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ABSTRACT 

As the demographics of the workforce continue to rapidly shift, it is of growing interest to 

organizations to understand how diversity can potentially impact important workplace outcomes. 

This study examined perceptions of race discrimination climate which captures the extent to 

which individuals of diverse demographic backgrounds are treated fairly, respectfully, and with 

dignity. Using logic from organizational justice theory, social identity theory, and relational 

demography theory, hypotheses were constructed projecting that race discrimination climate 

would significantly predict team cohesion and work group effectiveness. Moreover, 

heterogeneity was projected to moderate the relationships between race discrimination climate 

and team cohesion and race discrimination climate and work group effectiveness. Bivariate 

correlations along with a moderated mediation analysis supported hypothesized direct 

relationships. Favorable race discrimination climates were related to more favorable measures of 

team cohesion as well as work group effectiveness. Work group demographic heterogeneity did 

not moderate the relationship between race discrimination climate and team cohesion. Work 

group demographic heterogeneity did moderate the relationship between race discrimination 

climate and work group effectiveness such that groups were more likely to report favorable 

perceptions of work group effectiveness as diversity increased. Less diverse groups with 

unfavorable perceptions of RDC were more likely to report unfavorable perceptions of work 

group effectiveness, but the interaction was rather small. Practical and theoretical implications of 

these findings are discussed.  

 

Keywords: organizational climate, race discrimination climate, team cohesion, work group 

effectiveness, team performance, work group demography 
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Chapter I 

A Moderated Mediation Model Examining Work Group Racial Demographic Differences 

in the Relations between Race Discrimination Climate, Team Cohesion, and Work Group 

Effectiveness 

Discrimination in the workplace has been an issue of interest to researchers and 

practitioners alike for several decades. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was a landmark 

piece of legislation that brought attention to discrimination in hiring practices for various 

demographic groups. According to this statute, organizations were not allowed to discriminate 

against applicants upon the basis of race, color, gender, religion, or national origin. While Title 

VII was related to employment practices, this law helped to spark general interests in reducing 

claims of discrimination for organizations, in part, due to the increased potential for legal 

ramifications and costs associated with them. For example, recent work has estimated the cost of 

discrimination to be approximately $64 billion dollars annually for employers which is a figure 

akin to the annual earnings for Google, Goldman Sachs, Starbucks, and Amazon.com combined 

(Burns, 2012). These costs may be manifested in ways such as decreased likelihood to purchase 

products from the organization, discouraging others from working for the organization, turnover, 

and rehiring and training new employees (Level Playing Field Institute, 2007). 

 With the potential for these types of effects, it is reasonable for organizations to strive to 

reduce discriminatory practices through creating a welcoming organizational climate. The 

concept of organizational climate has been defined as the “shared perceptions of and the meaning 

attached to the policies, practices, and procedures employees experience and the behaviors they 

observe getting rewarded and that are supported and expected” (p.362, Schneider, Ehrhart, & 

Macey, 2013). Therefore, organizational climates help to organize and define individual 
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experiences pertaining to the organization’s structural characteristics. Researchers note that 

multiple types of organizational climates can exist simultaneously, and many have advocated 

that organizational climate research should be domain specific (Rosseau, 1988; Walsh, 

Matthews, Tuller, Parks, & McDonald, 2010; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). For example, an 

organization may have a safety climate, a climate for social justice, a climate for service, or other 

domains such as equal opportunity (EO) climate (Schneider et al., 2013; Walsh et al., 2010).   

 EO climate has been previously defined as “employees’ perceptions of the degree to 

which discrimination and harassment are likely to occur within a work unit” (p. 192, Walsh et 

al., 2010). Much of the work in this arena has been catalyzed by the construction and validation 

of a sound psychological instrument to measure this construct (Dansby & Landis, 1991). 

Researchers have examined how EO climate relates to several important individual and 

organizational outcomes. For example, Rosenfeld, Newell, and Le (1998) found that perceptions 

of EO climate were generally less positive for women and African-Americans. Aside from 

differences in perceptions across demographic groups, Rosenfeld and colleagues also found that 

individuals reporting having experienced racial or gender discrimination tended to be less 

satisfied with their organization, had higher intentions of leaving, and had lower intentions of 

staying with their organization until retirement. Additionally, McIntyre, Bartle, Landis, and 

Dansby (2002) found that EO climate had a significant influence on perceptions of work group 

efficacy, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. One of the strongest associations was 

found for the work group efficacy outcome. Thus, there is ample evidence highlighting the 

importance of studying EO climate in an organizational context, and it is important to note the 

differential components of climate.  
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Though several components of climate exist, this study focuses on race discrimination 

climate (RDC) in organizations for the following reasons. First, the rapidly increasing 

representation of diverse demographic groups in the workforce provides for an unprecedented 

work environment worthy of study. For example, the number of Hispanics and Asians in the 

United States is steadily increasing (Toossi, 2012) creating a need for researchers to understand 

how these demographic shifts affect workplace outcomes and processes. Because RDC is 

characterized by the extent to which one feels that an employing organization treats members of 

diverse demographic groups less favorably than other groups upon the basis of race (Walsh et al., 

2010), it is imperative to discern how such climate perceptions may vary with respect to 

increased representation of minorities in work groups. Also, researchers have previously 

highlighted the need for understanding the nature of the relationship between RDC and 

performance measures (i.e. Walsh et al., 2010; McKay et al., 2007) to address how and when 

potentially negative RDCs may inhibit work group effectiveness.  

 While previous research has helped to define EO climate, there is still a great need to 

examine the ways in which climate may affect job performance. Additionally, there is scarce 

evidence exploring possible psychological mechanisms or environmental conditions that may be 

mediating or moderating relationships between EO climate and job performance. Specifically, 

team cohesion is explored as a possible team process through which RDC relates to work group 

effectiveness. Previous research has demonstrated that demographically diverse work groups 

show differential relationships with a variety of social process constructs in the workplace (i.e. 

Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Dansby & Landis, 1998; Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998; Liao, Joshi, 

& Chuang, 2004; Pelled, 1996; Smith et al., 1994) ultimately suggesting that various social-

psychological factors may be mechanisms through which organizational climate variables 
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negatively relate to performance (i.e. Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Chatman & Spataro, 2005; 

Harrison et al., 1998; McIntyre et al., 2002; O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989; Pelled, 1996; 

Tsui, Porter, & Egan, 2002). However, further research can shed light on the nature of such 

relationships as well as conditional or environmental factors that may help identify potential 

moderators. In this investigation, work group demographic heterogeneity is explored as a 

potential moderator that may yield significant differences for the proposed relationships between 

RDC, team cohesion, and work group effectiveness. Applying the principles of social identity 

theory and relational demography, the strength of these relationships may vary significantly as a 

function of the proportion of demographically diverse individuals within a work unit. In 

summation, the current study will seek to examine how EO climate may be related to work group 

effectiveness with team cohesion and work group demographic heterogeneity as possible 

mediating and moderating variables, respectively. 

Literature Review 

 The following literature review will begin by reviewing the history of organizational 

climate and how RDC is derived from this concept. Additionally, a model projecting how 

discrimination climate perceptions are formed is outlined. Organizational Justice Theory is 

applied to explain why RDC may be associated with negative work group outcomes such as 

work group effectiveness, team performance, and other related concepts. Team cohesion is then 

introduced as a possible mediating mechanism for the relationship between RDC and work group 

effectiveness through applying arguments from Tajfel and Turner’s (2004) Social Identity 

Theory as well as relational demography. Additionally, the moderation of work group 

demographic heterogeneity on different relationships in the model is posited based on the same 

theoretical premises. 
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Organizational Climate 

 James and Jones (1974) is a seminal manuscript in the organizational climate research 

arena. This piece of literature helped elucidate conceptualizations of organizational climate. A 

major advancement was the differentiation between viewing organizational climate in terms of 

objective, situational characteristics and viewing it in terms of individual perceptions. This work 

helped to advance the development of the literature and several types of organizational climate 

constructs have emerged since researchers began studying this topic. This study focuses on RDC 

which is a facet of EO climate. However, before discussing this construct, it is important to 

explore the question of how climate perceptions are formed.  

Framework for Examining Formation of Climate Perceptions 

 In order to understand how individuals form perceptions of a hostile work climate, 

Riordan, Lankau, and Wayne’s (2008) theoretical framework addressing the antecedents and 

consequences of perceptions of a hostile climate is introduced (see Figure 1). The model 

examines various antecedents at a dyadic, work unit, and organizational level. Outcomes of the 

individual’s perceptions of a hostile climate are organized at the individual level (for both the 

target individual reporting perceptions of a hostile climate and coworkers) in addition to the 

organizational level.  

 The model posits that individual perceptions of a hostile workplace climate are formed by 

the interaction of coworker’s characteristics, work unit factors, and organizational systems and 

characteristics. These perceptions, in turn, may be associated with negative attitudes and 

behaviors on behalf of the target individual (i.e. low morale, absenteeism, low performance) 

which can be detrimental to the overall functioning of an organization. Additionally, coworkers 

may be less trusting of organizations as well as develop a lower sense of morale when target 
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individuals have perceptions of a hostile work climate. Therefore, simply witnessing others being 

harassed or being around others with negative perceptions of a work climate may result in 

undesirable individual outcomes. Organizations can also be adversely affected both directly and 

indirectly. For example, negative publicity resulting from perceptions of a hostile climate can be 

associated with a loss in business revenues. Indirectly, these types of organizational climates 

may dissuade well-qualified job candidates from accepting job offers or applying resulting in 

issues in recruitment and retention. The theoretical model presented here describes how 

perceptions of a hostile climate are formed. Specifically, the interaction between the individual, 

coworkers, and the organization can all contribute to the development of perceptions of a hostile 

climate. As a result, examining specific aspects of the various components of these antecedents 

to determine the extent to which they may be associated with relevant outcomes is warranted. 

