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Raci al Diversity of Correctional Wrkers and | nmates:
Organi zati onal Conmmitnent, Teamwmork and Worker Efficacy
in Prisons

Abstr act

Prior research into the effects of racial diversity upon

wor kpl ace rel ati onshi ps has denonstrated that white workers
prefer to work in and with groups which are al so conprised of
white workers. Using structural equation nodels, we tested

whet her hi gher levels of racial diversity, neasured as soci al

di stance from coworkers and i nmates, were associated with | ower
eval uati ons of organi zational conm tnent, teamaork anong
coworkers, and efficacy in dealing with inmates. W found the
expect ed negative effects of racial diversity upon white nale
correctional workers for organizational conmtnent, but not for
teamwork and efficacy. For male mnority correctional workers,
racial diversity did not affect organizational commtnent,

teamwor k, or efficacy.



Raci al Diversity of Correctional Wrkers and | nmates:
Organi zati onal Conmm tnent, Teamwrk and Worker Efficacy
in Prisons

The riot at Attica in 1971 brought into sharp relief the
i ssue of a predomnantly white and rural staff supervising a
pri soner popul ation that was conposed of a majority of black and
Hi spani c of fenders fromurban areas. Cultural differences and
| ack of understandi ng anong the correctional force were cited as
primary grievances anong rioting prisoners, and subsequent
i nvestigations confirmed that these issue were indeed a
precipitating factor in the riot and a legitimte problemin the
managenent of prisons (see Irwin 1980; Useem and Kinball 1991).

Recogni zi ng these issues, prison systens throughout the
nati on have sought over the past 30 years to increase
representation of mnority staff in the correctional workforce.
Convincing mnority recruits to take positions in institutional
corrections has not always proven easy. Mnority workers have
been reluctant to relocate in rural areas where prisons are often
| ocated in which there were few, if any, famlies of the sanme
raci al or ethnic background. Prisons have had to conpete for
mnority workers wiwth nore lucrative, and perhaps nore desirable,
positions in private industry and other governnent service.
Furthernore, sonme mnority workers have been unwilling to take

positions in corrections which can be viewed as racist given the



overrepresentation of mnority offenders in the crimnal justice
system

Despite the obstacles, prison systens have achieved
consi derabl e success in obtaining balance in racial and ethnic
representation within the workforce. Interestingly, even though
this appears to be an inportant change in correctional practice,
researchers have paid virtually no attention to the inpact of
this change on either correctional outcones or organizational
climates (for exceptions see Canp and Steiger 1995; Wight and
Sayl or 1992).

In this study, we are interested in the inpact of the racial
diversity within the prison workforce on individual workers’
commtnment to the organization, perceptions of teamwrk anong
coworkers, and efficacy in working with inmates. Coviously, from
what happened at Attica and the subsequent realization of the
i nportance of mnority representation within the correctiona
wor kf orce, there are conpelling reasons for increased diversity.
However, prior research has consistently discovered that
het er ogeneous wor k groups have | ower |evels of organizational
comm t ment than honbgenous groups (Mueller, Finley, Iverson, &
Price, 1999; Tsui, Egan, & OReilly, 1992). The inplications of
these findings pose an intriguing research question. Wat clearly
poses as sound correctional practice could have negative side
effects on the prison work environnment. In a correctional agency,
t eamwor k anong correctional officers is instrunmental in operating
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a safe institution. Likew se, the ability to work with inmates is
crucial. It is inportant to understand whether or not increased
racial diversity creates problens in feelings of teamwrk anong
correctional officers and their beliefs about their ability to
work effectively with inmates.

We exam ned both the match between respondents with their
cowor kers and between respondents and the inmates with whomt hey
interact. In all studies to date, with the exception of Mieller
et al. (1999), the reference group has been [imted to that of
coworkers. Mieller et al. exam ned whet her the denographic
conposition of students had an inpact upon teachers eval uations
of their jobs. Wile they concluded that studies of occupations
that require extensive interaction with clients should give
consideration to the denographic conposition of the clients, they
found the strongest effect to be the denographic characteristics
of the teachers thensel ves, the coworkers. W al so expect the
effect for cowrkers to be strongest in this study.

