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ABSTRACT

ADORIL OSHANA. The Development and Evaluation of a Comprehensive Perceived
Workplace Belongingness Scale. (Under the direction of DR. DAVID WOEHR)
Perceived workplace belongingness is gaining attention among organizational
scientists and is a critical component of the diversity, equity, inclusion, belongingness,
and justice framework. Despite its importance, there are significant gaps that remain in
the literature. First, the construct lacks conceptual clarity, as researchers have not defined
or measured it consistently. Second, it is unclear to what extent perceived workplace
belongingness differs from general belongingness. This dissertation addressed these
limitations through three studies. In Study 1, exploratory factor analyses revealed that
perceived workplace belongingness is multidimensional, consisting of three factors—
perceived social regard, felt interpersonal belonging, and organizational belongingness—
using a referent approach. Study 2 developed new items based on these dimensions, and
confirmatory factor analyses supported a two-factor model combining the first two
factors into interpersonal (workplace) belongingness while retaining organizational
belongingness. This resulted in the 10-item Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale
(OWBS). In Study 3, the OWBS was examined within a nomological network.
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses demonstrated that both interpersonal
(workplace; AR? = .01-.04) and organizational belongingness (AR?> = .03—.13) explained
unique variance in outcomes—ijob satisfaction, perceived organizational support,
turnover intentions, work engagement, and workplace inclusion—above and beyond

demographics, the marker variable (attitudes toward the color blue), need to belong,



affect, and general belongingness. Relative weights analyses further showed that
organizational belongingness consistently accounted for the largest share of explained
variance across outcomes (45.2%—-59.5%). Theoretical contributions, practical
implications, limitations, and future research directions are discussed.

Keywords: perceived workplace belongingness, sense of belonging, scale

development
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Belongingness refers to the human experience of feeling valued, accepted, and
connected to others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1992). Baumeister and
Leary (1995), who conceptualized belongingness as a fundamental human need, argued
that individuals are inherently motivated to form and maintain lasting, positive
interpersonal relationships. In the workplace, this need is especially salient, as
organizational environments often serve as primary settings for social interaction that
may fulfill or frustrate the need. However, it is important to distinguish between the need
to belong—a relatively stable, dispositional motivation—and perceptions of
belongingness, which refer to individuals’ subjective evaluations of whether that need is
being met. This dissertation focuses on the latter: perceived workplace belongingness, or
the extent to which employees feel that their workplace—and the individuals within it—
fulfill their need to belong.
Importance of Belongingness in the Workplace

Belongingness is emerging as a focus among organizational scientists, as
organizations increasingly recognize its essential contribution among employees. For
instance, workplace belongingness is positively associated with tacit knowledge sharing,
compassion satisfaction, reduced distress levels, enhanced resilience levels, and low
levels of burnout; negatively associated with depressive symptoms; moderates the
association between work passion and job satisfaction; and mediates the association
between affective organizational commitment and depressive symptoms, between
organizational sexism and both mental health and job satisfaction, and between

workplace incivility and thriving (Cockshaw et al., 2013; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010;



Enwereuzor, 2021; Gkorezis et al., 2013; Pathak & Srivastava, 2020; Rubin et al., 2017,
2019; Shakespeare-Finch & Daley, 2017; Somoray et al., 2017). Taken together, these
findings demonstrate that workplace belongingness plays an important role in influencing
employees’ psychological experiences and outcomes within organizations.

Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, Belongingness, & Justice (DEIBJ) Framework

Building on the importance of belongingness, the diversity, equity, inclusion,
belongingness, and justice (DEIBJ) framework provides a comprehensive approach for
effective diversity management in organizations. While these concepts are often grouped
together in both academic literature and practitioner settings, each represents a separate
domain with unique implications for organizational policy and the employee experience.
When implemented intentionally, DEIBJ efforts can improve work experience for all
employees, particularly those from historically marginalized backgrounds (Cox, 1994).
Accordingly, it is essential for organizations to recognize the value of each concept and
approach them as complementary and not interchangeable.

Diversity most commonly refers to the demographic composition of the
organization, which typically includes both surface-level characteristics (e.g., race,
gender, age, etc.) and deep-level characteristics (e.g., attitudes, values, opinions, etc.;
Hebl & Avery, 2013; Roberson, 2006). Other frameworks characterize diversity as
separation, variety, or disparity (Harrison & Klein, 2007) or analyze how subgroup
divisions, or faultlines, shape group dynamics (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Despite these
varying conceptualizations, diversity in practice often focuses on representation—

bringing individuals from different identity groups into the organization.



Psychological and sociological scholars discuss equity as fairness in the
distribution of organizational resources, opportunities, and outcomes. Psychological
definitions, such as Adams’s (1965) equity theory, emphasize the balance between an
individual’s inputs (e.g., effort, skill, etc.) and outcomes (e.g., pay, etc.). Sociologists
examine these factors at the systemic level, focusing on how organizational structures
may advantage certain groups over others (Acker, 2006; Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983; Ray,
2019).

Similar to the concept of equity is that of justice. Colquitt and Zipay (2015)
distinguish between justice and fairness: justice refers to the perceived adherence to
specific rules and procedures that govern decision-making (e.g., consistency, accuracy,
respect, truthfulness, and justification), while fairness is a broader, downstream
perception shaped by those justice experiences (Colquitt & Rodell, 2015). Organizational
justice is typically categorized into four subtypes: distributive, procedural, interpersonal,
and informational (Adams, 1965; Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015;
Greenberg, 1993; Leventhal, 1976, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). These subtypes
influence how employees perceive the fairness of organizational decisions. Whereas
equity focuses on the outcomes, justice emphasizes the processes behind those outcomes.
Focusing on equity alone can obscure biased procedures and reinforce inequality.
Therefore, justice ensures that outcomes are achieved through fair means, influencing
how equity is enacted and perceived.

Inclusion focuses on how employees are integrated into the social and operational
systems of the organization (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson, 2006). Early

definitions emphasize access to information and resources, participation in decision-



making, and involvement in work groups (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson, 2006).
Later conceptualizations, such as Shore et al.’s (2011) framework, draw from optimal
distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) and assert that inclusion occurs when employees
feel that their needs of belongingness and uniqueness are met. Despite growing interest in
this multidimensional framework, the inclusion literature lacks consensus on the
conceptualization of the construct (Shore et al., 2018).

The Critical Role of Belongingness. Within the DEIBJ framework, it is crucial
to recognize that diversity, equity, inclusion, and justice (DEIJ) efforts alone may not
lead to perceived belongingness among employees. While diversity may ensure
representation, equity may ensure access (to resources and opportunities), inclusion may
ensure involvement, and justice may ensure fairness, none of these guarantees that
employees will feel accepted or psychologically connected. Belongingness reflects how
employees experience these efforts as meaningful. In other words, DEIJ practices may be
present in policy or procedure, but without belongingness, employees may still feel
unseen, undervalued, misfit, or disconnected. For example, an employee may be included
in vital decision-making processes but feel undervalued by their coworkers regardless.
Similarly, an organization may achieve demographic diversity yet fail to cultivate an
environment in which employees feel a sense of fit or psychological connection. These
scenarios underscore why belongingness cannot be treated as a secondary outcome of the
other constructs. Instead, it must be addressed intentionally and evaluated independently,
establishing belongingness as a critical component of the DEIBJ framework. When
diverse employees are meaningfully embedded into the fabric of the organization,

diversity becomes substantive rather than merely representative (Roscigno & Yavorsky,



2014). Therefore, organizations must emphasize employees’ perceived belongingness to
maximize the benefits of their management practices.
Current Gaps in the Literature

Despite the critical role of belongingness in organizational (diversity)
management, the literature presents several limitations—such as conceptual
inconsistency, measurement variability, and a lack of clarity in distinguishing workplace
belongingness from general belongingness—that hinder theoretical advancement and
practical application in organizations.
Conceptual Inconsistency

Definitions of belongingness vary across scholars, limiting conceptual clarity
(Anant, 1966; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Carter, 2022a; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010;
Hagerty et al., 1992); see Table 1 for a summary. Generally, belongingness is framed
around the need to belong hypothesis proposed by Baumeister and Leary (1995), who
argued that human beings have a fundamental need “to form and maintain at least a
minimum quantity of interpersonal relationships™ (p. 499). Earlier, Hagerty et al. (1992)
expanded upon Anant (1966) and defined it as, “the experience of personal involvement
in a system or environment so that persons feel themselves to be an integral part of that
system or environment” (p. 173). In the workplace context, Cockshaw and Shochet
(2010) modified Goodenow’s (1993) school social environment belongingness definition
to, “the extent to which the individual feels personally accepted, respected, included, and
supported by others in the organisational environment” (p. 284). Further emphasizing the
workplace, Pathak and Srivastava (2020) defined it as, “a feeling of security and being

supported and accepted at the workplace” (p. 325). Additionally, Chung et al. (2020)



defined it as, “feeling accepted, valued, and cared for by other group members” (p. 79),
building upon Shore et al. (2011). More recently, Carter (2022a) defined workplace
belongingness as, “the emotional, psychological, and cognitive human need to be
accepted and included by group members based on one’s authentic identity as an
individual” (p. 17). The varying definitions highlight the construct’s complexity and the
different facets that authors choose to emphasize, which contributes to the lack of
consensus and hinders research and practical advancement. Although there is an
underlying relational component in the definitions, some authors focus on a systemic
perspective, while others incorporate other constructs, such as inclusion, within the
definition. A unified, established definition would allow for better theoretical
advancement of the construct and may thus yield more effective practical implications in
organizations.

Table 1

Example Definitions of Belongingness in the Literature

Scholars Definition
Anant (1966); Hagerty  “The experience of personal involvement in a system or
et al. (1992) environment so that persons feel themselves to be an
integral part of that system or environment” (p. 173).
Goodenow (1993); “The extent to which the individual feels personally
Cockshaw & Shochet accepted, respected, included, and supported by others in
(2010) the organisational environment” (p. 284).
Ba(tir;;:;s;ter & Leary “To form and maintain at least a minimum quantity of

interpersonal relationships” (p. 499).

Shore et al. (2011);

“Feeling accepted, valued, and cared for by other group
Chung et al. (2020)

members” (p. 79).

Pathak & Srivastava “A feeling of security and being supported and accepted at
(2020) the workplace” (p. 325).

Carter (2022a) “The emotional, psychological, and cognitive human need to
be accepted and included by group members based on
one’s authentic identity as an individual” (p. 17).




Measurement Variability

Authors have identified different dimensions for the construct and measured them
accordingly. For instance, Hagerty et al.’s (1992) dimensions were valued involvement
(“the experience of feeling valued, needed, accepted”) and fif (“the person’s perception
that his or her characteristics articulate with or complement the system or environment”;
p. 173). Lee and Robbins (1995) proposed companionship, affiliation, and connectedness
as their dimensions, and their final measure consisted of social connectedness and social
assurance. Malone et al. (2012) developed a two-factor structure that included
acceptance/inclusion and lack of rejection/exclusion. Jansen et al.’s (2014) Perceived
Group Inclusion Scale consisted of belongingness subscales that the authors described as
group membership and group affection. Finally, Carter’s (2022a) scale dimensions were
comfort, connection, contribution, psychological safety, and well-being. Evidently, the
dimensionality of the construct varies among scholars. Recurring themes are the feeling
of acceptance, being valued, and having a connection in a social context. Nevertheless,
given the diversity of dimensions, the literature would benefit from having an established
set of validated dimensions to engender consistency in measuring the construct.
General vs. Workplace Belongingness

General belongingness as a construct may differ from perceived workplace
belongingness. Some researchers argued that definitions of general belongingness may be
inadequate to conceptualize perceived workplace belongingness (Cockshaw et al., 2013,
2014). In studies investigating belongingness and depression, researchers concluded that
general belongingness and perceived workplace belongingness independently contributed

to depressive symptoms (Cockshaw et al., 2013, 2014). If these findings continue to hold,



a specific perceived workplace belongingness measure is warranted to capture the unique
dynamics of the construct within the workplace.
Goals of the Dissertation

In response to the identified gaps in the literature, this dissertation aims to create
and evaluate a comprehensive perceived workplace belongingness scale, addressing
issues of conceptual inconsistency, measurement variability, and the distinction between
workplace and general belongingness. The aim is to build upon existing work by
integrating and refining prior research through the examination of the dimensionality of
existing scales and aligning measurement with both theory and empirical findings. This
dissertation seeks to advance the literature and improve the practical utility of perceived
workplace belongingness. To address the gaps, the research will proceed in three studies:

e Study 1: Examine the dimensionality of perceived workplace belongingness using
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on items drawn from existing general and
workplace belongingness scales and subscales.

e Study 2: Create new items based on the theoretical and empirical structure
identified in Study 1 and validate the scale through confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA).

e Study 3: Assess construct validity through a nomological network of related
constructs and evaluate the practical utility of the scale through latent profile

analysis (LPA).



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Foundations of Belongingness

Researchers have explored belongingness through multiple theoretical lenses
(e.g., hierarchy of needs, need to belong hypothesis, self-determination theory, among
others; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Maslow, 1943). In this
dissertation, perceived workplace belongingness is examined through three primary
frameworks: the psychological need perspective (i.e., the need to belong hypothesis and
self-determination theory; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 1985), the systemic
perspective (Anant, 1966; Hagerty et al., 1992), and the person—environment fit literature

(Kristof, 1996). Each framework offers a unique lens to understand perceived workplace

belongingness. Table 2 provides a summary of each framework.

Table 2

Theoretical Perspectives on Belongingness

Theory Key concept Application to belongingness
Need to Belong Belongingness is a People seek frequent, positive
Hypothesis fundamental human interactions with others, taking
(Baumeister & need place within a stable timeline,
Leary, 1995) where all parties care for each

Self-Determination
Theory (Deci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000)

System Perspectives
on Belongingness
(Anant, 1966;
Hagerty et al., 1992)

Person-Environment
Fit (Kristof, 1996;
Kristof-Brown &
Guay, 2011)

Relatedness as a core
psychological need

Belongingness as
integration into a social
system

Compatibility between
individuals and aspects
of their work
environment

other’s well-being.

Social environments must satisfy
autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (i.e., belongingness)
needs for well-being and
intrinsic motivation.

Feeling valued and fitting within
a social system—based on
subjective evaluation—shapes
well-being.

Person-group fit may foster
belongingness through both
similarity and fulfilling
complementary roles.
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Belongingness as a Core Psychological Need

The Need to Belong Hypothesis. Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) seminal review
established the foundation for subsequent researchers investigating the construct of
belongingness in the field of psychology. They presented the hypothesis that (general)
belongingness is a human need and not merely a want—*“human beings have a pervasive
drive to form and maintain at least a minimum quantity of lasting, positive, and
significant interpersonal relationships” (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, p. 497). The scholars
indicated that two criteria must be met to satisfy the need: frequent positive interactions
with others, and that these interactions must occur in a stable, long-term timeline where
the parties involved genuinely care for each other’s well-being (Baumeister & Leary,
1995). Baumeister and Leary (1995) synthesized the literature to conclude several key
points about belongingness:

A) People are strongly inclined to form social relationships with ease, even without
specific circumstances or hidden agendas.

B) People actively resist the end of social relationships, even when doing so might be
advantageous to them in other ways.

C) Social relationships significantly impact how people process information, view
situations, and make sense of their surroundings.

D) Belongingness is associated with positive emotions such as happiness, elation,
contentment, and calmness, while a lack thereof is associated with negative
emotions such as anxiety, depression, grief, jealousy, and loneliness.

E) A lack of belongingness is associated with higher levels of mental and physical

illnesses.



11

F) Social relationships without frequent interactions, while providing some benefits,
only partially fulfill the need to belong.

G) Simply having a social bond is insufficient to protect individuals from negative
outcomes. Instead, people seem to prefer relationships to involve positive
interactions that reflect mutual care and concern.

H) People seek a limited number of relationships. The need to belong can be satisfied
and subject to diminishing returns; the first few close relationships seem to
provide the greatest benefits, while additional relationships provide progressively
less. While certain types of relationships are not easily replaced by others,
forming a new relationship of the same type often seems to provide the same
benefits.

I) Although inconclusive, some studies suggest that the need to belong may have a
biological basis.

Overall, Baumeister and Leary (1995)’s work underscores belongingness as a
fundamental psychological need, highlighting its importance in various contexts,
including the workplace, which is the focus of this dissertation.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT). Belongingness, as a core psychological need,
can be further examined through the framework of self-determination theory (SDT; Deci
& Ryan, 1985, 2000). SDT postulates that individuals have three essential innate needs—
autonomy, competence, and relatedness—that must be fulfilled for healthy functioning
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). In this framework, the need for relatedness closely resembles
the need to belong as discussed by Baumeister and Leary (1995). Deci and Ryan (2000)

defined relatedness as, “the desire to feel connected to others—to love and care, and to be
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loved and cared for” (p. 231). SDT explains that human beings are growth-oriented who
seek to integrate with their social environments; for them to thrive, these environments
must provide the sufficient support to fulfill the needs of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Environments that meet those needs lead to well-
being and encourage intrinsic motivation to pursue meaningful, autonomous goals for the
individual (i.e., self-determination; Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). In contrast, environments
that do not meet these needs lead to negative mental outcomes and lower performance
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). SDT posits that all three aforementioned needs must be
satisfied to achieve optimal outcomes, as partial fulfillment is insufficient to result in
well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).

Previous researchers have examined workplace variables through SDT. Authors
using the SDT framework to explain workplace phenomena have noted that satisfying
employee needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness is associated with better self-
esteem and general health (Ilardi et al., 1993) and an increase in vitality and lower levels
of somatization and anxiety (Baard et al., 2000). Meeting the need of relatedness
(belongingness) fosters tacit knowledge-sharing behaviors among employees
(Enwereuzor, 2021) and moderates the association between passion and job satisfaction
(Pathak & Srivastava, 2020), highlighting the importance of relatedness/belongingness in
the workplace.

System Perspectives

Belongingness can also be viewed from a system perspective where an individual

is seen as part of a social system. Anant (1966) argued that belongingness involves being

integrated into a social system where others in the system are an extension of oneself,
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thus influencing mental health. According to Anant (1966), simply being present in a
social system does not guarantee a perception of belongingness; instead, an individual
must subjectively evaluate their membership within the system. From this perspective,
perceived belongingness (or lack thereof) is shaped by the interactions between a person
and their social system, where each individual reciprocally impacts one other. Building
on Anant (1996), Hagerty et al. (1992) further explored belongingness from a systemic
perspective, highlighting the significance of feeling valued and fitting within a social
system. The authors proposed that when individuals perceive belongingness, their
involvement in the social system can manifest in psychological, social, spiritual, and/or
physical forms (Hagerty et al., 1992). This involvement is meaningful and can reinforce
or establish a foundation for emotional and behavioral responses (Hagerty et al., 1992).
Considering the interaction between the individual and their social system in
understanding belongingness, exploring person-environment fit literature may yield
additional insights into how compatibility may fulfill the need to belong.
Person-Environment (PE) Fit

Person-environment (PE) fit is broadly defined as, “the degree of compatibility or
match between individuals and some aspect of their work environment” (Kristof-Brown
& Guay, 2011, p. 3), and may explain the manifestation of perceived workplace
belongingness. PE fit is an individual-level construct where interactions between person
and environment variables influence outcomes such as job satisfaction, performance, and
organizational commitment, among others (Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
The PE fit literature consists of different subtypes: person-vocation fit, person-job fit,

person-organization fit, person-group (PG) or person-team fit, and person-individual
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(e.g., supervisor) fit. In the context of workplace belongingness, PG fit—“the
interpersonal compatibility between individuals and their peers or work teams”—is the
most relevant (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011, p. 9).

Person-Group (PG) Fit. PG fit may influence perceptions of workplace
belongingness given its focus on interpersonal relationships in the workplace. Measures
of PG fit typically assess alignment in values, goals, working styles, personalities,
interests, needs-supplies fit (individual’s needs met by the group members), and
demands-abilities fit (group members’ needs met by the individual) between an
individual and those in the same work group (Burch & Anderson, 2004, 2008; Chuang et
al., 2016; DeRue & Morgeson, 2007; Herkes et al., 2020; Li et al., 2019; Young Seong &
Kristof-Brown, 2012).

Compatibility due to similarity (i.e., supplementary fit) in values, goals,
personalities, etc., can foster a sense of valued involvement (i.e., feeling valued, needed,
and accepted) as discussed by Hagerty et al., (1992) in their explanation of
belongingness. This notion aligns with the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971),
which states that individuals are attracted to others who are similar to them because the
similarity provides them with validation and positive reinforcement, reducing conflict
and uncertainty. In other words, the supplementary fit with fellow work group members
can lead to a perception of belongingness as individuals experience affirmation through
their interactions with similar others. Indeed, Hagerty et al., (1992) proposed that a
potential for similarity of characteristics may be an antecedent to perceived

belongingness.
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Perceived workplace belongingness can also arise through fulfilling
complementary roles within the group. Complementary fit is based on the premise that
individual or environmental (in this case, group member) characteristics “complete” one
another, thus fulfilling a deficiency. Therefore, theories of need fulfillment like self-
determination theory would posit that individuals will experience positive outcomes
should their needs be met (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). For instance, work group members
can foster autonomy by providing meaningful contribution opportunities, competence by
providing skill mastery training, and relatedness by providing support to their fellow
employee (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Accordingly, complementary, PG fit can enhance
one’s perception of workplace belongingness by meeting their needs within the
workplace social dynamic. Ultimately, both supplementary and complementary PG fit
can create a workplace environment where employees feel aligned with their colleagues
and experience a sense of being valued and cared for.

Similar Constructs

Perceived workplace belongingness shares certain characteristics with other
constructs—inclusion, perceived fit, perceived organizational support, social support,
attachment, and affiliation—in the field of industrial and organizational psychology. Each
of these constructs discuss some form of connection or alignment with other parties or
entities, providing understanding of how individuals relate. However, it is important to
distinguish perceived workplace belongingness from these constructs in order to preserve

conceptual clarity. Table 3 is a summary of the similar constructs.
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Conceptual Distinctions Between Belongingness and Related Constructs
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Construct Key concept Comparison to belongingness

Workplace Integration into Inclusion focuses on access, participation,

Inclusion (Mor vital and integration in organizational

Barak & Cherin, organizational processes, while belongingness is an

1998) processes individual’s subjective feeling of being

valued, accepted, and fitting in.

Perceived Fit Compatibility Fit (especially person-group fit) overlaps

(Kristof, 1996; between with belongingness but does not

Kristof-Brown &
Guay, 2011)

Perceived
Organizational
Support (POS;
Eisenberger et
al., 1986, 2020)

Social Support
(Viswesvaran et
al., 1999; Jolly et
al., 2021)

Attachment

individuals and
some aspect of
their work
environment

Employee
perception of
organizational
care and value

Availability of
psychological
or material
resources from
others

Emotional bonds

inherently capture the emotional
connection or feeling of being cared for
that characterizes belongingness.

POS reflects perceived organizational-level
care and value, while belongingness is
based on interpersonal relationships and
feeling valued by individuals within the
workplace.

Social support helps reduce stress by
offering resources, but unlike
belongingness, it is not a long-term
emotional need and does not necessarily
provide relational stability.

Attachment is activated by stress and

(Bowlby, 1969, ensuring centers on specific dyadic relationships
1982; Shaver & security and for security, whereas belongingness is a
Mikulincer, protection broader, ongoing experience of social
2009) connection.

Affiliation Desire for social Affiliation is a learned, motivational need
(McClelland, approval and for social approval that varies among
1961, 1985) avoidance of individuals, while belongingness is a

rejection universal, fundamental human need tied
to well-being.
Inclusion

Both workplace belongingness and inclusion are part of the framework of

organizational diversity practices. Similar to the workplace belongingness literature, the



17

inclusion literature lacks consensus on the conceptualization of the construct (Shore et al.,
2018). As an early contribution to the literature, Mor Barak and Cherin (1998) provided
their concept of inclusion-exclusion, defining it as a spectrum to the extent an employee
feels that they integrated into vital organizational processes (such as access to
information and resources, participation in work groups, and influence over decision-
making). Similarly, Roberson (2006) conducted a qualitative study to understand the
difference between diversity and inclusion. Respondents in their sample defined inclusion
as diverse employee involvement and integration in organizational processes. Subsequent
researchers introduced (or specified types of) inclusion constructs such as work group
inclusion, perceived organizational inclusion, and leader inclusion, among others (Shore
et al., 2018). Notably, Shore et al. (2011) used tenants of optimal distinctiveness theory
(Brewer, 1991) as their framework for their definition of work group inclusion, such that
inclusion is the extent an employee feels that their treatment in the work group meets
both their needs of belongingness and individual uniqueness. In this context,
belongingness is defined the same way as Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) definition.
Optimal distinctiveness theory posits that individuals seek to maintain a balance of
fulfilling their need to belong through affiliation with social groups while also
maintaining their individuality/uniqueness (Brewer, 1991).

Given the traction of Shore et al.’s (2011) definition in the inclusion literature
(e.g., Chung et al., 2020; McCluney & Rabelo, 2019; etc.), it is worthy of further
consideration. While belongingness, as defined within this framework, is interconnected
with inclusion, it would be more fruitful to view these as separate constructs as they are

not synonymous and should not be incorporated into one another’s definitions. For
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example, in the context of a work group, employees may perceive a high sense of
inclusivity from their coworkers but not perceive belongingness in the first place,
implying the lack of fit from Hagerty et al.’s (1992) belongingness definition. Therefore,
inclusion researchers may benefit from revisiting earlier definitions provided by Mor
Barak and Cherin (1998) and Roberson (2006)—who broadly defined inclusion as the
extent of integration of employees in organizational systems and processes—before
introducing specialized forms of the construct. By doing so, workplace belongingness
and inclusion would have conceptual clarity within the literature despite their
interrelatedness.
Perceived Fit

Perceived fit stems from the person-environment fit literature as previously
discussed—*the degree of compatibility or match between individuals and some aspect
of their work environment” (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011, p. 3). When an employee
perceives fit or congruence, positive organizational outcomes ensue, whereas perceptions
of misfit often result in negative outcomes (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Among the
different domains of fit—person-vocation fit, person-organization fit, person-job fit,
person-group fit, and person-individual fit—person-group fit is the most relevant to
workplace belongingness. This notion aligns with the belongingness discussion of
Hagerty et al. (1992), who delineated fit as a dimension of belongingness. In this regard,
the fit dimension encompasses how well an employee perceives congruence with their
work group members on characteristics such as values, goals, working styles,
personalities, and interests. Nevertheless, whereas fit may be a component of

belongingness, not all conceptualizations of belongingness universally incorporate fit in
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the discussion of belongingness. Instead, the belongingness literature typically
emphasizes an affective, relational component of the construct that person-group fit often
does not capture. In other words, belongingness extends beyond the compatibility of an
individual with others on certain attributes by focusing on an emotional connection with
said others.
Support

Perceived Organizational Support (POS). Perceived organizational support
(POS) is the employee perception of, “the extent to which the organization values their
contributions and cares about their well-being” (Eisenberger et al., 1986, p. 501).
According to organizational support theory (OST), employees view organizations as
living entities with purpose and intention (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Thus, employees use
POS to interpret past experiences with their organization in order to predict future
treatment in the workplace (Eisenberger et al., 2020). Key antecedents of POS are
employment conditions and HR processes, organizational fairness, and leadership support
(Eisenberger et al., 2020; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Outcomes of the construct include attitudes toward the organization and job role (e.g.,
commitment, engagement, trust, etc.), behavioral outcomes (e.g., performance,
citizenship behaviors, withdrawal behaviors, etc.), and well-being (e.g., reduced stress,
strain, enhanced positive affect, etc.; Eisenberger et al., 2020). OST draws on social
exchange theory to explain how antecedents result in favorable outcomes for the
organization, describing that the relationship of the employee with their organization
operates as a reciprocal exchange (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Homans,

1958). Specifically, POS is expected to prompt reciprocity from employees by creating a
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feeling of obligation to support the organization’s objectives with the expectation that
their efforts would result in employee benefits (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005;
Eisenberger et al., 2020).

POS and workplace belongingness emphasize the importance of a supportive
environment, while also have their distinct features. Both constructs highlight a relational
component; while perceived workplace belongingness focuses on the employee’s
experience regarding others’ care for them, POS focuses on the organization’s treatment
and care for the employee’s well-being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Eisenberger et al.,
1986). Furthermore, both constructs also result in positive organizational outcomes such
as reduced distress levels, enhanced resilience levels, and job satisfaction, among others
(Kurtessis et al., 2017; Shakespeare-Finch & Daley, 2017). Nevertheless, one of the main
distinctions between them is the referent. POS is inherently about employees viewing the
organization as an entity and to the extent it values and cares for them (Eisenberger et al.,
1986). Perceived workplace belongingness, on the other hand, typically involves the
employee perception of how others around them are treating them (i.e., valuing and
accepting them) which may expand beyond an organization’s support (Hagerty et al.,
1992). In the same vein, whereas POS focuses on a broad range of mechanisms (e.g., HR
practices and work conditions), perceived workplace belongingness has a smaller scope
centering around the interpersonal relationships of the employee and those within their
social environment at work.

Social Support in the Workplace. Broadly defined as interpersonal support—
psychological or material resources—from others, social support as a construct in the

workplace is also worthy of consideration (Jolly et al., 2021). Although sometimes
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discussed in the same realm as perceived organizational support, the following discussion
is centered on support from human entities specifically. In a meta-analysis investigating
the role of social support in the process of work stress, researchers found that social
support is negatively associated with strains, mitigates perceived stressors, and moderates
the stressor-strain association; stressors were defined as environmental conditions
negatively affecting health and strains were defined as the individual reactions to those
stressors (Viswesvaran et al., 1999). A more recent meta-analysis had similar findings,
further underscoring the positive effects of social support (Mathieu et al., 2019).

