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Abstract

Equal Opportunity (EO) climate is a topic of great interest in a variety of organizational
contexts. This interest stems from the demonstrated empirical relationship between EO climate
and a variety of individual level and organizational level outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction,
organizational performance). The current study examines the relationship between EO climate
and individual level outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
organizational trust. Results are supportive of previous findings, indicating significant positive
relationships between EO climate and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, as well as

organizational trust.
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Examining the Relationship between Equal Opportunity Climate and
Individual-Level Outcome Variables

Volumes have been written regarding the relationship between the effective
management of diversity and workplace outcomes. Within this body of literature it has been
noted that diversity within organizations can be both a source of friction as well as a potential
strategic asset (e.g. Homan, Van Knippenberg, Van Cleef, & De Dreu, 2007; Jehn, Northcraft,
& Neale, 1999; Moon, 1997).

A contributing factor to the effective management of diversity within organizations is
the existence of equal opportunities to all members of an organization irrespective of their
personal background or beliefs. The prevalence of equal opportunities is typically assessed in
terms of the equal opportunity (EO) climate. Defined in general terms, EO climate is the

“expectation by individuals that opportunities, responsibilities, and rewards
will be accorded on the basis of a person’s abilities, efforts and contributions,
and not on race, color, sex, religion, or national origin. It is to be emphasized
that this definition involves the individual’s perceptions and may or may not be
based on the actual witnessing of behaviors.” (Dansby & Landis, 1991, p. 392).

EO climate overlaps considerably with what Cox (1993) and others (e.g. Van
Knippenberg, & Schippers, 2007; Kossek, & Zonia, 1993) refer to as diversity climate.
Diversity climate, as traditionally defined, is typically assessed in terms of individuals’
evaluations of methods for managing with workplace diversity (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; McKay,
Avery, & Morris, 2009; Mor Barak, Cherin, & Berkman, 1998; Van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007), whereas EO climate focuses more specifically on perceptions of the opportunities and
potential favoritism afforded to groups of employees which are defined in terms of race, color,

sex, religion, or national origin (Dansby & Landis, 1991). In other words, EO climate can be
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crudely described as the perceptions of outcomes of diversity management practices within
organizations in the tradition of the referent shift/cross-level effects (Chan, 1998) strategy for
assessing organization level characteristics.

EO and Diversity Climate Research

Much like diversity climate, (e.g., Hicks-Clarke & lles, 2000; Hopkins, Hopkins &
Malette, 2001, McKay , Avery, Tonidandel, Morris, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2007) EO climate has
been linked to individual level outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and perceived work group efficacy in active duty military personnel (e.g., Estrada, Stetz, &
Harbke, 2007; Mclntyre, Bartle, Landis, & Dansby, 2002). Similarly, in a study of military
reservists, it was discovered that the prevalence of positive EO behavior (i.e., behavior that
facilitates integration of minority and majority members of a group) exhibited by a command as
well as perceptions of climate related to racism and sexual discrimination were significant
predictors of outcomes including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and work group
effectiveness (Estrada et al., 2007).

Also similar to diversity climate, EO climate has received little empirical investigation
as an aggregated organization level construct. Cross-level inquiries in regards to diversity
climate are burgeoning; however, studies that have linked diversity climate as an organizational
level construct to individual level outcomes are still limited in number. Results of studies that
have linked diversity climate to other aggregated organizational level phenomena indicated that
diversity climate does have an impact on organizational performance (e.g., Gonzalez & Denisi,
2009; McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2009). Furthermore, it has been found that diversity climate,
when examined as an organizational level phenomenon, does have a relationship with

individual level work outcomes such as organizational attachment (Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009).
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Despite the application of diversity climate across levels of analysis, little empirical
enquiry has been done in regards to linking EO climate as an aggregated organization level
construct to individual level or other aggregated organizational level outcomes. The only study
that has assessed the viability of EO climate as an organizational level construct was conducted
by Peterson, Van Driel, Crepeau, and McDonald (2008). In this study, it was found that EO
climate strength, or the extent to which EO climate perceptions are shared, acts as a moderator
of the effect of EO climate on outcomes such as job satisfaction and organizational
commitment.

Based on these observations, the focus of the current inquiry is to extend existing
findings in regards to EO climate and seek to investigate the cross-level application of EO
climate by referencing the extant literature and findings in regards to diversity climate.

Applying EO Climate to Individual and Organizational Level Outcomes
The Logic for EO Climate as an Organizational Level Phenomenon

As reflected by studies, such as that performed by Mcintyre et al. (2002), EO climate
has mainly been approached as a component of psychological climate (i.e., the meaning
attached to organizational events and attributes by individual organizational members; James &
James, 1989). Organizational climate is derived from the extent to which such valuations are
shared by organizational members (McKay et al, 2009; Reichers & Schneider, 1990). Therefore,
if perceptions regarding fairness and equity are sufficiently shared among members of
organizations, it is possible to assess EO climate as an organizational level construct.