This study applies Riordan et al.’s (2008) theoretical model to RDC which is a facet of EO 

climate.  

EO Climate 

 EO climate consists of several facets such as sexual harassment EO climate, age 

discrimination EO climate, religious discrimination EO climate, or disability discrimination EO 

climate. Generally, EO climate relates to the perceptions of equal opportunities for historically 

disadvantaged demographic subgroups such as minorities and women to attain organizational 

resources by way of fair organizational practices (Dansby & Landis, 1991, 1998). Organizational 

resources may be represented by promotions and favorable working conditions. Organizational 

practices used to make promotions and allocate and create favorable working conditions are 

some of the processes through which such resources are distributed. Therefore, the salience and 
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valence attached to these processes and resources are central in the formation of EO climate 

perceptions.  

 Additionally, the social atmosphere and interactions occurring in the workplace play a 

major role in the development of EO climate perceptions. The likelihood of experiencing or 

witnessing racial discrimination is a major part of what constitutes racial EO climate. Social 

interactions often determine behavioral norms for work groups. For example, the social 

acceptance of making jokes based on race or ethnicity can be a social interaction that contributes 

to the formation of one’s RDC perception although other events and behaviors may contribute to 

this as well. EO climate encompasses the allocation of resources, the processes used to distribute 

resources, as well as the social norms that are relevant to equal treatment of members of different 

races/ethnicities. Therefore, RDC is defined as the extent to which employees perceive that 

harassment and discrimination will occur in the workplace as a result of being a minority 

(Dansby & Landis, 1991; Walsh et al., 2010). 

 Demographic shifts in the workforce over the past couple of decades have drawn the 

attention of organizational researchers as the presence of women and minorities in the workplace 

becomes increasingly important (Pelled, 1996; Offerman & Gowing, 1990; Loden & Rosener, 

1991). For example, Asians represented 3.7% of the workforce in 1990, and that figure is 

projected to grow to 5.7 % in 2020 (Toossi, 2012; see Table 1). Moreover, Hispanics represented 

only 8.5% of the workforce in 1990, and researchers estimate that their representation is 

projected to grow to up to 19% in the year 2020 (Toossi, 2012). Additionally, RDC has yielded 

relationships with turnover and performance outcomes (McKay et al., 2007; O’Reilly et al., 

1989; Rosenfeld et al., 1998). With this, it is imperative to investigate how such changes in 
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workforce demography will affect workplace processes, especially within the context of teams 

due to the interactive, interpersonal nature of teamwork.  

Given the expected increase of minorities in the workplace coupled with the potential to 

influence important organizational outcomes in addition to the growing need for team-oriented 

processes in problem-solving, it is of interest to organizational practitioners and researchers alike 

to attempt to understand how to manage these changes and mitigate any potential negative 

impacts. Previous research has commented on the need to explore the social-psychological 

processes through which climate measures such as RDC and performance outcomes relate to one 

another (i.e. Walsh et al., 2010; McKay et al., 2007). To fulfill this need for research, the current 

study focuses on RDC as it relates to work group effectiveness.  

 Previously, researchers have related psychological EO climate perceptions to outcomes 

such as job stress and job satisfaction with coefficients of -.32 and .27, respectively, indicating 

that more favorable EO climate perceptions yielded lower levels of job stress and greater levels 

of job satisfaction (Walsh et al., 2010). A separate study by McIntyre and colleagues (2002) also 

examined perceptions of EO fairness as it related to organizational commitment, job satisfaction, 

and perceptions of work group efficacy. While researchers found that EO fairness was positively 

related to organizational commitment and job satisfaction, the strongest relationship was found 

for perceived work group efficacy defined as “the degree to which organizational members 

perceive their primary work group as productive and effective in accomplishing its mission” (p. 

302, McIntyre et al., 2002). The authors attribute the relationship between equal opportunity 

fairness on perceived work group efficacy to principles of organizational justice theory.  

Organizational Justice Theory 

 The essential premise of organizational justice theory projects that organizations treating 

employees fairly and respectfully are more likely to enhance individual and organizational 
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outcomes (Greenberg, 1987; Colquitt, 2001). The earliest conceptions of organizational justice 

theory stem from Adams’ (1963) equity theory. Equity theory examines the ratio of inputs 

compared to outputs within an organizational context. Inputs are defined as the amount of time, 

work, or effort an individual allots to his or her job. Inputs are individual contributions that help 

the organization to reach its goals. Outputs are described as what the individual receives as a 

result of inputs. This often takes the form of monetary rewards, yet they can also be other types 

of benefits such as flexibility in one’s work schedule. If an employee perceives that inputs are 

not commensurate with outputs, then equity theory posits that the employee will strive to achieve 

a balance between these factors. Therefore, if one feels overworked and underpaid, then the 

individual will try to reduce inputs (i.e. amount of effort toward work) to match outputs (i.e. 

salary). 

From Adams’ (1963) equity theory, other works helped formulate organizational justice 

theory into what it has become today (i.e. Bies & Moag, 1986; Levanthal, 1980; Greenberg, 

1987; Greenberg, 1990; Gilliland, 1993; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Levanthal (1980) 

introduced the concept of process fairness in organizations which posits that employees hold 

certain perceptions about organizational processes which affect job attitudes. However, a seminal 

piece that helped tie Levanthal’s (1980) idea of process fairness and Adams’ (1963) equity 

theory together was Greenberg’s (1987) paper on organizational justice theory. Building upon 

his predecessors’ works, Greenberg (1987) formalized these concepts into distributive justice and 

procedural justice. Distributive justice stemmed from equity theory (Adams, 1963) and relates to 

the ways in which organizational resources are distributed. Employees will hold high levels of 

distributive justice if organizational resources are distributed in a fair manner. Procedural justice 

pertains to the processes used in making organizational decisions. Employees will hold high 
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levels of procedural justice perceptions if the processes used to make decisions are conducted in 

a fair manner. It is noteworthy to mention that it is the process rather than the outcome of a 

decision that is examined within the scope of this particular facet of justice. In other words, 

individuals may receive unfavorable outcomes from a decision, but the process used may still be 

perceived as fair.  

Bies and Moag (1986) also contributed to the development of the organizational justice 

construct by examining the interactional components of justice within the organizational context. 

Interpersonal interactions in the workplace can alter one’s perceptions of justice if he or she feels 

wronged or mistreated. From this work, two other facets of organizational justice were derived. 

Interpersonal justice is described as the extent to which individuals feel they are treated with 

dignity and respect by the organization (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). The fourth facet of 

organizational justice is informational justice which pertains to transparency or the extent to 

which organizations divulge important information (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).  

Organizational justice has demonstrated important relationships with relevant employee 

attitudes and behaviors. For example, a study by Greenberg (1990) demonstrated that employees 

were less likely to engage in deviant behaviors (i.e. employee theft), in comparison to a control 

group, if the organization gave explanations for negative outcomes such as pay cuts. Also, a 

meta-analysis by Colquitt et al. (2001) demonstrated that perceptions of organizational justice 

were negatively correlated with turnover intentions and positively related to job satisfaction and 

commitment. Therefore, it is evident that facets of organizational justice can play a role in the 

development of employee attitudes and behaviors. 
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Organizational Justice and Group Performance 

One area in need of development is the relation between workplace fairness constructs 

and group performance (Cropanzano & Schminke, 2001). While there is some evidence to 

suggest that organizational justice and similar workplace fairness constructs can impact 

performance both indirectly and directly, there is still a need for further exploration into the 

nature of these relationships. For example, previous research by Suliman (2007) reported 

significant relationships between facets of organizational justice and performance using self-

report and supervisor rating measures. However, evidence regarding team-oriented performance 

constructs is limited at best. Direct relationships between measures of organizational justice and 

performance have produced mixed results (Cropanzano & Schminke, 2001) warranting further 

exploration of these relations. 

Lipponen and Wise (2010) have helped to fill this gap in the literature through the use of 

department level academic performance measures. By using ratings of academic departments in 

a university sample, results of this study revealed that facets of organizational justice were 

significantly related to performance. They found that distributive justice shared a significant 

relationship with performance measures of university academic departments. However, 

interactional justice appeared to be unrelated to organizational performance. Therefore, these 

findings suggest that the robustness of the organizational justice-performance relationship can be 

elucidated through research in varying contexts and work environments. Additionally, Colquitt, 

Noe, and Jackson (2002) found that justice climate perceptions were significantly related to 

supervisor’s ratings of group performance. Such empirical evidence begs explanations as to why 

organizational justice perceptions may affect performance. Cropanzano and Schminke (2001) 

contend that a fair allocation of resources and fair procedures used to allocate such resources 
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help affect group level performance through promoting work group harmony and cooperation. 

Perceptions of fair treatment can impact performance either directly or indirectly. For example, 

individuals that feel they are treated fairly tend to yield higher levels of organizational 

commitment (Daly & Geyer, 1995; Konovsky, Folger, & Cropanzano, 1987), are less likely to 

engage in counterproductive work behaviors such as stealing (Greenberg, 1993), and are more 

likely to engage in organizational citizenship behaviors (Organ & Moorman, 1993; Farh, 

Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990). Subsequently, these types of attitudes and behaviors facilitate group 

processes for problem-solving and performance.  

Using organizational justice as a theoretical lens, individual attitudes of RDC may be 

negatively impacted when organizations act in unjust ways per the principles of this theory. 