Despite the positive effects of social support in the workplace, the literature of the
construct has notable limitations (Jolly et al., 2021). First, there are multiple theoretical
frameworks for the construct, thus rendering the literature to be fragmented (Jolly et al.,
2021). For example, commonly referenced frameworks are the job demands—resources
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001), conservation of resources
theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001), and social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005; Homans, 1958). Second, similar to the belongingness literature, there is a
lack of construct clarity (Jolly et al., 2021). Authors have conceptualized social support
using different forms (e.g., perceived support versus actual supportive behaviors), types
(e.g., emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal support), and sources (e.g.,
supervisors, coworkers, and others), and at times have not provided a clear definition in
their research (Jolly et al., 2021). Third, the lack of consistency in conceptualizations has
led to a lack of commonly accepted measures of social support, which complicates

findings across studies (Jolly et al., 2021; Mathieu et al., 2019).
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Consequently, given these limitations, comparing workplace social support with
other constructs such as perceived workplace belongingness presents challenges and
should be approached with caution. When viewed broadly—without focusing on the
different forms, types, and sources—some similarities and distinctions can be drawn
between social support and belongingness. Evidently, both constructs focus on the
importance of support and the positive repercussions thereof (Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
Jolly et al., 2021; Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Baumeister and Leary (1995) proposed that
belongingness is a fundamental human need for a desire to form lasting, positive
relationships fulfilled by regular, positive interactions with mutual concern for one
another. Hagerty et al. (1992) extended this notion from a systemic perspective such that
the individual feels valued and aligned within an environment. In contrast, social support
is not framed as a human need but rather as a mechanism to achieving an outcome such
as reducing stress (Jolly et al., 2021; Viswesvaran et al., 1999). This divergence
highlights the differences in long-term stability between the constructs. Perceived
workplace belongingness entails an ongoing sense of feeling valued and being part of the
organization (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1992). Social support, however,
is more immediate and situational, providing an individual with resources (whether
emotional or material) to address specific stressors, for example. While social support
may help the individual with their day-to-day experience in the organization, it does not
satisfy the deeper need to have relational stability and integration in the workplace as
characterized by belongingness. Thus, the instrumental nature of social support serves as
a resource to achieving an outcome while belongingness addresses a fundamental need in

sustaining interpersonal relationships and aligning with other employees.
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Attachment

Originally proposed by Bowlby (1969, 1982), attachment theory is a framework
examining the evolutionary nature of behaviors aimed at ensuring proximity to those who
provide protection from threats, security for a safe environment, and help in regulating
emotions (Bowlby, 1969, 1982; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009). Concerned with the
relationship between caregivers and children, Bowlby (1969, 1982) discussed the
attachment behavioral system that “govern[s] the choice, activation, and termination of
proximity-seeking behaviors aimed at attaining protection and support from significant
others in times of need” (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009, p. 18). Its goal is to enhance an
individual’s sense of security both physically and emotionally (Bowlby, 1969, 1982;
Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009).

The attachment behavioral system activates in the presence of a perceived
psychological or physical threat, resulting in proximity behaviors to the attachment figure
to reestablish security; it deactivates once sense of security is established (Bowlby, 1969,
1982). While this system may be prominent early in life, Bowlby (1988) asserted that it is
active across the lifespan especially in times of stress or need, hence the subsequent
research on adult attachment, which likewise influences relationships and emotional
outcomes (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009). In infancy, proximity-seeking, attachment
behaviors may include crying and extending arms, etc., while in adulthood, they may
entail talking in-person, calling over the phone, or sending a text-message, among other
behaviors, to restore a sense of security (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Mikulincer & Shaver,

2004).
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The (hyper)activation and deactivation of this system and the responses or lack
thereof received from the caregiver attachment figure has an impact on one’s internal
working models, which are cognitive frameworks shaping one’s perceptions and
expectations in relationships (Bartholomew, 1990; Bowlby, 1969, 1982). These working
models function as schemas for oneself (i.e., one’s self-worth) and others (i.e., the
availability and consistency of caregivers). Through the course of time, they can result in
the formation of attachment styles, “the habitual pattern of expectations, needs, emotions,
and behavior in interpersonal interactions and close relationships” (Ainsworth et al.,
1978; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009, p. 28).

Ainsworth et al. (1978) were early investigators of the concept of attachment
styles among infants, proceeded by other researchers such as Hazan and Shaver (1987)
among adolescents and adults. Attachment styles can be conceptualized as domains along
two dimensions: attachment avoidance (“the extent to which a person distrusts others’
good will and defensively strives to maintain behavioral and emotional independence”)
and attachment anxiety (“the extent to which a person worries that others will not be
available in times of need and anxiously seeks for their love and care;” Brennan et al.,
1998; Fraley & Waller, 1998; Frias et al., 2014; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2015, p. 18).
Those who are regarded as low on both dimensions are believed to have secure
attachment (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2015).

Building on these psychological foundations, attachment theory has gained
relevance in organizational research. Since the introduction and refinement of attachment
styles over the years, organizational researchers have studied their impact on behaviors

and attitudes within the workplace (Harms, 2011; Yip et al., 2018). For instance, secure
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attachment has been associated with higher satisfaction in different aspects of the
workplace (e.g., coworkers, recognition, job security, etc.; Hazan & Shaver, 1990); trust
in peers, supervisors, and upper management (Adams, 2004); and organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs, Frazier et al., 2009); among others. In contrast, insecure
attachment (anxious and avoidant attachment) has been associated with lower OCBs
(Little et al., 2011; Syna Desivilya et al., 2006), burnout (Ronen & Mikulincer, 2010),
and neuroticism (Fraley & Shaver, 2008), etc. Thus, given these findings, attachment
theory is relevant for understanding workplace outcomes.

While attachment theory and the need to belong hypothesis both share an
emphasis on one’s interpersonal bonds, differences between the constructs exist
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1969, 1982). Attachment focuses on specific,
emotional bonds between two people (e.g., caregiver-parent, romantic partners, leader-
follower, mentor-protégé, etc.; Bowlby, 1969, 1982; Yip et al., 2018). Attachment theory
explains that a psychological system is activated when an individual experiences
perceived threat or stress, to which they seek others (i.e., attachment figures such as
caregivers, symbolic figures, romantic partners, etc.) for comfort to mitigate the threat.
This system is influenced by early childhood experiences and impacts behaviors in
adulthood.

Conversely, belongingness entails more than an emotional bond between two
individuals but also a need to feel part of (fit in) a group or community (Hagerty et al.,
1992). Whereas attachment focuses on (restoring) security in the face of threat,
belongingness broadly entails on an ongoing, positive bond and social integration

regardless of threat (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1992). Furthermore,
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according to Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) discussion of belongingness, although a
mere emotional bond may provide comfort, it is not sufficient; in order for individuals to
feel like they belong, they require regular, positive interactions with those they have
emotional bonds. In other words, belongingness is a broader social need in contrast to
attachment. Belongingness discussions are not specific to dyadic relationships because
multiple relationships can provide a perception of belongingness; attachment focuses on
specific, dyadic relationships emphasizing security during times of stress. Therefore,
while attachment and belongingness underscore meaningful connections for individuals
to thrive, they differ in scope.
Affiliation

McClelland’s (1961, 1985) theory of needs explicates that individual behavior is
driven by three primary needs that develop over time and are shaped by life and social
experiences: the need for achievement, the need for affiliation, and the need for power.
Of particular relevance to this discussion is the need for affiliation, which refers to an
individual’s desire for social approval, positive interactions, and avoidance of social
rejection (McClelland, 1961, 1985). In this regard, the need for affiliation appears similar
to Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) need to belong, as both emphasize the significance of
social connections. However, a fundamental distinction exists between the two.
McClelland (1961, 1985) conceptualized the need for affiliation as a learned, social need
that varies across individuals due to differing life experiences, whereas Baumeister and
Leary (1995) framed the need to belong as an innate, universal human drive essential for
psychological well-being. While the need for affiliation is context-dependent and varies

in strength among individuals, the need to belong is a fundamental human need which
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influences well-being regardless of personal experiences (Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
McClelland, 1961, 1985).

Despite these differences, both theories emphasize on the significance of social
connections. This notion aligns with self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000), which identifies relatedness as one of the three core psychological needs essential
for well-being. Additionally, although Baumeister and Leary (1995) did not directly
reference McClelland’s (1961, 1985) need for affiliation, they addressed the broader
concept of affiliation: “Viewed in this way, the need to belong is something other than a
need for mere affiliation. Frequent contacts with non-supportive, indifferent others can go
only so far in promoting one’s general well-being and would do little to satisfy the need
to belong” (p. 500). Here, Baumeister and Leary (1995) distinguish between affiliation
and belongingness, suggesting that mere association with others is insufficient to fulfill
the need to belong. True belonging requires mutual concern, emotional connection, and
meaningful relationships, whereas affiliation alone does not inherently fulfill these deeper
social bonds needed to fulfill the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

Review of Current Belongingness Scales

The following section includes a review of the belongingness scales that are most
frequently referenced in general and workplace-specific belongingness research. This
review starts with general belongingness instruments, followed by workplace-specific
ones, and concludes with belongingness subscales embedded in work inclusion scales. It
is important to note that this is not an exhaustive list, as scales created specifically for
individual studies are not included.

General Belongingness Scales
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Sense of Belonging Instrument (SOBI; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). The Sense
of Belonging Instrument (SOBI) is a 27-item measure with two subscales, SOBI-P
(psychological state, 18 items) and SOBI-A (antecedents, nine items); of the two, the
former subscale is used more commonly in belongingness research. Hagerty and Patusky
(1995) developed the instrument based on Hagerty et al.’s (1992) discussion of
belongingness, which highlighted the dimensions of valued involvement and fit, as well
as proposed antecedents to belongingness (i.e., energy for involvement, potential and
desire for meaningful involvement, and potential for shared or complementary
characteristics). Using a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), the items
were tested with three samples: community college students (n = 379, Mage = 26 years),
in-patients for major depression (n = 31; Mage = 38.8 years), and Roman Catholic nuns
from a convent (n = 37, Mage = 73.8 years; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). Factor analysis
conducted on the student sample identified two distinct factors (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy was .93): SOBI-P, reflecting items related to valued
involvement and fit, and SOBI-A, reflecting items related to antecedents to
belongingness (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). Together, these factors accounted for 36.8%
of the variance, with an inter-scale correlation of » = .45 (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). The
authors examined construct validity through contrasted groups and by correlating both
subscales with measures of loneliness, reciprocity, and social support across all three
samples (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). Furthermore, they reported internal consistency
reliability for SOBI-P and SOBI-A, respectively: college students (a = .93, .72),
depressed patients (o = .93, .63), and Catholic nuns (o = .91, .76; Hagerty & Patusky,

1995). The researchers also reported test-retest reliability with the student sample after
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eight weeks (r = .84, .66 for SOBI-P and SOBI-A, respectively; Hagerty & Patusky,
1995).

The SOBI is not without limitations. SOBI-P predominantly focuses on negative
experiences, with the exception of one item, potentially skewing results towards
measuring distress or the absence of belongingness rather than capturing the full
spectrum of the construct (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). A few of the items may overlap
with other constructs such as loneliness (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). Redundancy is
another concern with certain items, which could inflate reliability estimates while failing
to add unique value to the measure (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). The authors did not
conduct confirmatory factor analysis, which leaves the factor structure not further
validated. Lastly, as noted by the authors, the SOBI-A subscale may benefit from further
psychometric testing due to its relatively weaker internal consistency reliability compared
to the SOBI-P (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995).

Social Connectedness and Social Assurance Scales (Lee & Robbins, 1995).
Lee and Robbins (1995) developed the Social Connectedness and Social Assurance
Scales referencing Kohut’s (1984) self-psychology theory, aiming to measure aspects of
belongingness. They proposed that belongingness entails three dimensions:
companionship, affiliation, and connectedness (Lee & Robbins, 1995). However, factor
analysis revealed only two factors, suggesting a discrepancy between the theoretical
model and the empirical findings (Lee & Robbins, 1995). This resulted in the
development of the Social Connectedness Scale, which includes eight items (four for
connectedness, three for affiliation, and one for companionship), and the Social

Assurance Scale, also with eight items (four for companionship and four for affiliation),
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together accounting for 38% of the total variance (Lee & Robbins, 1995). Their sample
was 626 undergraduate students (with a mean age of about 21 years old) from a four-year
institution (Lee & Robbins, 1995). They used a random split-sample procedure, using the
first sample to develop the scales and the second sample for cross-validation purposes
(Lee & Robbins, 1995). The researchers employed an additional sample of 18
undergraduates (Mage = 23.78 years) for test-retest reliability (Lee & Robbins, 1995).
During initial item analyses, the researchers used a social desirability measure to ensure
that items did not reflect socially desirable responding (Lee & Robbins, 1995). Both
scales use a six-point Likert scale of 1 (agree) to 6 (disagree) with the omittance of a
neutral anchor point (Lee & Robbins, 1995). Internal consistency reliability was a = .91
for the Social Connectedness Scale and a = .82 for the Social Assurance Scale (Lee &
Robbins, 1995). Test-retest reliability results after two-weeks were » = .96 and .84,
respectively (Lee & Robbins, 1995). The incremental fit index (IFT) and the root mean
square residual (RMSR) reported for the corrected models were 0.92 and 0.08,
respectively, but the good-of-fit index (GFI) was reported to be slightly below .90 (Lee &
Robbins, 1995). Finally, the CFA-based correlation between the two factors yielded » =
.22 (Lee & Robbins, 1995).

Lee and Robbins’ (1995) scales also have certain limitations. First, similar to the
SOBI-P (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995), the Social Connectedness Scale exclusively includes
negatively worded items which may measure a lack of connectedness rather than
capturing the dimension itself (Lee & Robbins, 1995). Second, although the authors
initially proposed three dimensions of belongingness, only two factors emerged during

analysis (Lee & Robbins, 1995). This mismatch suggests potential conceptual or item-
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writing limitations as items of all three proposed dimensions were retained in the Social
Connectedness Scale while only two dimensions were included in the Social Assurance
Scale (companionship and affiliation; Lee & Robbins, 1995). Third, the samples
consisted solely of undergraduate students with a young adult mean age, which may limit
the ecological validity of the scales when applied to broader populations such as the
general workforce (Lee & Robbins, 1995). Fourth, given the findings of the GFI, the
factor structure may not fully capture the underlying dimensions of the construct (Lee &
Robbins, 1995). Finally, discriminant validity testing was not conducted to examine the
scales’ distinctiveness from related constructs, leaving uncertain the conceptual clarity
and potential overlap with other measures (Lee & Robbins, 1995).

Social Connectedness Scale-Revised (SCS-R; Lee et al., 2001). Following the
development of the original Social Connectedness Scale (Lee & Robbins, 1995), Lee et
al. (2001) developed the Social Connectedness Scale-Revised (SCS-R), measured using a
six-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), to address some of
its predecessor’s limitations. The authors conceptualized social connectedness as, “an
attribute of the self that reflects cognitions of enduring interpersonal closeness with the
social world in toto,” framing it as a relational schema (Lee et al., 2001, p. 310). From
this perspective, social connectedness differs to an extent from Baumeister and Leary’s
(1995), Anant’s (1966), and Hagerty et al.’s (1992) conceptualizations of belongingness.
While belongingness emphasizes emotional bonds and group-focused experiences, social
connectedness seems to be more abstract, reflecting cognitive perceptions of
interpersonal relatedness. The authors tested the revised scale using samples of college

students: n; = 218 (Mage = 19.55 years, SD = 3.32 years), n> = 100 (Mage = 18.89 years,
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SD = 1.15 years), and n3 = 184 (Mage = 18.98 years, SD = 1.20 years; Lee et al., 2001).
Internal consistency across the samples ranged from o =.92 to a = .94 (Lee et al., 2001).
However, unlike the original scale, they did not conduct test-retest reliability analyses
(Lee et al., 2001). Exploratory factor analyses revealed a three-factor solution, with the
first factor accounting for the largest proportion of variance (46%); Factors 2 and 3
explained 8% and 6%, respectively, but these were not retained in the final scale (Lee et
al., 2001). The modified CFA results were RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = .91, and RMSR = 0.08
(Lee et al., 2001). Regarding convergent validity, the scale correlated positively with
independent self-construal and collective self-esteem, and negatively with loneliness,
social distress, avoidance, depression, hostility, social discomfort, and dysfunctional
interpersonal behaviors (Lee et al., 2001). Furthermore, for discriminant validity
purposes, the scale did not significantly correlate with interdependent self-construal,
collective identity, somatization, obsessive-compulsiveness, phobic anxiety, and
excessive interpersonal responsibility and controlling behaviors (Lee et al., 2001).

The revision of the Social Connectedness Scale (Lee & Robbins, 1995) resulted in
improvements of measuring the construct, but some limitations remain. First, the strong
correlation with loneliness (7 = -.80) raises concerns about the conceptual independence
of social connectedness, as even the authors acknowledged the need for further research
to distinguish these constructs (Lee et al., 2001). Second, as with the original scale (Lee
& Robbins, 1995), the samples consisted solely of undergraduate students with a young
adult mean age, limiting the generalizability of findings to broader populations.
Nevertheless, it is notable that Lee et al. (2001) explicitly positioned their

conceptualization of social connectedness as somewhat distinct from Baumeister and
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Leary (1995)’s discussion of belongingness. Social connectedness, as they propose, is
less reliant on ongoing interactions or specific groups, whereas belongingness, as defined
by Baumeister and Leary (1995), requires frequent, meaningful interactions and the
stability of those relationships (Lee et al., 2001).

Need to Belong Scale (NTBS; Leary et al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary,
1996). Following Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) seminal article on the human need to
belong, Schreindorfer and Leary (1996) developed the Need to Belong Scale (NTBS) in
an unpublished experiment to measure one’s desire for acceptance and belonging. The
NTBS (Leary et al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996) uses a five-point Likert scale (1
= not at all, 2 = slightly, 3 = moderately, 4 = very, 5 = extremely) for respondents to
indicate their level of agreement to the items. Through item, exploratory and
confirmatory factor, and reliability analyses, the scale was reduced to 10 items (Leary et
al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996). Although the specific results of these initial
analyses remain unpublished, subsequent research by Leary et al. (2013) examined the
construct validity of the NTBS across a series of nine studies, examining affiliative
tendencies, perceived deficiencies in people’s social networks, the Big Five, affective
dispositions, attachment styles, aspects of identity, life values, and personality disorders.
The inter-item reliability results ranged from o =.78 to o = .87, with a median of o = .81,
in 15 samples (Leary et al., 2013). In addition, test-retest reliability (n = 104) after a 10-
week period was » = .87 (Leary et al., 2013).

While the NTBS (Leary et al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996) seems to be a
well-constructed scale, a few items may overlap with related constructs. For example,

one of the items seems to reflect loneliness rather than a desire for belonging, while
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another may instead tap into feelings of exclusion or lack of inclusion (Leary et al., 2013;
Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996). Furthermore, it is important to note that the NTBS (Leary
et al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996) was specifically designed to measure the
desire for acceptance and belonging, rather than whether individuals perceive their
belonging needs as being met. This distinction highlights that having a strong need to
belong does not necessarily imply that one’s belongingness needs are currently fulfilled
or in the process of being so.

General Belongingness Scale (GBS; Malone et al., 2012). As the final general
belongingness scale discussed in this section, Malone et al. (2012) developed the General
Belongingness Scale (GBS) to address some limitations of its predecessors such as the
predominant use of negatively worded items and the focus on measuring the need to
belong rather than achieved belongingness. Across three studies involving 1,169
undergraduate students total (mean ages ranging from 19.3 to 20.4 years), the researchers
developed, analyzed, and validated the scale (Malone et al., 2012). The GBS has a two-
factor structure—acceptance/inclusion and rejection/exclusion—which accounted for
68.3% of the variance with confirmatory factor analyses results supporting the scale’s
structure (CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = 0.06, and SRMR = 0.04; Malone et al., 2012).
However, due to the inter-factor correlation between the studies (ranging from » =-.90 to
-.52), Malone et al. (2012) treated the scale as unidimensional in certain analyses by
reversing the negatively worded items to yield an internal consistency result of o = .92 to
.95 across the studies. The authors also tested the scale’s validity across multiple
dimensions (Malone et al., 2012). They assessed convergent validity using Lee and

Robbin’s (1995) Social Connectedness Scale, Hagerty and Patusky’s (1995) SOBI-P, and
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a measure of loneliness (Malone et al., 2012). The researchers evaluated discriminant
validity with measures of adult attachment style, the NTBS (Leary et al., 2013;
Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996), Lee and Robbin’s (1995) Social Assurance Scale, and
Hagerty and Patusky’s (1995) SOBI-A (Malone et al., 2012). Lastly, they examined
predictive validity through associations with life satisfaction, happiness, and depression
(Malone et al., 2012). The final version of the GBS (Malone et al., 2012) consists of 12
items—equally divided between positively and negatively worded statements—is
measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree).

Despite its strengths, the GBS also has notable limitations. The high correlation
between the scale’s two factors suggests substantial overlap, prompting about whether the
scale is unidimensional. This overlap weakens the rationale for treating the factors as
distinct. Additionally, similar to some of the previous scale development studies, Malone
et al.’s (2012) samples consisted of undergraduate students with average ages ranging
from 19.3 to 20.4 years, which limits the scale’s generalizability to older adults or non-
student populations. Furthermore, some items, particularly those in the
Rejection/Exclusion factor, may more accurately reflect loneliness rather than a lack of
belongingness. While a diminished perception of belongingness may contribute to
loneliness, the constructs are distinct; loneliness can arise even in the presence of social
contact if emotional connection is absent (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Finally, one item
directly measures inclusion, a concept related to but distinct from belongingness (Malone
etal., 2012).

Workplace Belongingness Scales
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Psychological Sense of Organisational Membership Scale (PSOM; Cockshaw
& Shochet, 2010). Cockshaw and Shochet (2010) adapted Goodenow’s (1993) 18-item
Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) scale to the Psychological Sense of
Organisational Membership (PSOM) scale to reflect the workplace, scored on a five-
point Likert scale from 1 (not at all true) to 5 (completely true). The adaptation involved
modifying references to the school environment for the workplace context; terms such as
“teacher” were replaced with “manager/supervisor,” “students” were replaced with
“employees,” and “school” was replaced with “organisation” (Cockshaw & Shochet,
2010). Cockshaw and Shochet (2010) tested the PSOM on a sample of 125 employees
(Mage = 40.5 years, SD = 12.7 years) from a disability services organization in Australia.
They reported the internal consistency of the PSOM to be a = .94, with exploratory factor
analysis results indicating one predominant factor explaining 45% of the variance
(Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010). The authors did not conduct confirmatory factor analysis.
Regarding convergent validity, they reported the correlations with depressive and anxious
symptoms to be » = -.54 and r = -.39, respectively (Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010). In
addition, Cockshaw and Shochet (2010) tested for discriminant validity by combining
PSOM items with that of an affective organizational commitment scale where two factors
emerged, with almost all items (except one) loading strongly on the respective scale.
Furthermore, the correlation between the two factors was » = .46, with median cross-
loadings of .16 (PSOM) and .10 (a scale of affective organizational commitment;
Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010). Lastly, the results of regression analyses supported that
workplace belongingness mediates the association between affective commitment and

depressive symptoms (Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010)
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Some limitations of the PSOM are reminiscent of general belongingness scales,
particularly regarding construct specificity. Certain items appear to measure other
constructs than belongingness. For example, one item measures inclusion rather than
belongingness (Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010). Inclusion in activities does not necessarily
equate to a perception of belongingness as one can be included without feeling
emotionally connected or valued to begin with (Hagerty et al., 1992). Furthermore,
several items seem to at least loosely capture aspects of supervisor support rather than
workplace belongingness. Indeed, items within a scale should directly measure the
intended construct—in this case, perceived workplace belongingness. Furthermore, the
lack of confirmatory factory analysis to confirm the scale’s factor structure limits the
strength of its psychometric validation. Finally, while a non-student sample is
advantageous, the relatively small sample size may limit generalizability.

Workplace Belongingness Scale (Jena & Pradhan, 2018). The Workplace
Belongingness Scale developed by Jena and Pradhan (2018) is the first published scale, to
the author’s knowledge, specifically developed to measure perceived workplace
belongingness and created independently rather than adapted from an existing instrument
(unlike the PSOM; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010). The scale consists of 12 items—
measured by Likert-type ratings of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)—
constructed after receiving feedback from 22 working professionals to ensure relevance
to the workplace context (Jena & Pradhan, 2018). To validate the instrument, Jena and
Pradhan (2018) tested it on a sample of 824 Indian managerial executives (Mage = 34.6
years) employed in multinational companies across the manufacturing and service

sectors. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported a unidimensional
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structure, with the scale explaining 52.14% of the variance (GFI = .93, CFI = .94, TLI =
.93, RMSEA = 0.06, and RMR = 0.02; Jena & Pradhan, 2018). Reliability analyses
demonstrated internal consistency with Cronbach’s o = .86, and a split-half reliability of
= .85 (Spearman-Brown corrected; Jena & Pradhan, 2018). The authors found evidence
for convergent validity through positive correlations with employee performance (» = .52)
and joy at work (» = .44; Jena & Pradhan, 2018). Discriminant validity analysis with the
variable “pro-action” in the organization was not significant (Jena & Pradhan, 2018).

The Workplace Belongingness Scale (Jena & Pradhan, 2018) has some limitations
for discussion. First, while the sample consisted of working professionals, all respondents
were at the executive level, with the majority identifying as men (69%), employed in the
manufacturing industry (59%), and holding graduate degrees (72%; Jena & Pradhan,
2018). This demographic limits the generalizability of the findings to other working
populations, such as those at other organizational levels, of diverse gender identities,
from different industries, and with varying educational backgrounds. Second, certain
scale items appear to measure constructs other than workplace belongingness such as
organizational justice and perceived organizational support and aspects of motivation, job
satisfaction, or organizational affective commitment (Jena & Pradhan, 2018). These
overlaps suggest a need for item refinement to ensure the scale exclusively measures
workplace belongingness.

Workplace Belonging Scale (Carter, 2022b). In an attempt to create a
comprehensive workplace belongingness scale for organizational performance and
governance, Carter (2022b) developed the Workplace Belonging Scale. Although the

scale development paper remains unpublished and unavailable, Carter (2022a) provided a
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description of the instrument in their (unpublished) master’s thesis. Based on qualitative
analysis, Carter (2022b) identified five key indicators of belongingness—comfort,
contribution, connection, psychological safety, and well-being—which were used as
subscales of the instrument, each initially containing 11 items (Carter, 2022b). The
researcher tested the scale on a sample of 3,508 employees from 13 mining organizations
in Canada and later reduced the items to five per dimension for a total of 25 items
(Carter, 2022b).

Given that neither the instrument nor the scale development paper is publicly
available, it is not possible to evaluate specific items or the psychometric properties of
the scale. Nevertheless, evaluations can be made regarding the dimensions themselves.
For instance, the dimension of comfort may align with the notion of fit, as discussed by
Hagerty et al. (1992), where belongingness involves perceived congruence of
characteristics with others; feeling comfortable may indicate a sense of perceived fit.
Similarly, contribution could be justified as part of belongingness, as Hagerty et al.
(1992) noted that valued involvement (feeling accepted, needed, and valued) is an aspect
of belongingness. Moreover, connection is inherently tied to belongingness as it involves
fostering positive relationships with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hagerty et al.,
1992). In contrast, psychological safety may extend beyond the scope of belongingness as
it pertains to interpersonal openness and risk-taking behaviors in the workplace without
fear of negative consequences (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Instead, it may be argued that a
perception of belongingness may lead to psychological safety. Likewise, well-being may
be an outcome of belongingness rather than a core dimension. The successful relational

integration of an individual with others—central to belongingness—should theoretically
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foster positive mental and emotional health (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hagerty et al.,
1992). Thus, while some dimensions are aligned with the construct of belongingness,
others may require further refinement to ensure they directly represent the construct of
workplace belongingness.
Inclusion Scales With Belongingness Subscales

Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (PGIS; Jansen et al., 2014). Although not
explicitly a belongingness instrument, the Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (PGIS) uses a
Likert scale rating of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and includes perceived
workplace belongingness items that merit discussion, especially given the scarcity of
perceived workplace belongingness scales in the organizational science literature. Jansen
et al. (2014) followed the recent trend in organizational inclusion research by
incorporating belongingness, as defined by Baumeister and Leary (1995), as a key
component of inclusion. Furthermore, they proposed belongingness as comprising two
subcomponents: group membership and group affection. (They identified authenticity as
the other component of inclusion; Jansen et al., 2014.) After generating items, the authors
initially tested the instrument with a student sample (n; =277, Mage = 20.32 years, SD =
2.06 years) and identified two distinct factors (Jansen et al., 2014). With the addition of
an employee sample in multiple Dutch organizations (n2 = 468, Mage = 41.58 years, SD =
11.56 years), confirmatory factor analyses supported the two-factor structure (Jansen et
al., 2014). Internal consistency for the belongingness items was o = .93 and o = .94 for
the student and employee samples, respectively (Jansen et al., 2014). Regarding
nomological validity, the belongingness items correlated with related constructs—trait

and state self-esteem, self-investment components of identification, psychological safety,
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diversity climate, and personal self-verification—as expected (Jansen et al., 2014).
Moreover, the belongingness items demonstrated predictive validity, as they were found
to predict mood within the group, work satisfaction, interpersonal trust, and, inversely,
group conflict (Jansen et al., 2014).