Linking EO Climate to Individual Level Outcomes
Leveraging extant diversity climate theory as well as previous research findings in terms

of EO climate (e.g., Mclintyre et al., 2002), it is possible to argue that EO climate, when
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aggregated to the organizational level, should relate to individual level work outcomes as well
as organizational level outcomes.

Arguably one of the most comprehensive models linking diversity climate within
organizations to organizational processes and outcomes was provided by Cox (1993; see Figure
1). Cox proposed that diversity climate within an organization has a direct impact on the career
outcomes of individuals (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational identification, job involvement, job
performance, promotion, and compensation). Similarly, EO climate may also have an impact on
individual level work outcomes.

In support of this contention, it is been observed that minority groups often perceive
themselves as marginalized, excluded and discriminated against (Blank & Slipp,1994;
Goldman, Gutek, Stein, & Lewis, 2006). Evidence also suggests that EO climate is more
relevant to members of minority as compared to majority groups (Truhon, 2008), which
indicates that fairness and equity within organizations are more salient concerns to minority
group members. Furthermore, perceptions of marginalization and discrimination have been
linked to reduced motivation and ability to contribute to organizational functioning (Robertson
& Block, 2001).

Based on these observations, EO climate has relevance to individuals within
organizations. In other words, an organizational climate in which individuals do not perceive
themselves to be treated fairly and equitably may well have an influence on individuals’ work
related outcomes as proposed by Cox (1993). We therefore hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: EO climate, measured as an organization level construct, is

positively related to individual level work related outcomes.
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Hypothesis 2: Each EO climate variable will be positively and uniquely related

to individual level work related outcomes.
Method
Assessing EO Climate

EO climate is assessed via the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute Equal
Opportunity Climate Survey (DEOCS). The DEOCS is a product of the long term interest of
the military interest in diversity related issues. This interest was spurred initially by both the
civil rights movement and the realization that diversity was an operational reality in the Armed
Services (Estrada et al., 2007). The equal opportunity and diversity initiatives enacted within the
Department of Defense eventually led to stable research programs aimed at assessing EO
climate in military organizations (e.g., Dansby & Landis, 1998; Knouse & Dansby, 1999;
Rosenfeld, Thomas, Edwards, Thomas, & Thomas, 1991). As a consequence of these research
programs, the Military Equal Opportunity Climate Survey (MEOCS) was created and
subsequently revised and renamed as the DEOCS.

The DEOCS is a management tool that allows for the proactive measurement of critical
organizational climate dimensions that can affect organizational effectiveness in both military
and civilian contexts. All data collected via the DEOCS is aggregated to the “unit” level or
organizational level. Organizations and units are operationally defined as a group of individuals
serving under the same organizational leader or commander for which a single report detailing
climate survey results was requested (Peterson et al. 2008). All organizations (i.e. units)
therefore have a single leader as well as clearly defined membership.

The DEOCS contains 63 items. These items are used to create 14 subscales, 8 of which

address EO, and 6 of which address organizational effectiveness (OE) outcomes. Further
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questions are dedicated to respondent demographics and special interest topics. All scales
within the DEOCS are described in Table 1. A sample copy of the DEOCS is provided in
Appendix.

Components of the DEOCS that are of particular interest to the current inquiry regarding
EO climate are scales that assess perceptions of Sexual Harassment and Sex Discrimination,
Differential Command Behavior, Positive Equal Opportunity Behaviors, Racist Behaviors, and
Religious Discrimination. Further, scales within the DEOCS that are of interest as individual
level outcome variables are organizational commitment, organizational trust, and job
satisfaction.

Procedure

The DEOCS is managed by the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute
(DEOMI). DEOMI deploys the DEOCS as both an online and pen and paper based instrument
at the request of a military commander or at the request of leaders of civilian federal
organizations. In most cases, the online version of the DEOCS is used by organizations that are
located in non-combat areas whereas the pen and paper version of the DEOCS is used in
instances where access to the internet is limited, such as those found in combat areas. Only the
on-line version of the survey was employed in this enquiry.

When requested, all members of organizations are asked to complete the DEOCS.
Through the online administration procedure, an invitation to complete the DEOCS containing a
web link (URL) to the online instrument is distributed to all organizational members. In this
invitation organizational members receive instruction regarding the purpose of the DEOCS and

are assured that all of the data they provide will be treated as strictly confidential. To ensure that
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all data is collected in a timely manner, all organizational members are asked to complete the
DEOCS by a deadline agreed upon by DEOMI and the organization requesting the DEOCS.
Sample

The DEOCS was deployed during 2008 to 2010 to service members (N= 461,666)
representing all of the military service branches within the United States Department of
Defense. Table 2 provides an overview of the composition of the sample. The sample included
7,844 groups with an average size of 59 group members.

Analytic Strategy
Assessing Method Bias

Following steps implemented by Mcintyre et al. (2002), principal components analysis
(PCA) was performed on the DEOCS data at the individual level of analysis to determine
whether subsequent findings in this inquiry would be attributable to method bias. According to
Podsakoff and Organ (1986) if multiple components are found via a PCA, common method bias
is not a concern. In this inquiry we found that 5 components emerged, as indicated in Table 3,
thereby eliminating concerns about method bias.

