marked GRADE OR EDUCATION, please fill in the highest grade 
of education you have completed. 
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INSTRUCTIONS: 
 
Please mark all answers on the bubble sheet. This questionnaire is designed to learn 
about employee social, racial, cultural and work attitudes.  It will take about 15-20 minutes 
to complete.  Since different people have different opinions, there are no right or wrong 
answers.  Please use the scales specified to respond to each statement.  On your answer 
sheet, for each question, fill in the letter that corresponds with the option that best 
describes how you feel. Try to be as honest as you can.  Your answers will remain 
completely confidential and will only be grouped with other responses for analysis.  
 
Use the scale below to best describe your work style and how often you do items 1-10. 
 
      A      B          C      D         E 
    Never         Seldom           Occasionally           Often            Always 
__________________________________________________________________   
         

1.  Volunteered for things that were not required.  

2. Oriented new people even though it was not required.  

3. Helped others who had heavy workloads. 

4. Assisted boss with his/her work 

5. Made innovative suggestions to improve the units work.  

6. Took undeserved breaks. 

    7.  Coasted toward the end of the shift.       

    8.  Gave advanced notice if unable to come to work.     

    9.  Took extra breaks.         

10. Spent time in idle conversation. 

Use the scale below to respond to statements 11 – 60. 
 
      A      B          C      D         E 
    Strongly  Disagree     Uncertain          Agree      Strongly 
    Disagree            Agree  
 

  

11. I believe that being Black is a positive experience 
 

12. I know through experience what being Black in America means. 
 

13.  I feel unable to involve myself in white experiences and am increasing my involvement in 
Black experiences.                  

 
    14.   I believe that large numbers of Blacks are untrustworthy.  

15. I feel an overwhelming attachment to Black people. 

16.  I involve myself in causes that will help all oppressed people.     

17. I feel comfortable whenever I am. 
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      A          B                    C           D         E 
    Strongly   Disagree     Uncertain             Agree      Strongly 
    Disagree            Agree  
 
  
    18.  I believe that white people look and express themselves better Blacks.  

       
   19.  I feel very uncomfortable around Black people.    
 

20.   I feel good about being Black, but do not limit myself to Black activities.   
  

 
21.   I often find myself referring to white people as honkies, devils, pigs, etc.   

  
 

22.   I believe that to be Black is not necessarily good.    
 
   23.   I believe that certain aspects of the Black experience apply to me, and others do not. 
  
           

24.  I frequently confront the system.      
 

25.  I constantly involve myself in Black political and social activities (art shows, political 
meetings, Black theatre, etc.).  

 
26. I involve myself in social action and political groups, even if there are no other Blacks 

involved.     
27. I believe that Black people should learn to think and experience life in ways which are 

similar to White people.  
 

28. I believe the world should be interpreted from a Black perspective.    
     

29. I have changed my style of life to fit my beliefs about Black people.   
      

   30. I feel excitement and joy in Black surroundings.    
 

31.   I believe that Black people came from a strange, dark, and uncivilized continent.  
   

32.   People, regardless of their race, have strengths and limitations.  
 

33.   I find myself reading a lot of Black literature and thinking about being Black.  
      

34.   I feel guilty and/or anxious about some of the things I believe about Black people.  
  

 
35.   I believe that a Black person’s most effective weapon for solving problems is to become 

apart of the White person’s world.        
 

36.  I speak my mind regardless of the consequences (e.g. being kicked out of school, being   
imprisoned or being exposed to danger).        

 
37.   I believe that everything Black is good, and consequently I limit myself to Black activities. 

 
38.  I am determined to find my Black identity.    
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       A      B          C      D         E 
    Strongly          Disagree        Uncertain         Agree      Strongly 
    Disagree                      Agree  
 
 
   39.   I believe that White people are intellectually superior to Blacks.     
 
  40.  I believe that because I am Black, I have many strengths.  
 

41. I feel that Black people do not have as much to be proud of as White people do.   
 
  42.  Most Blacks I know are failures.      
 

43.  I believe that White people should feel guilty about the way they have treated Blacks in the 
past.  

 
  44.  White people can’t be trusted.      
 
  45.  In today’s society if Black people don’t achieve, they  have only themselves to blame. 
     
  46.  The most important thing about me is that I am Black.   
 

47. Being Black just feels natural to me. 
     
48.  Other Black people have trouble accepting me because my life experiences have been so 
different    from their experience.  