The main limitation of the belongingness items of the PGIS is the justification for
the subcomponents. Specifically, the limited discriminant validity evidence between
group membership and group affection suggests potential overlap. In terms of the items,
many, particularly those representing group membership, align with Baumeister and
Leary’s (1995) and Hagerty et al.’s (1992) discussions of belongingness. However, the
broader literature still lacks consensus on the definition and operationalization of
(workplace) belongingness, including whether it should be treated as a unidimensional or
multidimensional construct. This ambiguity highlights the necessity for a comprehensive
new scale that synthesizes and integrates the diverse perspectives found the existing
literature.

Work Group Inclusion Scale (Chung et al., 2020). Similar to the PGIS, the
Work Group Inclusion Scale, rated with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), is an inclusion instrument that has belongingness items.
Chung et al. (2020) developed the instrument based on Shore et al. (2011)’s
conceptualization of inclusion, which identifies belongingness and uniqueness as the
main components. Specifically, following Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) framework,
belongingness was defined as, “employees’ perceptions that supportive and caring
relationships have been formed and maintained with their work group members” (Chung

et al., 2020; p. 79; Shore et al., 2011). Chung et al. (2020) used two student samples (n;=
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437, Mage = 37.2 years, SD = 13.7 years; n2 = 397 with similar demographic profile as 71)
and one university employee sample (173 = 806, Mage = 46.3 years, SD = 12.0 years) to
confirm a two-factor structure. They reported internal consistency for the belongingness
items to be o = .91 (Chung et al., 2020). In addition, the authors provided evidence for
the subscale’s convergent validity (perceived organizational support, work group
identification, voice, and self-verification) and discriminant validity (Big Five personality
dimensions; Chung et al., 2020).

Similar to PGIS’s belongingness items (Jansen et al., 2014), the belongingness
items of the Work Group Inclusion Scale (Chung et al., 2020) align with Baumeister and
Leary’s (1995) and Hagerty et al.’s (1992) discussions of belongingness. However, as
previously noted, the belongingness literature lacks consensus on the definition and
operationalization of the construct. While these items reflect aspects of belongingness as
discussed by these researchers, it remains unclear whether they comprehensively capture
the construct given the varied and somewhat divergent perspectives in the existing
literature.

Rationale for the Present Study

Taken together, the organizational belongingness literature lacks consensus
regarding both the conceptual understanding and operationalization of the construct.
Although some progress has been made in the general belongingness literature, the field
remains nascent, particularly in workplace contexts. From an operational standpoint, it is
unclear whether perceived workplace belongingness should be treated as a
unidimensional or multidimensional construct. Additionally, researchers have yet to

confirm whether general and perceived workplace belongingness are empirically distinct
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(Cockshaw et al., 2013, 2014). These limitations constrain both theoretical development
and practical application of the construct. To address these gaps, this dissertation begins
in Study 1 by empirically evaluating the structure of perceived workplace belongingness

using existing general and workplace measures.
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY 1

The objective of Study 1 is to examine the dimensionality of perceived workplace
belongingness using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on items drawn from existing
general and workplace belongingness scales and subscales. This study addresses the
question of how perceived workplace belongingness should be operationalized, given the
construct’s current conceptual ambiguity. As established in the literature review, existing
instruments and subscales vary accordingly: some conceptualize belongingness as a
single dimension, while others incorporate factors such as valued involvement, fit, social
connectedness, social assurance, acceptance/inclusion, rejection/exclusion, comfort,
connection, contribution, psychological safety, well-being, group membership, and group
affection (Carter, 2022a; Chung et al., 2020; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010; Hagerty &
Patusky, 1995; Jansen et al., 2014; Jena & Pradhan, 2018; Leary et al., 2013; Lee &
Robbins, 1995; Malone et al., 2012). It remains unclear which, if any, of these
dimensions contribute to greater construct clarity in workplace settings. These
inconsistencies create challenges for both theoretical clarity and practical application.

Theoretical perspectives that inform this study include the need to belong
hypothesis (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000), and systemic perspectives of belongingness (Anant, 1966; Hagerty et al., 1992).
To recap, Baumeister and Leary (1995) argued that belongingness is a human need that
warrants consistent, positive relations between individuals who also have mutual concern
for one another. Self-determination theory also posits that relatedness—the desire for
connection—is an essential human need (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Lastly, Hagerty et

al. (1992) argued that belongingness entails being valued by others and experiencing a
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feeling of compatibility, or fit, within a social system. Collectively, these perspectives
suggest that belongingness is relational, psychological, and context dependent.

This study is not informed by a fixed definition or dimensional model. Instead, an
inductive approach will be used, informed by theory, to explore the latent structure of
existing belongingness items. The goal is to empirically identify dimensions that can
inform a future, comprehensive definition of perceived workplace belongingness—one
that is both conceptually grounded and psychometrically validated. Given the goal of this
study, the following research question research will be investigated.

Research Question 1: Is perceived workplace belongingness a unidimensional or

multidimensional construct?

Study 1 Method
Participants and Procedure

Three hundred participants were recruited via Prolific, an online platform for
behavioral research which can provide researchers with participants from a large, diverse
sample in exchange for monetary compensation. In a study comparing Amazon
Mechanical Turk, CloudResearch, and Prolific, researchers found that Prolific provided
the highest quality of data (Peer et al., 2022). More specifically, “Prolific participants
devoted more attention to the questions of the study, comprehended instructions better,
answered questionnaire items carefully, and behaved more honestly when given the
opportunity to cheat to increase their gains” (Peer et al., 2022, p. 1652). To be eligible for
the study, participants were required to be at least 18 years of age, residents of the United
States, fluent in English, working at least 31 hours per week, have been employed at their

current organization for at least six months, and hold a role that requires regular
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interaction with multiple employees. The entire survey was administered through
Qualtrics. Eligible participants reviewed the consent form and, upon providing consent,
proceeded to the main survey which included the compilation of the belongingness
measures, as well as demographic and professional background questions. Upon
completion of the study, participants were compensated $2.03 in accordance with the
compensation recommendations of Prolific. Refer to Appendix A and B for the
recruitment message and consent form, respectively.
Measures
Compilation of Belongingness Measures

In order to explore possible dimensions of perceived workplace belongingness,
the previously discussed general belongingness scales, workplace belongingness scales,
and workplace belongingness subscales from inclusion instruments were consolidated
into one measure. This selection focused on scales that align with key theoretical
frameworks of belongingness (e.g., Anant, 1966; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000; Hagerty et al., 1992). Some instruments were excluded due to their
conceptual focus. The Social Connectedness Scale, Social Assurance Scale, and Social
Connectedness Scale-Revised were excluded as their authors explicitly noted that these
scales diverge from Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) conceptualization of belongingness
(Lee et al., 2001; Lee & Robbins, 1995). Similarly, the Need to Belong Scale (Leary et
al., 2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996), which measures one’s need to belong rather than
one’s current perception of belongingness, was also excluded. Lastly, the antecedents
subscale of the Sense of Belonging Instrument (SOBI-A; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995) was

also excluded due to its focus on factors that precede perceived belongingness rather than
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belongingness itself. To that end, the following measures in Table 4 were retained for

inclusion in Study 1 (the entire questionnaire can be found in Appendix C):

Table 4

Summary of Belongingness Instruments Compiled for Study 1

Scale name Key dimensions Nuilgrfsr of Relevant scholars
Sense of Belonging Valued involvement 18 Hagerty & Patusky
Instrument— and fit (1995)
Psychological State
General Belongingness  Acceptance/inclusion 12 (6 each  Malone et al.
Scale and (lack of) dimension) (2012)
rejection/exclusion
Psychological Sense of  Unidimensional 18 Cockshaw &
Organisational Shochet (2010)
Membership Scale
Workplace Unidimensional 12 Jena & Pradhan
Belongingness Scale (2018)
Perceived Group Belongingness 8 (4 each Jansen et al. (2014)
Inclusion Scale Subscale: Group dimension)
membership and
group affection
Work Group Inclusion  Belongingness 5 Chung et al. (2020)
Scale Subscale:
Unidimensional

To ensure workplace relevance, the context of the general belongingness scale

items (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; Malone et al., 2012) was modified to reflect workplace

experiences. The items of the workplace belongingness instruments (Cockshaw &

Shochet, 2010; Jena & Pradhan, 2018) were also modified to change the spelling of

‘organisation’ to ‘organization’ to maintain consistency with American English (given

that the sample was recruited from the U.S.). Finally, for the belongingness subscales of

the inclusion measures (Chung et al., 2020; Jansen et al., 2014), the terminology was
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broadened from the work group to encompass a more general workplace context, as these
subscales focus narrowly on interactions with one’s group members. In the end, all 73
items were randomized for each participant, and participants responded to each item with
a five-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Demographic & Professional Background Items

Participants were also asked to provide information about their age, gender
identity, race-ethnicity, organizational tenure, job tenure, and highest level of education
completed.
Attention Check Items

Participants were presented with three attention check items (e.g., “Regarding this

299

entry, select ‘Agree.””) placed randomly within the survey overall for higher-quality
responding purposes.
Statistical Analysis
Data Screening and Preprocessing

Before proceeding with the main analysis, certain data screening and
preprocessing steps were implemented. Responses to attention check items were
evaluated to ensure data quality. Also, participants were flagged for review if they failed
eligibility for the study, completed the survey in less time than one standard deviation
below the mean, and/or provided implausible or inconsistent responses (e.g.,
exceptionally high number of work hours per week, longer job tenure than organizational
tenure, among others). Finally, the data was inspected for missing values, outliers, and

normality to assess its suitability for analysis.

Factor Extraction and Retention
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EFA was conducted using R (R Core Team, 2024) to examine the factor structure
of the set of items. Following Costello and Osborne’s (2005) recommendations, the
maximum likelihood extraction method was used. To determine the optimal number of
factors to retain, the eigenvalues’ graph was evaluated using the scree test, the Kaiser-
Guttman rule (eigenvalues greater than 1) was applied, and parallel analysis was
performed (Costello & Osborne, 2005). These approaches were considered together so
that the number of retained factors was both statistically sound and theoretically
consistent.

Rotation and Evaluation of Factor Structure

Once the factors were extracted, orthogonal rotation (varimax) was initially used
to facilitate interpretability, as this method forces factors to remain uncorrelated, making
it easier to examine distinct factor loadings (Costello & Osborne, 2005). However, given
that constructs in the social sciences are often interrelated, oblique rotation (direct
oblimin) was also used to determine whether allowing factors to correlate provided a
more conceptually meaningful solution (Costello & Osborne, 2005). After rotation,
communalities were reviewed to assess the proportion of variance in each item explained
by the factors. Items with low communalities (e.g., values below .40) were evaluated, as
these may indicate poor association with other items in the construct. [tems with
substantial loadings (> .32) on multiple factors were also assessed, and those items were
considered for removal to refine the factor structure. The number of items loading on
each factor was examined to ensure adequate representation, following the guideline that
each factor should have at least five items (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The final factor

structure served as the basis for developing new items in Study 2.
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Study 1 Results

Participants

Of the 300 participants recruited for the study, 60 were excluded from analyses
for failing to meet eligibility criteria, failing any attention check items, completing the
study in greater than one standard deviation below the mean completion time in minutes
(M =15.03, SD = 8.18, Mdn = 12.45), and/or providing implausible or inconsistent
responses to professional background questions. Therefore, the final sample size was 240
participants. Regarding the gender composition, 125 participants (52.1%) identified as
cisgender women, 114 (47.5%) as cisgender men, and one (0.4%) as a trans woman.
From a racial-ethnic standpoint, 146 participants (60.8%) identified as European white,
39 (16.2%) as Black or African American, 23 (9.6%) as multiracial/multiethnic, 20
(8.3%) as Hispanic, Latinx, or of Spanish origin, 10 (4.2%) as Asian, one (0.4%) as
Middle Eastern or North African, and one (0.4%) as American Indian or Alaska Native.
The mean age of the sample was 44.48 years (SD = 14.47). Participants reported an
average of 16.58 years (SD = 2.63) of formal education beyond kindergarten (16 years
roughly corresponds to the attainment of a bachelor’s degree in the United States). The
average job tenure was 7.58 years (SD = 6.33), and the average organizational tenure was
9.48 years (SD = 7.78). Finally, participants worked an average of 40.65 hours per week
(SD = 5.64). Refer to Appendix D for a summary of the participant profile.
Suitability for Factoring

Missing values and outliers were not a concern, and there were no substantial
violations of normality assumptions. Descriptive statistics indicated that item

distributions showed acceptable skewness and kurtosis. The factorability of the data was
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assessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The overall KMO value was excellent, KMO = .96, indicating
that the data were well-suited for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant, ¥*(2628) = 14,310.39, p < .001, suggesting that the correlation
matrix was not an identity matrix and factor analysis was appropriate (Bartlett, 1950).
Factor Structure

Results of the scree test and parallel analysis indicated a three-factor solution.
Given the moderate correlations among factors, direct oblimin rotation results are
reported (though varimax rotation results did not significantly differ). Comparisons were
made with other models (one-, two-, and four-factor solution), and the three-factor
solution continued to provide the best balance of model fit and interpretability and was
therefore retained. The three-factor solution accounted for 53% of the total variance
(Factor 1 = 18%, Factor 2 = 20%, and Factor 3 = 14%). The factor solution demonstrated
good fit to the data, with a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.05,
90% CI1[0.047, 0.053], and a Root Mean Square Residual (RMSR) of 0.04. The Tucker—
Lewis Index (TLI) was .87, and the Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square was significant,
¥*(2412) = 3845.84, p < .001. The Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) was -9373.47,
suggesting strong model fit relative to model complexity. Mean item complexity was 1.4,
indicating that most items primarily loaded on a single factor. Factor correlations were
moderate (Factor 1-Factor 2 = .66, Factor 1-Factor 3 = .66, and Factor 2—Factor 3 = .45),
supporting the use of oblique rotation. Regression-based factor score estimates

demonstrated high reliability, with correlations ranging from .97 to .98. Table 5 presents
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the final factor structure, including items with primary loadings of > .30 and no cross-

loadings.

Table 5

Factor Structure of the Compiled Belongingness Measures

Item code Survey item Factor Fac‘For
loading

PSOM-11 I am treated with as much respect as other employees. 1 .83

GBS-5 I feel accepted by others at work. 1 .83

GBS-10 I have a place at the table with others at work. 1 73

PSOM-8  People in this organization are friendly to me. 1 73

PGIS-3 People in the workplace give me the feeling that I fit 1 .70
in.

PGIS-6 People in the workplace appreciate me. 1 .69

PGIS-2 People in the workplace give me the feeling that I am 1 .68
part of the workplace.

PSOM-18 Other employees here like me the way I am. 1 .67

PGIS-5 People in the workplace like me. 1 .65

PGIS-1 People in the workplace give me the feeling that I 1 .62
belong.

SOBI-P4 I generally feel that people accept me in the 1 .62
workplace.

PSOM-4  Other people in this organization take my opinions 1 57
seriously.

WGIS-1 I am treated as a valued member of my workplace. 1 57

PSOM-14 The managers/supervisors here respect me. 1 .56

PSOM-15 People here know I can do good work. 1 Sl

PSOM-13 I can really be myself in this organization. 1 Sl

WBS-1 I am able to work in this organization without 1 49
sacrificing my principles.

PSOM-2  People here notice when I’m good at something. 46

WBS-7 Fairness is maintained while executing rules and 1 44
policies in my organization.

PGIS-7 People in the workplace are pleased with me. 1 41
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Item code Survey item Factor Fac‘For
loading

GBS-6R Because I do not feel like I belong at work, I feel 2 .84
distant during workplace celebrations or social
events.

SOBI-P7-R I feel like an outsider in most situations at work. 2 81

GBS-7R I feel isolated from the rest of the workplace. 78

SOBI-P1-R I often wonder if there is any place in the 2 75
workplace where I really fit in.

PSOM-3R It is hard for people like me to be accepted here. 2 75

SOBI-P5-R I feel like a piece of a jigsaw puzzle that doesn’t fit 2 75
into the workplace.

SOBI-P6-R I would like to make a difference to people or 2 74
things at work, but I don’t feel that what I have
to offer is valued.

SOBI-P3-R I would describe myself as a misfit in most social 2 74
situations at work.

GBS-3R I feel like an outsider at work. 2 73

SOBI-P8-R I am troubled by feeling like I have no place in the 1
workplace.

SOBI-P10-R  In general, I don’t feel a part of the workplace. .69

SOBI-P13-R I feel like a square peg trying to fit into a round 2 .67
hole at work.

SOBI-P2-R I am just not sure if I fit in with my coworkers. .67

SOBI-P14-R I don’t feel that there is any place where I really fit 2 .67
in the workplace.

SOBI-P17-R I feel left out of things at work. .66

GBS-9R When I am with other people at work, I feel like a 2 .65
stranger.

GBS-12R Coworkers do not involve me in their plans. 2 .63

PSOM-9R Managers/supervisors here are not interested in 2 .62

people like me.
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Item code Survey item Factor Fac‘For
loading

SOBI-P11-R I feel like I observe work rather than participate in 2 .61
it.

SOBI-P15-R I am uncomfortable that my background and 2 .61
experiences are so different from those who are
usually around me at work.

PSOM-6R Sometimes I don’t feel as if I belong here. 2 .60

PSOM-12R I feel very different from most other employees 2 57
here.

GBS-4R I feel as if people at work do not care about me. 2 .56

PSOM-16R I wish I were in a different organization. 2 54

SOBI-P18-R I am not valued by or important to my coworkers. 2 53

PSOM-17 I feel proud to belong to this organization. 3 17

WBS-12 Accomplishments at work are adequately 3 73
rewarded in my organization.

WBS-11 My organization tries to make my job as exciting 3 72
and promising as possible.

WBS-5 Being a part of this organization inspires me to do 3 72
more than what is expected.

WBS-10 My career goals are well considered by my 3 .70
organization.

WBS-9 Whenever I have any personal or professional 3 .58
issues my organization extends necessary help
and support.

PSOM-1 I feel like a real part of this organization. 3 .58

WGIS-4 I believe that my workplace is where I am meant 3 53
to be.

WBS-8 My personal needs are well met by my 3 .50
organization.

GBS-2 I have close bonds with coworkers. 3 A48

WGIS-3 I am connected to my workplace. 3 47

WBS-2 I use to refer as “we/us” rather than “they/them” 3 38

when I refer my organization to outsiders.
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Table 5 (continued)

Factor Structure of the Compiled Belongingness Measures

Item code Survey item Factor Fac‘For
loading
WBS-4 I generally carry more positive emotions than the 3 37
negative ones during my job.
WBS-3 I feel that there is a semblance between my 3 33

organization and my own values and beliefs.

Note. Only includes items with primary loadings of > .30, without cross-loadings.
Interpretation of Factors

Initial inspection of the factor structure suggested that the first two factors might
reflect a continuum ranging from interpersonal misfit to fit, or disconnection to
connection. However, closer examination indicated that a referent-based interpretation—
specifically, identifying who is being referenced in the belongingness experience—was
more appropriate.

Factor 1 included 22 items mainly reflecting how individuals perceive they are
regarded by others in the workplace. These items emphasized being liked, respected,
valued, and affirmed by coworkers, suggesting that the factor captures belongingness as
externally communicated or conferred. Accordingly, this factor was labeled Perceived
Social Regard—defined as the degree to which an employee perceives that others in the
workplace view them positively.

Factor 2 comprised 25 items centering on the individual’s internal experience of
belongingness. These items emphasized feelings of comfort, fit, and emotional
connection with coworkers, indicating a more personal and internalized appraisal of one’s

social environment. As such, this factor was labeled Felt Interpersonal Belonging,
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defined as an employee’s internal sense of fit, connection, and psychological comfort
with coworkers.

Factor 3, which included 14 items, shifted the referent from coworkers to the
organization more broadly. These items captured an employee’s perceived alignment
with the organization’s systems and culture, as well as a general sense of being accepted
by the larger entity. This factor was labeled Organizational Belongingness, defined as an
employee’s sense of belonging within the broader organization.

Together, these three factors provide empirical support for a multidimensional
model of perceived workplace belongingness, thereby answering Research Question 1.

Study 1 Discussion

The goal of Study 1 was to investigate the dimensionality of perceived workplace
belongingness using EFA on items drawn from existing general and workplace
belongingness measures. Findings provided empirical support for a multidimensional
structure of the construct. Indeed, three factors emerged with mixed sources of reference:
how one perceives others treat them, one’s internal sense of connection with others, and
one’s perception of the organization as a collective entity. These were labeled Perceived
Social Regard, Felt Interpersonal Belonging, and Organizational Belongingness,
respectively.

Perceived Social Regard captures the degree to which employees feel they are
liked, valued, or affirmed by coworkers—belonging as externally conferred. Baumeister
& Leary (1995) argued that belongingness entails being accepted and positively regarded
by others in stable interpersonal bonds. Interpersonal bonds would, theoretically, require

some form of affective regard from others, highlighting that belonging is not just internal
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but socially reinforced. Similarly, Hagerty et al. (1992) emphasized valued
involvement—teeling valued, accepted, and needed—as a key dimension of
belongingness.

Felt Interpersonal Belonging reflects the internal, emotional experience of
connection and psychological comfort and fit with others. This dimension aligns with
self-determination theory (SDT), which posits that social environments must satisfy one’s
need of relatedness (or belongingness) to result in one’s well-being and intrinsic
motivation. The experience of belongingness, therefore, must be internally recognized
and evaluated. Baumeister and Leary (1995) likewise argued that belongingness requires
internal affective connection within enduring bonds—not just external validation but the
internalized feeling of connection. Lastly, Hagerty et al. (1992) similarly discussed the
dimension of fit, the feeling that one’s characteristics align with the social environment,
as a core component of belongingness.

Organizational Belongingness shifts the referent to a broader system, feeling
aligned with the culture and identity of the organization as a whole. This is a natural
extension of the belongingness construct from interpersonal relationships between
individuals to a system overall. Indeed, Hagerty et al. (1992), discussed belongingness as
one’s “personal involvement in a system or environment,” noting that, “a system can be a
relationship or organization, and an environment can be natural or cultural” (Hagerty et

al., 1992, p. 173).
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 2
The next step involves developing a new perceived workplace belongingness
instrument, building on the dimensions identified in Study 1 and grounded in theoretical
frameworks (e.g., Anant, 1966; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000;
Hagerty et al., 1992). While Study 1 provided an empirical foundation, the original items
drawn from existing general and workplace scales and subscales were never intended to
operate as a cohesive measure. Simply retaining the original items would compromise
both the integrity and validity of the new scale. Instead, Study 2 will involve writing new
items that are conceptually grounded, psychometrically sound, and aligned with the
three-factor structure that emerged in Study 1. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will
be used to validate this structure on a separate dataset, providing a more definitive answer
to Research Question 1 (i.e., whether workplace belongingness is a unidimensional or
multidimensional construct). The new scale’s psychometric properties will also be
assessed.
Study 2 Method
Item Development
Fifty-one items were created for the three factors that emerged in Study 1:
Perceived Social Regard (23), Felt Interpersonal Belonging (14), and Organizational
Belongingness (14). The item development process adhered to established theoretical
frameworks, including Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) need to belong hypothesis, self-
determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000), and Anant’s (1966) and Hagerty et al.’s
(1992) systemic perspective of belongingness. These frameworks guided the

development of items to ensure alignment with theory. The overarching goal was to
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develop items that comprehensively represent the conceptual domain of perceived
workplace belongingness while minimizing construct overlap or confounding.

Items were intentionally worded both positively and negatively for each factor.
This decision was guided by findings from Study 1, in which most negatively worded
items loaded cleanly onto Felt Interpersonal Belonging. While this could reflect a
meaningful psychological dimension (e.g., self-perceived misfit or disconnection), it also
raises the possibility of a method effect. That is, that the item valence, rather than
content, may have influenced the factor structure. Thus, including both positively and
negatively worded items within each dimension allows for the possibility to investigate
whether the same factor structure replicates. If similar factors emerge regardless of item
valence, it will strengthen the construct validity of the referent-based interpretation.
However, if negative items again cluster together despite being spread across referents,
this suggests a method artifact that would warrant further attention.
Pilot Study

The 51 newly developed items were piloted with five Ph.D. students in
organizational science, each with a minimum of three years in their doctoral program.
These individuals, serving as item checkers, received information containing detailed
instructions, a randomized list of all 51 items (each checker received a different random
order), and the operational definitions of the three dimensions. They were tasked to
assign each item to one dimension of the construct or select the option “None or Multiple
Dimensions” if applicable. They were also given the opportunity to provide optional

feedback on individual items as well as general comments at the end of the task.
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A content validity index (CVI) was calculated to determine the proportion of
agreement among the item checkers. Following guidelines from Newman et al. (2013),
items that reached an agreement rate of at least 80% (i.e., assigned to the same dimension
by four or more item checkers) likely indicate they are measuring the intended dimension
of the construct. A total of 49 items met this threshold and were retained for further
validation in the subsequent phase. Based on qualitative feedback, a few of these items
were slightly revised to improve clarity. The list of items can be found in Appendix E.
Participants and Procedure

A new sample of 800 participants was recruited from Prolific. Study 1’s inclusion
criteria and procedure remained the same for Study 2. Upon completion of the study,
participants were compensated $3.51 in accordance with the compensation
recommendations of Prolific. See Appendix F for the recruitment message and Appendix
G for the consent form.

Measures
Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS)

Participants were asked to rate the extent of their agreement to the 49 items of the
current study’s new Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS) with a five-point
Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree nor disagree), 4
(agree), to 5 (strongly agree).

Demographic & Professional Background Items
Participants were also requested to provide information about their age, gender

identity, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious aftiliation, disability status,
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organizational tenure, job tenure, hierarchical level within their organization, and highest
level of education completed.
Attention Check

Participants were presented with three attention check items (e.g., “For this

299

statement, choose ‘Disagree.’”’) placed randomly within the overall survey.
Statistical Analysis
Data Screening and Preprocessing

Similar to Study 1, attention check item responses were evaluated for data quality
purposes. Participants who completed the survey in less than one standard deviation
below the mean completion time and/or provided implausible responses (e.g., reporting a
longer job tenure than organizational tenure, etc.) were also flagged. Additionally, the
data was examined for missing values, outliers, and distribution normality to assess its
suitability for analysis.
Evaluation of Factor Structure

To test the factor structure of the OWBS, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted using R (R Core Team, 2024) with maximum likelihood estimation. The
primary objective of this analysis was to confirm the factor structure identified in Study 1
and to assess the new scale’s psychometric properties. The full sample was randomly
divided, with two-thirds used for model comparison and item reduction and the
remaining third reserved for cross-validation purposes. Model fit was evaluated using the

Chi-square test (y?), comparative fit index (CFI > .95), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI > .95),

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA < 0.06), and standardized root mean
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square residual (SRMR < 0.08; Hu & Bentler, 1999). A series of CFAs were conducted to
evaluate competing structural models:

e Four-factor vs. three-factor model: The originally theorized three-factor model
was compared with a four-factor alternative where all the negatively worded
items (created across all the original three dimensions) were placed in a separate,
method factor. This allowed for investigation of potential method effects related
to item valence.

e Three-factor model vs. two-factor model: The original three-factor model was
also compared to a two-factor model, where Perceived Social Regard and Felt
Interpersonal Belonging items were combined into one factor in order to test
whether a more parsimonious model would fit the data better.

At the item level, factor loadings were reviewed, with values > .50 considered
acceptable, along with standardized residual covariances to identify items that may not
have fit well with the model. For items with low factor loadings or high residuals,
removal was considered to improve model fit. Factors were also evaluated for sufficient
representation, with at least five items per factor considered desirable (Costello &
Osborne, 2005).

Descriptive and Item-Level Statistics

To evaluate item-level characteristics, descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard
deviations, skewness, and kurtosis) were computed. Items with extreme means, low
standard deviations, or substantial non-normality (e.g., high skewness or kurtosis) were
identified, as these may have indicated insufficient variability or problematic

distributional properties. Inter-item correlations were also analyzed to identify
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redundancy, with items showing correlations of » > .60 reviewed for potential overlap or
lack of unique contribution.
Reliability and Iterative Refinements

Corrected item-total correlations were calculated to evaluate the relationship of
each item with its respective factor. Items with low corrected item-total correlations (e.g.,
less than .40) were reviewed for potential removal if they did not significantly contribute
to the construct. To further assess the internal consistency of the scale, composite
reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s alpha (o)) were calculated. Iterative refinements were
made as needed throughout this process to obtain a clean and interpretable factor solution
that aligned with theoretical expectations.

Study 2 Results

Participants

The final sample size was 663 participants. A total of 137 participants were
excluded from analyses due to one or more of the following reasons: failing any of the
three attention check items, completing the study in a time more than one standard
deviation below the mean completion time (M = 27.39 minutes, SD = 12.75, Mdn =
24.15; two outliers excluded from these reported statistics), providing implausible
responses (e.g., reporting greater job tenure than organizational tenure), or failing to meet
eligibility criteria.

The average participant age was 35.59 years (SD = 10.67), with a mean job tenure
of 4.59 years (SD = 3.87) and organizational tenure of 6.77 years (SD = 5.48).
Participants reported an average of 16.79 years (SD = 3.11) of education post

kindergarten. Regarding gender identity, 367 participants (55.35%) identified as
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cisgender women, 280 (42.23%) as cisgender men, nine (1.36%) as trans women, six
(0.90%) as genderqueer, non-binary, or gender non-conforming, and one (0.15%) as
another gender identity. The racial and ethnic composition was as follows: 403
participants (60.78%) identified as European white, 209 (31.52%) as Black or African
American, 23 (3.47%) as multiracial/multiethnic, 13 (1.96%) as Hispanic, Latinx, or of
Spanish origin, nine (1.36%) as Asian, four (0.60%) as American Indian or Alaska
Native, and two (0.30%) as Middle Eastern or North African. In terms of religious
identity, 546 participants (82.35%) identified as Christian, 32 (4.83%) as spiritual but not
religious, 31 (4.68%) as agnostic, 27 (4.07%) as atheist, and 11 (1.66%) as other.
Additionally, eight (1.21%) identified as Muslim, four (0.60%) as Buddhist, two (0.30%)
as Mormon (Latter-day Saint), one (0.15%) as Hindu, and one (0.15%) as Jewish.
Regarding sexual orientation, 502 participants (75.72%) identified as heterosexual, 116
(17.50%) as bisexual, 40 (6.03%) as gay or lesbian, and five (0.75%) as a different sexual
orientation. Most participants (n = 546, 82.35%) reported no disability, while 117
(17.65%) indicated that they had at least one form thereof. Finally, regarding
organizational level, 311 (46.91%) were middle managers, 119 (17.95%) were
experienced individual contributors, 104 (15.69%) were senior managers, 88 (13.27%)
were first-line supervisors or team leads, 18 (2.71%) were entry-level employees, 12
(1.81%) were executive leaders, nine (1.36%) were business owners or founders, and two
(0.30%) as other. Refer to Appendix H for a summary of the participant profile.