Furthermore, a prior confirmatory factor analysis using all DEOCS items, further
evidence was found for the structure of the DEOCS. The data fit the theoretical structure of the
DEOCS using established guidelines (CFI =.93, TLI =.92, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .04;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).

Appropriateness of Aggregating EO Climate

According to Van de Vijver & Fischer (2009), all aggregated scales should have a

sufficient amount of variance that can be attributed to grouping variables (i.e., ICC(1) > .05),

reliable group means (ICC(2) >.70), and sufficient agreement within groups (awg>.70).
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Aggregation indices were computed for EO climate. To calculate awg, only groups with roughly
twice the number of people than anchors in a given scale can be utilized. Groups with fewer
respondents can yield uninterpretable awg values (Brown & Hauenstein, 2005). Therefore, only
groups with 10 or more members were considered for the calculation of a,g indices.
Subsequently, only groups with sufficient agreement, as specified by Fischer and Van de Fijver
(2008) were retained for further analysis. ICCs and final analyses were conducted on 7,844
groups composed of 461,666 members. ICC(1) had a sufficient amount of variance attributed to
grouping variables ICC(1) = .08). ICC(2) indicated that there was sufficient within group
agreement (ICC(1) = .94).
Analytic Strategy for Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1, which predicts that better EO climate leads to better individual work
outcomes, was tested using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). This analysis is appropriate for
analyzing relationships that contain individual level and organizational levels of analysis.
Because there is dependence among individual responses within organizations, standard errors
would be miscalculated if traditional regression analysis was utilized (Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002). The source of dependence among individuals within the same organization arises from
shared experiences. HLM is able to handle this dependence among individuals by taking into
account the unique random effects of each organization when estimating the standard errors
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

The individual level (level-1) variables included organizational commitment,
organizational trust, and job satisfaction. Overall EO climate, racist behavior climate, positive
EO behavior climate, differential command behavior climate, sexual harassment climate, and

religious discrimination climate constitute organization level (level-2) variables. All EO climate
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variables were centered around the grand mean so that the intercept term (Bo;) could be
interpretable (see Kidwell, Mossholder, & Bennett, 1997, p. 784). HLM allows for the
investigation the cross-level main effect of EO climate on individual level work outcomes. The
cross-level main effect of EO climate on individual work outcomes was tested with the
following level-1 equation:

Level-1: Individual work outcomes = By; + rij (1)
where B; is the level-1 intercept and rj; is the level-1 error term. HLM will estimate a level-1
equation for each organization. Then, it will estimate the average intercepts (across
organizations) while also examining EO climate variables as a predictor of these intercepts. The
level-2 equation is as follows:

Level-2: Boj =Yoo+ yo1 (EO climate) + o (2

where yqo is the level-2 intercept, yo; is the level-2 slope and p; reflects the level-2 error
term. A significant yo; indicates that the average main effect across organizations is significant.
(Hypothesis 2 will be tested with all EO climate variables in the level-2 equation, but for the
purpose of clarity this equation is not being displayed.)

Results

Table 4 displays the individual-level descriptive statistics for all study variables. All of
the above measures exhibited adequate internal consistency reliabilities, ranging from .75 to .87,
and can be seen in Table 5 along with the individual level correlations between variables.

The null models for our individual work outcomes were run to determine the amount of
between-group variance in these measures. The results for organizational commitment (tgo =
.18, df = 7843, ¥* = 107418.23, p < .01), organizational trust (too= .17, df = 7843, y* =

90532.24, p < .01) and job satisfaction (too= .06, df = 7843, x> = 49332.24, p < .01) indicate that
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19% of the variance in organizational commitment lies between organizations, 16% of the
variance in organizational trust lies between organizations, and 9% of the variance in job
satisfaction lies between organizations. This means that our level-2 predictor (EO climate)
could potentially explain some of this between-group variance.

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1 tested the relationship between EO climate and individual work outcomes.
Hypothesis 1 was supported. All EO climate variables were significantly related to better
individual work outcomes. The specific results within hypothesis 1 are reported in Table 6.
Please take note that these R estimates cannot be interpreted as traditional R? estimates as “this
percentage only talks about the fraction of explainable variance that is explained” (see Singer,
1998 p. 332). For example, overall EO climate is able to predict 6% of the between-group
variance (reported above- 19%) in organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 2 tested the unique relationship between EO climate and individual work
outcomes. This analysis will allow us to analyze the total contribution of all EO climate
variables on individual work outcomes and will allow us to see which EO climate variables
account for the most unique variance in individual work outcomes. Overall, all EO climate
variables accounted for 7.6% of the variance in organizational commitment, 7.1% of the
variance in organizational trust, and 7.2% of the variance in job satisfaction. The results for
each individual predictor are displayed in Table 7.

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported, all EO climate variables significantly predicted
individual work outcomes with the exception of religious discrimination climate predicting job
satisfaction (y = .00, n.s.). Further, religious discrimination was negatively related to

organizational commitment (y =-.03, p <.01) and trust in the organization (y =-.03, p <.05).
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The unexpected results concerning religious discrimination climate and individual work
outcomes will be addressed in the discussion.