 
49. Black people who have any White people’s blood should feel ashamed of it.   

     
  50.  Sometimes, I wish I belonged to the White race.    
 
  51.  The people I respect most are White.     
 
  52.  A person’s race usually is not important to me.    
 
  53. I feel anxious when white people compare me with other members of my race.   
 
  54.  I can’t feel comfortable with either Black or white people.  
 
  55. A person’s race has little to do with whether or not he/she is a good person. 
     
  56.   When I am with Black people, I pretend to enjoy the things they enjoy.    
 
  57. When a stranger who is Black does something embarrassing in public, I get embarrassed.  
 
  58. I believe that a Black person can be close friends with a White person.   
    
  59. I am satisfied with myself.       
 
  60. I have a positive attitude about myself because I am Black.    
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Use the scale below to rate how much you agree or disagree with statements 61-93 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
  A         B         C       D  E  F       G 
Strongly    Moderately    Slightly     Neither          Slightly          Moderately       Strongly 
Disagree    Disagree      Disagree    Disagree          Agree              Agree                 Agree 
                                              or Agree 
          
61. I am willing to put a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected to help this 

organization be successful. 

62. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great place to work for. 

63. I feel very little loyalty to his organization. 

64. I would accept almost any type of job assignment to keep working for this organization. 

65. I find that my values and the organization's values are very similar. 

66. I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization, 

67. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work was 

similar. 
68. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 

69. It would take very little change in my present situation to cause me to leave this organization. 

70. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering at 

the time I joined. 

71. There's not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely. 

72. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on important matters relating to 

its employees. 

73. I really care about the fate of this organization. 

74. For me this is the best of all possible organizations to work for. 

75. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part.  
76. When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work 

77. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should. 

78. If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can. 

79. When I set important goals for my self, I rarely achieve them.  

80. I give up on things before completing them.  

81. I avoid facing difficulties. 

82. If something looks too complicated, I will not even bother to try it.  

83. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish it. 

84. When I decide to do something new, I soon give up if I am not initially successful. 

85. When unexpected problems occur, I don’t handle them well. 

86. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too difficult for me. 

87. Failure just makes me try harder. 

88. I feel insecure about my ability to do things. 



 

 224

  A         B      C       D    E  F                 G 
Strongly    Moderately    Slightly       Neither          Slightly          Moderately       Strongly 
Disagree    Disagree      Disagree      Disagree          Agree              Agree               Agree 
                                                or Agree 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
89. I am a self-reliant person. 

90. I give up easily. 

91. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that come up in life. 

92. It is difficult for me to make new friends. 

93. If I see someone I would like to meet, I go to that person instead of waiting for him/her to 

come to me. 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Listed below are several statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. 
Read each item and indicate whether the statement is (A) TRUE or (B) FALSE as it 
pertains to you personally. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
94. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

95. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 

96. On a few occasions, I have given up on something because I thought too little of my ability. 

97. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even thought I 

knew   they were right. 

98. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. 

99. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 

100. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

101. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

102. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

103. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. 

104. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 

105. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

106. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.  
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PERSONAL INFORMATION 
 
This information is necessary to determine how people with different identities are 
treated in the workplace. This information is kept with the strictest confidentiality. You 
can not be identified from the information provided here. 

107. Work Unit: 
A. Facilities 
B. Campus Police 
C. Transportation 
D. Human Resources 
E. Vet School 
 

108. Salary Grade Range 
A. 50 - 56 
B. 57 - 64 
C. 65 - 71 
D. 72 - 79 
E. 80 and above 
 

109. Occupational Category 
A. Executive/ Administrative Official 
B. Professional 
C. Paraprofessional 
D. Technical 
E. Clerical 
F. Protective Service 
G. Maintenance 
H. Laborer 
 

110. Are you a supervisor? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

 
111. Status: 

A. Permanent employee 
         B. Temporary employee 
 
112. With which racial or ethnic group do you identify?  

A. African American 
B. Caribbean-West Indian 
C. West/Sub-Saharan African or Black (Non-Hispanic) 
D. Asian American 
E. Hispanic/Latino (Mexican, Central American, Puerto Rican) 
F. Native American/American Indian 
G. Pacific Islander 
H. White/ European American (Non-Hispanic) 
I. Mixed Race 
J.  Other 
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113. Choose the option closest to your length of service? 