Model Comparisons
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Model comparisons were made using two-thirds (n = 442) of the full sample.
Comparisons were made between the two-, three-, and four-factor solutions previously
discussed.

Four-Factor Model (Method Factor)

The four-factor model, which included a method factor representing all the
negatively worded items, demonstrated adequate fit: y%(1121) = 3244.13, p <.001; y%/df =
2.89; RMSEA = 0.066, 90% CI [0.063, 0.068]; CFI = .87; TLI = .86; SRMR = 0.05.
However, certain factor correlations were extremely high, including Perceived Social
Regard—Felt Interpersonal Belonging (» = .98), Felt Interpersonal Belonging—Method (» =
.88), and Perceived Social Regard—Method (» = .87), indicating considerable overlap and
potential issues with discriminant validity. The information criteria values were: AIC =
38,952.48; BIC = 39,377.74.

Three-Factor Model (Original Structure)

The three-factor model, reflecting the original structure identified in Study 1
(Perceived Social Regard, Felt Interpersonal Belonging, and Organizational
Belongingness), also demonstrated adequate model fit: y%(1124) = 3266.53, p <.001;
x2df=2.91; RMSEA = 0.066, 90% CI [0.063, 0.068]; CFI =.87; TLI =.86; SRMR =
0.05. Factor correlations remained high: Perceived Social Regard—Felt Interpersonal
Belonging (r = .98), Felt Interpersonal Belonging—Organizational Belongingness (» =
.80), and Perceived Social Regard—Organizational Belongingness (7 = .80). Information
criteria were: AIC = 38,968.88; BIC = 39,381.87.

Two-Factor Model (Parsimonious Structure)
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The two-factor model grouped Perceived Social Regard and Felt Interpersonal
Belonging items into one Interpersonal (Workplace) Belongingness factor (with
Organizational Belongingness as the second factor). This model also demonstrated
acceptable fit: y%(1126) =3291.59, p <.001; y?/df=2.92; RMSEA = 0.066, 90% CI
[0.063, 0.069]; CFI = .86; TLI = .86; SRMR = 0.05. The latent factor correlation between
the two dimensions was high (» = .80) but remained interpretable given the conceptual
proximity and the difference of referent (others vs. organization as a whole). Information
criteria were: AIC = 38,989.94; BIC = 39,394.75. Given the limitations of the previous
models (i.e., lack of meaningful improvement with a method factor and extremely high
inter-factor correlations), the two-factor model was retained for its parsimony, conceptual
clarity, and statistical adequacy, providing the most interpretable and practically useful
representation of the OWBS.

Cross-Validation

The two-factor solution was cross-validated using the remaining third (n =221) of
the full sample. Two reduced models were evaluated: one including the top five items per
factor (based solely on factor loadings) and another author-selected items chosen for both
psychometric strength and conceptual coverage. Item selection was guided by a
combination of statistical and conceptual criteria including: standardized factor loadings,
residual variance, corrected item-total correlations, Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted,
redundancy with other items within the same factor, as well as item means, standard
deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and theoretical coverage of the construct domain.

The top five-item model demonstrated excellent fit: y%(34) = 53.97, p <.001; y%df

=1.59; RMSEA = 0.052, 90% CI [0.023, 0.077]; CFI1 = .99; TLI = .98; SRMR = 0.03;
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and a factor correlation of » = .83. Information criteria were: AIC = 3,890.18; BIC =

3,961.54. The chosen-item model also demonstrated good fit: y*(34) = 78.71, p <.001;

x/df=2.32; RMSEA = 0.077, 90% CI [0.055, 0.100]; CFI = .97; TLI = .96; SRMR =

0.03; with a factor correlation of » = .84. Information criteria were: AIC = 4,103.84; BIC

=4,175.20. Although the top five-item version had slightly stronger fit indices, the

chosen-item version was retained as the final short form given its stronger conceptual

coverage and satisfactory psychometric performance. Table 6 presents the final 10 items

of the OWBS.

Internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s alpha (a) and Composite

Reliability (CR) based on CFA models. For the interpersonal (workplace) belongingness

factor, o = .89 and CR = .89. For the organizational belongingness factor, o = .91 and CR

=.91. At the overall scale level, internal consistency was o = .93.

Table 6

Final Items of the Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS)

Factor ltem Survey item Standardi;ed
code factor loading
Interpersonal (Workplace) FIB-2 I fit in with my coworkers. .82
Belongingness
Interpersonal (Workplace) = PSR-6R My coworkers do not show 81
Belongingness interest in me.
Interpersonal (Workplace) =~ PSR-8R My coworkers do not .79
Belongingness support me.
Interpersonal (Workplace) PSR-7 My coworkers pay positive .79
Belongingness attention to me.
Interpersonal (Workplace) FIB-7  Ibelong among my 78

Belongingness

coworkers.
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Table 6 (continued)

Final Items of the Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS)

Factor Item code Survey item Standardlged
factor loading
Organizational Belongingness OB-6 My organization cares .84
about me.
Organizational Belongingness OB-4 I feel acknowledged for .80
who [ am by my
organization.
Organizational Belongingness OB-1 My organization makes .80
me feel like I belong.
Organizational Belongingness OB-5R My organization does 78
not support me.
Organizational Belongingness OB-1R I do not fit in my 78
organization.

Study 2 Discussion

The aim of Study 2 was to create new items based on the theoretical and empirical
structure of perceived workplace belongingness identified in Study 1 and to validate the
scale through CFA. Fifty-one items were initially developed for the new OWBS scale,
spanning the three dimensions of Perceived Social Regard, Felt Interpersonal Belonging,
and Organizational Belongingness. Following review by item checkers, 49 items were
retained for validation.

Using a random split-sample procedure, the first sample was employed to
compare competing CFA models: a four-factor model (which included a method factor of
all negatively valenced items), the proposed three-factor model, and a two-factor model
(combining Perceived Social Regard and Felt Interpersonal Belonging into one
Interpersonal [ Workplace] Belongingness factor). The two-factor model was ultimately

retained because it offered the best balance of parsimony, conceptual clarity, and
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statistical adequacy, providing the most meaningful and practical representation of the
OWRBS.

The second sample was used for cross-validation, comparing two short-form
models: one consisting of the top five items per factor (based solely on factor loadings)
and another consisting of author-selected items (based on both psychometric strength and
conceptual breadth). The author-selected model was retained as the final short form of the
OWRBS, consisting of 10 items (five per factor), because it provided stronger conceptual
coverage alongside sound psychometric validity. Study 2 findings reaffirm that perceived

workplace belongingness is a multidimensional construct (Research Question 1).
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 3

The original objectives of Study 3 were to assess construct validity through a
nomological network of related constructs and evaluate the practical utility of the scale
through latent profile analysis (LPA). LPA “is a categorical latent variable approach that
focuses on identifying latent subpopulations within a population based on a certain set of
variables” (Spurk et al., 2020, p. 1). This method assumes that individuals can be
classified—albeit with varying probabilities—into distinct categories determined by
different configural profiles of personal and/or environmental characteristics (Spurk et
al., 2020). Unlike a variable-centered approach (like regression), which isolates
constructs for analysis, LPA adopts a person-centered perspective, allowing researchers
to examine multiple constructs collectively and understand their interplay within distinct
subgroups (Woo et al., 2018). This approach provides greater nuance, particularly in
understanding how different profiles contribute to varying organizational outcomes.

Importantly, LPA assumes population heterogeneity, especially when meaningful
subgroups cannot be observed a priori (e.g., gender, race, etc.); it is most appropriate
when multiple factors are involved, as opposed to a unidimensional approach that merely
classifies individuals as “low” or “high” on a single scale (Spurk et al., 2020). However,
the final dimensionality of the OWBS resulted in only two factors. With only two factors,
the profiles would tend to reduce to very simple patterns: High interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness—high organizational belongingness, low interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness—low organizational belongingness, high interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness—low organizational belongingness, and low interpersonal (workplace)

belongingness—high organizational belongingness. While statistically possible, LPA is
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less informative with only two factors because there is not enough dimensional
complexity to produce novel latent classes. Thus, multiple linear regression—in addition
to relative weights analyses—will be conducted instead to evaluate the practical utility of
the OWBS. Although multiple linear regression does not allow for the identification of
subgroups, it will still offer valuable insights into the associations between perceived
workplace belongingness and organizational outcomes.
Nomological Network
General Belongingness

Although operationalizations vary, researchers generally agree that belongingness
inherently involves a relational component, regardless of the context (e.g., Baumeister &
Leary, 1995; Chung et al., 2020; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010; Hagerty et al., 1992).
General belongingness measures are not designed to assess belongingness within a
specific context such as the workplace, yet the foundational relational aspect is shared.
Thus, general belongingness is conceptually related to—but not redundant with—
workplace belongingness. Examining associations between the OWBS subscales and
general belongingness contributes to establishing whether the new measure captures a
context-specific construct.
Need to Belong

As stated previously, belongingness is a fundamental human need (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). Workplace contexts can provide opportunities for this need to be
fulfilled—or, conversely, for it to be frustrated. Importantly, the need to belong differs
from perceptions of belongingness, the latter reflects an evaluative judgment about

whether the need is being met. Including the need to belong in the nomological network
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allows for empirical investigation that these constructs, while related, may remain distinct
in psychological function.
Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

Perceived organizational support (POS) is another important construct in the
nomological network. Both POS and workplace belongingness emphasize supportive
work environments, but they differ in focus. Key differences include the referent of
interest (organization versus employees) and the scope (a variety of HR mechanisms
versus interpersonal workplace relationships). Examining the associations between the
two will provide insight as to whether interpersonal (workplace) and organizational
belongingness contribute unique variance beyond that explained by generalized
perceptions of organizational support.

Positive & Negative Affect

To further situate the OWBS within a nomological network, positive affect (PA)
and negative affect (NA) are included. PA is, “the extent to which a person feels
enthusiastic, active, and alert. High PA is a state of high energy, full concentration, and
pleasurable engagement, whereas low PA is characterized by sadness and lethargy”
(Watson et al., 1988, p. 1063). NA, by contrast, is, “a general dimension of subjective
distress and unpleasurable engagement that subsumes a variety of aversive mood states,
including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear, and nervousness, with low NA being a
state of calmness and serenity” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1063).

While PA may be associated with perceptions of workplace belongingness due to
the shared emphasis on positive relational experiences with others, belongingness reflects

a more enduring sense of relational value and acceptance. In a similar vein, NA reflects
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subjective distress and likely has little to no association with perceived workplace
belongingness. Including PA and NA may help demonstrate that the OWBS is not merely
an affective measure, thereby strengthening its construct validity within a nomological
network.
Workplace Inclusion

Workplace inclusion is also included as a related construct. While more recent
conceptualizations incorporate belongingness directly (e.g., Shore et al., 2011), earlier
perspectives emphasized integration into organizational systems and decision-making
processes (e.g., Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson, 2006). These aspects overlap with
theoretical accounts of belongingness as individual involvement within a social system
(Anant, 1966; Hagerty et al., 1992). Associations between the OWBS and workplace
inclusion will help clarify how belongingness is situated relative to broader
organizational dynamics, highlighting both the overlap and the distinctions between
constructs.
Outcomes

Beyond establishing a network of related constructs, Study 3 also examines
whether interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness show unique
associations with key work-related outcomes: job satisfaction, work engagement, and
turnover intentions. These outcomes are particularly relevant for fostering employee
well-being, enhancing productivity, and reducing the possibility of costly turnover. By
adopting a regression and relative weights framework, this study evaluates whether the

OWRBS subscales explain variance in these outcomes above and beyond related constructs
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(i.e., need to belong, general belongingness, inclusion, POS, and affect). The overarching
research question guiding this part of the analysis is:

Research Question 2: Do the interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and
organizational belongingness subscales contribute unique variance to the association with
key job attitudes, beyond what is shared due to general response tendencies or conceptual
overlap?

Marker Variable

Because data will be collected cross-sectionally via self-report surveys, there is a
potential risk of method variance, defined as, “systematic variation in an observed
variable due to the method used” (Spector et al., 2019, p. 856). Specifically, there is a
concern about common method variance (CMV), which arises when variance is shared
between two or more measures due to the data collection method rather than actual
construct associations (Miller & Simmering, 2023). If unaccounted for, CMV can
artificially inflate or obscure associations between variables, thereby impacting the
validity of findings.

To mitigate this risk, a marker variable will be included in the main survey,
specifically measuring attitudes toward the color blue. A good marker variable is one that
is measured in a similar manner to the substantive variables in the study (e.g., using a
Likert scale), is perceptual, and remains theoretically unrelated to the study’s focal
constructs (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Miller & Simmering, 2023). Attitudes toward the
color blue meets these criteria because it is subjective, perceptual in nature, and lacks
theoretical connections to perceived workplace belongingness or organizational

outcomes. Furthermore, using a Likert scale format for the marker variable ensures that
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any shared variance with the substantive measures can be attributed to method effects
rather than actual construct associations.

Including this marker variable will allow for direct empirical checks of CMV
during analyses. If the marker variable results in low or non-significant correlations with
the substantive variables, it will provide evidence that CMV is unlikely to be a significant
concern. On the other hand, if significant correlations emerge, appropriate adjustments
can be made to minimize potential bias.

Study 3 Method
Participants and Procedure

Study 3’s sample was the same as Study 2’s: 800 Prolific participants
compensated $3.51 in accordance with the compensation recommendations of Prolific.
Measures
Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS)

Participants were asked to rate the extent of their agreement to the finalized 10
items of the Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS) with a five-point Likert
scale of 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree nor disagree), 4 (agree), to 5
(strongly agree). The directions were:

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements about your experiences in your workplace. There are no right or wrong
answers; simply respond based on your own honest perceptions.

In this survey:
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o Coworkers refers to all individuals you interact with in your workplace—
this may include colleagues, supervisors, subordinates, or others,
regardless of their role or position.

e Organization refers to your overall place of employment—this may
include a corporate setting, educational institution, healthcare facility,
nonprofit organization, government agency, religious institution, or any
other type of workplace.

General Belongingness

General belongingness was measured with the commonly used, 18-item Sense of
Belonging Instrument-Psychological State (SOBI-P; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995).
Participants responded to each item with 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (agree), to
4 (strongly agree). (Items can be found in Appendix 1.)
Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was investigated with the three-item Michigan Organizational
Assessment Questionnaire: Job Satisfaction Subscale (MOAQ-JSS; Cammann et al.,
1979, 1983; Lawler et al., 1975). Participants responded to each item with a six-point
Likert scale of 1 (disagree very much) to 6 (agree very much). (Items can be found in
Appendix J.)
Need to Belong

Need to belong was assessed with the Need to Belong Scale (NTBS; Leary et al.,
2013; Schreindorfer & Leary, 1996) using a five-point Likert scale of 1 (not at all), 2
(slightly), 3 (moderately), 4 (very), to 5 (extremely). (NTBS items can be found in

Appendix K.)
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Perceived Organizational Support

Perceived organizational support was examined using the 10-item version of the
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986, 2020) with a
seven-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (moderately disagree), 3 (slightly
disagree), 4 (neither agree nor disagree), 5 (slightly agree), 6 (moderately agree), to 7
(strongly agree). (Items can be found in Appendix L.)
Positive & Negative Affect

Positive and negative affect were evaluated using the 20-item Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). Participants were asked about
their affect for the day and responded on a Likert scale of 1 (very slightly or not at all), 2
(a little), 3 (moderately), 4 (quite a bit), to 5 (extremely) on a list of different feelings and
emotions. (The PANAS can be found in Appendix M.)
Turnover Intentions

Turnover intentions were measured using three items developed by Michaels and
Spector (1982). Participants responded to each item with a six-point Likert scale of 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). (Items can be found in Appendix N.)
Work Engagement

Work engagement was analyzed with the nine-item version of the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES-9; Schaufeli et al., 2006). Participants rated each item using a
seven-point Likert scale of 0 (never) to 6 (always (everyday)). (The UWES-9 items can
be found in Appendix O.)

Workplace Inclusion
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Workplace inclusion was assessed with the Mor Barak Inclusion-Exclusion Scale
(MBIE; Mor Barak, 2005), a 15-item instrument. Participants responded to each item
with a Likert-scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (moderately disagree), 3
(slightly disagree), 4 (slightly agree), 5 (moderately agree), to 6 (strongly agree). (The
MBIE items can be found in Appendix P.)

Attitudes Towards the Color Blue

Attitudes towards the color blue were explored using the Attitude Toward the
Color Blue scale (ATCB; Miller & Simmering, 2023) on a five-point Likert scale of 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). (The ATCB items can be found in Appendix
Q)

Demographic & Professional Background Items

Participants were also invited to provide information about their age, gender
identity, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious affiliation, disability status,
organizational tenure, job tenure, hierarchical level within their organization, and highest
level of education completed.

Attention Check
Participants were administered three attention check items (e.g., “For this

299

statement, choose ‘Disagree.’”) placed randomly within the overall survey. (Refer to
Appendix R for the demographic, professional background, and attention check items.)
Statistical Analysis

Data Screening and Preprocessing

Study 3 analyses were mainly conducted using R (R Core Team, 2024). Attention

check item responses were reviewed for data quality purposes. Participants who
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completed the survey in less than one standard deviation below the mean completion time
and/or provided implausible responses (e.g., reporting a longer job tenure than
organizational tenure) were flagged. The dataset was also examined for missing values,
outliers, and distribution normality to confirm its suitability for analysis.

Common Method Variance (CMV)

Given that Study 3 data was collected cross-sectionally using self-report survey
instruments, there was a potential risk of common method variance (CMV; Miller &
Simmering, 2023; Spector et al., 2019). CMV was evaluated in two ways. First,
correlational analyses were conducted between ATCB and the focal study variables to
determine whether method-related overlap was present. Second, ATCB was included as a
control variable in the hierarchical multiple regression models to examine whether the
belongingness subscales demonstrated incremental associations with job attitudes. More
advanced procedures, such as the CFA Marker Technique (Williams et al., 2010), were
considered but ultimately not applied, as the correlational and regression checks were
judged sufficient for evaluating the influence of CMV in this context.

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all demographic and professional
background variables. Zero-order correlations were computed between demographic and
professional background variables and study variables to examine potential associations.
In addition, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
calculated for all the study’s scales. Pearson correlation coefficients were computed
among all scales to evaluate potential construct overlap.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses
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To examine the unique contributions of interpersonal (workplace) belongingness
and organizational belongingness in their associations with job attitude outcomes (i.e.,
job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and work engagement), hierarchical multiple
regression analyses were performed. In addition, these analyses were conducted with
perceived organizational support and workplace inclusion to clarify whether
belongingness is associated with these constructs, test for further construct validity, and
situate belongingness within a broader network of organizational attitudes. Predictors
were entered in five steps:

1. Demographic and Professional Background Variables

2. Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, Positive & Negative Affect, and Need to

Belong

3. General Belongingness

4. Interpersonal (Workplace) Belongingness

5. Organizational Belongingness
Incremental variance explained at each step was examined using change in R* (AR?).
Relative Weights Analyses (Post-Hoc)

Post-hoc relative weights analyses (RWA; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011) were
conducted in order to evaluate the relative importance of the belongingness indicators.
For each job attitude outcome variable, regressions were performed using the following
belongingness predictors: need to belong, general belongingness, interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness, and organizational belongingness. Relative weights (i.e.,
rescaled estimates of each predictor’s contribution to explained variance) were computed

to account for multicollinearity among predictors. Predictors were rank ordered based on
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their relative weights to determine which belongingness variables contributed more to

each outcome. RWA analyses were conducted using Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App.

Study 3 Results

Participants

Study 3 participants were the same as Study 2’s (N = 663). See Table 7 for a

summary of the participant profile.

Table 7

Study 2 & 3 Sample Demographic and Professional Background Characteristics

Variable Range Mean (SD)
Age (years) 18—-73 35.59 (10.67)
Education (years post kindergarten) 4-55 16.79 (3.11)
Job Tenure (years) 0-30 4.59 (3.87)
Organizational Tenure (years) 1-52 6.77 (5.48)
Study Duration® (minutes) 12 - 88 27.39 (12.75)
n Percentage
Disability Status
No Disability Reported 546 82.4%
Disability Reported 117 17.7%
Gender ldentity
Cisgender Woman 367 55.4%
Cisgender Man 280 42.2%
Trans Woman 9 1.4%
Genderqueer, Gender Non-Binary, or 6 0.9%
Gender Non-Conforming
Other 1 0.2%
Organizational Level
Middle Management 311 46.9%
Experienced Individual Contributor 119 18%
Senior Management 104 15.7%
First-Line Supervisor/Team Lead 88 13.3%
Entry Level 18 2.7%
Executive Leadership 12 1.8%
Business Owner/Founder 9 1.4%

Other

2 0.3%
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Table 7 (continued)

Study 2 & 3 Sample Demographic and Professional Background Characteristics

Variable n Percentage
Race-Ethnicity
European White 403 60.8%
Black or African American 209 31.5%
Multiracial/Multiethnic 23 3.5%
Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin 13 2%
Asian 9 1.4%
American Indian or Alaska Native 4 0.6%
Middle Eastern or North African 2 0.3%
Religious Identity
Christian (Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, 546 82.4%
etc.)
Spiritual, not religious 32 4.8%
Agnostic 31 4.7%
Atheist 27 4.1%
Other 11 1.7%
Muslim 8 1.2%
Buddhist 4 0.6%
Mormon (Latter-day Saint) 2 0.3%
Hindu 1 0.2%
Jewish 1 0.2%
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 502 75.7%
Bisexual 116 17.5%
Gay/Lesbian 40 6%
Other 5 0.8%

Note. * Does not include two outliers

Correlations Between Demographic, Professional Background, and Study Variables
Table 8 presents the correlations between demographic, professional background,

and study variables. The variables of gender identity, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation,

religious identity, and organizational level were dichotomized. In each case, the first

category represented the dominant, privileged, and/or non-marginalized identity or status,

while the second category encompassed all other identities or statuses (e.g., Cisgender
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Man vs. Others, European White vs. Others, Heterosexual vs. Others, Christian vs.
Others, and Manager vs. Others).

Many demographic and professional background variables demonstrated weak or
non-significant correlations with the focal study variables; some statistically significant
correlations emerged, but these were generally small in magnitude. Given these findings,
demographic and professional background variables were unlikely to account for
substantial variance in subsequent analyses. They were, nevertheless, retained as control

variables in the regression models.
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Correlation Matrix of Demographic, Professional Background, and Study Variables
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Interpersonal (Workplace) —

Belongingness

2. Organizational Belongingness Whkia —

3. General Belonginess O63%F Q1 —

4. Need to Belong .09* .05 -.03 —

5. Positive Affect STxEe1** 46k 18 —

6. Negative Affect -40%* 38k 50k [4%*F L 30%* —

7. Workplace Inclusion STHE S 66%F  56%* .04 Se*E - 3T7H* —

8. Perceived Organizational O60** 78k 53k (9% e4%x  3TEE S TRE —

Support

9. Job Satisfaction S5k 7Rk 50** .03 O1F* 33wk SRR Tk —

10. Turnover Intentions -A43%% L 60** - 45%* 02 43k 3p%Ek _A3Ex L ST7HE L O8** —
11. Work Engagement SI*x66**  S1Fk 8% 71F* - 32%k 61k 68*%*  7OF* - 53
12. Attitudes Towards the Color Jde**  08%* .08* .06 .07 -.03 .07 .06 .05 .01
Blue

13. Age -.02 -.04 -03 - 10%¥* - 11*%*  -05 -.00 -.05 -.07 .01
14. Disability Status -.09%* -06  -23%x 3%k _10**  28*%*  -07 -.04 -.05 .08*
15. Education JdexE 21k 3% .04 27** .03 9% 18%*F  16%**F - 13%*
16. Organizational Tenure .06 .01 .07 -.05 -.01 -.05 2% .04 .04 -.10%*
17. Job Tenure -.00 -.01 .01 -.01 .02 -.03 .06 .01 .05 -.08*
18. Cisgender Man—Others? -.05 -.01 -.07 .09* .06 .06 -.03 -.01 .03 -.01
19. European White—Others? .02 -.00 .06 -.04 .03 .00 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.01
20. Heterosexual—Others? .03 .05 -.04 .09* .07 J2%* .04 .06 .08* -.02
21. Christian—Others? S 13k 23k _19xEk _16**k -36%F 00 -21%F 23k D%k 3wk
22. Manager—Others® - 10% - 17*% - 13%F -06 -22%F 03 -40%* -24%*F  _1T7Fk 11*F*
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Correlation Matrix of Demographic, Professional Background, and Study Variables
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Variable 11 12 13 14 15

16

17

18

19

20

21

1. Interpersonal (Workplace)
Belongingness
2. Organizational
Belongingness
3. General Belonginess
4. Need to Belong
5. Positive Affect
6. Negative Affect
7. Workplace Inclusion
8. Perceived Organizational
Support
9. Job Satisfaction
10. Turnover Intentions
11. Work Engagement —
12. Attitudes Towards the .04 —
Color Blue
13. Age -.07 09*%  —
14. Disability Status -.06 .01 .05 —
15. Education Jd6** .02 3% 08% —
16. Organizational Tenure .01 JA0*%  56*%*  -.07 .02
17. Job Tenure .02 J2%% 0 49%% 0 _ 0] .01
18. Cisgender Man—Others®* .04 -.06 -.05 .07 -.05
19. European White—Others® -.01 -.02 -23%%  _13*%*  -.04
20. Heterosexual-Others? .07 .06 -.08 20%%  15%*
21. Christian—Others? -26%% 10** 0 12%* .02 - 15%*
22. Manager—Others? -24*%%  -02 -.06 .02 -.10%*

.80%*
- 10%*
- 18%*
-.09*

.06

- 16%**

-.07

- 14%%
-.08*
.04

- 10%**

-.01
.09*
-.07
-.01

-.00
-.07
.10*

.01
-.06

20%*

* p <.05.** p < .01.?2 The first category represents the dominant, privileged, and/or non-marginalized identity or status, while

the second category encompasses all other identities or statuses.
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Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of Scales

Refer to Table 9 for a correlation matrix including the means, standard deviations,
Cronbach’s alphas, and intercorrelations of the main scales. Internal consistency
estimates were acceptable to high across all scales (as ranging from .79 to .95),
supporting their reliability for use in later analyses. Intercorrelations among the
belongingness subscales, related constructs, and job attitudes were generally moderate to
high. This suggests conceptual overlap across measures, reinforcing the need to examine
whether interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational belongingness
contribute unique variance in their associations with job attitudes beyond these related

constructs.
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Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alphas (Diagonal)
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Interpersonal (Workplace) 413 0.64 (.89)

Belongingness

2. Organizational Belongingness 4.10 0.74 15k (.90)

3. General Belonginess 3.16 0.59 63%* O1** (.95)

4. Need to Belong 2.99 0.69 .09* .05 -.03 (.79)

5. Positive Affect 3.93 0.85 STH* H1%* A6%* 8% (.93)

6. Negative Affect 1.61 0.62 -40%*  _38¥Ek L 50%* 4% -.30%* (.88)
7. Workplace Inclusion 4.70 0.82 STE* 66%* S6%* .04 S6%* - 37
8. Perceived Organizational Support 5.73 1.15 60** JT8* 53k .09* .64 * -.37%*
9. Job Satisfaction 5.08 1.10 S5k J12k* S0** .03 O1** -.33%*
10. Turnover Intentions 2.24 1.41 -43%% - 60%F - 45%* .02 - 43%* 32%*
11. Work Engagement 4.43 1.12 STH* 66%* STx* .08* T1E* -.32%*
12. Attitudes Towards the Color Blue 4.14 0.71 16%* .08%* .08%* .06 .07 -.03

*p<.05. %% p<.0l.