Therefore, employees may be less likely to strive to perform well when perceptions of 

discrimination and unfair treatment are salient. Moreover, overall work group functionality and 

problem-solving processes may be hampered by such perceptions. From this logic, the following 

hypothesis is purported.  

𝐻1: There will be a significant relationship between race discrimination climate and work group 

effectiveness such that more favorable climates will be associated with less effective work 

groups. 

Team Cohesion 

 An additional point of interest in the current investigation is the exploration of a possible 

mediating mechanism through which RDC impacts work group effectiveness. Extending upon 

the aforementioned arguments regarding the reasoning behind the relations between RDC and 

work group level outcomes, it is posited that an individual’s perception of team cohesion may be 

a process through which RDC relates to work group effectiveness. Although team cohesion has 

received substantial attention within the psychological literature (i.e. Chiocchio & Essiembre, 
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2009; Sanchez & Yurrebaso, 2009; Oliver, Harman, Hoover, Hayes, & Pandhi, 1999; Bartone, 

Johnsen, Eid, Brun, & Laberg, 2002), ample opportunity remains to apply and relate this concept 

to other psychological constructs in a novel manner. 

 Some of the earliest known conceptualizations of group cohesion appear in the 1950’s 

catalyzed by the growing interest in social psychological group processes (Hogg, 1992). One of 

the earliest definitions of group cohesion comes from Festinger (1950), defining it as the field of 

forces compelling group members to stay together. While this definition was criticized as being 

too vague, it did help to forward progress around this construct. More recently, researchers have 

generally accepted a multidimensional view of cohesion consisting of three distinct dimensions: 

social cohesion, task cohesion, and group pride (Mullen & Copper, 1994; Chiocchio & 

Essiembre, 2009). Group pride, which tends to be studied the least, refers to the intrinsic pleasure 

of belonging to a particular social group. Social cohesion refers to the attraction to a group 

through emotional bonds, friendship, and feelings of closeness with other constituents (Mullen & 

Copper, 1994; Chiocchio & Essiembre, 2009). Task cohesion is considered the commitment or 

attraction to the group’s overarching goals and the motivations behind mobilizing the group to 

reach said goals (Choicchio & Essiembre, 2009). The bidimensional perspective incorporating 

social cohesion and task cohesion has a stronger theoretical basis as opposed to a tridimensional 

perspective because of the lack of empirical research using group pride. However, at a broader 

conceptual level, group cohesion can be generally described in terms of social or interpersonal 

factors and task-related factors. The emotional attraction to the group’s members as well as its 

general purpose play an important role in the development of group cohesion along with a sense 

of pride one feels from being a group member and resistance to disruptions in group operations. 

Previous research has demonstrated the importance of team cohesion through providing 
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empirical evidence for its relations with important organizational outcomes such as job 

satisfaction, organizational satisfaction, individual and group performance (McGrath, 1984; 

Oliver et al., 1999), as well as group contributions (Carron, Colman, Wheeler, & Stevens, 2002). 

However, the research relating discriminatory organizational climates and team cohesion is 

relatively scant. 

Race Discrimination Climate and Team Cohesion  

 Drawing upon aforementioned comparisons of RDC to organizational justice theory, 

Naumann and Bennett (2000) have provided preliminary evidence outlining the nature of the 

relationship between RDC and team cohesion through the use of a procedural justice framework. 

In their paper, the authors address group-level perceptions of procedural justice. Previous work 

has illustrated that work groups feel entitled to fair treatment (Brown, 1986). Therefore, any type 

of unfair treatment toward a group or its members may result in unfavorable consequences. For 

example, research has demonstrated that procedural justice violations against individuals within 

a group may be interpreted as being directed at the entire group (Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin, 

1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992).Using similar logic, it is reasonable to posit that organizational 

behaviors and attitudes associated with unfavorable RDCs can be construed as a violation of 

procedural justice because of the shared relation between these two concepts regarding the fair 

treatment of individuals.  

 A study by De Backer et al. (2011) has helped to provide empirical evidence 

demonstrating the relationship between facets of organizational justice and team cohesion. Using 

a sample of volleyball and handball team players, researchers found that procedural justice was 

related to task and social cohesion through team identification. Contrary to predictions, 

distributive justice did not influence team identification and cohesion outcomes. These findings 
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suggest that fairness regarding procedures used within team settings may be more influential for 

team cohesion rather than fairness regarding the allocation of resources (i.e. distributive justice).  

 A separate study conducted by Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, and Bucklew (2008) also 

found significant correlations between all facets of organizational justice and group cohesion. 

Procedural justice and interactional justice yielded the strongest relationships with coefficients of 

.51 and .50, respectively. These results further support the argument bolstered in the current 

research by providing empirical evidence for the relationship between organizational justice and 

group cohesion. In essence, when an organization fosters a work climate that distributes 

commodities in a fair and consistent manner in addition to using procedures that are perceived as 

just and fair to distribute resources, work groups will exhibit greater levels of cohesion. The 

same principle holds true for the interpersonal treatment of workers such that treating employees 

with dignity and respect will yield more cohesive work groups. One possible theoretical 

explanation for the relationship between perceptions of justice and work group cohesion is social 

identity theory (Andrews et al., 2008). 

Social Identity Theory 

 One of earliest conceptualizations of social identity theory stems from the work of Tajfel 

and Turner in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s. Tajfel and Turner (2004) outline the basic tenets 

of the theory. In a holistic sense, social identity theory posits that individuals understand 

themselves and their environment through group memberships and socially constructed in-

groups and out-groups. An in-group refers to all individuals within a group for a referent 

individual whereas out-groups are defined as those not belonging to the in-group. For example, if 

the referent individual identifies themselves as Hispanic, then other individuals defining 

themselves as Hispanic would be considered members of the in-group and those not identifying 
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themselves as Hispanic would be members of the out-group. However, the referent characteristic 

need not be ethnic in nature. It could refer to many other characteristics such as gender, age, 

religion, work groups, sports teams, or other factors that help to establish group membership. 

The creation of a social identity helps to establish a system of orientation for one’s self and 

others (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). 

 In the words of Tajfel and Turner (2004), the criteria for a “group” is “that the individuals 

concerned define themselves and are defined by others as members of a group” (p.283). 

Additionally, the theory outlines three general assumptions followed by three basic principles 

derived from these assumptions. The three general assumptions of social identity theory are: 

1. Individuals strive to maintain or enhance their self-esteem: they strive for a positive 

self-concept. 

2. Social groups or categories and the membership of them are associated with positive or 

negative value connotations. Hence, social identity may be positive or negative according 

to the evaluations (which tend to be socially consensual, either within or across groups) 

of those groups that contribute to an individual’s social identity. 

3. The evaluation of one’s own group is determined with reference to specific other 

groups through social comparisons in terms of value-laden attributes and characteristics. 

(pp. 283-284) 

Tajfel and Turner’s (2004) three basic theoretical principles derived from these assumptions are: 

 1. Individuals strive to achieve or to maintain positive social identity. 

 2. Positive social identity is based, to a large extent, on favorable comparisons that can be 

made between the in-group and some relevant out-groups: the in-group must be perceived 

as positively differentiated or distinct from the relevant out-groups. 
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 3. When social identity is unsatisfactory, individuals will strive either to leave their 

existing group and join some more positively distinct group and/or make their existing 

group more positively distinct. (p. 284) 

These theoretical postulates are applied to the current research in terms of work groups and racial 

groups. Individuals can belong to several social groups simultaneously. For example, an Asian 

American, female graduate student in the psychology program at the University of Texas belongs 

to several social groupings based upon these few variables alone (i.e. women, Asian Americans, 

Americans, graduate students, psychology students, psychology graduate students, University of 

Texas students, etc.). According to social identity theory, individuals strive to maintain a positive 

social identity by associating themselves with groups that are evaluated favorably and 

dissociating themselves with groups that are evaluated as unfavorable.  

 In the context of the current study, individuals with more negative perceptions of the 

organization’s RDC will yield lower levels of team cohesion because of the negative evaluations 

associated with organizations exhibiting poor RDCs. Therefore, employees will strive to 

dissociate themselves from their work teams resulting in less cohesive work units. Drawing from 

theoretical postulates based in social identity theory and organizational justice theory, in addition 

to the previously presented empirical evidence outlining the relationships between unfairness in 

the workplace and work teams, the following hypothesis is formulated. 

𝐻2: There will be a significant relationship between race discrimination climate and team 

cohesion such that perceptions of more favorable climates will be associated with more 

favorable perceptions of team cohesion. 

Team Cohesion and Work Group Effectiveness 

 An additional relationship of interest in the current investigation is between team 

cohesion and work group effectiveness. As previously stated, work group effectiveness is 
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essentially a work group performance construct. Work group effectiveness pertains to the 

perceptions of the work group’s output in terms of quality and efficiency in relation to other 

similar work groups.  

 The workforce has gradually become more educated due in part to the increasing 

accessibility of education via technological advancements, increased access to monetary 

resources such as financial aid, and other means. As a result, micromanagement of employees is 

less common, employees are becoming more autonomous, and working in groups and teams is 

becoming more commonplace. Therefore, this shift in the current workforce creates an ever-

pressing need to examine the psychosocial processes in the workplace from a workgroup/team 

perspective as technical processes are becoming less of a focus for managers (Chiocchio & 

Essembre, 2009). 