A. Less than 6 months 

B. 6 months –12 months 

C. 13 months –2 years 

D. 3 years – 5 years 

E. 6-10 years 

F. 11-15 years 

G. 16+ years 
 
114. What percentage of the employees in your work unit have the same ethnic background 

as you? 
 

A.  up to 5 percent  
B.  up to 10 percent 
C.  up to 25 percent 
D.  up to 50 percent 
E.  above 51 percent 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

Thank you very much for completing this survey 

Ann F. Harris, Department of Political Science and Public Administration, 
515-5072 

North Carolina State University 
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10.5 114-Item White Racial Identity Scale Survey 
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CROSS CULTURAL and JOB ATTITUDES OF  

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 
North Carolina State University 

 
 
 
Dear NC State University Employee: 
 
The purpose of the survey is to in gather information on NCSU employee social 
and political attitudes about race and ethnicity.  You will also be asked 
questions concerning your perceptions of the work environment and job 
attitudes. Your candid comments ensure the success of this survey. 
Confidentiality is assured. NC State University units will receive summary 
information. No one will be able to identify you by the demographic information 
you provide. 
 
 
Name:  
In the section of the answer sheet marked NAME, please enter your last name 
first and fill in the bubbles that correspond to letters in your name.   
 
 
Identification number: 
In the section marked IDENTIFICATION NUMBER, please check to see if the 
number entered on your answer sheet matches the number on the survey return 
envelope.   
 
Sex: 
In the section marked SEX, please fill in the appropriate bubble. 
 
Birth Date: 
In the section marked BIRTH DATE, fill in the last two digits of your birth year 
only (e.g. If your birth year is 1960 fill in "60"). 
 
 
 
Grade or Education: 
In the section marked GRADE OR EDUCATION, please fill in the highest grade 
of education you have completed. 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 229

 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
 
Please mark all answers on the bubble sheet. This questionnaire is designed to 
learn about employee social, racial, cultural and work attitudes.  It will take about 
15-20 minutes to complete.  Since different people have different opinions, there 
are no right or wrong answers.  Please use the scales specified to respond to 
each statement.  On your answer sheet, for each question, fill in the letter that 
corresponds with the option that best describes how you feel. Try to be as honest 
as you can.  Your answers will remain completely confidential and will only be 
grouped with other responses for analysis.  
 
Use the scale below to best describe your work style and how often you do items 
1-10. 
 
   A        B        C   D   E    
Never               Seldom        Occasionally            Often         Always  
        

1.  Volunteered for things that were not required.  

2. Oriented new people even though it was not required.  

3. Helped others who had heavy workloads. 

4. Assisted boss with his/her work 

5. Made innovative suggestions to improve the units work.  

6. Took undeserved breaks. 

    7.  Coasted toward the end of the shift.       

    8.  Gave advanced notice if unable to come to work.     

    9.  Took extra breaks.         

10. Spent time in idle conversation. 

 
Use the scale below to respond to statements 11 – 60. 
 
      A      B          C      D         E 
    Strongly  Disagree     Uncertain        Agree      Strongly 
    Disagree            Agree 
 

11. I hardly think about what race I am.       
 

12. I do not understand what Blacks want from Whites.     
 

13. I get angry when I think about how Whites have been treated by Blacks.   
 

14. I feel as comfortable around Blacks as I do around Whites.    
 

15. I involve myself in causes regardless of the race/ethnicity of the people involved in them. 
       

16. I find myself watching Black people to see what they are like.    
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17. I feel depressed after I have been around Black people.  
 