PROPOSED MODEL

In place of formal hypotheses, Figures 1 and 2 provide
schematic representations of the relationships we expected given
the existing literature. The figures are sinplified to enphasize
the theoretically inportant relationships. Indicators from which
the | atent constructs were created, as designated by the |atent
construct nanes being enclosed within an oval, are not
represented. The control variables are only indicated as being
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part of a set of control variables entering each nodel. As can be
seen in Figure 1, racial diversity was expected to have a
negative i npact upon perceptions of organi zational commtnent. In
Figure 2, it can be seen that racial diversity was expected to
have a direct negative effect upon efficacy as well as an
i ndi rect negative effect through teammork. Racial diversity was
al so expected to have a negative effect upon eval uations of
teammork. As can be seen if Figure 2, this nodel is better
el aborated than the nodel of institutional commtnent as the
| atent construct of teammrk is treated as an intervening
vari abl e between racial diversity (and the control variabl es) and
efficacy.
{Figures 1 and 2 about here.}

It has been argued that active managenent of racia
diversity in the workplace is necessary (Cox 1994; Cox and Bl ake
1991; Kranmer 1991). Diversity training is one such technique that
can hel p |l ower anxieties about working with cowrkers who are of
anot her race. As such, evaluations of the effectiveness of
diversity training were expected to have a positive inpact upon
eval uati ons of organi zati onal comm tnent, teamwrk, and efficacy
(see Figures 1 and 2).

DATA AND VARI ABLES

We utilized two nmajor sources of data. First, nost of the
data were taken fromthe results of the Prison Social Cinmate
Survey (PSCS) that has been adm ni stered yearly by the Federal
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Bureau of Prisons (BOP) since 1988 to staff working at prisons of
all security levels. W Iimted our analysis to data from 1996.
Second, we used operational data that is captured in the Key
I ndi cators/ Strategi c Support Decision information systemto
determ ne the nunbers of staff and inmates and their race at the
86 facilities for which we had survey data. The Key Indicators
systemis used to distribute nonthly operational data to BOP
managers (G | man 1991; Sayl or 1988).

The PSCS was distributed to 9,431 staff in 1996 working in
86 different prisons, and 8,387 staff returned usable surveys for
a response rate of 89.3 percent. Six of the prisons housed fenale
i nmat es, and the remai nder housed nal es exclusively or primrily.
Saylor (1984), in an early conceptual paper, described the topics
surveyed by the PSCS. As noted there, the PSCS queries
i nformati on about staff perceptions of the work environnent at
BOP prisons, the quality of life for inmates at the respective
prisons, the personal well-being of staff, the personal safety
and security of staff and i nmates, and special interest sections
to address current issues such as sexual harassnent. The PSCS
provi des BOP managenent with feedback on operations at al
pri sons operated by the BOP. The survey data provided this
analysis with informati on about perceptions of organizational
comm tment, teammork, efficacy, and other individual-Ievel

characteristics.



We restricted our focus to responses from non-supervisory
correctional officers. W wanted to anal yze nenbers of a work
group who perfornmed the nost simlar functions on a daily basis
to reduce unwant ed sources of variation associated with job type.
In a prison setting, the [argest group of workers who perform
simlar duties are correctional officers. Additionally, the pool
of respondents was further narrowed because the itens we used to
construct the nmeasure of teammwork appeared in only two of four
versions of the PSCS. The conpl ete PSCS questionnaire is divided
into sections based on the topic areas described previously. The
sections are m xed across four versions so that individua
respondents answer only a subset of the entire instrunent. Sone
guestions were asked of all respondents but not the itens used to
construct the teamwrk neasures. |Insufficient nunbers of white
female and mnority femal e correctional officers forced us to
drop females fromthis analysis. W used |istw se deletion to
deal with respondents for whom conpl ete data were not avail abl e.
This neant that 719 white males were included in the analysis and
296 minority males.! We restricted the anal ysis of the nodel of
organi zational commtnent to the sane general respondents,
al t hough the pools of respondents were slightly different because
of the pattern of m ssing data.?

We suppl enented the survey data with operational information
about the correctional facilities at which the survey respondents
wor ked. This allowed us to derive neasures of the racial

6



characteristics of both staff and inmates. There was significant
staff diversity fromone prison to another. For exanple, the
range of staff who were mnority nmenbers varied between 8 percent
and 78 percent. W al so used the operational data to control for
the security level of the correctional institution at which the
respondents wor ked and whet her the prison housed male or fenale

i nmat es.