 Several meta-analyses have investigated the relationship between team cohesion and 

group performance measures (i.e. Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Carron et al., 2002; 

Oliver et al., 1999) and provide empirical evidence suggesting a moderate, positive correlation 

(Chiocchio & Essembre, 2009). Moreover, recent meta-analytic evidence has illuminated the 

importance of the type of work team as a moderating variable in this relationship showing that 

the cohesion-performance relationship is especially important in project work teams relative to 

other types such as production or service teams (Chiocchio & Essembre, 2009). The authors 

argue that cohesive groups yield less interpersonal conflict which benefits performance 

outcomes. This argument is bolstered by previous research exploring interpersonal conflict and 

performance measures.  

 For example, previous studies have demonstrated that relationship conflict inhibits 

individual performance because anxiety and threats inhibit cognitive functioning and processing 
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(Staw, Sanderlands, & Dutton, 1981; Roseman, Wiest, & Swartz, 1994).  Additionally, other 

research has shown that group performance can also suffer as a result of interpersonal conflict 

(i.e. Evan, 1965; Baron, 1991; Pelled, 1996; Jehn, 1995; Greer, Caruso, & Jehn, 2011; De Dreu 

& Weingart, 2003). The research in this area alludes to several general explanations for 

interpersonal conflicts negatively impacting team performance. Here, conflict is defined as 

incompatibilities between team members with regard to views and desires (Bell & Song, 2005; 

Jehn, 1995; De Dreu, Harinck, & Van Vianen, 1999; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). It is suggested 

that such incompatibilities in work teams yield less cooperation and communication (Jehn & 

Shah, 1997; Baron, 1991). It also creates distractions from tasks imperative to meeting group 

objectives and produces tension amongst group members (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Kelley, 

1979). When interpersonal conflicts are prevalent, much of the focus within the group tends to 

shift from trying to achieve the group’s overarching goals to resolving the conflicts (Jehn, 1995: 

Evan, 1965). 

 Additionally, interpersonal conflicts can be associated with the arousal of negative 

emotions (Greer et al., 2011; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Bell & Song, 2005; Roseman, Antoniou, 

& Jose, 1996) such as frustration, resentment, and anger (Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; Russell, 1978; 

Stearns, 1972) which potentially impair team members’ cognitive functioning (Brief & Weiss, 

2002). When experiencing negative emotions at work, it may be necessary to regulate or mask 

these emotions for different reasons. Prior research has suggested that engaging in this type of 

emotional regulation can deplete resources necessary to perform one’s job (Muraven & 

Baumeister, 2000). For example, a study by Richards and Gross (1999) illustrated that 

suppressing the exhibition of emotional states was associated with loss of memory for the 

duration of suppression. Another study by Cole, Walter, and Bruch (2008) demonstrated that a 
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negative affective tone in a work team (defined as the collective experience of negative 

emotions) was detrimental to team performance when nonverbal negative expressivity was low. 

In other words, when negative expressions of emotions were exhibited through nonverbal 

behaviors such as expressions, a work team’s negative affective tone showed a significant 

decrease in team performance. This finding relates to the current investigation in that certain 

aspects of a discriminatory organizational climate may be nonverbal in nature. 

Building upon Chiocchio and Essembre’s (2009) argument that more cohesive units 

experience less interpersonal conflict, findings from these studies are used to provide two general 

explanations for team cohesion impeding group performance. First, individuals are able to focus 

on the task at hand when there are no interpersonal conflicts within the team. Without such 

distractions, individuals are poised for enhanced performance which can subsequently benefit the 

team. The second reason is that less interpersonal conflicts decrease the chance for experiencing 

negative affectivity at work. Negative affect is likely to be a distraction from work because of its 

potential to impair cognitive functioning (Brief & Weiss, 2002; Greer et al., 2011; Richards & 

Gross, 1999) and deplete valuable resources (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000) needed to perform 

effectively. Upon these bases, the following is hypothesized. 

𝐻3: There will be a significant relationship between team cohesion and work group effectiveness 

such that more favorable perceptions of team cohesion will be associated with more favorable 

perceptions of work group effectiveness. 

 

Relational Demography 

Chiocchio and Essiembre (2009) argue that “the management of project teams is evolving 

from managing technical processes to focusing on psychosocial determinants of performance” 

(p.382). One speculative reason for this paradigmatic shift in the operation and management of 

project teams may be that the workforce is gradually becoming more educated as accessibility to 
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formal education has increased possibly due to changes in cultural values, technological 

advancements, and increased access to funding for higher level education. According to the U.S. 

Census Bureau, educational attainment reached an all-time high in the year 2000 with 24 percent 

of the population aged 25 and over reported having completed at least a Bachelor’s degree 

(Bauman & Graf, 2003). Additionally, that percentage has increased to 28.5 percent in 2012 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). It is plausible that many feel that completing a college degree will 

result in increased salary and job opportunities. Many are able to take classes through the internet 

and at their own convenience which removes various barriers from achieving higher education. 

Also, there are numerous sources for funding education such as government loans and 

scholarship programs which help to eliminate financial constraints. As the workforce continues 

to grow more educated, micromanagement of project teams focusing on technical processes 

becomes less of a necessity. With these shifts in demographics and education, it is reasonable to 

project that psychosocial processes will gradually play a larger role in work team effectiveness. 

Therefore, the ways that individuals relate to and interact with one another within a work team is 

an essential component worthy of study. The current investigation examines the role 

demographics play in an interactive and relational context by examining ethnic work group 

representation as it relates to relational demography (Harrison et al., 1998; O’Reilly et al., 1989; 

Chatman & Spataro, 2005).  

 The basic tenets of relational demography stem from social psychological research 

involving interpersonal relations such as Byrne’s (1971) similarity-attraction paradigm which 

posits that humans are naturally attracted to similar others. The essential premise behind 

relational demography theory postulates that demographically similar individuals are more likely 

to accentuate positive attributes of one another, derive a greater sense of social identity, and view 
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and treat each other in a favorable manner (Tsui et al., 2002). While some research in this arena 

yields inconsistent findings, there seems to be recurring empirical evidence that demonstrate the 

detrimental relationships between heterogeneous groups and various workplace outcomes such 

as turnover (O’Reilly et al., 1989), social integration (O’Reilly et al., 1989; Harrison et al., 

1998), workplace deviance, perceived organizational support, organizational commitment (Liao 

et al., 2004), and overall team performance (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992).  

 O’Reilly et al. (1989) demonstrates the relationships between heterogeneous work groups 

and turnover. Authors provide empirical evidence showing that heterogeneity in group tenure 

was associated with lower levels of social integration which is construed as a form of group 

cohesion. Additionally, social integration was, in turn, related to turnover illustrating that group 

cohesion may operate as a mechanism through which dissimilarity in demographic 

characteristics of work groups may affect overall group processes and functioning. Moreover, 

researchers did find that heterogeneity in age for a work group was associated with an 

individual’s likelihood of turnover. These results provide a platform for exploring other types of 

demographic differences that may impact workplace outcomes. O’Reilly et al.’s (1989) logic is 

extended here in that racial demographic group differences will disrupt the group cohesion 

process and yield negative associations with overall work group effectiveness.  

 Moreover, Smith et al. (1994) tested various statistical models to explore potential 

performance outcomes and intervening processes of demographic diversity in top management 

team performance. Authors revealed that team processes such as informal communication and 

social integration impacted objective measures of firm performance. For example, heterogeneity 

in years of experience within the industry and firm negatively impacted sales growth and ROI 

through informal communication and social integration within teams. Therefore, more diverse 
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teams were less likely to engage in informal communication and less likely to be socially 

integrated which was posited to, in turn, negatively impact firm performance. Although 

researchers employed diversity in years of experience as a predicting variable, as opposed to 

ethnic diversity, the study provides empirical evidence for the relationships between team 

demographics and both team processes and team performance.  

Also, Smith et al. (1994) illustrates that team process variables indicative of group 

cohesion, such as social integration and informal communication, can serve as mediators in the 

team demography-performance relationship. A lack of social integration and informal 

communication may be indicative of discriminatory climate (Hebl, Madera, & King, 2008). 

Hebl, Foster, Mannix, and Dovidio (2002) have conceptualized discrimination in the workplace 

in two forms. Formal discrimination is characterized as more overt, blatant acts of explicit 

discrimination. Systematically denying employment, promotions, or other coveted workplace 

resources would construe this form of discrimination. Formal discrimination tends to be less 

common in modern-day organizations although that does not preclude its occurrence. Rather, 

interpersonal discrimination, which is a more subtle form of disparate treatment, tends to be a 

more common form of discrimination today. This type of discrimination involves unfavorable 

interpersonal behaviors such as less friendliness, interest, and helpfulness (Hebl et al., 2002, 

2008). For example, Hebl et al. (2002) found that potential employers were less communicative 

and displayed more negativity towards individuals identified as homosexuals. Therefore, 

interpersonal discrimination may manifest through excluding, avoiding, and socially distancing 

oneself from out-group members (Hebl et al., 2008). Additionally, ethnic minorities are less 

likely to create informal social networks (Ibarra, 1995) which can be detrimental to work 

performance (Brass, 1984). Brass (1984) argues that informal social networks can be beneficial 
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through providing social and instrumental support in the workplace. Therefore, minorities in a 

work group with fewer minority counterparts may be less likely to experience the benefits of 

having an informal social network such as an improved performance. Moreover, minorities in a 

workgroup may be more likely to experience interpersonal discrimination in the form of 

exclusion, avoidance, social distancing, and less frequent communication which can negatively 

impact a team’s ability to work effectively and efficiently with one another. 

Liao et al. (2004) also found that ethnically dissimilar workgroups showed significantly 

negative associations with perceived organizational support and organizational commitment. 