    
      A      B          C      D         E 
    Strongly  Disagree     Uncertain        Agree      Strongly    

Disagree            Agree 
 
 

18. There is nothing that I want to learn from Blacks.      
 

19. I seek out new experiences even if I know a large number of Blacks will be involved. 
      

20.  I enjoy watching the different ways that Blacks and Whites approach life.    
 

21. I wish I had a Black friend.        
 

22. I do not feel that I have the social skills to interact with Black people effectively.   
 

23. A Black person who tries to get close to you is usually after something.   
      

24. When a Black person holds an opinion with which I disagree, I am not afraid to express 
my viewpoint.    
 

25. Sometimes jokes based on Black people’s experiences are funny.   
 

26. I think it is exciting to discover the little ways in which Black people and White people are 
different.     

 
27. I used to believe in racial integration, but now I have my doubts.    
 

28.  I’d rather socialize with Whites only.       
 

29. In many ways Blacks and Whites are similar, but they are also different in some important 
ways.  

  
30. Blacks and Whites have much to learn from each other.     

 
31. For most of my life, I did not think about racial issues.     

 
32. I have come to believe that Black people and white people are very different.   

 
33. White people have bent over backwards trying to make up for their ancestors’ 

mistreatment of Blacks, now it is time to stop.    
 

34. It is possible for Blacks and Whites to have meaningful social relationships with each 
other.       

35. There are some valuable things that White people can learn from Blacks that they can’t 
learn from other Whites.    

 
36. I am curious to learn in what ways Black people and White people differ from each other.  

 
37. I limit myself to White activities.        

 
38. Society may have been unjust to Blacks, but it has also been unjust to Whites.  

     



 

 231

39. I am knowledgeable about which values Blacks and Whites share.    
      

 
      A      B          C      D         E 
    Strongly  Disagree     Uncertain        Agree      Strongly    

Disagree            Agree  
 

40. I am comfortable wherever I am.        
 

41. In my family, we never talked about racial issues.     
 

42. When I must interact with a Black person, I usually let him or her make the first move. 
      

43. I feel hostile when I am around Blacks.       
 

44. I think I understand Black people’s values.      
 

45. Blacks and Whites can have successful intimate relationships.    
 

46. I was raised to believe that people are people regardless of their race/ethnicity.  
     

47. Nowadays, I go out of my way to avoid associating with Blacks.    
 

48. I believe that Blacks are inferior to Whites.      
 

49. I believe I know a lot about Black people’s customs.     
 

50. There some valuable things that white people can learn from Blacks that they can’t learn 
from other Whites.    

 
51. I think that it’s okay for Black people and White people to date each other as long as they  

don’t marry each other.   
 

52. Sometimes I’m not sure what I think or feel about Black people.    
 

53. When I am the only White in a group of Blacks, I feel anxious.    
 

54. Blacks and Whites differ from each other in some ways, but neither race is superior. 
      

55. I am not embarrassed to admit that I am White.      
 

56. I think White people should become more involved in socializing with Blacks.  
     

57. I don’t understand why Black people blame all White people for the social misfortunes. 
  

58. I believe that White people look and express themselves better than Blacks.  
     

59. I feel comfortable talking to Blacks.       
 

60. I value the relationships that I have with my Black friends.  
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Use the scale below to rate how much you agree or disagree with statements 61–93. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
  A         B      C       D     E  F         G 
Strongly    Moderately    Slightly       Neither          Slightly          Moderately       Strongly 
Disagree    Disagree      Disagree      Disagree          Agree              Agree               Agree 
                                                 or Agree        
          

61. I am willing to put a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected to help this 
organization be successful. 

 
62. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great place to work for. 
63. I feel very little loyalty to his organization. 

64. I would accept almost any type of job assignment to keep working for this organization. 

65. I find that my values and the organization's values are very similar. 

66. I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization, 

67. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work was 
similar. 

68. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 

69. It would take very little change in my present situation to cause me to leave this 
organization. 

 
70. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was 

considering at the time I joined.   
 

71. There's not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely. 

72. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on important matters 
relating to its employees. 

 
73. I really care about the fate of this organization. 

74. For me this is the best of all possible organizations to work for. 

75. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part.  
76. When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work 

77. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work when I should. 

78. If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can. 

79. When I set important goals for my self, I rarely achieve them.  

80. I give up on things before completing them.  

81. I avoid facing difficulties. 

82. If something looks too complicated, I will not even bother to try it.  

83. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish it. 