Dependent Measures: Organi zational Commtnent, Teamwrk, and Job

Efficacy

One neasure of organizational commtnent created fromthe
PSCS, a scale neasuring commtnent to the institution, has been
anal yzed extensively (Saylor, Gl mn, and Canp 1996; Saylor and
Wi ght 1992; Wight and Sayl or 1992). The scale is conprised of
three itens that asked respondents to rate on a seven poi nt
Li kert scale: 1) This facility is the best in the whole BOP;, 2) I
woul d rather be stationed at this facility than any other | know
about; and 3) | would like to continue to work at this facility.
The possible responses to the itens ranged from strongly
di sagree, coded 0O, to strongly agree, coded 6.

Cenerally speaking, the institutional comm tnent scal e
exhi bited excel | ent neasurenent properties in all years prior to
and including 1996. Canp (1994) reported a Cronbach al pha for
this scale using BOP data of 0.80 and found that the scale
predi cted voluntary turnover anong correctional officers, and
Canp and his colleagues |ater found that the scale could be
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aggregated to conpare prisons as well as individuals (Canp,
Sayl or, and Harer 1997; Canp, Saylor, and Wight 1999). Instead
of a scale, we use the questionnaire itens to construct a | atent
measure of affective organizational commtnent in the nodels
anal yzed here. Wth respect to face validity, these itens tap the
conponent of commtnent related to the identification of the
respondent with the organization and their desire to remain part
of the institution (Meyer and Allen 1997: 11-12).

For the neasure of teammrk, we focused on three seven point
Li kert itens that probed respondents for their evaluations of the
followng: 1) A feeling that your work-rel ated i deas and opi ni ons
are valued by others; 2) A feeling that you work well w th your
coworkers; and 3) A feeling that you can comruni cate effectively
with your coworkers. The possible responses ranged fromstrongly
di sagree, coded 0, to strongly agree, coded 6. Conceptually,
these itens all appear to be related to a | atent notion of
t eammwor k anong cowor kers, but the itens had never been anal yzed
previously.® The itens used here are simlar to previous neasures
conputed for work group cohesiveness, such as that used by
Seashore (see discussion in MIller 1991: 375-376). The measure
assesses the cohesiveness of the group, or team in a sense the
esprit de corps.

I n previous studies that used the PSCS data (Canp and
Steiger 1995; Saylor and Wight 1992; Wight and Sayl or 1992),
job efficacy was neasured with a summary scal e created from four
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items. The efficacy scale addressed the ability of correctional
officers to work with inmates on a human level. In this sense,
the efficacy neasure reflected an evaluation of ability,
conpetence, or efficacy in dealing with inmates. In our
confirmatory analysis of the |latent construct, we determ ned that
one itemhad to be dropped, and we constructed the | atent
variable with only three questions: 1) An ability to work very
effectively with the problens of inmates; 2) A feeling of
acconpl i shnment after working closely with inmates; and 3) A
feeling that you can easily create a rel axed atnosphere with
inmates.* Again, the responses for the itens ranged fromstrongly
di sagree, coded O, to strongly agree, coded 6.

Measures of Diversity

We conputed neasures of diversity that are Eucli dean
representations of the racial distance between each respondent
and the other nenbers of the respondents’ imredi ate work or
client group. The distance neasures give us an idea of the racia
diversity of the work group and the client group fromthe
perspective of each nenber of the work group. This approach has
been utilized previously by organizational denographers and is
generally known as rel ational denography (O Reilly, Caldwell, and
Barnett 1989; Tsui, Egan, and O Reilly 1992; Tsui and OReilly
1989; Wagner, Pfeffer, and OReilly 1984).

The val ues conputed for staff racial distance range between
O and 1 indicating how simlar or different the respondents are
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from ot her nenbers of the i mediate work group. A large value on

the nmeasure indicated that the person was nore different fromthe
ot her nmenbers of the inmedi ate work group. The nmeasure took into

account the size of the group and was calculated with the

follow ng formul a:®

) : Ny
Staff Racial Distance nE

N refers to the total nunber of individuals in the work group,
and n; refers to the nunber of individuals in the specific racial
category that matched the race of the respondent in question. The
formula is a special case of a nore general specification (Tsui,
Egan, and O Reilly 1992; Wagner, Pfeffer, and OReilly 1984).

The neasure of the racial diversity match of the work group
menbers with inmates was sinply the diversity neasure conputed
using information on inmate race rather than staff race. That is,
the nmeasure captured the racial distance of an innate of the sane
raci al group as the respondent.

Diversity Training and Control Vari abl es

We had one itemthat we used as a control for whether
respondents felt that they had received beneficial diversity
training. The respondents were asked to indicate on a seven point
Li kert scale their opinion on the follow ng statenent: “Diversity
training has had a positive inpact on how staff at this facility

interact wwth one another.” A preferable neasure of diversity
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traini ng woul d have been an assessnent of the know edge inparted
by the training and how this affected assessnents of teamawork and
efficacy. However, such a neasure was not available to the
present study. It is inportant to note that all respondents,

under BOP policy, should have attended at | east one session of
training on diversity issues.