Researchers suggest that social processes may explain these associations. For example, past 

research has demonstrated that demographically dissimilar individuals may be more likely to 

experience social distancing or exclusion (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 1998). These ostracized 

individuals may develop negative attitudes toward a workgroup or organization. Therefore, it is 

logical to contend that exclusion from social interactions, as defined by RDC, may be related to 

lower levels of team cohesion and work group effectiveness.  

Riordan and Shore (1997) examined the relationships between work group demographics 

and productivity and workplace attitudes. Authors found that the proportion of ethnically diverse 

individuals in a workgroup showed differential relationships with productivity and commitment 

across different ethnic groups. In other words, an individual’s ethnic similarity to coworkers was 

associated with varying levels of performance depending upon the ethnic group. For example, 

Hispanics’ productivity levels were affected when they were outnumbered within a work group 

as were Caucasians, yet African-Americans’ levels of productivity and commitment remained 

relatively consistent throughout various work group compositions. Though this study provides 

some preliminary evidence of the value of examining ethnic work group demography on 
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important organizational outcomes, it also warrants further exploration on the nature of such 

relationships.  

Summary 

 With the preceding empirical evidence from several studies, various theoretical postulates 

provide plausible explanations for the current hypotheses. First, the relation between RDC and 

cohesion may be exacerbated when one’s ethnic group is well-represented because minorities 

may hold negative organizational justice perceptions. Either negative interpersonal treatment or 

unfair procedures used for distributing resources may explain why work group demographic 

heterogeneity may moderate RDC’s relationships with team cohesion and work group 

effectiveness. Furthermore, Tajfel and Turner’s (2004) social identity theory may be applied to 

the current research. Because individuals understand themselves in a social context within 

workgroups, there exists an innate human need to establish a sense of social identity which often 

occurs through the creation of in-groups and out-groups. This tendency to associate with similar 

others and dissociate with dissimilar others can deter team cohesion and ultimately show 

negative associations with performance. Additionally, the tenets of relational demography also 

suggest that more diverse work groups are more likely to exhibit lower levels of team cohesion 

and work group effectiveness because ethnically dissimilar individuals are less likely to become 

socially integrated (i.e. O’Reilly et al., 1989; Harrison et al., 1998) or derive a more positive 

sense of social identity (Tsui et al., 2002). Finally, interpersonal conflict between workers may 

be more likely to arise as a result of cultural incompatibilities. Such incompatibilities are likely 

to be associated with less cooperation and communication amongst work team members (i.e. 

Jehn & Shah, 1997; Baron, 1991). Interpersonal conflicts can also be stressful for team members 

and create distractions from primary work team objectives in addition to creating a sense of 
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negative affectivity for workers potentially impacting team cohesion and work group 

effectiveness. Based upon the aforementioned empirical research and theoretical conjectures, the 

following hypotheses are constructed. 

𝐻4: The magnitude of the relationship between perceptions of race discrimination climate and 

perceptions of team cohesion will vary significantly as a function of work group demographic 

heterogeneity such that more heterogeneous groups will yield stronger relationships. 

 

𝐻5: The magnitude of the relationship between perceptions of race discrimination climate and 

perceptions of work group effectiveness will vary significantly as a function of work group 

demographic heterogeneity such that more heterogeneous groups will yield stronger 

relationships.  

 

Chapter II 

Method 

Participants 

In order to conduct this study, a sample of participants from a large government 

organization was taken. Respondents work in a variety of jobs including manual labor, 

computers and technology, engineering, and other administrative roles. Therefore, jobs vary in 

terms of difficulty and specialization. Work units consisted of 5-25 members. Participants were 

79% male and of various racial backgrounds including Hispanic, African-American, Asian, and 

White (see Table 2 for demographic characteristics). Most participants (703) fell within the 22-

30 years old age range followed by the 31-40 years old age range (587). 

Procedure 

 To collect the data, 1,870 participants took part of an annually administered, 

organizational-wide study on behalf of the organization’s interest in a variety of climate 

variables. Personnel from 146 different work teams completed the survey confidentially either in 

online or paper-and-pencil format. A total of 13 scales were collected from participants along 

with basic demographic information (i.e. race, gender, age range), but only three scales are used 
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for this analysis. Team units were assigned numerical identifiers in order to aggregate the ethnic 

work group representation variable. 

Measures  

Race Discrimination Climate. A 7-item instrument was used to measure RDC. Examples 

of items include “A supervisor did not select a qualified subordinate for promotion because of 

his/her race/ethnicity” and “A member was assigned less desirable office space because of 

his/her race/ethnicity.” Participants responded using a five-point Likert-type scale where a 1 

indicated that there was a very high chance that the action occurred and a 5 indicated that there 

was almost no chance that the action occurred. Therefore, a higher score on this measure yields a 

more favorable RDC. Calculation of Cronbach’s alpha revealed a reliability coefficient of .87 for 

this sample. 

 Team Cohesion. Four items measured team cohesion with items such as “My work group 

works well together as a team,” and “Members of my work group pull together to get the job 

done.” Responses were collected on a five-point scale with a 1 indicating total agreement with 

the statement and 5 indicating total disagreement with the statement. Therefore, a lower score on 

team cohesion is construed as more favorable. Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .87 for this 

sample.  

 Work Group Effectiveness. To measure work group effectiveness, a four-item measure 

was used with items such as “The amount of output for my work group is very high,” and “The 

quality of output of my work group is very high.” Respondents used the same five-point scale 

employed on the team cohesion measure. Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .90.  

 Work Group Demographic Heterogeneity. In order to compute work group demographic 

heterogeneity, a Euclidean distance measure was created. This type of measure captures the 

degree to which individuals within a work unit differ from one another (Tsui & Gutek, 1999; 
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Liao et al., 2004). Work units are defined as all persons who report to the same supervisor. 

Respondents self-identified ethnicity with use of different groups such as 

Spanish/Hispanic/Latino, Asian, Black or African-American, and White. In order to compute this 

variable, the number of individuals in each demographic group within each work group was 

calculated. The differences in these values for each possible comparison was calculated. 

Therefore, the absolute values of the following differences were computed for each team: 

Number of Whites – Number of Spanish/Hispanics/Latinos, Number of Whites – Number of 

Asians, Number of Whites – Number of Blacks or African-Americans, Number of 

Spanish/Hispanics/Latinos – Number of Asians, Number of Spanish/Hispanics/Latinos – 

Number of Blacks or African-Americans, and Number of Asians – Number of Blacks or African-

Americans. Each difference value was squared, and the average of the squared difference values 

was computed by team. Finally, the square root of this average was taken resulting in the team’s 

heterogeneity score. Smaller differences between group representations result in lower values. 

Thus, lower scores on this measure reflect a more heterogeneous group.  

Analysis Strategy 

 To test hypotheses, a moderated mediation approach is applied. The advantage of using 

this statistical method is that it allows one to test for significant differences in regression 

coefficients for mediated relationships at varying levels of a moderating variable (Hayes, 2012). 

This strategy allows one to test the extent to which environmental factors impact the magnitude 

of relationships. In other words, it allows one to determine when certain relationships may hold 

across a variety of different contexts through examining regression coefficients at varying levels 

of a moderator. Typically, +/- 1 SD from the mean on this variable is a common point of 

comparison. Therefore, relationships in the simple mediated model are compared at average 

levels of work group demographic heterogeneity for each group, as well as at one standard 
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deviation below the average demographic heterogeneity across teams, and one standard deviation 

above the average demographic heterogeneity across teams with the use of bootstrapping which 

produces a series of estimated sample means to determine the significance of conditional effects. 

Chapter III 

Results 

 To determine the appropriateness of aggregating the data 𝑟𝑤𝑔 was calculated. The results 

revealed an average of .73, which is above the standard of .70 suggested to justify aggregation 

(James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993; see Table 4). Therefore, variables in the model are expressed 

on the team level.  

 Because all data was derived utilizing the same method (self-reports), a test of common 

method variance is warranted (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). In order to 

examine whether common method variance may spuriously inflate relationships, Harmon’s 

single factor test was conducted to determine if the majority of variance in the items in the 

instruments can be explained by a single factor (Harmon, 1976). To conduct this test, an 

unrotated factor analysis was conducted with the number of factors constrained to one. Results 

revealed that only 39% of the variance was attributed to this single factor which is below the 

recommended cutoff of 50% (Harmon, 1976). Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysis was 

conducted to test for common method variance. All items loaded onto their respective factors 

and onto an additional, uncorrelated latent variable which served as the “method factor” 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Results revealed that the average variance explained by the items in the 

“method factor” was 18% which is below the recommended cutoff of a 25% average (Williams, 

Cote, & Buckley, 1989). Therefore, common method variance is unlikely inflating the observed 

coefficients substantially.  
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Bivariate Correlations 

Per Cohen’s (1988) scheme for interpreting the magnitude of correlation coefficients, 

heterogeneity tended to show weak relationships with the other variables ranging in absolute 

values of .10 to .19. RDC showed moderate relationships with team cohesion and work group 

effectiveness with values of -.36 and -.46, respectively. The strongest correlation was between 

work group effectiveness and team cohesion with a value of .72. Hypothesis one was supported 

based upon the bivariate correlation as RDC showed a negative relationship work group 

effectiveness (r=-.46, p<.01). Hypothesis two was also supported by the bivariate correlation 

between RDC and team cohesion (r=-.36, p<.01) as was hypothesis three predicting the 

relationship between team cohesion and work group effectiveness (r=.72, p<.01).  