84. When I decide to do something new, I soon give up if I am not initially successful. 

85. When unexpected problems occur, I don’t handle them well. 

86. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too difficult for me. 
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87. Failure just makes me try harder 

88. I feel insecure about my ability to do things. 

  A         B      C       D    E  F         G 
Strongly    Moderately    Slightly       Neither          Slightly          Moderately       Strongly 
Disagree    Disagree      Disagree    Disagree            Agree              Agree                 Agree 
                                                           or Agree        

 

89. I am a self reliant person   
90. I give up easily. 

91. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that come up in life. 

92. It is difficult for me to make new friends. 

93. If I see someone I would like to meet, I go to that person instead of waiting for him/her to 

come to   me. 

 

Listed below are several statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. 
Read each item and indicate whether the statement is (A) TRUE or (B) FALSE as it 
pertains to you personally. 
 

94. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

95. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 

96. On a few occasions, I have given up on something because I thought too little of my 

ability. 

97. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even thought I 

knew they were right. 

98. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. 

99. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 

100. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

101. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

102. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

103. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. 

104. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 

105. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

106. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.  

 

PERSONAL INFORMATION 
 
This information is necessary to determine how people with different identities are treated 
in the workplace. This information is kept with the strictest confidentiality. You can not be 
identified from the information provided here. 

107. Work Unit: 
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H. White/ European American (Non-Hispanic) 

B.  6 months –12 months 

 A. Facilities 
B. Campus Police 
C. Transportation 
D. Human Resources 
E. Vet School 

 
108. Salary Grade Range 

A. 50 - 56 
B. 57 - 64 
C. 65 - 71 
D. 72 - 79 
E. 80 and above 
 

109. Occupational Category 
A. Executive/ Administrative Official 
B. Professional 
C. Paraprofessional 
D. Technical 
E. Clerical 
F. Protective Service 
G. Maintenance 
H. Laborer 
 

110. Are you a supervisor? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

 
111. Status: 

A. Permanent employee 
         B. Temporary employee 
 

112. With which racial or ethnic group do you identify?  
A. African American 
B. Caribbean-West Indian 
C. West/Sub-Saharan African or Black (Non-Hispanic) 
D. Asian American 
E. Hispanic/Latino (Mexican, Central American, Puerto Rican) 
F. Native American/American Indian 
G. Pacific Islander 

I. Mixed Race 
J.  Other 
 

113. Choose the option closest to your length of service? 

A. Less than 6 months 

C. 13 months –2 years 

D.  3 years – 5 years 

E.  6-10 years 

F.  11-15 years 

G.  16+ years 
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114. What percentage of the employees in your work unit have the same ethnic background 
as you? 

D.  up to 50 percent 

North Carolina State University 

 

 

 
 
 

 
A.  up to 5 percent  
B.  up to 10 percent 
C.  up to 25 percent 

E.  above 51 percent 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

Thank you very much for completing this survey 

Ann F. Harris, Department of Political Science and Public Administration, 
515-5072 
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10.6 Criterion And Adjunct Item Means, Standard Deviations And 

Measurement Statistics 
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Table A Organizational Citizenship Behavior Item Mean and Standard Deviation Scores 
 (N =169) 
ITEM         M  SD  

 

 

9. Took extra breaks.      3.22   .75 

 

 

1. Volunteered for things that were not required.  2.44   .84 
 

2. Oriented new people even thought it was 
not required.       2.59   .91 

 
3. Helped others who had heavy work loads.   2.80   .81 

 
4. Assisted boss with his/her work.    2.52   .96 

 
5. Made innovative suggestions to improve 

units work.       2.53   .92 
 

6. Took undeserved breaks.     3.09   .80 
 

7. Coasted toward the end of the shift.    2.73   .85 

8. Gave advanced notice if unable to come to work.  3.63   .73 
 

 
10. Spent time in idle conversation.    2.54   .66 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIORS 

TABLE B__ Measurement Statistics for the Altruism  Scale _      

SCALE: ALTRUISM      GFI =     .98 
N = 169        CSQ = 17.03 p = .00 
ALPHA = .67       SRMR =        .33______  
 
Variables   M       SD       R-square             Item Weight  

 

1. OCB 1  2.44   .84  .54   .28 

 