In addition to the diversity neasures di scussed above and
the diversity training item we entered additional controls into
the nodels. At the individual |level, we controlled for age,
tenure with the BOP, and education. To mnimze the inpact of the
skewed distributions for age and BOP tenure, the variables were
transformed by taking the natural |ogarithm Education was
entered into the nodels as a dummy vari abl e conpari ng respondents
with at | east a bachelor’s degree (coded 1) to those without a
col l ege diploma (coded 0). By nethodol ogi cal design, we
controlled for the effects of race, sex and occupation. W only
| ooked at responses provided by male correctional officers
because there were too few female correctional officers for this
type of analysis. Additionally, we estimated separate nodels for
white males and mnority males and conpared the nodels to see if
mnority and white male officers differed.

At the group, or institution, level, we controlled for the
security level of the institution. The types of inmates differed
across security level. Cenerally speaking, inmates that were
assigned to nore secure institutions were nore dangerous and/or
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greater escape risks. W controlled for institution security

| evel as an approximation of the type of client/inmate dealt with
in a typical day. There were five general security |evels
associated with BOP facilities. The five overall classifications
were adm nistrative, high, nmedium |low, and m ninmum The m ni num
to hi gh designation was based on the security nmeasures that have
been inplenented to deal with inmates of differing dangerousness
and escape risk. The adm nistrative designati on was for
facilities with special mssions, such as |ong-term nedical care
facilities or pretrial detention facilities. Security |evel was
entered into the nodels as four dummy vari abl es where each of the
other security levels were conpared to high security
institutions.

We controlled for whether the prison primarily housed nal e
or female inmates for simlar reasons to the controls for
security level. It is not that females inherently pose different
security risks, but conventional wi sdomin corrections holds that
femal es pl ace different demands upon the correctional institution
and, hence, correctional officers.

FI NDI NGS

Descriptive statistics for the variables used in the
respective nodels are presented for white and mnority
correctional officers in Table 1. As can be seen there,
sufficient variability existed for inclusion of all of the
variables in the respective nodels. It is inportant to note that
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the sanples for the two nodels were slightly different due to the
patterns of m ssing data. For dichotonous variables, the nean is
interpreted as a proportion. So, for exanple, the proportion of
white correctional officers with a degree was .21 (or 21
percent). The respective proportion for mnority correctional
officers was .23 (or 23 percent).

{Insert Table 1 about here.}

We anal yzed the data with the AMOS package for structural
equati on nodels (Arbuckle 1999). W first exam ned whet her the
sane rel ationships existed for mnority males and white mal es
regardi ng the neasurenent of the |atent variables (institutional
comm tnment, teamwork, and efficacy) and the structural
rel ationshi ps between the exogenous and endogenous vari ables. W
used the nmultiple group techni que descri bed by Arbuckle (1999:
209-223) to test for differences between white and mnority
correctional officers in the respective nodels. W found that
different coefficients for white and mnority mal es were needed
for both nodels—for institutional commtnent as well as teamaork
and efficacy-with respect to the structural coefficients. For
both nodels, mnority and white mal es exhi bited the sane
measurenent properties for the |atent variables included in the
respective nodels.® Gven the simlar latent structure for the
two racial groups of correctional officers, nore efficient pooled

estimtes of the nmeasurenment paraneters for institutional
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comm tnment, efficacy, and teammork were estimated in the
respective nodel s.

The results for the institutional conmm tnent nodel are
presented in Table 2. Recall that it was necessary to estimte
separate structural paraneters for white and mnority
correctional officers. The fit statistics presented at the end of
the tabl e suggested that the fit was adequate. The results al so
denonstrated that symetry did not exist for white and mnority
mal es regarding the effect of racial diversity upon eval uations
of institutional commtnent. Wth respect to the two neasures of
raci al di stance from coworkers and i nmates, white nale
correctional officers who were nore distant from coworkers on the
di mension of race reported | ower |levels of institutional
comm tment. As hypot hesi zed, the effect of being different from
coworkers had a | arger inpact upon evaluations of institutional
comm tnment than did being different frominmates. The critical
ratio for the staff racial distance neasure was twice as |arge as
the critical ratio for the inmate racial distance neasure. For
mnority nmales, there was no statistically significant effect for
the variabl es neasuring the racial distance from coworkers and
i nmat es.