Moderated Mediation Analysis 

The test of the conceptual model (Figure 2) is executed through two different regression 

models (see Figure 3) using model 8 of Hayes’ (2012) PROCESS macro. The first regression 

model estimated the a paths (see Figure 3) with the mediating variable, team cohesion as an 

outcome. The second model estimated the b and c’ paths with work group effectiveness as the 

outcome variable. In order to test the moderated mediation, bootstrapping was used. This method 

is advocated for this type of analysis because the sampling distribution of the conditional indirect 

effect tends to be irregularly shaped (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). Bootstrapping makes no 

assumptions regarding a normal sample distribution. If the bootstrap confidence intervals do not 

include 0, the hypotheses for the moderations can be supported.  

 Results from the regression equations revealed a significant relationship between RDC 

and work group effectiveness (B=-.22, SE=.02, p<.001) further supporting hypothesis one. They 

also showed a significant relationship with team cohesion regressed on RDC (B=-.42, SE=.07, 



31 

p<.001) further supporting hypothesis two. Therefore, less discriminatory climates were 

associated with perceptions of more effective groups and perceptions of more cohesive work 

groups. Analyses demonstrate a significant relationship between team cohesion and work group 

effectiveness (B=.51, SE=.01, p<.001) indicating that more cohesive groups tended to be 

associated with more favorable perceptions of work group effectiveness which is in agreement 

with hypothesis three.  

The interaction between RDC and heterogeneity on team cohesion was not significant 

(B=.00, SE=.02, p=.95) indicating that hypothesis four is not supported. Moreover, this indicates 

that the conditional indirect relationship does not vary as a function of the moderator. However, 

the interaction between RDC and heterogeneity on work group effectiveness was significant 

(B=-.02, SE=.00, p<.001) although the strength of the interaction could be considered relatively 

weak because it accounts for a small amount of the variance in the outcome variable. Regardless, 

this serves as evidence for probing the nature of the interaction (Hayes, 2012). Results indicated 

that the conditional direct effects of RDC on work group effectiveness varied significantly as a 

function of work group heterogeneity. Coefficients were significant at low (B=-.36, SE=.02, 

p<.001), average (B=-.40, SE=.02, p<.001), and high (B=-.45, SE=.03, p<.001) levels of 

heterogeneity demonstrating that more heterogeneous groups with less favorable RDCs were 

associated with higher levels of work group effectiveness, which is contrary to hypothesis 5. 

Also, the magnitude of the interaction is relatively small, which is logical when inspecting the 

differences in coefficients at the varying levels of heterogeneity (see Figure 5 and Table 7) 

Overall, results support hypotheses1, 2, and 3, but fail to support hypotheses 4 and 5 (See Tables 

5-7).   
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Chapter IV 

Discussion 

RDC and Work Group Effectiveness 

The results of the analyses reveal several implications for both research and practice. 

Hypothesis one was supported by statistical evidence. The negative correlation between RDC 

and work group effectiveness illustrates that as RDC scores increase, or become more favorable, 

perceptions of work group effectiveness decrease, or become more favorable. The regression 

coefficient associated with this same relationship also showed the same trend suggesting that 

perceptions of injustice and racially motivated discrimination can be associated with negative 

perceptions of work group performance outcomes. Therefore, these results provide some 

empirical support for the tenets of organizational justice theory in that perceptions of workplace 

fairness may be detrimental to performance. More specifically, the misappropriation of 

organizational resources or interpersonal mistreatment based upon racial biases may hinder team 

performance.  

RDC and Team Cohesion 

Based on the results, hypothesis two was supported. The negative bivariate correlation 

illustrates that as perceptions of RDC become less favorable so do perceptions of team cohesion. 

By the same token, more favorable perceptions of RDC are associated with more favorable 

perceptions of team cohesion. This same trend is shown based on the regression coefficient in the 

model. Therefore, it appears that negative perceptions of RDC are associated with negative 

perceptions of team-oriented processes such as team cohesion in addition to negative perceptions 

of work group effectiveness. This research suggests that fairness-related processes involving 

perceptions of organizational justice may explain these relationships. It is plausible that any type 
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of unfair treatment toward a group may be interpreted as being directed at the entire group 

(Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin, 1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Teams with unfavorable RDCs may 

be less cohesive because of negative perceptions toward the organization.  

Based on the propositions presented in social identity theory, individuals strive to 

maintain a positive self-image (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). One is likely to dissociate from a 

negatively perceived organization which may be associated with less team cohesion. Employees 

may be less likely to feel a sense of solidarity with other team members or make an effort to pull 

together to accomplish important team goals when RDC is unfavorable. Individuals in teams 

with more favorable RDCs were more likely to identify with one another as team members based 

on team cohesion measurements. In other words, when RDC is favorable, teams feel a greater 

sense of solidarity and less fragmented by racial demographic characteristics.  

Team Cohesion and Work Group Effectiveness 

Based upon the bivariate correlation, team cohesion and work group effectiveness shared 

a relatively strong, positive correlation. Moreover, according to the moderated mediation 

analysis, team cohesion was significantly related to work group effectiveness indicating that 

perceptions of more cohesive work groups are associated with perceptions of enhanced work 

group effectiveness. Inversely, less cohesive teams perceived less effectiveness. These results 

support hypothesis three and lend credence to its rationale. 

It is argued that teams experiencing more cohesion are less likely to engage in 

interpersonal conflicts. These results support previous studies suggesting that interpersonal 

conflicts may be associated with less cooperation and communication (Jehn & Shah, 1997; 

Baron, 1991). Interpersonal conflicts in teams can be distracting to group members because the 

focus shifts from important tasks and objectives to trying solve the conflict (De Dreu & 
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Weingart, 2003; Kelley, 1979). Also, when teams experience less cohesion, they may 

concurrently experience negative emotions (Greer et al., 2011; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Bell & 

Song, 2005; Roseman, Antoniou, & Jose, 1996; Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; Russell, 1978; Stearns, 

1972) which may hinder cognitive functioning (Brief & Weiss, 2002). Therefore, team cohesion 

may have demonstrated a significant relationship with work group effectiveness because of 

social-interactional and affective processes. Cohesion is characterized by the interactions 

between group members. If such interactions are consistently unfavorable, then it is unlikely that 

the team will be able to function as a cohesive unit to achieve important goals. Moreover, 

experiencing negative interactions is likely to be associated with negative, internal processes 

such as inhibited cognitive functioning and negative emotions. It is plausible that the 

combination of such social-interactional and internal psychological processes help to explain the 

observed relationship between team cohesion and work group effectiveness.  

Heterogeneity-related Findings 

 Although no formal hypotheses regarding heterogeneity alone were constructed, results 

shed light on the nature of its relationships with the other variables in this study. Heterogeneity 

showed a small, significant correlation with RDC (-.10) indicating that more disproportionate 

groups were more likely to perceive an unfavorable RDC. A team’s demographic composition 

may play a small role in shaping perceptions related to RDC. This finding bolsters the argument 

that teams which are predominately comprised of one racial demographic group with relatively 

few members of other groups may be most likely to report unfavorable RDCs. In addition, team 

cohesion also showed a small, significant correlation (.10) with heterogeneity indicating that 

more disproportionate groups were more likely to perceive the team as being less cohesive. The 

strongest bivariate correlation for heterogeneity was with work group effectiveness (.19) which 
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demonstrated that more disproportionate groups were more likely to report lower levels of work 

group effectiveness. This finding is particularly interesting in that the performance-related 

variable showed the strongest relationship. Overall, more evenly proportioned groups, with 

respect to racial demographics, were more likely to yield favorable responses on the RDC, team 

cohesion, and work group effectiveness measures alike. These findings speak to the importance 

of studying demographic compositions of teams as it may relate to important organizational 

perceptions and team-oriented processes and outcomes. 

Race Discrimination Climate, Heterogeneity, and Team Cohesion 

 The relationship between RDC and team cohesion did not vary significantly as a function 

of work group heterogeneity, contrary to hypothesis four. Therefore, regardless of the 

demographic composition of the group, the magnitude of this relationship remains relatively 

stable. It is worthy to note that the relationship between RDC and work group effectiveness 

varied significantly as a function of heterogeneity, but the relationship between RDC and team 

cohesion did not vary significantly as a function of heterogeneity. Additionally, this entails that 

the conditional indirect relationship between RDC and work group effectiveness operating 

through team cohesion does not vary significantly as a function of work group demographic 

heterogeneity.  

This result may also be explained by previous research which has demonstrated that 

individuals witnessing discrimination may still be negatively impacted although they may not 

experience the discrimination first-hand (Riordan et al., 2008). It is plausible that organizational 

justice violations against individuals within the group may be directed at the entire group as 

previous research has suggested (Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin, 1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992). 

Therefore, exhibitions of discrimination from an employer may create low morale for the work 
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group or distrust for the employer which could potentially be other mechanisms through which 

the RDC-team cohesion relationship exists. For example, it may be that negative affectivity is 

transmitted to other team members through what is known as the contagion effect (Hatfield, 

Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992; Johnson, 2008) which states that emotions may be unconsciously 

transferred between individuals. Applying this logic to the current study, team members not 

experiencing discrimination first-hand may still be negatively impacted by witnessing or 

interacting with other team members that possess negative emotions stemming from 

experiencing some form of discrimination. However, further study is required to substantiate this 

proposition. 

Race Discrimination Climate, Heterogeneity, and Work Group Effectiveness 

 The interaction between RDC and heterogeneity was significantly related to work group 

effectiveness indicating that the association between RDC and work group effectiveness 

increased as workgroup heterogeneity levels decreased contrary to hypothesis five which 

predicted the opposite trend. Therefore, as work groups became less diverse, the association 

between RDC and work group effectiveness grew increasingly negative illustrating that less 

heterogeneous teams with less favorable RDCs tended to perceive the work group as being less 

effective. Conversely, highly heterogeneous teams with favorable RDCs tended to perceive the 

group as significantly more effective. Therefore, RDC did vary significantly as a function of 

work group heterogeneity, but the relationship was the inverse of the hypothesized relationship.  