Discussion

We were able to demonstrate that EO climate, as measured at the organizational level, is
related to individual level work outcomes and that these results are not due to method bias.
Overall, EO climate, racist climate, and sexual harassment climate were the strongest predictors
for individual work outcomes. Each of these predictors predicted between five and six percent
of the between-group variance in the individual work outcomes. Further, we were able to
demonstrate that all EO climate variables accounted for 7.6% of the between-group variance in
organizational commitment, 7.1% of the between group variance in organizational trust, and

7.2% of the between-group variance in job satisfaction.

This demonstrates that EO climate is important as it can affect individuals' job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and trust in their organizations. These individual level
outcomes have been linked to turnover, organizational effectiveness, etc (e.g., McKay, Avery,
Tonidandel, Morris, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2007). Therefore, it is critical to manage EO climate to
ensure organizations function well, and people within organizations remain, and are effective

while at work.

The results regarding religious discrimination climate were somewhat surprising. We
venture that we may have found the negative relationship between religious discrimination
climate and individual work outcomes because religious climate is simply not salient to most
military members. According to an issue paper released by the Military Leadership Diversity

Commission, the US military religious affiliation is largely Catholic, Baptist or has no religious
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preference. Future research should conduct subgroup analyses by religious affiliation on
religious discrimination climate individual level work outcomes. This will allow for a more

accurate depiction of the effects of religious discrimination climate in organizations.
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Appendix

Defense
Equal
Opportunity

Management

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE
SURVEY (DEOCS)

VERSIOIT 33

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
In accordance with DoD Directive 5400.11, the following snformation about this survey is provided:
a. Authonty: 10 USC, 131.

L. Principal Purpose: The survey is being conducted to assess your organization from an equal opporimity and
motivational perspective.

c. Routine Uses: Information provided by respondents willhe meated confidentially. The averaged data will be
used for identifying strengths and weaknesses in the unit, research, and development purposes. Averaged
results will be provided to the commander requesting the ‘mrvey and will be accumulated to a database of results
from all organizations surveyed in your Service.

d. Participation: Fesponse to this survey is voluntary. Failure to participate will lessen the abality of vour
commander to identify concems and will hamper efforts by DeD to track trends in equal opportunity and
organizational issues. Your response is needed to ensure *h= validity of the survey. We appreciate your
participation.

The original MEOQCS survey was constructad by the Defense Equal Oppormnity Management Instimnte (DEOMI) and the Center for
Applied Research and Evaluation, University of Mississippt under Conmract FOS806-89-C-007 froan DEOMI, Parrick Air Force Base, FL.
32015-66E5. For further information, s=e the following report: Landis, I, Dansby, M, & Faley, B (1893}, The Military Equal
Oppormunity Climare Survey: An example of surveying in organizations. In P. Fosenfeld. J. Edwards. & X Thomas (Eds.), Improving
orgapizational surveys: New directions, methods, and applications (pp210-239). Newbury Park: Sage.
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DEFENSE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE SURVEY
(DEOCS)

General Description

The DEOCS guestionnaire 13 intended for organizations of any size, and 1s suitable for nulitary and'or civilian
personnel. The gquesticnname measures chmate factors associated with the mulitary equal oppertunity (EO)
program, civilian equal employment epportumty (EEQ) program, and organizational effectiveness (OE) 1ssues.
The race-ethnic classification system used on DEOQCS is coniistant with recent Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) guidelines for classification of racial groups ana wlt-racial designations. Approximately half
of the gquestionmaire 1tems address EO/EEQ 1ssues. the remainder address orgamzational and demographic areas.
The DEOCS is a climate assessment mstrument designed to assess the “shared perceptions” of respondents
about formal or informal policies, practices, and procedurss likely to occur in the ergamization.

For the purposes of this survey, the following ethnicity and va-¢ definitions are provided (using standard
Federal defimnions).

Per OME guidance, 1 January 2003, Spanish/Hispanic/Latine 15 an ethnic category, not a race category,
All race and ethnicity responses are relled up nto minernty or majority categories for the final report.

Spanish/Hispanic/Latine. A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Fican, Seuth or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term, “Spanusicngm.” can be used n addition to “Hispanie

or Latino.”

American Indian or Alaska Native. A person having origing in any of the original peoples of North and South
America (including Central America), and who maintains trilkal affiliation or commmnity attachment.

Asian. A person having ongins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian
subcontinent including, for example, Cambaodia, China, Inana, o n, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine

Izlands, Thailand, and Viemam.

Black or African American. A person having ongins m any of the black racial groups of Affica. Terms such
as “Haittan™ or “INegro™ can be used m addition to “Black or African American.™

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. A person having enigins in any of the origmal peoples of Hawan,
Guam, Samoa_ or other Pacific Islands.

White. A person having engins in any of the onginal pecples of Europe, the Middle East, or North Afries.