{Insert Table 2 about here.}

The effect of diversity training was as expected for both
white and mnority males. As can be seen in Table 2, correctiona
of ficers who reported nore agreenent that diversity training had
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a positive inpact also evaluated institutional commtnent nore
favorably. The other individual-Ilevel control variables had no
significant inpact upon evaluations of institutional conmtnent,
with the exception of age. For both white and mnority
correctional officers, officers who were ol der provided nore
favorabl e eval uations of institutional commtnent. Sone of the
coefficients for security level were significant in the nodels
for white and mnority males, denonstrating the necessity to
i ncl ude these control variables. On the other hand, contrary to
our expectations, the dummy variable indicating that the
respondent worked at a prison housing femal es had no i npact upon
the results for either white or mnority correctional officers.
The results for the teammrk and efficacy nodel are
presented in Table 3. It was necessary to produce separate
structural paraneter estimates for white and mnority
correctional officers, and the table is further conplicated as
all of the direct effects for both the interveni ng teamwrk
construct and the final outcome neasure of efficacy are
presented. The results denonstrate that racial distance from
wor kers and i nmat es had no inpact upon eval uations of teamwork
and efficacy for both white correctional officers and mnority
correctional officers. As expected, for both white and mnority
mal es, those who agreed that diversity training had a positive
i npact upon staff relationships nore favorably eval uated both
teammork and efficacy in working with inmates.” Al so as expected,
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both white and mnority staff who provided a nore favorable
rating of teammrk also reported a better ability to work with
i nmat es.

{Insert Table 3 about here.}

Were there were other statistically significant findings
reported in Table 3 for the control variables, the findings were
general ly consistent with our expectations. BOP tenure | owered
white officers evaluations of teamwrk and efficacy, although
this finding did not hold for mnority males. For the nost part,
t hough, the other control variables did not have consi stent
effects on teammork and efficacy with the exception of the dummy
variables for institutional security level. Wrkers at security
| evel s other than high security (the conparison group) often had
different eval uations of teamwrk and efficacy. Correctional
officers at female prisons, conversely, did not eval uate either
teammork or efficacy differently than workers at nale prisons.

DI SCUSSI ON

For organi zational commtnent, the results presented here
confirmed previous research. This analysis found that there is
non-symetry between eval uati ons of organi zational comm t nent
provided by mnority and white correctional officers. For white
officers, both the racial distance fromfellow workers and
i nmat es | owered eval uati ons of organizational commtnment. For

mnority correctional officers, the racial distance from
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coworkers and i nmates had no inpact upon eval uations of
institutional comm tnent.

In addition to supporting the finding of non-symetry, this
anal ysis also confirned that the racial conposition of the work
group is a nore inportant influence upon organi zati onal
comm tnment for white workers than the match between workers and
the racial conposition of the clients with whomthe workers
interact. To the best of our know edge, Mieller et al. (1999) are
the only other analysts to have exam ned this issue. For
teachers, another occupational group that interacts extensively
with clients, Mieller et al. found that the conposition of the
cowor ker group was nore inportant than the client group, in their
case students.

Less expected in the present analysis and perhaps the nost
interesting finding was the | ack of an effect of racial diversity
upon eval uations of teammrk in working with coworkers and
efficacy in dealing with inmates. The racial distance neasures
had no statistically significant effect for either racial group
of correctional officers. W can think of a couple of reasons for
this null finding. The nost obvious one is that racial diversity
does not affect rel ationships such as teamwrk and efficacy in
t he wor kpl ace. Conversely, it is possible that diversity effects
perceptions of teamwrk and efficacy, but managenent practices at
the BOP negated the effects. We think the |atter explanation is
likely. It is hard to imagine, if theories about social identity
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are correct, that worker feelings of teammork and ability to work
with inmates are not affected by preferences for honogeneity in
the work and client groups. Unfortunately, we did not have the
data to address this assunption. It would be necessary to have
conpar abl e data from ot her organi zati ons.

We found that respondents who provided favorabl e eval uati ons
of diversity training at the BOP al so reported higher |evels of
organi zational comm tnent, teammrk, and efficacy. Wile this
certainly supports the continued use of diversity training as a
means of countering natural tendencies for white nmales to prefer
wor ki ng i n honmogenous groups, it is inportant to keep this
finding in context. The attitudinal nmeasures of the effectiveness
of training were collected at the sane tine as the outcone
variabl es, and this nmeans there can be an issue with proper
causal ordering. Additional neasures of the success of diversity
training are needed, such as pre and post neasures collected
during training.