Table 9 (continued)

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alphas (Diagonal)
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Variable M SD 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Interpersonal (Workplace) 413 0.64

Belongingness

2. Organizational Belongingness 4.10 0.74

3. General Belonginess 3.16 0.59

4. Need to Belong 2.99 0.69

5. Positive Affect 3.93 0.85

6. Negative Affect 1.61 0.62

7. Workplace Inclusion 4.70 0.82 (.91)

8. Perceived Organizational Support 5.73 1.15 T (.95)

9. Job Satisfaction 5.08 1.10 S8** J12k* (.90)

10. Turnover Intentions 2.24 1.41 - 43%k 5TRE S 68** (.92)

11. Work Engagement 4.43 1.12 61%* 68F* T70** -.53%* (.91)

12. Attitudes Towards the Color Blue 4.14 0.71 .07 .06 .05 .01 .04 (.94)

*p<.05. %% p<.0l.
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses
Job Satisfaction

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the
incremental associations of interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational
belongingness with job satisfaction. In Step 1, demographic and professional background
variables accounted for a small but significant proportion of variance in job satisfaction
(R*=.10, adjusted R*> = .09, p <.001). Step 2, which introduced the marker variable
(attitudes towards the color blue), positive affect, negative affect, and need to belong,
produced a significant increase in explained variance (R? = .41, adjusted R* = .40, AR* =
31, p <.001). Step 3 added general belongingness, resulting in an additional increase in
variance (R* = .45, adjusted R? = .44, AR*= .04, p <.001). In Step 4, interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness was entered and explained unique variance in job satisfaction
beyond the prior predictors (R? = .49, adjusted R? = .47, AR*= .03, p <.001). Finally, the
addition of organizational belongingness in Step 5 produced another significant increase
in explained variance (R* = .59, adjusted R>= .57, AR*>= .10, p <.001). Results are
summarized in Table 10, with the full regression coefficients for the final models
presented in Appendix S to W.
Table 10

Job Satisfaction — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Step Variables added Adf R? Adj;;sted AR? F p

1 Age, Disability Status, Education, .098 .085 7.114 <.001
Job Tenure, Organizational
Tenure, Christian—Others,
Cisgender Man—Others, European
White—Others, Heterosexual—
Others, Manager—Others
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Table 10 (continued)

Job Satisfaction — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Step Variables added Adf R? Adj;;S ted AR? F p

2 Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, 4 410 398 312 32.200 <.001
Need to Belong, Negative Affect,
Positive Affect

3 General Belongingness 1 452 440 042 35.617 <.001

4 Interpersonal (Workplace) 1 486 473 .033  38.134 <.001
Belongingness

5 Organizational Belongingness 1 585  .574 .100  53.557 <.001

Perceived Organizational Support

The same analyses hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted for
perceived organizational support (POS). Entering demographic and professional
background variables in Step 1 resulted in a small and significant proportion of variance
in POS (R?>= .12, adjusted R*= .11, p <.001). Adding attitudes towards the color blue,
need to belong, negative affect, and positive affect in Step 2 yielded in a significant
increase in explained variance (R* = .47, adjusted R? = .46, AR* = .35, p <.001). General
belongingness in Step 3 produced an additional significant explained variance (R* = .51,
adjusted R* = .50, AR?>= .04, p <.001). In Step 4, interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness accounted for unique variance in POS beyond that explained by the prior
predictors (R* = .55, adjusted R*> = .54, AR*= .04, p <.001). Lastly, in Step 5,
organizational belongingness also resulted in a significant proportion of variance in POS
above the prior predictors (R* = .67, adjusted R*> = .66, AR*>= .13, p <.001). Refer to
Table 11 for a summary of the hierarchical multiple regression results and to Appendix X

to AB for the regression coefficients of each step.
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Table 11

Perceived Organizational Support — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Step Variables added Adf R? Adj;f ted AR? F p
1 Age, Disability Status, Education, 121 .108 8.976 <.001

Job Tenure, Organizational
Tenure, Christian—Others,
Cisgender Man—Others,
European White—Others,
Heterosexual-Others, Manager—
Others
2 Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, 4 466 455 345 40.461 <.001
Need to Belong, Negative
Affect, Positive Affect

3 General Belongingness 1 508 497 042 44.554 <.001

4 Interpersonal (Workplace) 1 546 535 038 48.566 <.001
Belongingness

5 Organizational Belongingness 1 .672 .663 126 77.632 <.001

Turnover Intentions

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses revealed the unique contributions of
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational belongingness to turnover
intentions as well. In Step 1, demographic and professional background variables
produced small and significant explained variance in turnover intentions (R* = .06,
adjusted R* = .04, p <.001). In Step 2, attitudes towards the color blue, need to belong,
negative affect, and positive affect gave rise to additional variance (R? = .25, adjusted R?
=.23, AR*= .19, p <.001). In Step 3, general belongingness generated a little more
significant variance (R* = .29, adjusted R*>= .28, AR* = .05, p <.001). In Step 4,
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness culminated in added variance beyond the
previous predictors (R* = .31, adjusted R* = .29, AR*> = .01, p <.001). Finally, in Step 5,

organizational belongingness resulted in even more variance explained (R* = .41, adjusted
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R*= .39, AR?= .10, p <.001). Table 12 presents a summary of the findings, with
Appendix AC to AG of all the full regression results of each step.
Table 12

Turnover Intentions — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Step Variables added Adf R? AdJILelzs ted AR? F p
1 Age, Disability Status, Education, .056 .041 3.844 <.001

Job Tenure, Organizational
Tenure, Christian—Others,
Cisgender Man—Others, European
White—Others, Heterosexual—
Others, Manager—Others

2 Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, 4  .245 229 189 15.017 <.001
Need to Belong, Negative Affect,
Positive Affect
3 General Belongingness 1 .294 277 049 17.933 <.001
4 Interpersonal (Workplace) 1 .306 .289 013 17.819 <.001
Belongingness
5 Organizational Belongingness 1 .405 .389 .098 25.788 <.001
Work Engagement

Incremental associations of interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and
organizational belongingness with work engagement were also tested using hierarchical
multiple regression. As in the previous variables, demographic and professional
background variables resulted in a small and significant explained variance in work
engagement (R* = .13, adjusted R* = .12, p <.001). The addition of attitudes towards the
color blue, need to belong, negative affect, and positive affect in Step 2 yielded additional
significant variance (R* = .53, adjusted R* = .52, AR*> = .39, p <.001). In Step 3, general
belongingness resulted in more variance explained (R* = .56, adjusted R* = .55, AR* = .04,
p <.001). With the added variable of interpersonal (workplace) belongingness in Step 4,

there was another contribution of unique explanatory power (R? = .57, adjusted R* = .56,
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AR?*= .01, p <.001). As the final added variable in the model, organizational
belongingness resulted in additional explained variance beyond the previous predictors
(R*=.61, adjusted R* = .60, AR*>= .04, p <.001). Table 13 below represent a summary of
the hierarchical multiple regression models; see Appendix AH to AL for more detailed
results of each step.

Table 13

Work Engagement — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Ad];elzsted AR r »
1 Age, Disability Status, Education, 133 120 9.995 <.001
Job Tenure, Organizational
Tenure, Christian—Others,
Cisgender Man—Others,
European White—Others,
Heterosexual-Others, Manager—
Others
2 Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, 4 527 517 394 51.643 <.001
Need to Belong, Negative
Affect, Positive Affect

Step Variables added Adf R?

3 General Belongingness 1 564 554 .036 55.740 <.001

4 Interpersonal (Workplace) 1 570 .560 .007 53.610 <.001
Belongingness

5 Organizational Belongingness 1 .609 .599 038 59.066 <.001

Workplace Inclusion

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted on workplace inclusion
as the final variable. Results of Step 1 revealed that demographic and professional
background variables produced some explained variance in workplace inclusion (R* =
.21, adjusted R*>= .20, p <.001). Step 2’s addition of attitudes towards the color blue,
need to belong, negative affect, and positive affect brought about more significant

variance explained (R* = .46, adjusted R*> = .45, AR* = .25, p <.001). In Step 3, general
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belongingness resulted in another increase (R? = .53, adjusted R> = .52, AR*= .07, p <
.001). Adding interpersonal (workplace) belongingness in Step 4 yielded in explained
variance beyond the previous predictors (R* = .56, adjusted R* = .55, AR*= .03, p <.001).
Finally, the introduction of organizational belongingness in Step 5 culminated in another
set of explained variance (R* = .59, adjusted R*>= .58, AR*=.03, p <.001). See Table 14
for an overall summary of the hierarchical multiple regression results for workplace
inclusion; Appendix AM to AQ provide the detailed results of each step.

Table 14

Workplace Inclusion — Hierarchical Regression Step Summary

Step Variables added Adf R? Adj;elzs ted AR? F p
1 Age, Disability Status, Education, 210 .198 17.378 <.001

Job Tenure, Organizational
Tenure, Christian—Others,
Cisgender Man—Others, European
White—Others, Heterosexual—
Others, Manager—Others
2 Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, 4 .464 452 253 39.997 <.001
Need to Belong, Negative Affect,
Positive Affect

3 General Belongingness 1 .529 S18 066 48.521 <.001

4 Interpersonal (Workplace) 1 .558 547 029 51.058 <.001
Belongingness

5 Organizational Belongingness 1 .590 .580 032 54.707 <.001

Relative Weights Analyses

Relative weights analyses (RWA; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011) were conducted
post hoc to address potential multicollinearity among the belongingness indicators (need
to belong, general belongingness, interpersonal [workplace] belongingness, and

organizational belongingness), evaluate the relative importance of each predictor, and
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provide clearer conclusions regarding which indicators of belongingness contributed
most strongly to the outcomes.
Job Satisfaction

The model explained 53% of the variance in job satisfaction (R? = .53). Results
indicated that organizational belongingness accounted for the largest proportion of
explained variance (59.4%, raw weight = .316), followed by interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness (22.3%, raw weight = .118) and general belongingness (18.2%, raw weight
=.097). Need to belong contributed negligibly (0.1%, raw weight =.001). Confidence
intervals for the raw weights indicated that organizational belongingness, interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness, and general belongingness were significant contributors, but
need to belong was not significant (CI included zero). Pairwise comparisons further
demonstrated that organizational belongingness was significantly stronger than
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, general belongingness, and need to belong.
Interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and general belongingness did not significantly
differ from one another, although both were significantly stronger than need to belong. In
sum, these findings suggest that organizational belongingness was the most important
statistical predictor of job satisfaction, with interpersonal (workplace) and general
belongingness also contributing uniquely, and need to belong having little predictive
value. Refer to Table 15 for a summary of the RWA results and to Appendix AR for the
pairwise predictor comparisons.
Table 15

Relative Weights Analyses Predicting Job Satisfaction
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Rescaled weight

Predictor Raw weight  95% CI (%) Significant
Organizational 316 [.26, .38] 59.4 Yes
Belongingness
Interpersonal (Workplace) 118 [.09, .15] 22.3 Yes
Belongingness
General Belongingness .097 [.07,.13] 18.2 Yes
Need to Belong .001 [0, .001] 0.1 No

Note. Raw weights are expressed in R? units. Rescaled weights represent the proportion
of explained variance attributed to each predictor, summing to 100% of R?. “Significant”

indicates whether the 95% confidence interval excludes zero.

Perceived Organizational Support

The same RWA were conducted for perceived organizational support (POS). The
model explained 62% of the variance (R* = .62). Here, organizational belongingness also
accounted for the largest proportion of explained variance (59.5%, raw weight = .369).
The next two indicators were interpersonal (workplace) belongingness (22.1%, raw
weight = .137) and general belongingness (17.5%, raw weight = .109). Need to belong
contributed negligibly (0.9%, raw weight = .005) but was again the only insignificant
predictor. Pairwise comparisons further indicated that organizational belongingness was
significantly stronger than interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, general
belongingness, and need to belong. Interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and general
belongingness did not significantly differ from one another but, again, were both
significantly stronger than need to belong. Thus, similar to the findings of job
satisfaction, organizational belongingness was the most important statistical predictor of

POS, followed by interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness, and need to
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belong having little predictive value. See Table 16 for a summary of the RWA results and
Appendix AS for the pairwise predictor comparisons.
Table 16

Relative Weights Analyses Predicting Perceived Organizational Support

Rescaled weight

Predictor Raw weight  95% CI %) Significant
Organizational .369 [.30, .43] 59.5 Yes
Belongingness
Interpersonal (Workplace) 137 [.11,.17] 22.1 Yes
Belongingness
General Belongingness .109 [.08, .14] 17.5 Yes
Need to Belong .005 [<.001, .02] 0.9 No

Note. Raw weights are expressed in R? units. Rescaled weights represent the proportion
of explained variance attributed to each predictor, summing to 100% of R>. “Significant”

indicates whether the 95% confidence interval excludes zero.

Turnover Intentions

RWA were likewise conducted with turnover intentions with the model
accounting for 38% of the variance explained (R? = .38). Findings demonstrated that
organizational belongingness continued to account for the largest proportion of explained
variance (58.1%, raw weight = .219). The next two indicators were general belongingness
(23.5%, raw weight = .089) and interpersonal (workplace) belongingness (18.2%, raw
weight = .069). Lastly, need to belong accounted for the least amount of variance (0.2%,
raw weight = .001) and continued to be the only insignificant predictor. Pairwise
predictor comparison analyses revealed that organizational belongingness was, again,
significantly stronger than interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, general

belongingness, and need to belong. General belongingness and interpersonal (workplace)
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belongingness and did not significantly differ from each other but were both significantly
stronger than need to belong. Therefore, organizational belongingness continued to be the
most important statistical predictor of turnover intentions; this was followed with general
belongingness and interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, and, lastly, need to belong.
Table 17 below presents a summary of these findings. Refer to Appendix AT for the
results of the pairwise predictor comparison analyses.

Table 17

Relative Weights Analyses Predicting Turnover Intentions

Predictor Raw weight  95% CI Rescal(e()i;v eight Significant
Organizational 219 [.17,.27] 58.1 Yes
Belongingness
General Belongingness .089 [.06, .12] 23.5 Yes
Interpersonal (Workplace) .069 [.05,.09] 18.2 Yes
Belongingness
Need to Belong .001 [<.001, 0.2 No
<.001]

Note. Raw weights are expressed in R? units. Rescaled weights represent the proportion
of explained variance attributed to each predictor, summing to 100% of R “Significant”

indicates whether the 95% confidence interval excludes zero.

Work Engagement

The RWA model explained 46% of the variance in work engagement (R* = .46).
Organizational belongingness had the most proportion of variance explained (53.9%, raw
weight = .25). The second largest proportion of variance explained was that of general
belongingness (24.8%, raw weight = .115), followed by interpersonal (workplace)

belongingness (20.4%, raw weight = .095). Lastly, as the only insignificant predictor,
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need to belong accounted for a very small proportion of variance explained (1%, raw
weight = .005). Regarding pairwise comparisons, organizational belongingness was
significantly stronger than interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, general
belongingness, and need to belong. General belongingness and interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness did not significantly differ from one another but were each significantly
stronger than need to belong. In summary, the results indicate that organizational
belongingness was the most important statistical predictor of work engagement, with
general and interpersonal (workplace) belongingness also each contributing about the
same, and need to belong demonstrating little predictive value. Table 18 presents a
summary of the RWA analyses and Appendix AU provides the pairwise predictor
comparisons specifically.

Table 18

Relative Weights Analyses Predicting Work Engagement

Predictor Raw weight  95% CI Rescalg)i)w eight Significant
Organizational 25 [.2,.31] 53.9 Yes
Belongingness
General Belongingness 15 [.08, .15] 24.8 Yes
Interpersonal (Workplace) .095 [.07,.12] 20.4 Yes
Belongingness
Need to Belong .005 [<.001, .02] 1 No

Note. Raw weights are expressed in R? units. Rescaled weights represent the proportion
of explained variance attributed to each predictor, summing to 100% of R “Significant”

indicates whether the 95% confidence interval excludes zero.

Workplace Inclusion



100

RWA were also conducted with workplace inclusion, where the belongingness
variables accounted for 48% of the explained variance (R* = .48). Organizational
belongingness remained the predictor with the largest variance explained (45.2%, raw
weight = .215). The next predictor was general belongingness (29%, raw weight = .138),
followed by interpersonal (workplace) belongingness (25.6%, raw weight = .122). As the
only insignificant predictor, need to belong accounted for the least variance explained
(0.2%, raw weight = .001). Pairwise comparison analyses revealed that organizational
belongingness was significantly stronger than general belongingness, interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness, and need to belong. General belongingness and interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness were each stronger than need to belong but, again, did not
significantly differ from each other. Therefore, these findings argue that—just like for the
previous outcomes—organizational belongingness is the strongest statistically significant
predictor of workplace inclusion. The next important predictors are general and
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, with the need to belong being the least
significant. Below, Table 19 presents a summary of the RWA findings and Appendix AV
the results of the pairwise comparison analyses.

Table 19

Relative Weights Analyses Predicting Workplace Inclusion

Predictor Raw weight  95% CI Rescalg)i)w cight Significant
Organizational 215 [.17,.26] 45.2 Yes
Belongingness
General Belongingness 138 [.1,.17] 29 Yes
Interpersonal (Workplace) 122 [.09, .15] 25.6 Yes
Belongingness
Need to Belong A [<.001, 0.2 No

<.001]
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Note. Raw weights are expressed in R? units. Rescaled weights represent the proportion
of explained variance attributed to each predictor, summing to 100% of R “Significant”
indicates whether the 95% confidence interval excludes zero.

Common Method Variance

Correlational and regression analyses were conducted using attitudes toward the
color blue (ATCB) in order to assess the presence of common method variance (CMV).
ATCB showed small but statistically significant correlations with interpersonal
(workplace) belongingness (» = .16) and organizational belongingness (» = .08). In
hierarchical multiple regression analyses, ATCB was significant in Steps 3 through 5 of
turnover intentions; however, at least one perceived workplace belongingness predictor
(interpersonal [workplace] or organizational belongingness) remained significant in those
same models once they were entered in Step 4 and 5.

These results suggest that although some shared method variance was likely
present, it did not fully account for the associations between perceived workplace
belongingness predictors and the outcome variables. More advanced procedures such as
the CFA Marker Technique (Williams et al., 2010) were considered but not applied, as
the evidence indicated that CMV effects were modest and did not substantively affect the
main findings. Nevertheless, such findings with the marker variable warrant caution and
should be acknowledged as a study limitation.

Study 3 Discussion

The objectives of Study 3 were twofold: (a) to assess construct validity of the new

perceived workplace belongingness subscales by situating them within a nomological

network of related constructs, and (b) to evaluate the practical utility of the scale for
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predicting key job attitudes using hierarchical multiple regression and relative weights
analyses. Six hundred and sixty-three participants were recruited for this study.

Most demographic and professional background variables demonstrated
nonsignificant or weak correlations with focal study variables. Nevertheless, these
variables (i.e., age, disability status, gender identity, race-ethnicity, religious identity,
sexual orientation, education, job tenure, organizational tenure, and organizational level)
were retained as control variables in subsequent regression models. Intercorrelations
among some main scales were moderate to high, suggesting conceptual overlap. Thus,
subsequent hierarchical multiple regression and relative weight analyses were conducted
to assess the proportion of unique variance of interpersonal (workplace) and
organizational belongingness subscales/variables on outcome variables (i.e., job
satisfaction, perceived organizational support, turnover intentions, work engagement, and
workplace inclusion).

In the hierarchical multiple regression models, the predictors were entered in the
following steps:

1. Demographic and Professional Background Variables
2. Attitudes Towards the Color Blue, Positive & Negative Affect, and Need to
Belong
3. General Belongingness
4. Interpersonal (Workplace) Belongingness
5. Organizational Belongingness
There was significant incremental variance explained at each step, with organizational

belongingness contributing most strongly in Step 5 across outcomes.
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In order to evaluate predictor importance and address multicollinearity, relative
weights analyses were conducted with the four belongingness variables (i.e., need to
belong, general belongingness, interpersonal [workplace] belongingness, and
organizational belongingness) and the aforementioned outcome variables. Organizational
belongingness consistently accounted for the largest proportion of explained variance,
interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness contributed moderately, and need to
belong contributed negligibly and was non-significant. Pairwise comparison analyses
revealed that organizational belongingness was significantly stronger than other
predictors across outcomes, and that interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness
did not statistically differ from each other but were each statistically stronger than need to
belong.

Common method variance (CMV) was evaluated using attitudes toward the color
blue (ATCB) as a marker variable. ATCB resulted in small but significant correlations
with interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational belongingness. In
addition, ATCB was a significant predictor in Steps 3 to 5 of turnover intention
regression steps, but at least one perceived workplace belongingness predictor remained
significant when entered in Step 4 and 5. Therefore, it was determined that, while likely
present, CMV effects did not substantively affect findings—but this is acknowledged as a
study limitation, nevertheless.

In summary, Research Question 2 was supported: there was evidence for
incremental validity of both interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness

in association with key job attitudes—beyond what is shared due to general response
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tendencies or conceptual overlap—with organizational belongingness emerging as the

more powerful and consistent contributor.
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL DISCUSSION
Purpose and Overview

Perceived workplace belongingness has gained increased attention among
organizational scientists (Cockshaw et al., 2013; Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010;
Enwereuzor, 2021; Gkorezis et al., 2013; Pathak & Srivastava, 2020; Rubin et al., 2017,
2019; Shakespeare-Finch & Daley, 2017; Somoray et al., 2017). Furthermore, the
construct is a critical concept within the organizational diversity, equity, inclusion,
belongingness, and justice (DEIBJ) framework. Although these concepts are interrelated,
each represents a distinct and essential component. Belongingness, in particular, supports
employees’ sense of being accepted and psychologically connected to others in the
workplace—a unique contribution that extends beyond the other concepts within the
framework. Thus, perceived workplace belongingness constitutes a vital element of the
workplace experience.

Despite its importance, there are multiple limitations within the perceived
workplace belongingness literature. First, the construct is not defined uniformly across
scholars, thus limiting its conceptual clarity. Second, given its lack of conceptual clarity,
researchers have measured it using varying dimensions. Third, it is unclear if perceived
workplace belongingness remains distinct from general belongingness, which does not
account for potential unique dynamics of the construct within the workplace. To that end,
this dissertation aimed to address these aforementioned gaps through three studies: (1)
investigate the dimensionality of perceived workplace belongingness using items from

existing general and workplace belongingness scales and subscales, (2) create and
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validate a new scale based on the theoretical and empirical structure identified in the
previous study, (3) and assess construct validity and the practical utility of the new scale.
Summary of Findings
Study 1

Answering Research Question 1, Study 1’s exploratory factory analyses findings
revealed that perceived workplace belongingness is a multidimensional construct. Three
factors—Ilabeled as perceived social regard, felt interpersonal belonging, and
organizational belongingness—emerged using a referent approach: the employee’s
perception of how others treat them in the workplace, the employee’s internal sense of
connection with others in the workplace, and the employee’s perception of the
organization as a whole, respectively.
Study 2

In Study 2, 51 new items were created using the dimensions identified in Study 1.
A random split-sample procedure was used for the study and competing confirmatory
factory analyses (CFA) models were compared. Using the model training sample, results
revealed that a two-factor model (combining perceived social regard and felt
interpersonal belonging into one interpersonal [workplace] belongingness factor, in
addition to the organizational belongingness factor) provided the best balance of
parsimony, conceptual clarity, and statistical adequacy, confirming that perceived
workplace belongingness is a multidimensional construct (Research Question 1). Then,
using the cross-validation sample, two CFA models of the two-factor solution were

compared, and one was chosen based on both stronger psychometric validity and
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conceptual coverage. This resulted in the final, 10-item version (five items per
dimension) of the current study’s new Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS).
Study 3

In Study 3, the OWBS was examined within a nomological network by testing its
association with related constructs (need to belong, general belongingness, positive affect
and negative affect, perceived organizational support, and workplace inclusion), as well
as with key job attitude outcomes (job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and work
engagement). Perceived organizational support and workplace inclusion were also
evaluated as positioning outcomes. In addition, demographic, professional background,
and marker variables were considered to further contextualize the findings.

Findings revealed that many of the demographic and professional background
variables resulted in weak or nonsignificant correlations with main study variables
(though they were still retained as control variables in subsequent regression analyses).
However, correlations among some of the focal constructs were moderate to high,
suggesting potential conceptual overlap. Therefore, hierarchical multiple regression and
relative weights analyses were conducted to parse out the proportion of unique explained
variance of interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness subscales on
outcome variables.

In the hierarchical multiple regression models, both interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness (AR? = .01-.04) and organizational belongingness (AR?* = .03—.13)
explained additional unique variance in the outcomes, above and beyond demographic
and professional background variables, the marker variable (attitudes toward the color

blue), need to belong, positive and negative affect, and general belongingness.
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Furthermore, relative weights analyses results—with the four belongingness
variables of need to belong, general belongingness, interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness, and organizational belongingness—showed that organizational
belongingness consistently accounted for the largest share of explained variance across
outcomes. Interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness contributed moderate
amounts and did not differ significantly from each other, but each were stronger
predictors than need to belong (which contributed negligibly and was non-significant).
Therefore, Research Question 2 was supported; there was evidence for incremental
validity of both interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness in
association with certain job attitudes.

Theoretical Contributions
Conceptual Clarity and Measurement Consistency

The first contribution of this dissertation is the conceptual clarity of perceived
workplace belongingness. Varying definitions in the extant literature, along with differing
dimensional structures, have limited both conceptual clarity and measurement
consistency of the construct (Anant, 1966; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Carter, 2022a;
Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010; Hagerty et al., 1992; refer to Table 1 for a summary). By
providing conceptual clarity, this dissertation allows for greater measurement
consistency, thus rendering researchers to build cumulative knowledge rather than
proliferating fragmented, incomparable scales.

After compiling the predominant scales and subscales of perceived workplace
belongingness in the organizational science literature, exploratory factor analyses

indicated that the construct is multidimensional (Research Question 1). This was
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subsequently validated with confirmatory factor analyses in Study 2, resulting in two
dimensions: interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational belongingness.
Importantly, this study employed a referent approach to interpret the factors, clarifying
the content domain of perceived workplace belongingness by focusing on who is being
referenced in the belongingness experience, rather than adopting a valence-based
approach of positive versus negative dimensions (as tested with the method factor). This
referent-based interpretation not only avoids confounding substantive content with
methodological artifacts (e.g., negative wording), but also provides a theoretically
grounded structure that aligns with multilevel perspectives on the workplace (micro—
interpersonal vs. macro—organizational).

Based on these findings, I propose the following definition of perceived
workplace belongingness: the extent to which an employee perceives acceptance, fit, and
positive regard in both interpersonal relationships with coworkers and within the
organization as a whole. (Recall that “coworkers” refers to people in the workplace in
general, regardless of role or hierarchical status.) The interpersonal (workplace)
dimension reflects the interpersonal aspect of the definition, while organizational
belongingness captures the organizational aspect. This definition is supported by both the
empirical evidence presented in this dissertation and by theory, including Baumeister and
Leary’s (1995) need to belong hypothesis, self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000), and Anant’s (1966) and Hagerty et al.’s (1992) systemic perspective of
belongingness. Baumeister and Leary (1995) conceptualized belongingness as a
fundamental human need characterized by ongoing, positive relationships marked by

mutual care and concern. Similarly, self-determination theory identified relatedness—the
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desire to connect with others—as an essential psychological need (Deci & Ryan, 1985,
2000). In addition, Anant (1966) and Hagerty et al. (1992) emphasized that
belongingness involves both being valued by others and experiencing a sense of
compatibility, or fit, within a social group or system (such as an organization). This
definitional clarity also provides the foundation for establishing evidence for OWBS’s
construct validity by demonstrating convergent, discriminant, incremental, and predictive
validity within a broader nomological network of constructs (need to belong, general
belongingness, affect, perceived organizational support, workplace inclusion, job
satisfaction, turnover intentions, and work engagement).
General Belongingness and the Need to Belong

The second contribution of this dissertation is that perceived workplace
belongingness has at least some distinction from general belongingness and the need to
belong. While investigating belongingness and depression, Cockshaw et al. (2013, 2014)
found that general belongingness and workplace belongingness each (negatively)
contributed to depressive symptoms. These findings warranted further testing of whether
general and perceived workplace belongingness are distinct constructs. At the bivariate
level, general belongingness correlated significantly with both interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness and organizational belongingness (» = .63 and .61, respectively). These
results are not surprising, as general belongingness is conceptually related to perceived
workplace belongingness—general belongingness is generic, whereas workplace
belongingness is context-specific. However, in hierarchical multiple regression models,
both interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness added incremental

variance beyond general belongingness across different outcomes. Furthermore, relative
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weights analyses showed that while general belongingness and interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness contributed similar proportions of variance in outcomes, organizational
belongingness consistently outperformed both. Thus, perceived workplace belongingness
is not redundant with general belongingness. While, statistically, general and
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness operate similarly in their associations with
outcomes, organizational belongingness represents a unique and especially impactful
component of the construct.

Equally important, this dissertation demonstrates that one’s need to belong is not
the same as their perception of belongingness in the workplace. Baumeister and Leary
(1995) contended that people have an inherent need to belong. However, the need to
belong is a relatively stable construct, whereas perceptions reflect subjective judgments
about whether that need is being met in a given context (e.g., one can have a high need to
belong yet not feel they belong in their workplace). At the bivariate level, the need to
belong correlated weakly with interpersonal (workplace) belongingness (» = .09) and was
nonsignificant with organizational belongingness. Moreover, relative weights analyses
consistently showed that the need to belong contributed trivially (rescaled weights ranged
from 0.1% to 1%) and nonsignificantly to outcomes, in contrast to the perceived
workplace belongingness variables. These results suggest that the need to belong is
necessary but not sufficient: belongingness matters, but it does not indicate how much
employees feel they have it at work. Perceived workplace belongingness, by contrast,
represents the proximal and context-dependent manifestation of this universal need.

Positive and Negative Affect
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A third contribution of this dissertation is the differentiation of perceived
workplace belongingness from general affective states. Positive affect correlated
moderately with interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness (» = .51 and
.61, respectively), while negative affect correlated negatively (» = -.40 and -.38,
respectively). This indicates that affect variables may be related to perceived (workplace)
belongingness, but not necessarily isomorphic. Furthermore, in hierarchical multiple
regression models when entered in Step 3, across all five outcomes, positive affect was
consistently significant, while negative affect was also significantly associated with job
satisfaction, POS, turnover intentions, and workplace inclusion (though not work
engagement). That being said, when controlling for both positive and negative affect,
interpersonal (workplace) belongingness (Step 4) and especially organizational
belongingness (Step 5) consistently explained additional unique variance. These results
highlight that perceived workplace belongingness is not reducible to affect; the variable
represents an experience that captures how employees perceive their acceptance, fit, and
regard in the workplace beyond general affective states. By investigating perceived
workplace belongingness within the broader nomological network with affect variables,
this dissertation demonstrates that perceived workplace belongingness occupies a distinct
position.