MOERE INSTRUCTIONS ON NEXT PAGE

Please Contue 2
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IMPORTANT! Before beginning the survey:
IN THE AREA MARKED “ADMIN NO.” AT THE TOP OF YOUR ANSWER. SHEET, WRITE IN THE
FOLLOWING NUMBER: Sample

PARTI

The information provided below WILL NOT be used to identify vou. [4ds used by a computer to identify groups of people
(2.z., Mals, Female, Officar, Enlisted, Crvihan, ete). If fewer than five responses are grven for a partienlar group, those
responses are not reported for that group.

YOUR ACCURACY IS IMPORTANT IN GETTING AN HONEST ASSESSMENT OF YOUR ORGANIZATION,

1. Tam
1="2zle 2 =Famale
2. Are you SpanishHispame/Latino?

1 = No, not Spanizsh/Hizpanie/Latino
2 = Yes, Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicane, Puerto Fican, Cuban, or other Spanish/Hispanice/Latine

3. What 15 your race? Mark sne ar more races to indicate whet yvou consider yourself ro ba.

1 = American Indian or Alaska Native

2 = Asian (e.g., Asian Indian, Chmese, Filipino, Japanese, Korearn, Viemamese)

3 =Black or African American

4 = Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (e 2., Sameoan, Guamanian, or Chamone)
5 = Whita

6=NA

4. My age1s

1=15-21
2=22-30
3=31-40
4=41-50
5=131 or over

5. Are you cuently deployed?

1 =No, it has been more than 6 months smes vy last deplovment, or [ have never daploved
2 =Ne, but I retwned from combat zone deploymment within the past § months

3 =Ne, but I retwned from non-combat zone deployment within the past & months

4 = Yes (CONUS)

5 =Yes: (OCONUS, m a combat zons)

&= TYes (OCONUS, m a non-combat zone)

6. 1am aln):

1 = Muilitary officer

2 = Warrant officer

3 = Enlisted member

4 = Federal DoD) crvilian employves

5 = Federal nen-DeD civilian employee

& = Other (e 2., contractor, private civilian, State smploves) --= GO TO QUESTION 14

Fleaze Contmue 3



are a federal eivilian emplovea, in which category are vou a membar?

7. If you
1=G5S
21=GM
3I=WGEWLWSWB
4=5ES
5 =NW5P% —= GO TO QUESTION 9
6=N/A
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8. What is vour pay grade (for examples; E4-ES, 04-05, G54-G55)7 FOR NSPS CIVILIANS ONLY: Leave #8 BLANK on the

bubble sheet.
1=1-3
2=4-6
=7-8
4=9-10
5=11-13
6=14-15

9. If you are a Faderal crvilian employee under 2SPS, what 15 your Career Group?
1 =Medical
2 =Investigative Protective
3 = Scientific Engineering
4 = Standard
5=N/A

10. If vou are a Federal eivilian emploves mnder ISPS, what 15 vour Pay Scheduls? FOR MILITARY AND NON-N3SPS
EMPLOYEE: Leave #10 BLANE on the bubble sheet.

1 = Profassional or Investizative

2 = Technician Support

3 = SuparviserManager

4 =Fira Protection or Police Security Guard

5 = PhysicianDentist

6 = Student

11. If vou are a Federal eivilian emploves under WSPS, what 15 vour Pay Band? FOR MILITARY AND NON-NSPS
EMPLOYEE: Leave #11 BLANK on the bubble sheet.

1=1
=2
I=3
4=4

12 MILITARY ONLY: My branch of service 13- FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES: Leave #12 BLANK on the bubble sheet.
1 = AirForce
2=Amy
3 = Coast Guard
4 =Marina Corps
5 =Navy
6 = Other Milttary Service

13 MILITARY ONLY: I am a (n): FOR CIVILIAN EMFPLOYEES: Leave #13 BLANK on the bubble sheet.
1 = Active component member (including Coast Guard)
2 = Tradihonal guardsman
3 = Guardsman on actrve duty
4 = Traditional reservist
5 = Reservist on activa duty
6=N/A

Please Contmue



Part IT

YOU NEED NOT HAVE PERSONALLY SEEN OR EXFERIENCED THE ACTIONS BELOW.

EO Climate 23

Usze the followimng scale to rate the LIEELIHOOD that the actions listed below COULD have happened, even if vou have
not personally observed or experienced it. [fyeu are @ membergf @ Reserve or National Guard unit or are a part fime
employes, "vour last 30 work days " refers to the last 30 days you srevnat your unit (not necessarily the past consecutive

30 workdays).

1 = There iz a very high chance that the action ccomred.

2 = There iz a reasonably kigh chance that the action cecmred.
3 = There 15 a maderaie chance that the action occurrad.

4 = There 15 a small chance that the action oecurred.

5 = There is almost ne chance that the action ocourred.

CHECEPOINT: ENSURE YOTU ARE AT £14 ON YOUR 3UHBLE SHEET BEFORE PROCEEDING.

During vour last 30 workdays at your duty location:

14. A person told several jokes about a particular
race/ethmeity.

15, Supervisors of differant racial or ethme
backzrounds were seen havmg lunch together.

16. Persomnel of different racizl or ethnic backgrounds
were seen having lunch tozether.

17. A supervisor did not select a qualified subordinate
for promotion becanse of their race/sthmicity.

18. A member was assizned less desirable office space
because of their race/sthnicity.

19. The person in charge of the organization changed
the duty assiznments when it was discoverad that two
paople of the same race’ethnicity were assigned to tha
same sensifive area on the same shift.