In sum the findings of this study suggest that racial
diversity worked to | ower white, nmale respondents enthusiasm
about renmaining a part of the organization. But while white, nale
respondents were actually functioning as part of the
organi zation, racial diversity did not have del eterious effects
upon those workers’ perceptions of teamwrk and efficacy. The

really interesting question is whether or not this finding is
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uni versal or whether it only applies to the BOP. If it only
applies to the BOP, why? Have managenent practices at the BOP
negated the effect, is there sonething uni que about BOP workers,
or are there other singularities about working for the BOP that
explain the | ack of effect?

CONCLUSI ONS

The nost obvious conclusion is that further research is
necessary to determ ne whether the |lack of an effect of racial
di versity upon perceptions of teammrk and efficacy for male
correctional officers at the BOP reflects a |ocal or universa
condition. The presence of the expected effect of racial
diversity upon feelings of organizational commtnent for white
mal e correctional officers makes this question particularly
pertinent. W know fromthis analysis that racial diversity
affects this one aspect of the working experience, and our
finding is consistent wwth previous studies using relational
denogr aphy neasures of diversity. Wiy did racial diversity not
af fect such seem ngly obvious areas as teammrk and efficacy at
t he BOP?

At the very least, the findings reported here suggest that
the rel ationship between racial diversity and enpl oyee attitudes
are nore conpl ex than previous research has suggested. In a
correctional agency, teamwrk and the ability to work effectively
with inmates are essential to successful prison operations. In
the BOP at least, this feeling of teammrk and the perceived
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ability to work with inmates is not affected by the raci al
conposition of the work group. For correctional adm nistrators at
the BOP, this is probably an encouraging finding. However, even
with the diversity training in place wwthin the BOP that may have
anel i orated the expected negative relationship between raci al
diversity and teamwork and efficacy in working with inmates, the
negative relationship between racial diversity and institutional
comm tnment persisted for white correctional officers. Cbviously,
this finding is probably nore troubling to BOP adm ni strators.
Future work needs to focus on explaining nore explicitly whether
the pattern observed at the BOP is unique to nmanagenent practices
there or part of a nore general pattern observed for the effects
of racial diversity. Wth this additional know edge, coupled with
the findings presented here, it will be possible to explore neans
of intervening in the negative relationship between racia

di versity and organi zati onal comm t nent.

Corrections may be sonewhat unique in the inportance of the
mat ch between the race of staff and clients, but the relationship
i's no doubt inportant in other settings. The findings presented
in our analysis of organizational conmtnment suggested that it
was not just the racial diversity of staff that was inportant.
The social distance of white male staff frominmtes al so served
to lower white staff evaluations of institutional commtnent.
Wi | e we have made an opening salvo into these issues, much
remai ns to be understood.
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FOOTNOTES
1. Mnority group nenbers anal yzed here are self-reported as
Bl ack (60.3 percent), Oher (32.8 percent), Anmerican Indian (3.3
percent), and Asian Anerican (3.5 percent). It would have been
preferable to anal yze bl acks separately, but the group size would
have been only about half of that analyzed here. Nonethel ess, the
mnority group category was di sproportionately Bl ack and
Hi spanic. O the respondents who chose “Qther” for race, over 90
percent identified thenselves as H spanic on a question separate
fromracial identification that probes for Hi spanic ethnicity.
2. For versions 2 and 4, those containing the teammrk itens,
there were 4,040 respondents. O these respondents, 1,413
reported that they were line staff, that is, non-supervisory
correctional officers. Since the nunber of female line staff,
218, was too small to be included in the anal yses, there were
1,182 potential respondents for this analysis. However, data were
m ssing on 167 of these potential respondents (14.1 percent),
meani ng that 1,015 respondents were included in the final
anal ysi s.
3. W perforned a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess
the properties of four itens. One item whether respondents felt
their ideas were m sunderstood, was excluded. The results of this
CFA are avail able fromthe authors.
4. W found that one itemused in previous analyses, an item
aski ng respondents to assess whether they had a positive
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i nfluence on the lives of inmates, did not fit well with the
other items. CFA results are available fromthe authors.

5. Amnority nmenber is nore isolated if they are the sole
mnority nmenber in a group of 30 than they are in a group of 5.
6. It would be possible to conduct further tests to determ ne
whet her ot her portions of the structural equation nodel are the
sane for the two groups, for exanple the M matrices and the 1
matri ces associated with the respective error terns or the nean
responses. However, we stopped at this point because we were
primarily interested in the measurenent and structural portions
of the nodels. The results of this analysis are avail abl e upon
request fromthe authors.