Perceived Organizational Support and Workplace Inclusion

The fourth contribution of this dissertation is the positioning of perceived
workplace belongingness in relation to perceived organizational support (POS) and
workplace inclusion. Interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and organizational

belongingness significantly correlated with POS (» = .60 and .78, respectively); the same
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was true with workplace inclusion ( = .57 and .66, respectively). These correlations are
expected, as all three constructs are socially grounded workplace attitudes likely to share
variance. Still, they reflect different perspectives.

POS is specifically concerned with the organization’s supportive treatment of
employees (Eisenberger et al., 1986), whereas perceived workplace belongingness
emphasizes subjective feelings of acceptance, fit, and positive regard from both
coworkers and the organization. High correlations, particularly between POS and
organizational belongingness, reflect conceptual proximity but not redundancy. POS
emphasizes the organization’s valuing of employee contributions and care for their well-
being through policies, rewards, and treatment. Organizational belongingness, in contrast,
centers on whether employees feel accepted, that they fit in, and are positively regarded
by the organization. Supporting this distinction, both interpersonal (workplace) and
organizational belongingness accounted for unique variance in POS when it was treated
as an outcome variable. Relative weights analyses provided additional evidence for this
distinction: organizational belongingness accounted for the largest share of explained
variance in POS, with interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness contributing
smaller, but still meaningful portions. These findings situate organizational
belongingness as a construct that converges with, but is not reducible to, POS within the
nomological network.

Workplace inclusion, as part of the broader DEIBJ framework, also warrants
discussion. Earlier conceptualizations defined inclusion as the extent to which employees
feel integrated into core organizational processes (i.e., access to resources, participation

in groups, and influence over decision-making; Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson,
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2006). That was the same conceptualization adopted in this dissertation, using the Mor
Barak Inclusion-Exclusion Scale (Mor Barak, 2005) for its measurement. On the other
hand, perceived workplace belongingness focuses on the felt experience of acceptance,
fit, and regard at interpersonal and organizational levels, without requiring access to
decision-making or structural integration. Moderate correlations between the constructs
are thus expected: DEIBJ constructs are interrelated but distinct. Consistent with this,
both interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness explained unique
variance in workplace inclusion as an outcome variable. RWA results also showed that
organizational belongingness was the strongest belongingness predictor of inclusion,
though interpersonal (workplace) and general belongingness also contributed. Thus, in
the nomological network, perceived workplace belongingness complements but does not
duplicate workplace inclusion, highlighting the distinct felt experience it captures.
Significance of Organizational Belongingness

The fifth contribution of this dissertation is the theoretical significance of the
organizational belongingness dimension of the OWBS. In both hierarchical multiple
regression models and relative weights analyses, the outcomes were job satisfaction,
perceived organizational support, turnover intentions, work engagement, and workplace
inclusion. In the regression analyses specifically, interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness was entered in Step 4, and organizational belonginess was entered in the
last step, Step 5, after demographic and professional background variables, attitudes
towards the color blue (marker variable), need to belong, negative and positive affect, and
general belongingness. Across all outcomes, organizational belongingness outperformed

all the previous variables (AR? ranged from .03 to .13). Furthermore, in relative weights
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analyses—comparing need to belong, general belongingness, interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness, and organizational belongingness—organizational belongingness was the
strongest predictor of the outcomes (rescaled weight percentages ranged from 45.2% to
59.5%). Organizational belongingness consistently explained the most variance across
every outcome and both analytic strategies, underscoring its central role.

These results suggest that, while interpersonal, coworker-level workplace
belongingness matters, organizational belongingness may be the more powerful driver of
workplace outcomes. While this dissertation did not directly test mechanisms, these
results align with systemic perspectives of belongingness (Anant, 1966; Hagerty et al.,
1992), which emphasize that individuals experience belongingness not only through
interpersonal relationships but also through their embeddedness within broader social
systems. In this sense, organizational belongingness represents a deeper, systemic
evaluation of acceptance, connection, fit, and positive regard.

Viewed alongside constructs within the DEIBJ framework, this finding is also not
surprising. Although typically measured at the individual level, many DEIBJ variables
are grounded in systemic organizational structures and processes. While
conceptualizations of certain constructs within the framework vary at times across the
organizational science literature, diversity is usually viewed as the demographic
composition of the organization (Hebl & Avery, 2013; Roberson, 2006); equity as
fairness in the distribution of resources, opportunities, and outcomes within the
organization, and how certain groups may be more advantaged than others (Acker, 2006;
Adams, 1965; Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983; Ray, 2019); justice as the fairness in

organizational procedures that govern decision-making (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015); and
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inclusion, as previously discussed, the employee integration into the social and
operational systems of the organization (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson, 2006).
Similarly, organizational belongingness reflects how employees evaluate their acceptance
and fit within the larger organization, extending beyond immediate coworker
relationships. As such, these findings provide evidence of the significance of
organizational belongingness within the system-grounded DEIBJ framework, by also
highlighting its distinction from interpersonal (workplace) belongingness, general
belongingness, and the need to belong.
Practical Implications

Interpersonal (workplace) and organizational belongingness were both
significantly associated with critical job attitudes, revealing that coworker-level and
organizational-level belongingness are positively associated with job satisfaction and
work engagement and negatively associated with turnover intentions. While
organizational belongingness consistently emerged as the stronger predictor of these
outcomes, interpersonal (workplace) belongingness still explained unique variance
beyond general belongingness and other variables. This highlights the practical relevance
of both dimensions: employees’ interactions with coworkers represent an immediate and
actionable lever for promoting belongingness, even if their overall connection to the
organization has a larger influence on job attitudes. Organizations that strengthen
belongingness at both levels may see higher job satisfaction and engagement, while also
potentially reducing turnover risk and boosting overall organizational stability.

While the following discussion highlights how DEIBJ variables may interact,

these relationships are presented as theoretical rather than causal. This dissertation’s
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findings—particularly regarding workplace inclusion as an outcome variable—provide
some evidence that supports certain ideas, but future research is needed to directly test
the mechanisms linking these constructs.

Despite their interrelatedness, DEIBJ are mutually reinforcing; neglecting any of
them potentially weakens the rest and likely impacts women and racial-ethnic minorities
the most, who remain disadvantaged by gendered and racialized organizational structures
(Acker, 1990, 2006; Cox, 1994; McCluney & Rabelo, 2019; Ray, 2019). Representative
diversity alone is not sufficient (Roscigno & Yavorsky, 2014). If organizations disregard
equity in opportunities, resources, and outcomes, inclusion in decision-making and core
processes, justice in procedures, or the cultivation of belongingness, they risk creating
symbolic change with little real impact for all their employees (but especially women and
racial-ethnic minorities). For that reason, organizations should emphatically focus on all
of five concepts equally, and the following paragraphs highlight how they interact to
support perceived workplace belongingness.

Researchers have acknowledged the white male hegemony in organizations, such
that organizations benefit white (cisgender) men the most with women and racial-ethnic
minorities typically segregated to the lower status roles of the organization (Acker, 1990,
2006; Cox, 1994; McCluney & Rabelo, 2019; Ray, 2019). When underrepresented and/or
marginalized groups are absent in the in the upper echelons of the organization, members
of these groups may perceive a lack of upward mobility (equity), leading to diminished
motivation in their current (lower) roles (Cox, 1994). Increasing representation can
support perceived fit (an aspect of belongingness) via similarity—attraction mechanisms

(Byrne, 1971). However, representation without equitable access, meaningful integration
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into core work structures (inclusion), and fair processes (justice) may not translate into
improved perceptions in belongingness.

The emphasis on equity in the organization—providing equal opportunities,
resources, and status across identity groups (Adams, 1965)—becomes crucial. Lack of
equity implies exclusion, where underrepresented and/or marginalized employees are not
integrated into influential processes and therefore miss opportunities available to more
privileged groups (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998). From this perspective, equity and
inclusion are reciprocal—equitable allocation of opportunities enable inclusion, and
inclusive processes correct inequities as they arise. Both, in turn, can set the conditions
under which belongingness can grow. In addition, if the organization is providing equal
opportunity across different groups to excel and have authority statuses (equity), diversity
would be substantive and not merely representative (Roscigno & Yavorsky, 2014). When
diversity is plainly representation, those from underrepresented and/or marginalized
groups may become tokens who are hypervisible but not necessarily influential
(McCluney & Rabelo, 2019; Shore et al., 2011).

Justice variables also interact with other constructs of the DEIBJ framework.
Distributive justice reflects equity in decisions (Adams 1965, Leventhal 1976);
procedural justice emphasizes voice, integrating diverse employees into decision-making
processes (inclusion; Leventhal 1980, Thibaut & Walker 1975); interpersonal justice
(dignity and respect) can bolster feelings of perceived belongingness through positive
regard (Bies & Moag 1986, Greenberg 1993); and informational justice (transparent,
honest explanations) helps employees feel valued (belongingness) and aligned with

organizational expectations (Bies & Moag 1986, Greenberg 1993). Focusing on equity



119

alone can obscure biased procedures and inadvertently reinforce inequality; justice helps
ensure outcomes are achieved fairly.

To put another way, belongingness is shaped by diversity, equity, inclusion, and
justice—and also feeds back into them. Representation (diversity) could help employees
perceive fit given that there would be others with similar characteristics like them in the
organization (similarity-attraction paradigm; Byrne, 1971). Conversely, low
belongingness may lead to disengagement or turnover—as evidenced by this
dissertation’s findings (turnover intentions)—ultimately reducing diversity if employees
from marginalized groups do actually turnover (Cox, 1994; McCluney & Rabelo, 2019).
Regarding inclusion, an organization that is integrating employees in different core
organizational processes would signal that it is valuing each employee (belongingness)
and not merely doing so arbitrarily (Shore et al., 2011). Similarly, organizational justice
can help shape whether efforts are experienced as legitimate and dependable; consistent
rules, respectful treatment, accurate information, and transparent explanations may foster
belongingness by signaling that people are valued and can predict how they will be
treated (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015).

On that note, the OWBS can be used as a diagnostic tool to assess belongingness
levels alongside other variables of the DEIBJ framework. For instance, the OWBS can be
administered alongside diversity indicators (e.g., demographic representation), equity
indicators (e.g., promotion and pay data), inclusion indicators (e.g., evaluating frequency
of participation in vital decision-making, access to stretch work, etc.), and justice
indicators aligned to the four subtypes. The results can be analyzed by role, team,

department, and/or hierarchical level (among others) and interacted with demographic,
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and perhaps geographic, constructs to assess misalignment among identity groups and
DEIBJ constructs. With a validated measure of perceived workplace belongingness
(OWBS), organizations can move beyond isolated initiatives and consider how the
concepts of DEIBJ jointly shape employees’ day-to-day experiences and long-term
outcomes.

Limitations & Future Research Directions

This dissertation is not without limitations. First, attitudes toward the color blue
(ATCB) was used as a marker variable to assess potential common method variance
(CMYV). ATCB resulted in small correlations with interpersonal (workplace)
belongingness and organizational belongingness. In the hierarchical multiple regression
models, ATCB was a significant variable when entered (and in subsequent steps) for
turnover intentions; however, interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and/or
organizational belongingness also remained significant in these models. These results
suggest that CMV was likely present but did not substantially affect the overall findings,
although it remains a study limitation. Future research should replicate these findings
using time-lagged designs, for example, to further reduce CMV concerns and validate the
robustness of the OWBS.

Second, all the studies were cross-sectional and self-report in design. Thus, while
it is important to focus on statistical significance of the results, causality cannot be
inferred. Future studies should use longitudinal designs to establish temporal precedence
that may be underlying the observed associations.

Third, random sampling was not used, and self-selection bias may likely have

been an issue, though efforts were made to keep the recruitment messages neutral to
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general workplace attitudes. Future research should consider probability-based sampling
or recruit from multiple data sources to improve representativeness.

In a similar vein, a fourth limitation is that this dissertation was limited to an
online panel (Prolific) of U.S. workers; external validity to other labor markets and
cultures remains untested. Cross-cultural studies could explore whether the
dimensionality of the OWBS and its associations with outcomes hold across different
markets and cultural contexts.

Fifth, the correlation between interpersonal (workplace) belongingness and
organizational belongingness was high (» = .75). While this might suggest redundancy,
the referent is different between the subscales and hence why they were both retained as
the final factor structure of the OWBS. Nevertheless, future researchers should continue
to examine the discriminant validity of these dimensions.

To that end, a sixth limitation concerns the interpretation of regression
coefficients. Hierarchical multiple regression models were pertinent for the testing of
incremental validity of the perceived workplace belongingness variables. However, given
the high correlations among different indicators, this raises the possibility of
multicollinearity and suppression effects which can both lead to “bouncing betas.” This
phenomenon occurs where the direction or magnitude of standardized beta weights shift
substantially as predictors are entered into the model. Therefore, beta coefficients may
not reflect the true theoretical associations between predictor and outcome variables (and
hence why they were not interpreted in this dissertation). Instead, interpretations in this
dissertation focused on change in explained variance (AR?) and relative weights analyses,

both of which are better suited for understanding the incremental and relative
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contributions of each construct under conditions of multicollinearity. Future studies
should employ structural equation modeling, for example, to reduce multicollinearity
concerns and more precisely estimate the associations among constructs.

Seventh, participants were asked about their feelings and emotions (i.e., affect)
that they had experienced during the same day as taking the study survey; however, it is
possible that there is a temporal mismatch between momentary affect and perceived
workplace belongingness that may be more enduring. Future research could explore
longitudinal research designs (e.g., daily diary studies) to track how momentary affect
fluctuates and how these fluctuations may relate to perceived workplace belongingness.

Eighth, this dissertation did not test for measurement equivalence/invariance
between different demographic groups for the OWBS. Future research should test
whether the OWBS operates equivalently across different identity groups, particularly
given its relevance to DEIBJ initiatives.

Lastly, outcome variables were limited to attitudes, and no objective performance
or behavioral outcomes were included. Future work should investigate whether perceived
workplace belongingness is associated with outcomes such as actual turnover data or
promotion rates, for instance, to strengthen the practical relevance of the OWBS.
Conclusion

Perceived workplace belongingness is an important construct for the benefit of
both employees and organizations alike. This dissertation sought to address critical gaps
in the organizational science literature—namely, conceptual inconsistency, measurement
variability, and lack of clarity in distinguishing perceived workplace belongingness from

general belongingness—by developing and validating a new 10-item measure, the
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Oshana Workplace Belongingness Scale (OWBS). Through three studies, the conceptual
domain (in the form of two dimensions: interpersonal [workplace] belongingness and
organizational belongingness) of the construct was established, along with providing
evidence for its construct validity within a broader nomological network. In essence, this
dissertation provides both researchers and practitioners a rigorous tool for assessing
perceived workplace belongingness and underscores the construct as central to

organizational diversity, equity, inclusion, belongingness, and justice (DEIBJ) efforts.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 RECRUITMENT MESSAGE

Attitudes in the Workplace

By charlotte.edu

E52.03+5812/hr (©15mins 2 300 places 7= Survey

This study explores your attitudes and experiences in the workplace through an online survey. Participation is
voluntary. The survey may include personal and sensitive questions, such as your workplace experiences and
feelings. Additionally, we will ask about your demographics and professional background.

You may experience mild emotional discomfort while answering some questions. Before starting the survey, you
will complete a brief prescreener to determine your eligibility for the study.

Devices you can use to take this study:

D) Desktop () Mobile ([J) Tablet

Open study link in a new window
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 1 CONSENT FORM

CHARLOTTE

Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Title of the Project: Attitudes in the Workplace
Principal Investigator: Adoril Oshana, M.A., Organizational Science Ph.D. Candidate,
UNC Charlotte
Faculty Adviser: David J. Woehr, Ph.D., Belk College of Business, UNC Charlotte

Important Information You Need to Know
e The purpose of this study is to explore your attitudes in your workplace via an
online survey. Participation in this research study is voluntary

e  You must:

Be at least 18 years old

Reside in the United States

Be fluent in English

Be employed and work at least 31 hours per week

Be employed at your current organization for at least six months
Hold a role that involves regular interaction with multiple employees

0 O O 0O O O

e The entire online survey will take about 15 minutes to complete

e This survey includes personal questions that may feel sensitive. For example, we
will ask about your feelings and experiences in your workplace. We will also ask
about your demographics and professional background. Some questions may
cause mild emotional discomfort. If you feel uncomfortable, you are free to skip
any question or exit the study at any time

¢ You will not personally benefit from taking part in this research, but our study
results may help us better understand the experiences of employees like you

e Upon completing this online study, you will receive $2.03 on the Prolific platform
If you are interested in learning more about this study, please continue to read below.
Why are we doing this study?

The purpose of this study is to better understand the different experiences of employees
in their workplace.

Why are vou being asked to be in this research study?
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You are being asked to be in this study because you indicated that you are at least 18
years old, residing in the United States, fluent in English, employed and working at least
31 hours per week, have been employed at your current organization for at least six
months, and hold a role that involves regular interaction with multiple employees.

What will happen if I take part in this study?

If you choose to participate, you will complete one main survey with different
questionnaires. Many of the questionnaires will ask about your experiences and feelings
in your workplace. Then, you will be asked about your demographics and professional
background.

What are the benefits of this study?
You will not receive direct benefits from participating in this study. However, your
responses may help researchers better understand workplace experiences.

What risks might I experience?

Some of the questions in this survey are personal or sensitive. For example, we will ask
about your feelings in the workplace, as well as your demographics and professional
background. You might experience mild emotional discomfort while answering.
However, this risk is not expected to be common, and you may skip any question you do
not wish to answer.

How will my information be stored and protected?
We will do our best to keep study data confidential, but we cannot make any absolute
promises.

Your responses will be initially linked to your unique Prolific ID. However, we will
separate the survey responses from your Prolific ID and will store them separately with
access to this information controlled and limited only to people who have approval to
have access. After we compensate you, your identifying information will be deleted.

Who can access my information and how will it be shared? Will my information be
used in the future?

All members of the research team will have access to the de-identified data. However, the
PI and the faculty adviser are the only team members who will have access to the linking
list that includes your identifying information.

Other people may need to see the information we collect about you, to make sure that we
are conducting this study in a safe and appropriate manner, including people who work
for UNC Charlotte (e.g., auditors, Office of Research Protections and Integrity staff), and
other agencies with appropriate permission.

If a review of this study takes place, your records may be reviewed. Your privacy will be
protected should this study be reviewed.
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Your data, with direct identifiers removed, will be stored, used, and shared with others
for future research studies without additional consent from you. This may include sharing
your individual de-identified data with other researchers, journals, data repositories,
and/or funding sources.

Will I receive an incentive/compensation for taking part in this study?
You will receive $2.03 total through the Prolific platform following the completion of the
study.

Compensation is contingent upon full survey completion. If you withdraw before
completing the survey, you will not receive payment. You may also be excluded from
compensation if you fail attention checks, provide incomplete responses that don’t meet
Prolific’s quality control guidelines, or show response patterns that suggest inattention
(such as consistently selecting the first option, among others). If you complete the survey
in an unrealistically short amount of time compared to other participants, you may not be
compensated.

What are the costs of participating in this study?
There are no costs for participating in this study.

What other choices do I have if I don’t take part in this study?
If you choose not to participate in this study, you may have other research opportunities
available on the Prolific platform.

What are my rights if I take part in this study?

It is up to you to decide to be in this research study. Participating in this study is
voluntary. Even if you decide to be part of the study now, you may change your mind and
stop at any time.

Who can answer my questions about this study and my rights as a participant?
For questions about this research, you may contact Adoril Oshana by email at
aoshanaa@charlotte.edu or the faculty adviser Dr. David J. Woehr by email at
dwoehr@charlotte.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or wish to obtain
information, ask questions, or discuss any concerns about this study with someone other
than the researcher(s), please contact the Office of Research Protections and Integrity at
uncc-irb@charlotte.edu.

Consent to Participate

By proceeding to the next page, you indicate your voluntary consent to participate in this
study. Make sure you understand what the study is about before you proceed to the next
page. If you are not consenting to be in this study, please close the survey tab in your
browser. Thank you for your time.



mailto:aoshanaa@charlotte.edu
mailto:dwoehr@charlotte.edu
mailto:uncc-irb@charlotte.edu

145

APPENDIX C: STUDY 1 QUESTIONNAIRE

Prescreener
The following questions will help determine your eligibility for the study. Please
answer honestly.

1. Are you at least 18 years of age?

a. No
b. Yes
2. Do you currently reside in the United States of America (U.S.A.)?
a. No
b. Yes
3. Areyou fluent in the English language?
a. No
b. Yes

4. Are you currently employed in a role beyond completing online tasks on
platforms like Prolific?
a. No
b. Yes
5. How many hours per week do you work at your current organization?
(Round to the nearest whole number.)
6a. How long have you been employed at your current organization?
a. Less than one year
b. At least one year

6b. If ‘a’ is selected: How many months have you been employed at your
current organization? (Round to the nearest whole number.)

6c. If ‘b’ is selected: How many years have you been employed at your
current organization? (Round to the nearest whole number.)

7. Does your current role involve regular interaction with multiple employees,
beyond just one supervisor or subordinate?
a. No, I primarily work alone or mainly interact with one other person (e.g.,
a supervisor or subordinate).
b. Yes, I regularly interact with multiple employees.

General Instructions
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding your experiences in your workplace.

You may notice that some items feel similar or repetitive. This is intentional and
helps ensure that we accurately measure different aspects of workplace experiences.
Please respond to each statement individually based on your personal experiences
and feelings. There are no right or wrong answers.

1: Strongly Disagree
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2: Disagree

3: Neither Agree nor Disagree
4: Agree

5: Strongly Agree

Sense of Belonging Instrument—Psychological State (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995)
Modified

SOBI-P1-R: I often wonder if there is any place in the workplace where I really fit in.
SOBI-P2-R: I am just not sure if I fit in with my coworkers.

SOBI-P3-R: I would describe myself as a misfit in most social situations at work.
SOBI-P4: I generally feel that people accept me in the workplace.

SOBI-P5-R: I feel like a piece of a jigsaw puzzle that doesn’t fit into the workplace.
SOBI-P6-R: I would like to make a difference to people or things at work, but I don’t feel
that what I have to offer is valued.

SOBI-P7-R: I feel like an outsider in most situations at work.

SOBI-P8-R: I am troubled by feeling like I have no place in the workplace.
SOBI-P9-R: I could disappear for days, and it wouldn’t matter to my coworkers.
SOBI-P10-R: In general, I don’t feel a part of the workplace.

SOBI-P11-R: I feel like I observe work rather than participate in it.

SOBI-P12-R: If I died tomorrow, very few people from work would come to my funeral.
SOBI-P13-R: I feel like a square peg trying to fit into a round hole at work.
SOBI-P14-R: I don’t feel that there is any place where I really fit in the workplace.
SOBI-P15-R: I am uncomfortable that my background and experiences are so different
from those who are usually around me at work.

SOBI-P16-R: I could not see or call my coworkers for days, and it wouldn’t matter to
them.

SOBI-P17-R: I feel left out of things at work.

SOBI-P18-R: I am not valued by or important to my coworkers.

General Belongingness Scale (Malone et al., 2012) Modified
Acceptance/Inclusion

GBS-1: When I am with other people at work, I feel included.
GBS-2: I have close bonds with coworkers.

GBS-5: 1 feel accepted by others at work.

GBS-8: I have a sense of belonging at work.

GBS-10: I have a place at the table with others at work.
GBS-11: I feel connected with others at work.

Rejection/Exclusion

GBS-3R: I feel like an outsider at work.

GBS-4R: I feel as if people at work do not care about me.

GBS-6R: Because I do not feel like I belong at work, I feel distant during workplace
celebrations or social events.

GBS-7R: I feel isolated from the rest of the workplace.

GBS-9R: When I am with other people at work, I feel like a stranger.

GBS-12R: Coworkers do not involve me in their plans.
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Psychological Sense of Organisational Membership Scale (Cockshaw & Shochet, 2010)
Modified

PSOM-1: I feel like a real part of this organization.

PSOM-2: People here notice when I’m good at something.

PSOM-3R: It is hard for people like me to be accepted here.

PSOM-4: Other people in this organization take my opinions seriously.
PSOM-5: Most managers/supervisors in this organization are interested in me.
PSOM-6R: Sometimes I don’t feel as if I belong here.

PSOM-7: There’s at least one supervisor/manager in this organization I can talk to if [
have a problem.

PSOM-8: People in this organization are friendly to me.

PSOM-9R: Managers/supervisors here are not interested in people like me.
PSOM-10: I am included in lots of activities at this organization.

PSOM-11: I am treated with as much respect as other employees.
PSOM-12R: I feel very different from most other employees here.

PSOM-13: I can really be myself in this organization.

PSOM-14: The managers/supervisors here respect me.

PSOM-15: People here know I can do good work.

PSOM-16R: I wish I were in a different organization.

PSOM-17: 1 feel proud to belong to this organization.

PSOM-18: Other employees here like me the way I am.

Workplace Belongingness Scale (Jena & Pradhan, 2018) Modified

WBS-1: I am able to work in this organization without sacrificing my principles.
WBS-2: I use to refer as “we/us” rather than “they/them” when I refer my organization to
outsiders.

WBS-3: I feel that there is a semblance between my organization and my own values and
beliefs.

WBS-4: I generally carry more positive emotions than the negative ones during my job.
WBS-5: Being a part of this organization inspires me to do more than what is expected.
WBS-6: In my work unit I have many common themes with my co-workers.

WBS-7: Fairness is maintained while executing rules and policies in my organization.
WBS-8: My personal needs are well met by my organization.

WBS-9: Whenever I have any personal or professional issues my organization extends
necessary help and support.

WBS-10: My career goals are well considered by my organization.

WBS-11: My organization tries to make my job as exciting and promising as possible.
WBS-12: Accomplishments at work are adequately rewarded in my organization.

Belongingness Items of the Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (Jansen et al., 2014)
Modified

Group Membership

People in the workplace...

PGIS-1: ...give me the feeling that I belong.

PGIS-2: ...give me the feeling that I am part of the workplace.

PGIS-3: ...give me the feeling that I fit in.
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PGIS-4: ...treat me as an insider.

Group Affection

People in the workplace...
PGIS-5: ...like me.

PGIS-6: ...appreciate me.
PGIS-7: ...are pleased with me.
PGIS-8: ...care about me.

Belongingness Items of the Work Group Inclusion Scale (Chung et al., 2020) Modified
WGIS-1: I am treated as a valued member of my workplace.

WGIS-2: I belong in my workplace.

WGIS-3: I am connected to my workplace.

WGIS-4: 1 believe that my workplace is where I am meant to be.

WGIS-5: 1 feel that people really care about me in my workplace.

Demographics
The following questions ask about your background and professional experience.

Your responses will remain confidential and will be used solely for research
purposes. They will not be connected to your Prolific ID or any identifying
information.

Understanding the diverse experiences of individuals helps us explore how different
perspectives shape workplace attitudes. Your input is important and sincerely
appreciated.

1. What s your age?
2. Which of the following best defines your gender identity?

a. Woman

b. Man

c. Trans woman

d. Trans man

e. Genderqueer, gender non-binary, or gender non-conforming

f. Prefer to self-describe
3. Which of the following best defines your race or ethnicity? Select all that
apply:

a. American Indian or Alaska Native: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of North, Central, and South America, including, for
example, Navajo Nation, Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet Indian
Reservation of Montana, Native Village of Barrow Inupiat Traditional
Government, Nome Eskimo Community, Aztec, and Maya.

b. Asian: Individuals with origins in any of the original peoples of Central or
East Asia, Southeast Asia, or South Asia, including, for example, Chinese,
Asian Indian, Pakistani, Filipino, Vietnamese, Korean, and Japanese.
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c. Black or African American: Individuals with origins in any of the Black
racial groups of Africa, including, for example, African American,
Jamaican, Haitian, Nigerian, Ethiopian, and Somali.

d. Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin: Includes individuals of Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Salvadoran, Cuban, Dominican, Guatemalan, and other
Central or South American or Spanish culture or origin.

e. Middle Eastern or North African: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of the Middle East or North Africa, including, for
example, Lebanese, Iranian, Egyptian, Syrian, Iraqi, Palestinian, and
Israeli.

f. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands,
including, for example, Native Hawaiian, Samoan, Chamorro, Tongan,
Fijian, and Marshallese.

g. White: Individuals with origins in any of the original peoples of Europe,
including, for example, English, German, Irish, Italian, Polish, and
Scottish.

4. How many years have you worked at your current organization? (If less than
a year, enter 0 in ""Years'" and the number of months in ""Months." Otherwise,
leave ""Months' blank.)

5. How many years have you worked in your current role? (If less than a year,
enter (0 in "Years' and the number of months in ""Months." Otherwise, leave
"Months' blank.)

6. How many total years of formal education have you completed? (Include all
full-time or part-time years of schooling after kindergarten. Below are common
reference points to guide your response.)