20. Whale speaking to 2 group, the person in charge of
the orgamzation tock more time to answer questions

from one race/ethnic group than from another group.

21. Meambers from different racial or ethude groups
were seen socializing together,

22, Members joined friends of a differant racial or
ethnic zroup at the same table in the cafeteria or

desiznated eating area.

23, When a person complamed of saxual harassment,
the superviser said, "You'rs being too sensitive.”

24. Offensive racial/ethnic names wers frequently heard.

25 Faecizl'eflmic jokes were frequently heard.

26. A supervisor referred to subordinates of one gender
b their fivst names i public while using fitles for
subordmates of the other gender.

27. Sexist jokes were frequently heard.

28, Someone made sexually suggestive remarks about
=ipther person.

29, Awell-qualified person was demed a job because
the supervisor did not like the religions beliefs of the
pErSOn.

30, A demeanmg comment was made zbout a cartain
relizicus group.

31. A supervisor favored a worker who had the same

religious beliefs as the superviseor.

32, A yvoumger person was selected for a prestizions
wos gument over an older person whe was equally, 1f not
slightly better qualifisd.

33, An older indrvidual did not gat the same caresr
opportunities as did 2 vounger individual.

34, A worker with a disability was not zrven the same

oppertunities as other workers.

33, A woung supervisor did not recommend promoticn
for a qualified older worker.

36. A caresr oppeortunity speech to a worker with a
disability focused on the lack of opportumity elsewhere;
to others, it emphasized promotion.

37. A supervisor did not appeint a qualified worker
with a disability to a new pesition, but instead appomtad
another, less quahified worker.

Flease Continue 5



Part ITT

In this part of the swrvey, answer the followms
questions regarding how you feel about your

organization.

Part IV

Please raspond to the following ttems regarding the
effectiveness gf your work group (all persens who repeit
o the same supervisor that you do) using the scale
below:
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1 = Totally agree with the statement

1 = Moderarely agree with the staremant

3 = Nerther agree nor dizagraee with the statement
4 = Moderarely disagres with the statemant

3 = Totally disagree with the statement

1= Totally agree with the statemeant
2= Mpderately agree with the statement
3 = Neither agree nor dizagree with the statament
4= Mopderarely diragres with the statement
| 5= Totally disagres with the statement

38, I find that my values and the crganization's valuas
ava very similar.

39 T am proud to tell others that [ am part of this

orzanization

40. There's not too much o be zamad by sticking with
this erzgamzation untl retirement (assuming [ could de
so 1f I wanted ta).

41, Often, T find it difficult to agree with the policies of
this ergamzation on important matters relating to its

paople.

42 Becoming a part of this erganization was definutely
not in my best nterasts.

43 The values of this organization reflect the values of
its members.

44, Ths organization is leyal te its members.

45 This organization is proud of its people.

46. The amount of cutput of my work group is very

high.

47, The quality of output of my work zvoup 1s very

igh.

48, When hizh prionty work arises, such as short
deadlines, crash programs, and schedule changes, the
people in my woik group de an cutstanding job n
handling thess simations.

49, My work group's performanecs in companison to
similar work zroups 1s vary high.

50, My work group works well together as a team.

51, Members of ooy work group pull together to get the
job dons.

52, Members of my work zroup really care about each
other.

53, Members of oy work zroup trust each other,

54, Top leaders in my crganization work well togather
as a team.

Top leaders in my organization pull together to get
the jeb dome.

56. Top leaders in my organization really care sbout
each other.

57. Top leaders in my organization trust each other.

Please Continue



PartV

The questions in this section are used to determine how
satigfied you are with job-related izzues. Indicate your
dagree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction by choosing the
most appropriate phrase:

1 = Fary sansfied

1 = Moderarely satisfied

3 = Nather sztsfied nor dissatisfied
4 = Moderarely diszansfied

I = Fary dissansfied

How satizfied are you with:

58. The chance to help peeple and improve their
welfare through the performance of my job.

39, My amount of affort compared to the afforts of my
co-workers.

60, The recogmition and pride my family has m the
work I de.

61. The chance to acquirs valuable skills in my job that
preparz me for future opportunitias,

62. My job as a whols.

Part VI

63. Withm the past 12 months, [ have personally
expenienced an mncident of diserinunation within my
current organization. (Mark all that apply.)

=YES, racial'national orizm/color
=YES, gandar (sex)

=YES, age

YES, disability

=YEE, relizgion

No

[ N S PR N
I

64. Withm the past 12 months, [ have personally
experienced an incident of sexmal harassment within my

CUTrent m‘ga:tzat:'uu.
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63, Dnid yom report any of the above incidents of

dizerimination or sexual harassment to someone in vour

organization’

1 =1 filed a formal complaint through my
organization’s EQEEQ representative.

2 = reported the meident threngh my

orgamization's EQEEQ  representative without filing
formal complaint .

3 =1 reported the meident to my supervisor/supertor
without filing a formal complamt.