Moreover, the value of the interaction was rather small and relatively close to 0 at -.02 as is 

illustrated in Figure 5. As a result, the discussion regarding this finding should be interpreted 

within the context of this limitation. 



37 

Although these results are contrary to the hypothesized relationship, they reveal 

information regarding the conditions in which the tenets of relational demography theory and 

organizational justice theory may hold true. Relational demography theory generally posits that 

individuals of similar demographic groups are able to relate to one another better than dissimilar 

individuals (Tsui et al., 2002). With the creation of such enhanced relationships, work groups 

should benefit from enhanced social interactions and informal communication amongst similar 

group members. However, it is evident that when groups are relatively homogeneous, the 

relationship between RDC and work group effectiveness is stronger. Therefore, when groups are 

dominated by one demographic group with relatively few members of another demographic 

group it is more likely that perceptions of this work group’s effectiveness will be less favorable 

when RDC is unfavorable.  

The implications of these findings suggest that a social dynamic approach may be 

appropriate for providing a theoretical rationale. In other words, as group demographics alter, so 

do the potentially negative associations between RDC and work group effectiveness. It is 

plausible that the outnumbered individuals find it significantly more difficult to establish 

relationships with other dissimilar team members and may be less likely to engage in informal 

communication or information-sharing which may hinder perceptions of work group 

effectiveness for the entire team. Additionally, members of the majority group in a team may be 

less aware or less sensitive toward cues or behaviors indicative of an RDC against their minority 

counterparts. Minorities in highly outnumbered groups may be more likely to tolerate 

discriminatory behaviors out of anxiety or fear of other potential negative outcomes. As minority 

representation increases, the social dynamic in the workgroup may shift as the entire team may 

become increasingly likely to foster more favorable RDCs. More specifically, it seems that when 
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groups are heterogeneous, racial demographic differences may be beneficial for mitigating the 

potentially negative relationship between RDC and work group effectiveness. Therefore, these 

groups may be fostering favorable RDCs in relation with an increased sensitivity for other 

demographic groups.  

Relational demography theory speaks to the interpersonal interactions that take place 

between team members. It is plausible that the valence of such interactions determines the extent 

to which RDC predicts work group effectiveness. The benefits gained from being 

demographically similar to another team member may not be equal to the potentially negative 

detriments which may arise from being demographically dissimilar since teams with fewer 

minorities were most likely to perceive the work group as being less effective. Therefore, even if 

teams are highly homogeneous and similar group members may be relating to one another well, 

the development of these relationships may not be benefitting the work group’s overarching 

goals. Alternatively, a large number of similar individuals failing to relate to relatively small 

numbers of dissimilar individuals may be more detrimental.  

In these situations, it is contended that individuals in the numeric minority may be more 

at-risk for being subject to discriminatory behaviors upon the basis of race possibly stemming 

from polarization, derogation, or stereotyping (Riordan et al., 2008). Additionally, members of 

the majority group may avoid members of the minority group or minority group members may 

feel stigmatized (Riordan et al., 2008). Such negative group dynamics may help to explain the 

negative association with work group effectiveness. As work groups grow increasingly more 

heterogeneous, the salience of racial demographic differences may decrease. Therefore, the 

extent to which individuals relate to one another upon these characteristics would decrease also 

possibly explaining why RDC may have a significantly weaker association with work group 



39 

effectiveness in these situations. Based on these results, it seems that failing to foster 

relationships with demographically dissimilar others may play a larger role in determining a 

team’s perception of work group effectiveness rather than the ability to relate to similar others.  

In summation, it is concluded that unfavorable RDCs in groups with large numbers of 

racial demographic majority group members and relatively small numbers of racial demographic 

minority group members are most likely to perceive the work group as being less effective. As 

the demographic distribution of the group becomes more homogeneous, this relationship is 

exacerbated. Relational demography may play a role in explaining these results such that 

individuals failing to relate to dissimilar others may be creating an environment for unfavorable 

RDCs to negatively impact work group effectiveness or unfavorable RDCs are created within the 

group by way of an inability to relate to dissimilar others. However, due to limitations in the 

current methodology, these propositions implying causality cannot be substantiated based on the 

current evidence. Per Figure 5, it is evident that heterogeneity seems to play less of a role on 

work group effectiveness when RDC is favorable. Additionally, the interaction between RDC 

and heterogeneity is rather small meaning that future research can attempt to replicate these 

findings in a different context to determine the extent to which these results hold true in various 

situations. Moreover, differences amongst homogeneous and heterogeneous groups with various 

RDCs may not necessarily demonstrate drastically different levels of work group effectiveness. 

The tenets of relational demography theory may be less important when groups are relatively 

evenly proportioned, and demographic differences and characteristics may be less salient in these 

types of groups. Overall, it appears that dissimilarities in disproportionate groups with 

unfavorable RDCs may have the greatest influence upon work group effectiveness.  
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Practical Implications 

 These results reveal several implications for practice in addition to theory. The most 

prominent implication is the relative importance of the associations between RDC and team-

oriented outcomes. Organizational climates that are perceived as fair and equitable to 

constituents may be more likely enhance positive team-oriented perceptions. Therefore, it is 

possible that organizations may be likely to benefit from creating diversity climates valuing 

inclusion and prohibiting discriminatory behaviors. The data show that when RDC is favorable, 

work group demographics tend to be less important in terms of potentially impacting work group 

effectiveness, and teams tend to perceive themselves as being a more cohesive unit.  

Also, the data suggest that cues related to signs of unfavorable RDCs are likely to be 

associated with perceptions of less work group effectiveness when work groups are more 

homogeneous, but the magnitude of the interaction was rather weak. Organizations may benefit 

by ensuring that policies prohibit discriminatory behaviors and procedures for allocating 

resources, such as promotions or other valuable organizational commodities, are fair. Taking a 

proactive, as opposed to reactive, approach toward racial discrimination is advocated based on 

these results. Because RDC showed the strongest relationship with work group effectiveness in 

these types of groups, it is plausible that organizations may want to pay particular attention to 

fostering favorable climates in such situations. RDC also demonstrated a rather consistent 

relationship with team cohesion. Regardless of the level of heterogeneity, the magnitude of the 

relationship between RDC and team cohesion was not altered. Therefore, fostering positive 

climates may be likely to enhance perceptions of team cohesion across a variety of racially 

demographic work groups. One possible strategy for fostering team cohesion is to create a strong 
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sense of team identity. De Backer et al. (2010) found empirical evidence of a relationship 

between team identification and team cohesion (.57) using a sample of athletes and teams. Team 

identification is generally defined as the extent to which group members feel interchangeable 

with one another. When team members are able to identify with one another upon the basis of 

similar characteristics, they are more likely to experience a greater sense of team identification.  

 Organizations are likely to benefit from focusing on team cohesion in work groups as it 

positively predicted perceptions of work group effectiveness. Helping to establish a sense of 

organizational identification through fostering a strong culture may be one way that 

organizations can enhance cohesion as previous research has demonstrated significant 

relationships between organizational identification and cohesion (i.e. Mael & Alderks, 1993).  

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

 Although the results of this study reveal fruitful conclusions, there are several limitations 

warranting discussion. The most prominent limitation pertains to causality. Although the models 

posit unidirectional relationships, causality cannot be determined from these data as an 

experimental manipulation was not used. Therefore, it is plausible that the outcome variables 

may be the cause of the observed relationships. In other words, it may be that more effective 

work groups or more cohesive teams may be more likely to foster favorable RDCs. The use of 

experimental research designs would allow one to discern the cause(s) of the observed 

relationships. 

 An additional limitation to this study is common method variance. Although statistical 

tests were performed to assess the extent to which common method variance may play a role in 

spuriously inflating the observed coefficients, it may still be likely that some degree of common 

method variance is present. Therefore, the magnitude of the observed statistical relationships 
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may be somewhat inflated. Additionally, the size of the conditional direct regression coefficients 

are somewhat small although they are statistically significant ranging from absolute values of .11 

to .23. In essence, there may be other factors contributing to race discrimination climate 

perceptions which were not captured such as previous personal experiences of first-hand racial 

discrimination or perhaps occurrences of other unrelated group conflicts.  

Moreover, a cursory examination of the means for each of the variables measured using 

surveys suggest that participants had similar perceptions of RDC, team cohesion, and work 

group effectiveness. Organizational characteristics may be contributing to the perceptions 

measured. It appears that average scores for the team cohesion and work group effectiveness 

variables tended to be slightly less favorable. Previous studies have shown that ratings of team 

cohesion tend to yield averages above scale midpoints (i.e. Liang, Shih, & Chiang, 2015; Fruhen 

& Keith, 2014; Tung & Chang, 2011; Mathieu, Kukenberger, D’Innocenzo, & Reilly, 2015). 

Relative to ratings of team cohesion in other studies, this sample may have been anomalous in 

that perceptions of cohesion were generally weak. The same may also be said for work group 

effectiveness in that ratings on this measure were generally less favorable. One would expect that 

perceptions of work group effectiveness from group constituents would tend to be inflated due to 

the generally accepted notion that individuals tend to rate themselves higher on performance in 

comparison to ratings given by others (i.e. Yu & Murphy, 1993; Farh & Werbel, 1986; Harris & 

Schaubroeck, 1988; Meyer, 1980; Thornton, 1980). However, work group effectiveness ratings 

tended to reflect unfavorable perceptions. This inconsistency suggest that there may be unique 

factors within this sample contributing to unfavorable tendencies in ratings for the 

aforementioned variables. Future research may benefit from accounting for these types of issues 

when examining similar relationships. 
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 While the interaction coefficient was statistically significant, its implications in terms of 

practical significance may be rather minimal. However, this finding does provide some 

foundational, empirical evidence for research regarding diversity and subjective measures of 

group performance. Although the interaction was rather small, future research can build upon 

this finding by exploring the extent to which these relationships hold true in other work 

environments and with other samples. It is possible that the interaction may have occurred due to 

chance, the interaction is, in reality, rather small, or that it is perhaps being influenced by some 

other, unmeasured variable. Future studies may attempt to shed light on the factors and 

conditions influencing the nature of the relationship between these variables. 