Education Level Approximate Total Years

High School Diploma or GED 12 years

Associate’s Degree or Technical/Vocational Certificate 14 years

Bachelor’s Degree 16 years

Master’s Degree 18 years

Doctoral Degree 20+ years
Attention Checks

AC-1: Regarding this entry, select 'Agree.'
AC-2: For this statement, choose 'Disagree.'
AC-3: Concerning this item, elect 'Neither Agree nor Disagree.'
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APPENDIX D: STUDY 1 SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHIC AND PROFESSIONAL

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Variable Range Mean (SD)
Age (years) 19-79 44 .48 (14.47)
Education (years post kindergarten) 9-28 16.58 (2.63)
Job Tenure (years) 0-40 7.58 (6.33)
Organizational Tenure (years) 1-40 9.48 (7.78)
Study Duration (minutes) 6—47 15.03 (8.18)
n Percentage
Gender ldentity
Cisgender Woman 125 52.1%
Cisgender Man 114 47.5%
Trans Woman 1 0.4%
Race-Ethnicity
European White 146 60.8%
Black or African American 39 16.2%
Multiracial/Multiethnic 23 9.6%
Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin 20 8.3%
Asian 10 4.2%
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.4%
Middle Eastern or North African 1 0.4%
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APPENDIX E: INITIAL ITEMS OF THE OWBS

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements about your experiences in your workplace. There are no right or wrong
answers; simply respond based on your own honest perceptions.

In this survey:

A i Al

Coworkers refers to all individuals you interact with in your workplace—this
may include colleagues, supervisors, subordinates, or others, regardless of
their role or position.

Organization refers to your overall place of employment—this may include a
corporate setting, educational institution, healthcare facility, nonprofit
organization, government agency, religious institution, or any other type of
workplace.

My organization does not recognize my contributions. (R)
I do not feel rooted in my organization. (R)

I do not feel at home in my organization. (R)

My coworkers are friendly toward me.

I am compatible with my coworkers.

My coworkers do not express gratitude toward me. (R)

I do not fit in my organization. (R)

My coworkers take my perspective seriously.

I do not get along easily with my coworkers. (R)

. My organization makes me feel like I belong.

. My organization does not support me. (R)

. I align well with my coworkers.

. My coworkers think highly of me.

. My coworkers appreciate me.

. My coworkers accept me as [ am.

. My organization respects me as an individual.

. I am different from my coworkers. (R)

. I have trouble blending in with my coworkers. (R)
. My organization cares about me.

. My coworkers try to understand me.

. My coworkers do not trust me. (R)

. I feel acknowledged for who I am by my organization.
. I fit in with my coworkers.

. I feel aligned with my organization.

. My coworkers do not support me. (R)

. I do not feel a sense of unity with my coworkers. (R)
. I belong among my coworkers.

. My coworkers look out for me.

. I feel comfortable around my coworkers.

. I feel in sync with my coworkers.

. My coworkers welcome my input.



32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

My coworkers do not value me. (R)

I feel invisible in my organization. (R)

My coworkers pay positive attention to me.

My coworkers care about me.

My coworkers do not care about my well-being. (R)
I cannot be myself around my coworkers. (R)

I do not relate to my coworkers. (R)

I feel like an insider among my coworkers.

My coworkers do not care about my best interests. (R)
I feel emotionally connected to my organization.
My coworkers do not like me. (R)

My coworkers do not believe in me. (R)

My coworkers respect me.

I do not feel connected to my coworkers. (R)

My coworkers do not show interest in me. (R)

My organization values me.

My coworkers are inconsiderate of me. (R)

My organization does not accept me. (R)
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APPENDIX F: STUDY 2 & 3 RECRUITMENT MESSAGE

Workplace Dynamics and Experiences

By charlotte.edu
8 53.51+58.10/hr (© 26 mins % 800 places  ?= Survey

This study explores your dynamics and experiences in your workplace (outside of Prolific) through an online
survey. Participation is voluntary. The survey may include personal and sensitive questions, such as your
workplace experiences and feelings. Additionally, we will ask about your demographics and professional
background. You may experience mild emotional discomfort while answering some questions.

Devices you can use to take this study:

= Desktop D ) Mobile D Tablet

Open study link in a new window
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APPENDIX G: STUDY 2 & 3 CONSENT FORM

CHARLOTTE

Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Title of the Project: Workplace Dynamics and Experiences
Principal Investigator: Adoril Oshana, M.A., Organizational Science Ph.D. Candidate,
UNC Charlotte
Faculty Adviser: David J. Woehr, Ph.D., Belk College of Business, UNC Charlotte
Funding Source: Organizational Science Alumni Dissertation Fellowship

Important Information You Need to Know
e The purpose of this study is to explore your dynamics and experiences in your
workplace via an online survey. Participation in this research study is voluntary

e You must:

Be at least 18 years old

Reside in the United States

Be fluent in English

Be employed and work at least 31 hours per week

Be employed at your current organization for at least six months
Hold a role that requires regular interaction with multiple employees

0O O O O O O

e The entire online survey will take about 26 minutes to complete

e This survey includes personal questions that may feel sensitive. For example, we
will ask about your feelings and experiences in your workplace. We will also ask
about your demographics and professional background. Some questions may
cause mild emotional discomfort. If you feel uncomfortable, you are free to skip
any question or exit the study at any time

e You will not personally benefit from taking part in this research, but our study
results may help us better understand the experiences of employees like you

e Upon completing this online study, you will receive $3.51 on the Prolific platform
If you are interested in learning more about this study, please continue to read below.
Why are we doing this study?

The purpose of this study is to better understand the different experiences of employees
in their workplace.
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Why are you being asked to be in this research study?

You are being asked to be in this study because you previously indicated on Prolific that
you are at least 18 years old, residing in the United States, fluent in English, employed
and working at least 31 hours per week, have been employed at your current organization
for at least six months, and hold a role that requires regular interaction with multiple
employees.

What will happen if I take part in this study?

If you choose to participate, you will complete one main survey with different
questionnaires. Many of the questionnaires will ask about your experiences and feelings
in your workplace. Then, you will be asked about your demographics and professional
background.

What are the benefits of this study?
You will not receive direct benefits from participating in this study. However, your
responses may help researchers better understand workplace experiences.

What risks might I experience?

Some of the questions in this survey are personal or sensitive. For example, we will ask
about your feelings in the workplace, as well as your demographics and professional
background. You might experience mild emotional discomfort while answering.
However, this risk is not expected to be common, and you may skip any question you do
not wish to answer.

How will my information be stored and protected?
We will do our best to keep study data confidential, but we cannot make any absolute
promises.

Your responses will be initially linked to your unique Prolific ID. However, we will
separate the survey responses from your Prolific ID and will store them separately with
access to this information controlled and limited only to people who have approval to
have access. After we compensate you, your identifying information will be deleted.

Who can access my information and how will it be shared? Will my information be
used in the future?

All members of the research team will have access to the de-identified data. However, the
PI and the faculty adviser are the only team members who will have access to the linking
list that includes your identifying information.

Other people may need to see the information we collect about you, to make sure that we
are conducting this study in a safe and appropriate manner, including people who work
for UNC Charlotte (e.g., auditors, Office of Research Protections and Integrity staff), and
other agencies with appropriate permission.

If a review of this study takes place, your records may be reviewed. Your privacy will be
protected should this study be reviewed.



156

Your data, with direct identifiers removed, will be stored, used, and shared with others
for future research studies without additional consent from you. This may include sharing
your individual de-identified data with other researchers, journals, data repositories,
and/or funding sources.

Will I receive an incentive/compensation for taking part in this study?
You will receive $3.51 total through the Prolific platform following the completion of the
study.

If you complete the study exceptionally fast (i.e., three standard deviations below the
mean completion time in minutes compared to the rest of the participants), fail more than
one attention check item, and/or objectively demonstrate clear low-effort throughout the
study (e.g., consistently respond with the same response across most or all items), you
will not be compensated.

What are the costs of participating in this study?
There are no costs for participating in this study.

Who is sponsoring this study?
The study team is receiving some financial support from the Organizational Science
Alumni Dissertation Fellowship.

What other choices do I have if I don’t take part in this study?
If you choose not to participate in this study, you may have other research opportunities
available on the Prolific platform.

What are my rights if I take part in this study?

It is up to you to decide to be in this research study. Participating in this study is
voluntary. Even if you decide to be part of the study now, you may change your mind and
stop at any time.

Who can answer my questions about this study and my rights as a participant?
For questions about this research, you may contact Adoril Oshana by email at
aoshanaa(@charlotte.edu or the faculty adviser Dr. David J. Woehr by email at
dwoehr@charlotte.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or wish to obtain
information, ask questions, or discuss any concerns about this study with someone other
than the researcher(s), please contact the Office of Research Protections and Integrity at
uncc-irb@charlotte.edu.

Consent to Participate

By proceeding to the next page, you indicate your voluntary consent to participate in this
study. Make sure you understand what the study is about before you proceed to the next
page. If you are not consenting to be in this study, please close the survey tab in your
browser. Thank you for your time.



mailto:aoshanaa@charlotte.edu
mailto:dwoehr@charlotte.edu
mailto:uncc-irb@charlotte.edu
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APPENDIX H: STUDY 2 & 3 SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHIC AND PROFESSIONAL

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Variable Range Mean (SD)
Age (years) 18—-73 35.59 (10.67)
Education (years post kindergarten) 4-55 16.79 (3.11)
Job Tenure (years) 0-30 4.59 (3.87)
Organizational Tenure (years) 1-52 6.77 (5.48)
Study Duration® (minutes) 12 — 88 27.39 (12.75)
n Percentage
Disability Status
No Disability Reported 546 82.4%
Disability Reported 117 17.7%
Gender Identity
Cisgender Woman 367 55.4%
Cisgender Man 280 42.2%
Trans Woman 9 1.4%
Genderqueer, Gender Non-Binary, or 6 0.9%
Gender Non-Conforming
Other 1 0.2%
Organizational Level
Middle Management 311 46.9%
Experienced Individual Contributor 119 18%
Senior Management 104 15.7%
First-Line Supervisor/Team Lead 88 13.3%
Entry Level 18 2.7%
Executive Leadership 12 1.8%
Business Owner/Founder 9 1.4%
Other 2 0.3%
Race-Ethnicity
European White 403 60.8%
Black or African American 209 31.5%
Multiracial/Multiethnic 23 3.5%
Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin 13 2%
Asian 9 1.4%
American Indian or Alaska Native 4 0.6%
Middle Eastern or North African 2 0.3%
Religious Identity
Christian (Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, 546 82.4%
etc.)
Spiritual, not religious 32 4.8%
Agnostic 31 4.7%
Atheist 27 4.1%
Other 11 1.7%
Muslim 8 1.2%



Buddhist 4 0.6%
Mormon (Latter-day Saint) 2 0.3%
Hindu 1 0.2%
Jewish 1 0.2%
Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual 502 75.7%
Bisexual 116 17.5%
Gay/Lesbian 40 6%
Other 5 0.8%
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Note.  Does not include two outliers



159

APPENDIX I: SENSE OF BELONGING INSTRUMENT—PSYCHOLOGICAL

STATE (HAGERTY & PATUSKY, 1995)

Here are some statements with which you may or may not agree. Using the response
options listed, choose the one that most closely reflects your feelings about each
statement.

1: Strongly Disagree
2: Disagree

3: Agree

4: Strongly Agree

A e

10.

11

16.
17.
18.

I often wonder if there is any place on earth where I really fit in. (R)

I am just not sure if I fit in with my friends. (R)

I would describe myself as a misfit in most social situations. (R)

I generally feel that people accept me.

I feel like a piece of a jig-saw puzzle that doesn’t fit into the puzzle. (R)
I would like to make a difference to people or things around me, but I don’t feel
that what I have to offer is valued. (R)

I feel like an outsider in most situations. (R)

I am troubled by feeling like I have no place in this world. (R)

I could disappear for days and it wouldn’t matter to my family. (R)

In general, I don’t feel a part of the mainstream of society. (R)

. I feel like I observe life rather than participate in it. (R)
12.
13.
14.
15.

If I died tomorrow, very few people would come to my funeral. (R)

I feel like a square peg trying to fit into a round hole. (R)

I don’t feel that there is any place where I really fit in this world. (R)

I am uncomfortable that my background and experiences are so different from
those who are usually around me. (R)

I could not see or call my friends for days and it wouldn’t matter to them. (R)
I feel left out of things. (R)

I am not valued by or important to my friends. (R)
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APPENDIX J: MICHIGAN ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE:
JOB SATISFACTION SUBSCALE (CAMMANN ET AL., 1983; LAWLER ET AL.,
1975)

How do you feel about your job?

: Disagree Very Much
: Disagree Moderately
: Disagree Slightly

: Agree Slightly

: Agree Moderately

: Agree Very Much

QN N AW -

1. In general, I don’t like my job. (R)
2. Allin all, I am satisfied with my job.
3. In general, I like working here.
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APPENDIX K: NEED TO BELONG SCALE (LEARY ET AL., 2013;
SCHREINDORFER & LEARY, 1996)

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements applies to you.
There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond honestly based on how you
feel.

1: Not at all
2: Slightly

3: Moderately
4: Very

5: Extremely

1. If other people don’t seem to accept me, I don’t let it bother me. (R)

2. TItry hard not to do things that will make other people avoid or reject me.

3. Iseldom worry about whether other people care about me. (R)

4. Ineed to feel that there are people I can turn to in times of need.

5. I want other people to accept me.

6. Ido not like being alone.

7. Being apart from my friends for long periods of time does not bother me. (R)
8. Thave a strong need to belong.

9. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people’s plans.

10. My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me.
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APPENDIX L: SURVEY OF PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT

(EISENBERGER ET AL., 1986, 2020)

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding your experiences in your workplace. There are no right or
wrong answers.

N QNN AW -

XN R WD =

: Strongly Disagree

: Moderately Disagree

: Slightly Disagree

: Neither Agree nor Disagree
: Slightly Agree

: Moderately Agree

: Strongly Agree

The organization values my contribution to its well-being.

The organization strongly considers my goals and values.

Help is available from the organization when I have a problem.

The organization really cares about my well-being.

The organization wishes to give me the best possible job for which I am qualified.
The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work.

The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work.

The organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.

The organization is willing to extend itself to help me perform my job to the best
of my ability.

10. The organization cares about my opinions.
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APPENDIX M: POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE (WATSON ET

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and

AL., 1988)

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer. Indicate to what
extent you have felt this way today. Use the following scale to record your answers.

1: Very Slightly or Not at All

2: A Little

3: Moderately
4: Quite a Bit
5: Extremely

PA-1: Interested
NA-1: Distressed
PA-2: Excited
NA-2: Upset
PA-3: Strong
NA-3: Guilty
NA-4: Scared
NA-5: Hostile
PA-4: Enthusiastic
PA-5: Proud
NA-6: Irritable
PA-6: Alert
NA-7: Ashamed
PA-7: Inspired
NA-8: Nervous
PA-8: Determined
PA-9: Attentive
NA-9: Jittery
PA-10: Active
NA-10: Afraid
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APPENDIX N: TURNOVER INTENTIONS SCALE (MICHAELS & SPECTOR, 1982)

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding your experiences in your workplace. There are no right or

wrong answers.

AN N B W N =

: Strongly Disagree

: Moderately Disagree
: Slightly Disagree

: Slightly Agree

: Moderately Agree

: Strongly Agree

1. T often seriously consider leaving my current job.

2. lintend to quit my current job.
3. Thave started to look for other jobs.
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APPENDIX O: UTRECHT WORK ENGAGEMENT SCALE-9 (SCHAUFELI ET AL,
2006)

The following statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have
never had this feeling, select “Never” in the space after the statement. If you have
had this feeling, indicate how often you felt it by selecting the statement that best
describes how frequently you feel that way.

: Never

: Almost Never (a few times a year or less)
: Rarely (once a month or less)

: Sometimes (a few times a month)

: Often (once a week)

: Very Often (a few times a week)

: Always (every day)

QAN B WN =0

At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.

I am enthusiastic about my job.

My job inspires me.

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
I feel happy when I am working intensely.

I am proud of the work that I do.

[ am immersed in my work.

I get carried away when I am working.

e Al
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APPENDIX P: MOR BARAK INCLUSION-EXCLUSION SCALE (MOR BARAK,

2005)

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements regarding your experiences in your workplace. There are no right or
wrong answers.

QN N AW -

l.
2.

[98)

A

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

: Strongly Disagree

: Moderately Disagree
: Slightly Disagree

: Slightly Agree

: Moderately Agree

: Strongly Agree

I have influence in decisions taken by my work group regarding our tasks.
My coworkers openly share work-related information with me.

I am typically involved and invited to actively participate in work-related
activities of my work group.

I can influence decisions that affect my organization.

I am usually among the last to know about major changes in the organization. (R)
I am usually invited to important meetings in my organization.

My supervisor often asks for my opinion before making important decisions.
My supervisor does not share information with me. (R)

I am invited to actively participate in review and evaluation meetings with my
supervisor.

. I am often invited to contribute my opinion in meetings with management higher

than my immediate supervisor.

I frequently receive communication from management higher than my immediate
supervisor (i.e., memos, e-mails).

I am often invited to participate in meetings with management higher than my
immediate supervisor.

I am often asked to contribute to planning social activities not related to my job
function.

I am always informed about informal social activities and company social events.
I am rarely invited to join my coworkers when they go for lunch or drinks after
work. (R)
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APPENDIX Q: ATTITUDE TOWARD THE COLOR BLUE (MILLER &
SIMMERING, 2023; MILLER ET AL., 2024)

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following
statements by using the response scale below.

1: Strongly Disagree

2: Disagree

3: Neither Agree nor Disagree
4: Agree

5: Strongly Agree

Blue is a beautiful color.
The color blue is wonderful.
Blue is a nice color.

I like the color blue.

b=
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APPENDIX R: STUDY 2 & 3 DEMOGRAPHIC, PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND,

AND ATTENTION CHECK ITEMS

The following questions ask about your background and professional experience.
Your responses will remain confidential and will be used solely for research
purposes. They will not be connected to your Prolific ID or any identifying

information.

Understanding the diverse experiences of individuals helps us explore how different
perspectives shape workplace attitudes. Your input is important and sincerely

appreciated.

1. Whatis your age?
2. Which of the following best defines your gender identity?

a. Woman

b. Man

c. Trans woman

d. Trans man

e. Genderqueer, gender non-binary, or gender non-conforming

f.

Prefer to self-describe

3. Which of the following best defines your race or ethnicity? Select all that

apply:
a.

American Indian or Alaska Native: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of North, Central, and South America, including, for
example, Navajo Nation, Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet Indian
Reservation of Montana, Native Village of Barrow Inupiat Traditional
Government, Nome Eskimo Community, Aztec, and Maya.

Asian: Individuals with origins in any of the original peoples of Central or
East Asia, Southeast Asia, or South Asia, including, for example, Chinese,
Asian Indian, Pakistani, Filipino, Vietnamese, Korean, and Japanese.
Black or African American: Individuals with origins in any of the Black
racial groups of Africa, including, for example, African American,
Jamaican, Haitian, Nigerian, Ethiopian, and Somali.

Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin: Includes individuals of Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Salvadoran, Cuban, Dominican, Guatemalan, and other
Central or South American or Spanish culture or origin.

Middle Eastern or North African: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of the Middle East or North Africa, including, for
example, Lebanese, Iranian, Egyptian, Syrian, Iraqi, Palestinian, and
Israeli.

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander: Individuals with origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands,
including, for example, Native Hawaiian, Samoan, Chamorro, Tongan,
Fijian, and Marshallese.
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g. White: Individuals with origins in any of the original peoples of Europe,
including, for example, English, German, Irish, Italian, Polish, and
Scottish.
4. Which of the following best defines your sexual orientation?
a. Bisexual
b. Gay/Lesbian
c. Heterosexual/Straight
d. Prefer to self-describe
5. Which of the following best defines how you identify your religion?
a. Agnostic
Atheist
Buddhist
Christian (Protestant, Catholic, Orthodox, and other denominations)
Hindu
Jehovah’s Witness
Jewish
Mormon (Latter-day Saint)
Muslim
Spiritual, but not religious (personal spirituality, meditation, energy work,
etc.)
k. Prefer to self-describe
6. Do you have a physical, mental, emotional, and/or developmental disability
that substantially limits one or more of your major life activities?
a. Yes
b. No
How many years have you worked at your current organization?
How many years have you worked in your current role?
9. What is your current position level within your organization?
a. Entry-Level (e.g., intern, recent graduate, early-career role, etc.)
b. Experienced Individual Contributor: Non-Managerial (e.g., analyst,
associate, coordinator, engineer, specialist, etc.)
First-Line Supervisor/Team Lead
Middle Management (e.g., department head, director, etc.)
Senior Management (e.g., VP, senior director, division director, etc.)
Executive Leadership (e.g., C-level, president, partner, etc.)
Business Owner/Founder
Prefer to self-describe
10. How many total years of formal education have you completed? (Include all
full-time or part-time years of schooling after kindergarten. Below are common
reference points to guide your response.)

TR e oo o

Sl

S th O Ao

Education Level Approximate Total Years
High School Diploma or GED 12 years
Associate’s Degree or Technical/Vocational Certificate 14 years
Bachelor’s Degree 16 years

Master’s Degree 18 years
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Doctoral Degree 20+ years

Attention Checks

1: Strongly Disagree

2: Disagree

3: Neither Agree nor Disagree
4: Agree

5: Strongly Agree

AC-1: Regarding this entry, select 'Agree.'
AC-2: For this statement, choose 'Disagree.’
AC-3: Concerning this item, elect 'Moderately.'
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APPENDIX S: JOB SATISFACTION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 1)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.013 0.005 [-0.023,-0.004] -.126 -2.699 0.007
Disability Status -0.178 0.112  [-0.399,0.042] -.062 -1.591 0.112
Education 0.047 0.014 [0.020, 0.074] 132 3396 <.001
Job Tenure 0.024 0.018 [-0.012,0.059] .083 1.321 0.187
Organizational Tenure 0.006 0.014 [-0.021, 0.032] .027 0.404 0.686
Christian—Others -0.477 0.113 [-0.699,-0.255] -.165 -4.227 <.001
Cisgender Man—Others 0.051 0.084 [-0.115,0.216] .023 0.602 0.547
European White—Others -0.061 0.088 [-0.233,0.111] -.027 -0.695 0.487
Heterosexual-Others 0.160 0.100 [-0.036,0.356] .062 1.604 0.109
Manager—Others -0.307 0.106 [-0.515,-0.099] -.113 -2.904 0.004

Note. DV = Job Satisfaction. N = 663

<.001.

. R?=10.098, adj. R>=0.085, F(10, 652) =7.114, p
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APPENDIX T: JOB SATISFACTION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 2)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.007 0.004 [-0.015, 0.001] -.065 -1.673 0.095
Disability Status 0.171 0.095 [-0.015,0.357] .059 1.807 0.071
Education 0.002 0.012 [-0.021,0.025] .005 0.146 0.884
Job Tenure 0.010 0.015 [-0.019,0.039] .036 0.699 0.485
Organizational Tenure 0.007 0.011 [-0.015,0.028] .033 0.607 0.544
Christian—Others -0.067 0.097 [-0.258,0.125] -.023 -0.685 0.494
Cisgender Man—Others 0.005 0.069 [-0.131,0.140] .002 0.065 0.948
European White—Others -0.058 0.071 [-0.198,0.082] -.026 -0.813 0.416
Heterosexual-Others 0.137 0.082 [-0.023,0.297] .053 1.682 0.093
Manager—Others -0.103 0.087 [-0.273,0.068] -.038 -1.184 0.237
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue  0.008 0.048 [-0.086, 0.103] .005 0.174 0.862
Need to Belong -0.107 0.051 [-0.207, -0.007] -.067 -2.100 0.036
Negative Affect -0.320 0.060 [-0.439, -0.202] -.180 -5.307 <.001
Positive Affect 0.709 0.049 [0.614,0.804] .543 14.590 <.001

Note. DV = Job Satisfaction. N = 663. R* = 0.410, adj. R> = 0.398, F(14, 648) = 32.200, p

<.001.
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APPENDIX U: JOB SATISFACTION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 3)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.006 0.004 [-0.013,0.002] -.054 -1.448 0.148
Disability Status 0.226 0.092 [0.046,0.406] .078 2.460 0.014
Education -0.004 0.011 [-0.026,0.018] -.011 -0.351 0.725
Job Tenure 0.020 0.014 [-0.008, 0.048] .070 1.413 0.158
Organizational Tenure -0.002 0.011 [-0.024,0.019] -.012 -0.231 0.817
Christian—Others -0.006 0.094 [-0.191,0.179] -.002 -0.061 0.951
Cisgender Man—Others 0.033 0.067 [-0.098,0.164] .015 0.492 0.623
European White—Others -0.086 0.069 [-0.221,0.049] -.038 -1.246 0.213
Heterosexual-Others 0.139 0.079 [-0.015,0.293] .054 1.768 0.078
Manager—Others -0.084 0.084 [-0.249, 0.080] -.031 -1.007 0.314
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.014 0.047 [-0.105, 0.078] -.009 -0.293 0.770
Need to Belong -0.095 0.049 [-0.192,0.002] -.059 -1.929 0.054
Negative Affect -0.143 0.063 [-0.267,-0.018] -.080 -2.246 0.025
Positive Affect 0.612 0.049 [0.516,0.708] .469 12.525 <.001
General Belongingness 0.490 0.070 [0.354,0.627] .262 7.045 <.001

Note. DV = Job Satisfaction. N = 663. R> = 0.452, adj. R* = 0.440, F(15, 647)=35.617,p

<.001.
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APPENDIX V: JOB SATISFACTION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 4)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B ¢ p
Age -0.006 0.004 [-0.013,0.002] -.054 -1.485 0.138
Disability Status 0.174 0.089 [-0.002,0.349] .060 1.946 0.052
Education -0.006 0.011 [-0.027,0.015] -.017 -0.551 0.582
Job Tenure 0.029 0.014 [0.002,0.056] .100 2.075 0.038
Organizational Tenure -0.009 0.010 [-0.029,0.012] -.043 -0.838 0.402
Christian—Others -0.045 0.092 [-0.225,0.135] -.016 -0.493 0.622
Cisgender Man—Others 0.046 0.065 [-0.081,0.173] .020 0.708 0.479
European White—Others -0.085 0.067 [-0.216,0.046] -.038 -1.276 0.203
Heterosexual-Others 0.125 0.076 [-0.025,0.275] .049 1.640 0.102
Manager—Others -0.104 0.081 [-0.263, 0.056] -.038 -1.280 0.201
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.048 0.046 [-0.137,0.042] -.031 -1.049 0.295
Need to Belong -0.125 0.048 [-0.220,-0.031] -.078 -2.614 0.009
Negative Affect -0.087 0.062 [-0.209, 0.035] -.049 -1.406 0.160
Positive Affect 0.522 0.049 [0.425,0.619] .400 10.569 <.001
General Belongingness 0.271 0.076 [0.123,0.419] .145 3.591 <.001
Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.439 0.068 [0.306,0.572] .256 6.482 <.001
Belongingness

Note. DV = Job Satisfaction. N = 663. R* = 0.486, adj. R> = 0.473, F(16, 646) = 38.134, p

<.001.
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APPENDIX W: JOB SATISFACTION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 5)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B ¢ p
Age -0.006 0.003 [-0.013, 0.000] -.063 -1.935 0.053
Disability Status 0.103 0.080 [-0.055,0.261] .036 1.283 0.200
Education -0.011 0.010 [-0.031, 0.008] -.032 -1.151 0.250
Job Tenure 0.025 0.012 [0.000,0.049] .086 1.983 0.048
Organizational Tenure -0.002 0.009 [-0.020, 0.017] -.007 -0.159 0.873
Christian—Others 0.023 0.083 [-0.139,0.185] .008 0.280 0.780
Cisgender Man—Others 0.036 0.058 [-0.078,0.150] .016 0.626 0.531
European White—Others -0.049 0.060 [-0.167,0.069] -.022 -0.822 0.411
Heterosexual-Others 0.109 0.069 [-0.025,0.244] .042 1.593 0.112
Manager—Others -0.052 0.073 [-0.195,0.092] -.019 -0.710 0.478
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.030 0.041 [-0.110, 0.051] -.019 -0.725 0.469
Need to Belong -0.077 0.043 [-0.162, 0.008] -.048 -1.776 0.076
Negative Affect -0.062 0.056 [-0.172,0.047] -.035 -1.118 0.264
Positive Affect 0.342 0.047 [0.250,0.433] .262 7.318 <.001
General Belongingness 0.113 0.069 [-0.022,0.249] .061 1.643 0.101
Interpersonal (Workplace) -0.043 0.072 [-0.185, 0.098] -.025 -0.601 0.548
Belongingness
Organizational Belongingness 0.815 0.065 [0.686,0.943] .543 12.447 <.001

Note. DV = Job Satisfaction. N = 663. R>=0.585, adj. R*=0.574, F(17, 645) =53.557,p

<.001.
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APPENDIX X: PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT—HIERARCHICAL

REGRESSION (STEP 1)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.012 0.005 [-0.021,-0.002] -.109 -2.356 0.019
Disability Status -0.133 0.115 [-0.360,0.093] -.044 -1.154 0.249
Education 0.055 0.014 [0.027, 0.083] 148 3.867 <.001
Job Tenure -0.011 0.018 [-0.047,0.026] -.036 -0.576 0.565
Organizational Tenure 0.022 0.014 [-0.005,0.050] .107 1.602 0.110
Christian—Others -0.500 0.116 [-0.728,-0.272] -.166 -4.306 <.001
Cisgender Man—Others -0.034 0.087 [-0.205,0.137] -.015 -0.392 0.695
European White—Others -0.066 0.090 [-0.244,0.111] -.028 -0.732 0.464
Heterosexual-Others 0.090 0.103 [-0.111,0.292] .034 0.878 0.380
Manager—Others -0.498 0.109 [-0.711,-0.284] -.176 -4.571 <.001

Note. DV = Perceived Organizational Support. N=663. R*=0.121, adj. R*=0.108,

F(10, 652) = 8.976, p < .001.
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APPENDIX Y: PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT—HIERARCHICAL