2. OCB 2  2.59   .91  .31   .14 
3. OCB 3  2.80   .81  .36   .16 
4. OCB 4  2.52   .96  .30   .14 
5. OCB 5  2.53   .92  .54   .28 

TOTAL         2.56   .60    ----   -----   
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TABLE C  Measurement Statistics for the Conscientiousness Scale     
SCALE: CONSCIENTIOUSNESS    GFI =    .99 
N = 169       CSQ = 6.84, p =  .23  
ALPHA = .64      SRMR =       .83    
 
Variables   M       SD       R-square             Item Weight  

 

1. OCB 6(R)  3.09   .80  .56   .25 
2. OCB 7(R)  2.73   .85  .49   .21 
3. OCB 8  3.63   .73  .20   .08 
4. OCB 9(R)  3.22   .75  .67   .37 
5. OCB 10(R)  2.54   .66  .24   .10 

TOTAL         3.06   .56  ----   -----   
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Table D  Organizational Commitment Item Mean and Standard Deviation Scores (N = 167) 
ITEM         M  SD  

1. Willing to put a great effort beyond what is  
normally expected to help the organization.   5.13  1.12 

 
2. Talk up this organization to friends as a great place 

to work for.       4.36  1.49 
 

3. Feel very little loyalty to this organization.   1.86  1.90 
 

4. Would accept almost any type of job assignment  
to keep working for this organization.    2.21  2.07 

 
5. Find my values and the organization’s values are very 

similar.        3.74  1.75 
  

6. Proud to tell others that I am a part of this  
organization.       4.80  1.32 

 
7. Could just as well be working for a different  

organization as long as the type of work was similar.  3.50  1.83 
 

8. Organization really inspires the very best in me in the 
way of job performance.     3.68  1.89 

 
9. Would take very little change in my present situation 

to cause me to leave this organization.   2.20  1.91 
 

10. Am extremely glad I chose this organization to work 
for over others.      4.28  1.78 
     

11. Is not too much to be gained by sticking with this 
organization indefinitely.     2.31  1.97 

 
12. Find it difficult to agree with this organization’s  

policies on important matters relating to its 
 employees.       3.00  1.96 

 
13. Really care about the fate of this organization  4.72  1.49 

 
14. Is the best of all possible organizations to work for.  3.46  1.76 

 
15. Deciding to work for this organization was a  

definite mistake on my part.      .92  1.44 
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ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 

TABLE E___ Measurement Statistics for the Organizational Loyalty Scale      
SCALE: LOYALTY      GFI =    .96 
N = 167        CSQ =    368.07  p  = .00  
ALPHA = .87       SRMR =   .23______  

Variables   M       SD       R-square             Item Weight  

 
1. OC 1   5.13  1.12  .50   .03 
2. OC 2   4.36  1.49  .92   .17 
3. OC3(R)  1.86  1.90  .49   .03 
4. OC 4   2.21  2.07  .28   .01 
5. OC 5   4.80  1.32  .94   .22 
7. OC7(R)  3.50  1.83  .05   .00 
8. OC 8   3.68  1.89  .74   .05 
9. OC 9(R)  2.20  1.91  .58   .03 
10. OC10  4.28  1.78  .90   .14 
11. OC11(R)  2.31  1.97  .73   .05 
12. OC12(R)  3.00  1.96  .48   .03 
13. OC13  4.72  1.49  .74   .05 
14. OC14  3.46  1.76  .89   .13 

 
15. OC15(R)   .92  1.44  .76   .05 

TOTAL       4.22   1.16  ----   -----   
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Table F  Self-efficacy  Item Mean and Standard Deviation Scores  (N = 166)    
 
ITEM         M  SD  

1. When I make plans, I am certain I can make  
them work.       4.67  1.36 

 
2. Can’t get down to work when I should.   1.13  1.54 

 
3. If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying  

until I can.       5.16  1.25 
 

 

10. When unexpected problems occur, I don’t 

11. Avoid trying to learn new things, when they look too 
difficult for me.      1.04  1.43 

12. Failure just makes me try harder.    4.72  1.68 

13. Feel secure about my ability to do things.   1.28  1.82 

 

17. 