 Moreover, the use of a multi-level design may have yielded information regarding the 

interactions between individual and cross-level effects. Future research may benefit from 

examining how individual and team perceptions may differentially predict team cohesion and 

work group effectiveness. One would be able to discern individual and group level variances for 

each of the proposed relationships. Therefore, these types of models would yield more 

information regarding how group-related processes may influence individual perceptions of RDC 

and/or team cohesion, and examine how such perceptions may relate to group performance 

measures.  

 The current study utilized perceptually-based measures which may be contaminated with 

various types of biases. Biases may stem from inherent personal characteristics, rating errors, or 

a multitude of other personal reasons. For example, some individuals may be more sensitive to 

RDC because of personal history involving discrimination or because of an enhanced interest in 

workplace fairness. Respondents may have also engaged in rating errors such as tending to use 

the midpoints of the scales or the more extreme points on the scale. Future research may benefit 
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by attempting to corroborate the findings of the present study through using objective 

performance measures. The ability to make comparisons between objective and subjective 

performance measures would help to determine the robustness of the relationships. Therefore, 

one could test whether these relationships would hold true or vary depending upon the type of 

outcome or performance measure utilized.  

 Another limitation is that no groups in this study were completely homogeneous meaning 

that all groups had at least one individual that was of a different demographic group than the 

other members. Because the context of this study relates to the interactions between individuals 

of different demographic backgrounds, it is logical that data was collected using these types of 

groups. However, future research may address how perceptions of RDC may differ in completely 

homogeneous groups. The current sample consisted mainly of Caucasian participants (59%). 

Future research may also explore various demographic compositions of teams to determine how 

racial demographics may differentially be associated with team cohesion and work group 

effectiveness. In other words, would a group that is mostly Hispanic with a few African-

Americans demonstrate the same kinds of relationships with these team-oriented outcomes as a 

team that was mostly African-American with relatively few members of Hispanics? It may also 

be fruitful to test whether these findings may be replicated with respect to other types of related 

organizational climates such as age discrimination climate or sexual harassment climate. 

Determining whether these types of relationships hold across various demographic parameters 

such as age or gender would be a valuable endeavor for both research and practice. 

 Also, future research can expand upon these findings by differentiating varying sources 

of discrimination when measuring RDC. Discriminatory attitudes and behaviors stemming from 

team members may create different kinds of target member perceptions as compared to 
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discriminatory actions or expressed attitudes on behalf of the organization. The RDC measure 

used in the current study did not discern the source of the perceptions of a discriminatory 

climate. It is plausible that negative perceptions would be directed at the source of the 

discrimination. Therefore, if a coworker engages in behaviors indicative of racial discrimination, 

negative perceptions may be directed at the coworker, the organization, or both. This may be 

dependent upon whether the target feels that coworkers are acting on behalf of the organization 

or of their own accord. Perhaps incorporating ideas from organizational embodiment (i.e. Shoss, 

Eisenberger, Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 2013; Eisenberger et al., 2014; Eisenberger et al., 2010) 

may be worthy for investigations involving RDC. 

Conclusion 

 In summation, several conclusions can be drawn from these research findings. RDC 

predicted work group effectiveness suggesting that there is a significant relationship between 

measures related to organizational justice and team performance. These results help to elucidate 

research in this area, and provide some foundational, empirical evidence for the potential impact 

of fairness in workplace processes and team performance. However, RDC may interact with 

work group demographics to significantly predict work group effectiveness. Specifically, teams 

which are predominately of one demographic group with relatively small numbers of members 

of other demographic groups are most likely to express more extreme perceptions of work group 

effectiveness. Therefore, individuals experiencing favorable RDCs in these types of work groups 

are more likely to report enhanced perceptions of work group effectiveness, and inversely, these 

types of groups experiencing unfavorable RDCs are more likely to perceive the work group as 

being less effective. However, the extent to which these conclusions hold true in other contexts 

may be questionable due to the relatively low value of the interaction term.  
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 RDC was a significant predictor of team cohesion such that more favorable RDCs were 

associated with more cohesive teams. This relationship held true regardless of work group 

heterogeneity. Therefore, heterogeneity may yield a significant interaction with RDC for 

predicting performance measures such as work group effectiveness, but this may not hold true 

for team process oriented variables such as team cohesion. Moreover, team cohesion did exhibit 

a significant, independent relationship with work group effectiveness such that more cohesive 

teams perceived the work group as more effective.  

 Results from this study shed light on both research and practice. In terms of theory, these 

findings support theoretical postulates stemming from organizational justice theory, social 

identity theory, and relational demography theory. Additionally, a social dynamic approach to 

relational demography in work groups may be well-suited for explicating the interrelationships 

between shifts in racial demographic heterogeneity and team-oriented outcomes and processes. 

Pragmatically, results suggest that organizations may benefit by being cognizant of policies and 

procedures related to perceptions of racial discrimination in work groups. Organizations may be 

likely to experience enhanced team process- and outcome-related variables through creating a 

favorable race discrimination climate. As the demographics in the workforce continue to shift, 

the need for understanding how racially diverse groups interact grows increasingly important. 

Hispanics, followed by Asians, are expected to increase the most within the next few years 

(Toossi, 2012) creating unprecedented labor pool demographics. This demographic shift, 

coupled with the increasing prevalence of teamwork in the modern-day work environment, is 

likely to present a novel host of workplace issues grounded in social, interpersonal interactions. 

In light of these results, it may be of interest to organizations to examine how team 

demographics may potentially alter not only perceptions of important workplace psychological 
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constructs but also the nature of relationships between such variables. Moreover, as workplace 

processes continue to become more team-oriented, cultural interactions may be of growing 

interest to researchers. Focusing efforts on organizational justice, process fairness, inclusion, and 

other diversity-related issues in work groups that have disproportionate racial demographic 

representations may be a fruitful endeavor for ameliorating team cohesion, work group 

effectiveness, or possibly both.   
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Figure 1.Antecedents and Consequences Associated with Target’s Perceptions of a Hostile Climate (adapted from Riordan et al., 2008) 
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Figure 2.Hypothesized Moderated Mediation Model 
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Figure 3.Statistical Moderated Mediation Model 
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Figure 4.RDC*Heterogeneity Interaction Predicting Team Cohesion 
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Figure 5.RDC*Heterogeneity Interaction Predicting Work Group Effectiveness 
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Table 1.Civilian Labor Force Percentage Distribution by Race and Ethnicity Over Time (Toossi, 2012) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Race 1990 2000 2010 2020 (projected) 

White 85.4 83.1 81.3 79.4 

Black 10.9 11.5 11.6 12.0 

Asian 3.7 4.4 4.7 5.7 

All other groups - 1.0 2.4 2.9 

Ethnicity     

Hispanic origin 8.5 11.7 14.8 18.6 

Other than Hispanic origin 91.5 88.3 85.2 81.4 
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Table 2.Sample Percentage Distribution by Demographic Characteristics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Race N % 

White 1105 59.1 

Black 436 23.3 

Asian 65 3.5 

Ethnicity   

Hispanic origin 264 14.1 

Other than Hispanic origin 1606 85.9 

Note. n=1870    
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Table 3.Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

Notes: Cronbach’s Alpha presented in parentheses along diagonal. 

All correlations are significant at .01 level (2-tailed). 

n=1870 

 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

1.Heterogeneity 6.00 2.65 -    

2.RDC 1.74 .76 -.10 (.87)   

3.Team Cohesion 3.95 .98 .10 -.36 (.90)  

4.Work Group Effectiveness 4.17 .33 .19 -.46 .72 (.87) 
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Table 4.Within-Team Agreement Index (𝑟𝑤𝑔) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    k    n Min. Max. Mean SD 
 

Work Group Effectiveness  139 1,870 .16 .98 .73 .21 
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Table 5.Mediator Variable Model: Team Cohesion Regressed on Predictors 

Predictor B SE T 

Constant 3.95* .02 175.41 

Race Discrimination Climate -.42* .07 -6.29 

Heterogeneity .01 .01 1.24 

Race Discrimination Climate x Heterogeneity .00 .02 .07 

Notes. *p <.001. R2 = .02, F (3/1864) = 14.54*  

n=1868 
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Table 6.Outcome Variable Model: Work Group Effectiveness Regressed on Predictors 

Predictor B SE T 

Constant 4.16* .01 838.51 

Team Cohesion .51* .01 39.22 

Race Discrimination Climate -.22* .02 -14.11 

Heterogeneity .01* .00 6.99 

Race Discrimination Climate x Heterogeneity -.02* .00 -3.83 

Note. *p <.001. R2 = .58, F (4/1865) = 641.93*  

n=1870 
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Table 7.Conditional Direct Effects of Race Discrimination Climate on Work Group Effectiveness at Low, Average, and High Levels of 

Heterogeneity  

Heterogeneity Effect SE T 

-2.65 -.36* .02 -15.38 

0 -.40* .02 -20.58 

2.65 -.45* .03 -17.17 

Notes. *p <.0001 

n=1870 
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