7. Technically, the coefficient for the inpact of diversity
trai ni ng upon teamwrk was not statistically significant for
mnority males. However, given the fact (1) that the cal cul ated
critical ratio was 1.935 and very close to the usual cutoff val ue
of 1.96, and (2) that the result was consistent with the other
findings for diversity inpact, we felt confortable with rel axing
the cutoff level a bit to claimthat the finding was

statistically significant.
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Figure 1

Conceptual Model of Organizational Commitment
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Figure 2
Conceptual Model of Teamwork/Efficacy
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics

VWi te Mal es M nority Mal es
Mean St d. N Mean St d. N
Dev. Dev.

Institution best* 2.96 1. 67 719 2.84 1. 66 293
Li ke to continue to 4.08 1.71 719 3.69 1.77 293
wor kK her e*
Rat her be stationed 3.49 1.77 719 3.16 1.77 293
her e*
| deas are val ued* 3.08 1.40 719 3. 06 1.37 296
Work well with others* 4. 63 1.12 719 4. 67 1.12 296
Conmuni cat e 4. 74 1.05 719 4. 80 1.08 296
ef fectivel y*
Deal with i nmate 4. 42 1.21 719 4. 43 1.43 296
pr obl ens*
Set rel axed 3.75 1.37 719 3.87 1.48 296
at nospher e*
Acconpl i shrent * 2.65 1.56 719 3.23 1.53 296
Diversity training has 3.50 1.63 719 3.94 1.64 296**
i mpact *
Staff racial distance 0. 49 0. 18 719 0.69 0.21 296**
(1 max.)
Hi spanic ethnicity 0. 06 0.24 719 0.35 0.48 296**
(1=yes) ***
Inmate racial distance 0. 67 0. 10 719 0.75 0.09 296**
(1 mex.)
BOP tenure (I ogged) 1. 27 0. 88 719 1.17 0.92 296**
Age (| ogged) 3.51 0.18 719 3.51 0.16 296**
Col | ege Degree (1l=yes) 0.21 0. 40 719 0.23 0.42 296**
Adm ni strative Prison 0.12 0. 33 719 0.29 0. 45 296**
(1=yes)
M ni mum Security Pris. 0. 07 0.25 719 0. 06 0.25 296**
(1=yes)
Low Security Prison 0.22 0.41 719 0.24 0.43 296**
(1=yes)
Medi um Security Prison 0. 40 0. 49 719 0.29 0. 45 296**
(1=yes)

Fermal e Prison (1l=yes) 0.03 0.17 719 0. 05 0.22 296**




* 7 point Likert itemranging fromstrongly disagree (0) to strongly agree

(6).

**  The N for the institutional commtnment nodel for these variables is only

293. The neans reported here are accurate for both the sanples to the

hundr edt hs pl ace.

*** Respondents are asked separate itens for race and ethnicity. A respondent
choosing any race can indicate Hispanic ethnicity if appropriate.



Table 2
SEM Model of Institutional Commitment

Sructural Components (" and $ Regression Weights): Direct Effects on Institutional
Commitment—White Males

Relationship Regression S.E. Critical.
Weight Ratio

Staff Racial Distance -1.816 0.336 -5.401*
Inmate Racial Distance -1.550 0.649 -2.388*
BOP Tenure (log) -0.036 0.075 -0.485
Age (log) 1.123 0.361 3.109*
College Degree (1=yes) 0.040 0.133 0.301
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic) -0.194 0.238 -0.815
Administrative Prison -0.353 0.215 -1.640
Minimum Prison -0.066 0.259 -0.255
Low Prison -0.654 0.197 -3.327*
Medium Prison -0.502 0.152 -3.311*
Female Prison 0.233 0.327 0.712
Diversity Training 0.219 0.034 6.375*

Sructural Components (" and $ Regression Weights): Direct Effects on Institutional
Commitment—Minority Males

Staff Racial Distance -0.143 0.509 -0.282
Inmate Racial Distance  0.268 1.210 0.221
BOP Tenure (log) -0.179 0.113 -1.577
Age (log) 2.076 0.645 3.217*
College Degree (1=yes) 0.390 0.211 1.850
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic) -0.060 0.199 -0.300
Administrative Prison -0.578 0.363 -1.592
Minimum Prison -0.357 0.432 -0.828
Low Prison -0.359 0.366 -0.981
Medium Prison -0.742 0.311 -2.388*
Female Prison -0.357 0.401 -0.890