4. When I set important goals, I rarely achieve them.  1.28  1.66 
 

5. I give up on things before completing them.    .89  1.34 
 

6. Avoid facing difficulties.     1.54  1.79 
 

7. If something looks too complicated, I will not bother 
to try it.        .93  1.29 

8. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick 
to it until I finish it.      4.27  1.87 

 
9. When I decide to do something new, I soon give 

up if I am not initially successful.    1.07  1.39 
 

handle them well.      1.31  1.64 
 

 

 

 
14. Am a self reliant person.     4.75  1.80 

15. Give up easily.        .55  1.09 
 
16. Don’t seem capable of dealing with most problems 

that come up in life.       .64  1.16 
 
 Difficult for me to make new friends.     .99  1.45 
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TABLE G  Measurement Statistics for the Self-efficacy Scale      
SCALE: GENERAL SELF-EFFICACY    GFI =           .94 
N = 166        CSQ =   225.94,  p = .00  
ALPHA = .68       SRMR =      .27_   
 
Variables   M       SD       R-square             Item Weight  

 

1. SE 1   4.67  1.36  .28   .03 
2. SE 2(R)  1.13  1.54  .37   .03 
3. SE 3   5.16  1.25  .77   .13 

11. SE 13(R)  1.28  1.82  .45   .05 

 

4. SE 4(R)  1.28  1.66  .40   .03 
5. SE 5(R)   .89  1.34  .81   .16 
6. SE 8   4.27  1.87  .20   .02 
7. SE 9(R)  1.07  1.39  .78   .13 
8. SE 10(R)  1.31  1.64  .63   .06 
9. SE 11(R)  1.04  1.43  .73   .10 
10. SE 12  4.72  1.68  .68   .08 

12. SE 14  4.75  1.80  .42   .03 
13. SE15(R)   .55  1.09  .76   .13 
14. SE 17(R)   .99  1.45  .31   .03 

TOTAL         4.99  .705  ----   -----   
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Table H Social Desirability  Item Mean and Standard Deviations Scores (N = 145)  
 
ITEM         M  SD  

1. Sometimes hard for me to go on with my work 

2. Sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.  .66  .48 

4. There have been times when I felt like rebelling  

    5. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a  

9. I’m always courteous, even to disagreeable people.  .26  .44 

good fortune of others.     .52  .50 
   

  
 

if I am not encouraged.     .75  .43 
 

 
3. On a few occasions, I’ve given up on something  

because I thought too little of my ability.   .72  .45 
 

against people in authority even though 
 I knew they were right.     .68  .47 

 

 good listener.       .23  .43 
 
6. There have been occasions when I took advantage 

of someone.       .54  .50 
 

7. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.  .15  .36 
 

8. Sometimes I try to get even rather than forgive 
 and forget.       .69  .46 

 

 
10. I’ve never been irked when people expressed ideas 

very different from my own.     .66  .48 
  

11.  There have been times when I was quite jealous of the 

12. I’m sometimes irritated by people who  
ask favors of me.      .60  .49 

 
13. I’ve never deliberately said something that hurt  

someone’s feelings.      .57  .50 
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TABLE I  Measurement Statistics for the Social Desirability Scale      
SCALE: SOCIAL DESIRABILITY    GFI =       .92 
N = 145        CSQ=   216.46,  p =  .00 
ALPHA = .69       SRMR =  _.23_    
  
Variables   M       SD       R-square             Item Weight  

 
1. SOCDE 1   .75   .43  .09   .00 

11. SOCDE 11    .52   .50  .32   .03 

 

2. SOCDE 2   .66   .48  .91   .37 
3. SOCDE 3   .72   .45  .50   .06 
4. SOCDE 4   .68   .47  .46   .06 
5. SOCDE 5(R)   .23   .43  .44   .06 
6. SOCDE 6   .54   .50  .46   .06 
7. SOCDE 7(R)   .15   .36  .65   .09  
8. SOCDE 8   .69   .46  .52   .06 
9. SOCDE 9(R)    .26   .44  .26   .03 
10. SOCDE 10(R)  .66   .48  .30   .03 

12. SOCDE 12   .60   .49  .30   .03 
13. SOCDE13(R)  .57   .50  .78   .14 

TOTAL   1.14  .35  ----   -----   
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