4 =1 confronted the individual whe committed the

B

act without filing 2 formal complaint.

5 =1 did not report the incident to anvons.

6 =1/A, [ did not experience an ncident of
diserimination or sexual harassment in the past 12
maonths.

If vou did net report the meident to anvone, please
axplain why.

66, How satisfied are you with how vour issue was (or
iz being) resolved?

= Very satisfied

= Moderately satizfied
= Moderarely
= Fery dissatisflad

=I/A

satisfled

[ e

If vou were moderatzly or very dissatisfied with how the
15sue was (or 13 being) resolved, please explain why.
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Plaass provide any wiitten comments in the space below. Use additional paper if needed.

ALL COMMENTS WILL BE PROVIDED TO YOUR COMMAND EMNACTLY AS THEY ARE WRITTEN.

Thank you for vour respensas. Please provide your answer sheet and this swvey to your survey administrater.
Vou may send comments regarding this survey dwectly to:

Durectorate of Fesearch

Diefanze Equal Opportunity Management Institute
366 Tuskegee Alrman Dive Bwlding 352
Patrick Aw Force Base, Florida 329235-3399
Email: supportiadeccs nat




Table 1.

Scales Contained within the DEOCS
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Scale

Description

Response format

EO/ EEO Related Scales

Sexual Harassment and Sex
Discrimination

Differential Command Behavior

Positive Equal Opportunity
Behaviors

Racist Behaviors

Age Discrimination

Religious Discrimination

Disability Discrimination

Assesses perceptions of how extensively sexual harassment and
discrimination (such as gender insensitive language, sexist
jokes, or sexually suggestive language) are thought to occur
within the respondent's unit. A typical item is, “Sexist jokes
were frequently heard.”

Assesses perceptions of differential treatment on the basis of
race/ethnicity.

Estimates how well majority and minority members get along in
the unit and are integrated in the unit's functioning. This scale
addresses how frequently positive actions occur.

Assesses perceptions of traditional overt racist behaviors, such
as name calling and telling racist jokes.

Assesses the perceptions of whether people are discriminated
against because of their age. (Only administered to civilians)

Addresses perceptions of discrimination based upon religion.

Addresses perceptions of instances of discrimination due to
disabilities or handicaps. (Only administered to civilians)

Within the last 30 days:

1) There is a very high chance that the
action occurred.

2) There is a reasonably high chance
that the action occurred.

3) There is a moderate chance that the
action occurred.

4) There is a small chance that the
action occurred.

5) There is almost no chance that the
action occurred.

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above
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Table 1 (Continued)

Scale Description Response format

OE Related Scales

Organizational Commitment Measures “bonding” to the organization 1) Totally agree with the statement.

2) Moderately agree with the
statement.

3) Neither agree nor disagree with the
statement.

4) Moderately disagree with the
statement.

5) Totally disagree with the statement.

Trust in the Organization Indicator of how people perceive the organization as a place where Same as above
people trust and care for each other.

Perceived Work Group Reflects the degree to which the respondent's unit is perceived to be Same as above

Effectiveness productive and effective in accomplishing its mission.

Work Group Cohesion Measure of how well work groups work together, cooperate on Same as above

projects, and care for and trust each other.

Leadership Cohesion Measure is similar to Work Group Cohesion, but focused on how Same as above
members perceive leaders above them working well together.

Job Satisfaction Indicates the degree of satisfaction the respondent has with his or her 1) Very satisfied.
current job.

2) Moderately satisfied.

3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.
4) Moderately dissatisfied.

5) Very dissatisfied




Table 2.

Sample Demographics
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DoD/ . . .
. Air Marine Coast National
SJO".“ Navy Force Army Corps Guard Other Guard
ervice
Un|ts Represented |n Sample 904 2636 222 2415 749 499 19 400
Gender Males 41256 134597 7764 98148 55807 17756 1176 16999
Females 10484 37229 2137 26085 5058 3508 299 3221
Age 1821 5595 14210 708 13778 16171 2166 503 2895
22-30 18438 59514 3447 48308 31429 8794 520 7613
31-40 13581 49805 2878 34720 10062 5759 239 5079
41-50 9041 30439 2006 18907 2380 3188 142 3485
51 or over 4975 17667 858 8356 711 1325 71 1036
E:tti nsc';’a”'Sh/ Hispanic/ 45786 152355 9116 107997 48312 18964 1183 18155
American Indian or 1405 5317 289 3344 2012 833 43 605
Alaskan Native
Asian 3289 13948 261 6987 2337 607 47 433
Black or African 8421 25044 1055 24499 6467 1382 189 2052
American
'F\’I:(E::‘Ili T':I‘:r’]ad'"e?” orother 44 3801 110 2261 1061 385 31 141
White 34843 115356 7912 78266 42434 17166 988 16194
Deployment  More than 6 months 36177 126520 8018 81991 40768 15193 1067 14760
Status since last deployment
Returned from combat 2855 10620 816 10077 8644 188 61 431
zone in past 6 months
Returned from non-
. 1522 10347 345 2916 3459 2808 35 476
combat zone in past 6
months
Deployed - CONUS 2437 6544 218 4932 1233 1984 161 1205
Deployed - OCONUS, in 5448 7402 427 17036 3333 25 45 2727
combat zone
Deployed - OCONUS,; in 2870 9887 72 6980 3340 1047 106 510
a non-combat zone
Total Number of Representatives of 51755 171859 9901 124286 60896 21265 1475 20229

Each Service




Table 3.