Diversity Training 0.209 0.053 3.977*



Table 2 — Continued

Relationship Regression SE. Critical. Squared Multiple
Weight Ratio Correlation

Measurement (8 Components of Institutional Commitment Latent Variable

Institution best in BOP  0.770 0.036  21.113* 0.433

Continue to work here  1.000 0.667

Rather be stationed here  1.091 0.043  25.359* 0.768

Fit Measures

Tucker-Lewis D, 0.829

Bollen), 0.961

RMSEA 0.054 LO90: 0.046 HI 90: 0.062

* Coefficient is statistically significant at p # 0.05.



Table3
SEM Model of Teamwork and Efficacy

Structural Components (" and $ Regression Weights): White Males
Direct Effects on Teamwork

Relationship Regression SE. Critical.
Weight Ratio

Staff Racial Distance -0.236 0.244 -0.968
Inmate Racial Distance -0.435 0.479 -0.908
BOP Tenure (log) -0.132 0.055 -2.406*
Age (log) -0.128 0.259 -0.492
College Degree (1=yes) -0.048 0.097 -0.497
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic)  0.112 0.176 0.636
Administrative Prison 0.122 0.158 0.773
Minimum Prison -0.004 0.189 -0.021
Low Prison -0.075 0.144 -0.520
Medium Prison 0.055 0.111 0.496
Female Prison -0.056 0.240 -0.234
Diversity Training 0.114 0.025 4.594*
Direct Effects on Efficacy
Teamwork 0.338 0.041 8.302*
Staff Racial Distance 0.058 0.200 0.288
Inmate Racial Distance  0.126 0.392 0.320
BOP Tenure (log) -0.134 0.046 -2.931*
Age (log) 0.767 0.217 3.530*
College Degree (1=yes) 0.077 0.080 0.962
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic) = 0.020 0.144 0.139
Administrative Prison 0.266 0.131 2.038*
Minimum Prison 0.281 0.155 1.806
Low Prison 0.091 0.118 0.773
Medium Prison 0.114 0.091 1.258
Female Prison 0.100 0.196 0.510

Diversity Training 0.086 0.021 4.029*



Table 3—Continued

Structural Components (" and $ Regression Weights): Minority Males

Direct Effects on Teamwork

Relationship Regression SE. Critical. Squared Multiple
Weight Ratio Correlation
Staff Racial Distance 0.090 0.375 0.239
Inmate Racial Distance -0.503 0.885 -0.569
BOP Tenure (log) -0.050 0.083 -0.599
Age (log) 0.158 0.466 0.340
College Degree (1=yes) -0.023 0.152 -0.154
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic)  0.145 0.146 0.993
Administrative Prison 0.326 0.265 1.231
Minimum Prison 0.379 0.318 1.191
Low Prison 0.060 0.264 0.228
Medium Prison 0.357 0.223 1.604
Female Prison 0.224 0.296 0.757
Diversity Training 0.074 0.038 1.935
Direct Effects on Efficacy
Teamwork 0.296 0.057 5.193*
Staff Racial Distance 0.186 0.308 0.605
Inmate Racial Distance -1.048 0.730 -1.434
BOP Tenure (log) -0.082 0.068 -1.203
Age (log) 0.331 0.383 0.864
College Degree (1=yes) 0.223 0.126 1.768
Ethnicity (1=Hispanic)  0.094 0.121 0.782
Administrative Prison 0.688 0.222 3.096*
Minimum Prison 0.742 0.266 2.789*
Low Prison 0.685 0.221 3.096*
Medium Prison 0.564 0.187 3.010*
Female Prison -0.400 0.245 -1.637
Diversity Training 0.107 0.033 3.292*
Measurement (8 Components of Teamwork Latent Variable
|deas are valued 0.616 0.044  14.169* 0.197
Work well with others 1.000 0.835
Communicate effectively 0.910 0.037  24.916* 0.778
For Efficacy Latent Variable
Deal withinmate probs.  0.940 0.088  10.737* 0.243
Set relaxed atmosphere  1.000 0.245
Accomplishment 1.318 0.118 11.173* 0.410
Fit Measures

Tucker-LewisD, 0.845

Bollen), 0.944

RMSEA 0.045 LO 90: 0.040 HI 90: 0.051
* Coefficient is statistically significant at p # 0.05.