Total Variance Explained in Exploratory Factor Analysis
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Initial Eigenvalues

Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent
1 9.58 30.89 30.89
2 3.71 11.98 42.87
3 2.96 9.55 52.42
4 1.70 5.42 57.84
5 1.24 4.00 61.84




Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Study Variables
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Construct Mean SD
1. Racist Behaviors Climate 3.97 1.03
2. Positive EO Behaviors 4.11 .95
Climate
3. Differential Command 4.61 64
Behaviors Toward Minorities
Climate
4. Sexual Harassment Climate 4.24 82
5. Religious Discrimination 4.55 .68
Climate
6. Overall EO Climate 4.30 .56
7. Organizational Commitment 3.59 97
8. Trust in Organization 3.59 1.02
3.96 .82

9. Job Satisfaction
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Table 5.

Individual Level Bivariate Correlations

Individual Level Correlations

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
L gﬁcr,'f;teBEhaV'ors (.88) 02 41 73 54 74 37 33 29
2. Ecl’lsr:qt;\t’s EO Behaviors (.87) 21 03 09 45 20 18 18

3. Differential Command
Behaviors Toward (.84) 52 58 74 34 31 .26
Minorities Climate

4. Sexual Harassment (.80) 66 82 39 38 32
Climate
5. CR::eiIr:?;;)eus Discrimination (.75) 76 30 30 29
6. Overall EO Climate (.88) 46 43 .38
7. Organizational
Commitment (:81) 12 62
8. Trust in Organization (.85) .60

9. Job Satisfaction (.83)
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Table 2. Results of the Level-2 Analyses for Individual Work Outcomes

Fixed effects Gamma Standard T-ratio R®
coefficient error

Organizational commitment

Overall EO climate, yo; 21 .01 20.97 .06
Racist behavior climate, yo; A1 .01 21.24 .06
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; .03 .01 4.62 .003
Differential command behavior climate, yo; 14 .01 14.33 .03
Sexual harassment climate, yo; A2 .01 18.00 .05
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; .10 .01 11.79 .02

Organizational trust

Overall EO climate, yo; .20 .01 20.35 .06
Racist behavior climate, yo; .10 .01 18.04 .05
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; .02 .01 4.13 .003
Differential command behavior climate, yo; 14 .01 14.17 .03
Sexual harassment climate, yo; 13 .01 18.83 .05
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; A1 .01 12.52 .02

Job satisfaction

Overall EO climate, yo; A2 .01 19.40 .06
Racist behavior climate, yo; .06 .00 18.73 .06
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; .02 .00 4.39 .003
Differential command behavior climate, yo; .07 .01 12.26 .02
Sexual harassment climate, yo; .07 .00 17.32 .05
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; .07 01 13.07 .03

Notes. n = 7844 organizations. All results are significant at the p <.01 level.
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Fixed effects Gamma Standard T-ratio
coefficient error
Organizational commitment
Racist behavior climate, yo; .09** .01 11.49
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; 02** .01 3.90
Differential command behavior climate, yo; 07** .01 5.94
Sexual harassment climate, yo; .04** .01 3.17
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; -.03** .01 2.7
Organizational trust
Racist behavior climate, yo, .06** 01 7.37
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; 02** .01 3.23
Differential command behavior climate, yo; 07** .01 5.67
Sexual harassment climate, yo; 07** .01 5.88
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; -.03* .01 -2.35
Job satisfaction
Racist behavior climate, yo; .04** .00 9.26
Positive EO behavior climate, yo; .01** .00 4.19
Differential command behavior climate, yo; 02** .00 2.61
Sexual harassment climate, yo; .03** .01 457
Religious Discrimination climate, yo; .00 .00 -.25

Note. ** indicated p <.01; * indicates p < .05



Diversity Climate

Individual Level Factors
- Identity Structures

- Prejudice

- Stereotyping

- Personality

- Ethnocentrism
- Intergroup Conflict

Organizational Level
Factors

- Culture & Acculturation

Process
- Structural Integration
- Information Integration
- Institutional Bias in Human

Resource Systems

Figure 1. Cox’s Model of the Impact of Organizational Diversity

\

Individual Career
Outcomes

Affective Outcomes

- Job/ Career Satisfaction
- Organizational
Identification

- Job Involvement

Achievement Outcomes
- Job Performance Ratings
- Compensation

- Promotion/ Horizontal

- Promotion/ Horizontal
Mobility Rates
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Organizational
Effectiveness

First Level

- Attendance

- Turnover

- Productivity
- Work Quality

\

- Creativity/ Innovation

- Problem Solving

- Workgroup Cohesiveness
and Communication

Second Level

- Market Share

- Profitability

- Achievement of Formal
Organizational Goals

A