REGRESSION (STEP 2)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.004 0.004 [-0.012, 0.003] -.040 -1.082 0.280
Disability Status 0.241 0.094 [0.056,0.426] .080 2.564 0.011
Education 0.007 0.012 [-0.015,0.030] .019 0.619 0.536
Job Tenure -0.027 0.015 [-0.055, 0.002] -.090 -1.847 0.065
Organizational Tenure 0.024 0.011 [0.003,0.046] .116 2.230 0.026
Christian—Others -0.038 0.097 [-0.227,0.152] -.012 -0.388 0.698
Cisgender Man—Others -0.090 0.068 [-0.224,0.044] -.039 -1.315 0.189
European White—Others -0.052 0.071 [-0.191, 0.087] -.022 -0.734 0.463
Heterosexual-Others 0.061 0.081 [-0.097,0.220] .023 0.760 0.448
Manager—Others -0.274 0.086 [-0.443,-0.105] -.097 -3.183 0.002
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue 0.011 0.048 [-0.083, 0.105] .007 0.239 0.811
Need to Belong 0.009 0.051 [-0.090,0.108] .005 0.178 0.859
Negative Affect -0.408 0.060 [-0.526,-0.291] -.220 -6.819 <.001
Positive Affect 0.746 0.048 [0.651,0.840] .548 15.476 <.001

Note. DV = Perceived Organizational Support. N = 663. R? = 0.466, adj. R> = 0.455,

F(14, 648) = 40.461, p < .001.
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APPENDIX Z: PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT—HIERARCHICAL

REGRESSION (STEP 3)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.003 0.004 [-0.011,0.004] -.029 -0.825 0.410
Disability Status 0.298 0.091 [0.120,0.476] .099 3.282 0.001
Education 0.001 0.011 [-0.021,0.023] .003 0.115 0.909
Job Tenure -0.017 0.014 [-0.044,0.011] -.056 -1.186 0.236
Organizational Tenure 0.015 0.011 [-0.006,0.036] .071 1.404 0.161
Christian—Others 0.026 0.093 [-0.157,0.209] .009 0.276 0.783
Cisgender Man—Others -0.061 0.066 [-0.190,0.069] -.026 -0.920 0.358
European White—Others -0.081 0.068 [-0.214,0.053] -.034 -1.187 0.236
Heterosexual-Others 0.063 0.078 [-0.089,0.216] .024 0.816 0.415
Manager—Others -0.255 0.083 [-0.417,-0.092] -.090 -3.079 0.002
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.011 0.046 [-0.102,0.079] -.007 -0.249 0.804
Need to Belong 0.022 0.049 [-0.074,0.117] .013 0.443 0.658
Negative Affect -0.224 0.063 [-0.347,-0.100] -.121 -3.565 <.001
Positive Affect 0.645 0.048 [0.550,0.740] .474 13.363 <.001
General Belongingness 0.509 0.069 [0.374,0.644] .261 7.404 <.001

Note. DV = Perceived Organizational Support. N = 663. R? = 0.508, adj. R*> = 0.497,

F(15, 647) = 44.554, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AA: PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT—HIERARCHICAL

REGRESSION (STEP 4)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.003 0.004 [-0.010,0.004] -.029 -0.850 0.396
Disability Status 0.240 0.088 [0.068,0.412] .080 2.742 0.006
Education -0.001 0.011 [-0.022,0.020] -.003 -0.094 0.925
Job Tenure -0.007 0.014 [-0.034, 0.020] -.024 -0.519 0.604
Organizational Tenure 0.008 0.010 [-0.012,0.028] .038 0.773 0.440
Christian—Others -0.018 0.090 [-0.194,0.158] -.006 -0.202 0.840
Cisgender Man—Others -0.046 0.063 [-0.170,0.078] -.020 -0.729 0.466
European White—Others -0.080 0.065 [-0.209,0.048] -.034 -1.224 0.221
Heterosexual-Others 0.048 0.075 [-0.099,0.195] .018 0.641 0.521
Manager—Others -0.276 0.080 [-0.433,-0.120] -.098 -3.475 <.001
Attitudes Towards the Color -0.049 0.045 [-0.137,0.038] -.030 -1.106 0.269
Blue
Need to Belong -0.012 0.047 [-0.104, 0.080] -.007 -0.259 0.795
Negative Affect -0.162 0.061 [-0.282,-0.043] -.088 -2.666 0.008
Positive Affect 0.545 0.048 [0.450,0.640] .401 11.268 <.001
General Belongingness 0.266 0.074 [0.120,0.411] .136 3.593 <.001
Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.487 0.066 [0.357,0.618] 273 7.349 <.001

Belongingness

Note. DV = Perceived Organizational Support. N = 663. R* = 0.546, adj. R*> = 0.535,

F(16, 646) = 48.566, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AB: PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT—HIERARCHICAL

REGRESSION (STEP 5)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p

Age -0.004  0.003 [-0.010,0.002] -.039 -1.354 0.176
Disability Status 0.157 0.075 [0.011,0.304] .052 2.107 0.036
Education -0.007  0.009 [-0.025,0.011] -.019 -0.791 0.429
Job Tenure -0.012  0.012  [-0.034,0.011] -.040 -1.021 0.308
Organizational Tenure 0.016 0.009 [-0.001,0.034] .078 1.880 0.060
Christian—Others 0.062 0.077 [-0.088,0.212] .021  0.808 0.419
Cisgender Man—Others -0.057  0.054 [-0.163,0.049] -.025 -1.061 0.289
European White—Others -0.038  0.056 [-0.148,0.071] -.016 -0.684 0.494
Heterosexual-Others 0.029 0.064 [-0.096,0.154] .011  0.461 0.645
Manager—Others -0.216  0.068 [-0.349,-0.082] -.076 -3.178 0.002
Attitudes Towards the -0.028  0.038 [-0.103,0.046] -.017 -0.741 0.459

Color Blue
Need to Belong 0.045 0.040 [-0.034,0.123] .027 1.111 0.267
Negative Affect -0.133  0.052 [-0.235,-0.031] -.072 -2.569 0.010
Positive Affect 0.334 0.043  [0.249,0.419] 245 7.711 <.001
General Belongingness 0.081 0.064 [-0.045,0.207] .041 1.265 0.206
Interpersonal (Workplace) -0.077  0.067 [-0.209, 0.054] -.043 -1.157 0.248

Belongingness
Organizational 0.954 0.061  [0.835,1.073] .610 15.713 <.001

Belongingness

Note. DV = Perceived Organizational Support. N = 663. R =0.672, adj. R* = 0.663,

F(17, 645)=77.632, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AC: TURNOVER INTENTIONS—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 1)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age 0.013 0.006  [0.000, 0.025] .096  2.006 0.045
Disability Status 0.288 0.147  [0.000, 0.576] .078  1.965 0.050
Education -0.056 0.018 [-0.092,-0.021] -.124 -3.114 0.002
Job Tenure -0.013 0.023 [-0.059,0.034] -.034 -0.533 0.594
Organizational Tenure -0.030 0.018 [-0.065,0.005] -.116 -1.676 0.094
Christian—Others 0.329 0.148  [0.039,0.619] 089 2225 0.026
Cisgender Man—Others -0.067 0.110 [-0.284,0.150] -.023 -0.606 0.545
European White—Others -0.023 0.115 [-0.249,0.202] -.008 -0.201 0.841
Heterosexual-Others -0.074 0.131 [-0.330,0.182] -.023 -0.568 0.570
Manager—Others 0.207 0.138  [-0.065, 0.478] .059 1493 0.136

Note. DV = Turnover Intentions. N = 663. R*> = 0.056, adj. R>=0.041, F(10, 652) =

3.844, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AD: TURNOVER INTENTIONS—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 2)

B SE 95% CI B t p
Age 0.008 0.006 [-0.004,0.019] .059 1.342 0.180
Disability Status -0.108 0.137 [-0.377,0.162] -.029 -0.785 0.433
Education -0.018 0.017 [-0.051,0.015] -.039 -1.064 0.288
Job Tenure -0.003 0.021 [-0.045,0.038] -.009 -0.163 0.870
Organizational Tenure -0.031 0.016 [-0.062, 0.000] -.120 -1.938 0.053
Christian—Others -0.045 0.141 [-0.322,0.232] -.012 -0.319 0.750
Cisgender Man—Others -0.028 0.100 [-0.224,0.167] -.010 -0.285 0.776
European White—Others -0.032 0.103 [-0.234,0.171] -.011 -0.308 0.758
Heterosexual-Others -0.088 0.118 [-0.320, 0.143] -.027 -0.748 0.455
Manager—Others 0.029 0.126 [-0.218,0.275] .008 0.227 0.820
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue  0.107 0.070 [-0.031,0.244] .053 1.526 0.128
Need to Belong 0.112 0.074 [-0.033,0.257] .055 1.511 0.131
Negative Affect 0.481 0.087 [0.310,0.653] .212 5.510 <.001
Positive Affect -0.615 0.070 [-0.753, -0.477] -.369 -8.752 <.001

Note. DV = Turnover Intentions. N = 663. R> = (0.245, adj. R* = 0.229, F(14, 648) =

15.017, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AE: TURNOVER INTENTIONS—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 3)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age 0.006 0.006 [-0.005,0.017] .047 1.114 0.266
Disability Status -0.183 0.133 [-0.444,0.079] -.049 -1.370 0.171
Education -0.010 0.016 [-0.042,0.022] -.022 -0.620 0.536
Job Tenure -0.017 0.021 [-0.057,0.023] -.046 -0.823 0.411
Organizational Tenure -0.018 0.016 [-0.049,0.012] -.071 -1.176 0.240
Christian—Others -0.129 0.137 [-0.398,0.140] -.035 -0.940 0.348
Cisgender Man—Others -0.067 0.097 [-0.257,0.123] -.024 -0.696 0.487
European White—Others 0.007 0.100 [-0.190,0.203] .002 0.066 0.948
Heterosexual-Others -0.091 0.114 [-0.315,0.133] -.028 -0.795 0.427
Manager—Others 0.003 0.122 [-0.236,0.242] .001 0.026 0.980
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue  0.137 0.068 [0.004, 0.270] .069 2.022 0.044
Need to Belong 0.095 0.072 [-0.046,0.235] .046 1.326 0.185
Negative Affect 0.236 0.092 [0.055,0.417] .104 2.566 0.011
Positive Affect -0.482 0.071 [-0.621, -0.342] -.289 -6.790 <.001
General Belongingness -0.675 0.101 [-0.874, -0.477] -.282 -6.679 <.001

Note. DV = Turnover Intentions. N = 663. R> = (0.294, adj. R? = 0.277, F(15, 647) =

17.933, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AF: TURNOVER INTENTIONS—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 4)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age 0.006 0.006 [-0.005, 0.017] .047 1.119 0.263
Disability Status -0.142 0.133 [-0.403, 0.119] -.038  -1.070 0.285
Education -0.009 0.016 [-0.040, 0.023] -019  -0.525 0.600
Job Tenure -0.024 0.021 [-0.064, 0.017] -.065  -1.156 0.248
Organizational Tenure -0.013 0.016 [-0.044, 0.017] -.052  -0.864 0.388
Christian—Others -0.098 0.136 [-0.365, 0.169] -.026  -0.719 0.472
Cisgender Man— -0.077 0.096 [-0.266, 0.111] -.027  -0.807 0.420
Others
European White— 0.006 0.099 [-0.189, 0.201] .002 0.061 0.951
Others
Heterosexual-Others ~ -0.080 0.113 [-0.302, 0.143] -.024  -0.705 0.481
Manager—Others 0.019 0.121 [-0.218, 0.255] .005 0.154 0.878
Attitudes Towards the  0.164 0.068 [0.031, 0.297] .082 2.419 0.016
Color Blue
Need to Belong 0.119 0.071 [-0.021, 0.259] .058 1.665 0.096
Negative Affect 0.193 0.092 [0.012, 0.375] .085 2.094 0.037
Positive Affect -0.411 0.073  [-0.555,-0.267] -246  -5.607 <.001
General -0.504 0.112  [-0.724,-0.283] -.210  -4.490 <.001
Belongingness
Interpersonal -0.344 0.101  [-0.541,-0.146] -.157 -3.416 <.001
(Workplace)
Belongingness

Note. DV = Turnover Intentions. N = 663. R*> = 0.306, adj. R*> = 0.289, F(16, 646) =

17.819, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AG: TURNOVER INTENTIONS—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 5)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age 0.007  0.005 [-0.003,0.018] .056 1.441 0.150
Disability Status -0.052  0.123 [-0.294,0.190] -.014 -0.424 0.672
Education -0.002  0.015 [-0.031,0.028] -.004 -0.119 0.905
Job Tenure -0.019  0.019 [-0.056,0.019] -.051 -0.976 0.329
Organizational Tenure -0.023  0.014 [-0.051,0.006] -.088 -1.570 0.117
Christian—Others -0.185  0.126 [-0.433,0.064] -.050 -1.460 0.145
Cisgender Man—Others -0.066  0.089 [-0.240,0.109] -.023 -0.737 0.462
European White—Others -0.039  0.092 [-0.220,0.141] -.014 -0.428 0.668
Heterosexual-Others -0.060  0.105 [-0.266,0.147] -.018 -0.568 0.570
Manager—Others -0.048  0.112 [-0.268,0.172] -.014 -0.425 0.671
Attitudes Towards the Color 0.141  0.063 [0.017,0.264] .071  2.242 0.025
Blue
Need to Belong 0.057  0.066 [-0.073,0.187] .028  0.859 0.391
Negative Affect 0.162  0.086 [-0.006,0.330] .071  1.888 0.059
Positive Affect -0.182  0.072  [-0.322, - -.109  -2.545 0.011
0.042]
General Belongingness -0.303 0.106  [-0.511, - -127  -2.865 0.004
0.095]
Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.270  0.111 [0.053,0.487] .123  2.439 0.015
Belongingness
Organizational Belongingness -1.036  0.100  [-1.233, - -.540 -10.328 <.001
0.839]

Note. DV = Turnover Intentions. N = 663. R*> = 0.405, adj. R>=0.389, F(17, 645) =

25.788, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AH: WORK ENGAGEMENT—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP

1)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.010 0.005 [-0.019,-0.000] -.092 -2.006 0.045
Disability Status -0.216 0.112 [-0.436,0.004] -.073 -1.931 00.054
Education 0.046 0.014 [0.019, 0.073] 128 3.356 <.001
Job Tenure 0.015 0.018 [-0.020,0.051] .053 0.861 0.389
Organizational Tenure 0.000 0.014 [-0.026, 0.027] .002 0.032 0.974
Christian—Others -0.574 0.113 [-0.795,-0.352] -.195 -5.093 <.001
Cisgender Man—Others 0.069 0.084 [-0.096,0.235] .031 0.825 0.409
European White—Others -0.043 0.088 [-0.215,0.129] -.019 -0.495 0.621
Heterosexual-Others 0.142 0.100 [-0.053,0.338] .054 1.430 0.153
Manager—Others -0.506 0.106 [-0.713,-0.299] -.183 -4.792 <.001

Note. DV = Work Engagement. N = 663. R? = 0.133, adj. R>=0.120, F(10, 652) = 9.995,

p <.001.
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APPENDIX Al: WORK ENGAGEMENT—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 2)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p

Age -0.001 0.004 [-0.008,0.007] -.005 -0.157 0.875
Disability Status 0.126 0.086 [-0.043,0.296] .043 1.464 0.144
Education -0.010 0.011 [-0.031,0.011] -.028 -0.942 0.347
Job Tenure -0.002 0.013 [-0.028,0.025] -.005 -0.119 0.905
Organizational Tenure 0.002 0.010 [-0.018,0.022] .009 0.174 0.862
Christian—Others -0.041 0.089 [-0.215,0.133] -.014 -0.461 0.645
Cisgender Man—Others -0.004 0.063 [-0.127,0.119] -.002 -0.065 0.948
European White—Others -0.039 0.065 [-0.166,0.089] -.017 -0.595 0.552
Heterosexual-Others 0.096 0.074 [-0.050,0.241] .037 1.288 0.198
Manager—Others -0.256 0.079 [-0.412,-0.101] -.093 -3.244 0.001
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.020 0.044 [-0.106, 0.067] -.012 -0.445 0.657
Need to Belong -0.055 0.046 [-0.147,0.036] -.034 -1.189 0.235
Negative Affect -0.232 0.055 [-0.340, -0.124] -.128 -4.216 <.001
Positive Affect 0.877 0.044 [0.790,0.964] .660 19.809 <.001
Note. DV = Work Engagement. N = 663. R*>=0.527, adj. R>=0.517, F(14, 648) =

51.643, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AJ: WORK ENGAGEMENT—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP 3)

Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age <.001 0.003 [-0.006,0.007] .004 0.134 0.893
Disability Status 0.178 0.083 [0.014,0.342] .060 2.136 0.033
Education -0.015 0.010 [-0.035,0.005] -.042 -1.501 0.134
Job Tenure 0.008 0.013 [-0.018,0.033] .027 0.598 0.550
Organizational Tenure -0.007 0.010 [-0.026,0.012] -.034 -0.713 0.476
Christian—Others 0.017 0.086 [-0.151,0.185] .006 0.196 0.845
Cisgender Man—Others 0.023 0.061 [-0.096,0.142] .010 0.375 0.708
European White—Others -0.065 0.063 [-0.188,0.058] -.028 -1.039 0.299
Heterosexual-Others 0.097 0.071 [-0.043,0.238] .037 1.364 0.173
Manager—Others -0.239 0.076 [-0.388, -0.090] -.086 -3.143 0.002
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.040 0.042 [-0.124, 0.043] -.026 -0.955 0.340
Need to Belong -0.044 0.045 [-0.132,0.044] -.027 -0.980 0.328
Negative Affect -0.063 0.058 [-0.177,0.050] -.035 -1.099 0.272
Positive Affect 0.785 0.044 [0.698,0.872] .591 17.693 <.001
General Belongingness 0.465 0.063 [0.340,0.589] .244 7.347 <.001

Note. DV = Work Engagement. N = 663. R*> = 0.564, adj. R>=0.554, F(15, 647) =

55.740, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AK: WORK ENGAGEMENT—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP

4)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age <.001 0.003 [-0.006,0.007] .005 0.139 0.890
Disability Status 0.155 0.083 [-0.009,0.318] .052 1.859 0.063
Education -0.016 0.010 [-0.036, 0.004] -.045 -1.603 0.109
Job Tenure 0.012 0.013 [-0.014,0.037] .040 0.905 0.366
Organizational Tenure -0.010 0.010 [-0.029, 0.009] -.048 -1.008 0.314
Christian—Others -0.001 0.085 [-0.169, 0.166] .000 -0.013 0.990
Cisgender Man—Others 0.029 0.060 [-0.089,0.147] .013 0476 0.634
European White—Others -0.065 0.062 [-0.187,0.057] -.028 -1.041 0.298
Heterosexual-Others 0.091 0.071 [-0.048,0.230] .035 1.284 0.200
Manager—Others -0.248 0.076 [-0.396, -0.100] -.090 -3.281 0.001
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.056 0.042 [-0.139,0.027] -.035 -1.321 0.187
Need to Belong -0.058 0.045 [-0.145,0.030] -.035 -1.291 0.197
Negative Affect -0.038 0.058 [-0.152,0.075] -.021 -0.663 0.507
Positive Affect 0.744 0.046 [0.654,0.834] .560 16.204 <.001
General Belongingness 0.365 0.070 [0.227,0.503] .192 5.197 <.001
Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.199 0.063 [0.076,0.323] .114 3.164 0.002

Belongingness

Note. DV = Work Engagement. N = 663. R>=0.570, adj. R =0.560, F(16, 646) =

53.610, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AL: WORK ENGAGEMENT—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION (STEP

5)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age <.001 0.003 [-0.007,0.006] -.001 -0.035 0.972
Disability Status 0.110 0.080 [-0.046,0.266] .037 1.381 0.168
Education -0.020 0.010 [-0.039,-0.001] -.054 -2.022 0.044
Job Tenure 0.009 0.012 [-0.015,0.033] .031 0.739 0.460
Organizational Tenure -0.005 0.009 [-0.023, 0.013] -.025 -0.559 0.576
Christian—Others 0.042 0.082 [-0.118,0.202] .014 0.516 0.606
Cisgender Man—Others 0.023 0.057 [-0.090, 0.135] .010 0.395 0.693
European White—Others -0.042 0.059 [-0.159, 0.075] -.018 -0.708 0.479
Heterosexual-Others 0.081 0.068 [-0.052,0.214] .031 1.196 0.232
Manager—Others -0.215 0.072 [-0.357,-0.073] -.078 -2.975 0.003
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.045 0.040 [-0.124, 0.035] -.028 -1.100 0.272
Need to Belong -0.027 0.043 [-0.111, 0.057] -.017 -0.629 0.529
Negative Affect -0.023 0.055 [-0.131, 0.086] -.012 -0.409 0.683
Positive Affect 0.630 0.046 [0.540,0.721] .475 13.660 <.001
General Belongingness 0.265 0.068 [0.131,0.399] .139 3.888 <.001
Interpersonal (Workplace) -0.106 0.071 [-0.246, 0.034] -.061 -1.484 0.138
Belongingness
Organizational Belongingness 0.515 0.065 [0.388,0.642] .337 7.965 <.001

Note. DV = Work Engagement. N = 663. R* = 0.609, adj. R =0.599, F(17, 645) =

59.066, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AM: WORKPLACE INCLUSION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 1)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.007 0.003 [-0.013,0.000] -.085 -1.946 0.052
Disability Status -0.132 0.078 [-0.286,0.022] -.061 -1.685 0.093
Education 0.039 0.010 [0.020, 0.058] 146 4.021 <.001
Job Tenure -0.009 0.013 [-0.034,0.015] -.044 -0.752 0.452
Organizational Tenure 0.021 0.010 [0.003, 0.040] 143 2255 0.024
Christian—Others -0.252 0.079 [-0.407,-0.097] -.117 -3.199 0.001
Cisgender Man—Others -0.041 0.059 [-0.157,0.075] -.025 -0.696 0.487
European White—Others -0.025 0.061 [-0.145,0.095] -.015 -0.408 0.684
Heterosexual-Others 0.039 0.070 [-0.098,0.176] .020 0.561 0.575
Manager—Others -0.701 0.074 [-0.846,-0.555] -.345 -9.477 <.001

Note. DV = Workplace Inclusion. N=663. R*=0.210, adj. R*>=0.198, F(10, 652) =

17.378, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AN: WORKPLACE INCLUSION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 2)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.003 0.003 [-0.009, 0.002] -.041 -1.117 0.264
Disability Status 0.128 0.068 [-0.004,0.261] .059 1.902 0.058
Education 0.013 0.008 [-0.004,0.029] .048 1.530 0.127
Job Tenure -0.018 0.010 [-0.039,0.002] -.086 -1.753 0.080
Organizational Tenure 0.023 0.008 [0.007,0.038] .151 2.884 0.004
Christian—Others -0.011 0.069 [-0.147,0.125] -.005 -0.161 0.872
Cisgender Man—Others -0.062 0.049 [-0.159,0.034] -.037 -1.269 0.205
European White—Others -0.017 0.051 [-0.117,0.083] -.010 -0.336 0.737
Heterosexual-Others 0.034 0.058 [-0.080,0.148] .018 0.584 0.559
Manager—Others -0.575 0.062 [-0.696, -0.453] -.283 -9.301 <.001
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue  0.026 0.034 [-0.042,0.093] .022 0.748 0.455
Need to Belong -0.034 0.036 [-0.105,0.037] -.028 -0.934 0.350
Negative Affect -0.328 0.043 [-0.413,-0.244] -.247 -7.626 <.001
Positive Affect 0.410 0.035 [0.342,0.478] .421 11.851 <.001

Note. DV = Workplace Inclusion. N = 663. R> = 0.464, adj. R> = 0.452, F(14, 648) =

39.997, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AO: WORKPLACE INCLUSION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 3)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.002 0.003 [-0.007,0.003] -.028 -0.805 0.421
Disability Status 0.179 0.064 [0.055,0.304] .083 2.823 0.005
Education 0.007 0.008 [-0.008,0.023] .028 0.949 0.343
Job Tenure -0.009 0.010 [-0.028,0.010] -.043 -0.928 0.354
Organizational Tenure 0.014 0.007 [-0.000,0.029] .094 1.898 0.058
Christian—Others 0.046 0.065 [-0.083,0.174] .021 0.700 0.484
Cisgender Man—Others -0.036 0.046 [-0.126, 0.055] -.022 -0.778 0.437
European White—Others -0.043 0.048 [-0.137,0.051] -.026 -0.904 0.366
Heterosexual-Others 0.036 0.054 [-0.071,0.143] .019 0.655 0.513
Manager—Others -0.558 0.058 [-0.671, -0.444] -.275 -9.620 <.001
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue  0.005 0.032 [-0.058,0.069] .004 0.157 0.875
Need to Belong -0.023 0.034 [-0.090, 0.044] -.019 -0.664 0.507
Negative Affect -0.162 0.044 [-0.248,-0.075] -.122 -3.679 <.001
Positive Affect 0.319 0.034 [0.253,0.386] .328 9.445 <.001
General Belongingness 0.459 0.048 [0.364,0.553] .328 9.514 <.001

Note. DV = Workplace Inclusion. N = 663. R* = 0.529, adj. R>=0.518, F(15, 647) =

48.521, p <.001.
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APPENDIX AP: WORKPLACE INCLUSION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 4)
Predictor B SE 95% CI B t p
Age -0.002 0.003 [-0.007,0.003] -.028 -0.823 0.411
Disability Status 0.143 0.062 [0.022,0.265] .066 2.317 0.021
Education 0.006 0.008 [-0.009,0.021] .022 0.789 0.430
Job Tenure -0.003 0.010 [-0.022, 0.016] -.015 -0.323 0.747
Organizational Tenure 0.010 0.007 [-0.004, 0.024] .065 1.346 0.179
Christian—Others 0.018 0.063 [-0.106,0.143] .008 0.288 0.773
Cisgender Man—Others -0.027 0.045 [-0.115,0.061] -.016 -0.600 0.549
European White—Others -0.043 0.046 [-0.134,0.048] -.025 -0.923 0.356
Heterosexual-Others 0.026 0.053 [-0.078,0.130] .014 0.492 0.623
Manager—Others -0.571 0.056 [-0.682,-  -.281 -10.160 <.001
Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.019 0.032 [—0.0%?,6(1).]043] -.016 -0.591 0.554
Need to Belong -0.044 0.033 [-0.109, 0.021] -.037 -1.319 0.188
Negative Affect -0.123 0.043  [-0.208,-  -.093 -2.866 0.004
0.039]
Positive Affect 0.257 0.034 [0.190, 0.324] .263 7.515 <.001
General Belongingness 0.306 0.052 [0.203,0.409] .219 5.855 <.001
Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.305 0.047 [0.213,0.398] .238 6.516 <.001

Belongingness

Note. DV = Workplace Inclusion. N = 663. R* = 0.558, adj. R*= 0.547, F(16, 646) =

51.058, p < .001.



195

APPENDIX AQ: WORKPLACE INCLUSION—HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION

(STEP 5)

Predictor B SE  95% CI B t p

Age -0.003 0.002 [-0.007, -.033 -1.015 0.310
0.002]

Disability Status 0.113 0.060 [-0.004, .052 1.897 0.058
0.231]

Education 0.004 0.007 [-0.011, .014 0.510 0.610
0.018]

Job Tenure -0.005 0.009 [-0.023, -.023 -0.521 0.602
0.013]

Organizational Tenure 0.013 0.007 [-0.001, .085 1.834 0.067
0.027]

Christian—Others 0.047 0.061 [-0.073, .022 0.771 0.441
0.168]

Cisgender Man—Others -0.031 0.043 [-0.115, -.018 -0.715 0.475
0.054]

European White—Others -0.028 0.045 [-0.115, -.016 -0.616 0.538
0.060]

Heterosexual-Others 0.019 0.051 [-0.081, .010 0.378 0.705
0.119]

Manager—Others -0.549 0.054 [-0.656,- -271 -10.119 <.001
0.443]

Attitudes Towards the Color Blue -0.011 0.030 [-0.071, -.009 -0.361 0.718
0.049]

Need to Belong -0.023 0.032 [-0.086, -.019 -0.723 0.470
0.040]

Negative Affect -0.113 0.041 [-0.194,- -.085 -2.717 0.007
0.031]

Positive Affect 0.180 0.035 [0.112, .185 5.207 <.001
0.248]

General Belongingness 0.239 0.051 [0.139, .171 4.667 <.001
0.340]

Interpersonal (Workplace) 0.101 0.054 [-0.004, .079 1.886 0.060
Belongingness 0.206]

Organizational Belongingness 0.345 0.049 [0.250, .308 7.106 <.001
0.441]

Note. DV = Workplace Inclusion. N = 663. R? = 0.590, adj. R> = 0.580, F(17, 645) =

54.707, p < .001.
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APPENDIX AR: PAIRWISE PREDICTOR COMPARISONS FOR RELATIVE

WEIGHTS ANALYSES PREDICTING JOB SATISFACTION

Difference (Araw

) . o .
Stronger predictor ~ Weaker predictor weight) 95% CI Significant

Organizational Need to Belong 32 [.26, .38] Yes
Belongingness

Organizational General 22 [.16,.29] Yes
Belongingness Belongingness

Organizational Interpersonal .20 [.14, .27] Yes
Belongingness (Workplace)

Belongingness

Interpersonal Need to Belong A2 [.09, .15] Yes
(Workplace)
Belongingness

General Need to Belong .10 [.07,.13] Yes
Belongingness

Interpersonal General .02 [-.06, .02] No
(Workplace) Belongingness
Belongingness

Note. A = difference in raw relative weights (in R? units). Confidence intervals were

generated using bootstrapping (10,000 resamples) in Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App. A CI excluding zero indicates a significant difference.
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APPENDIX AS: PAIRWISE PREDICTOR COMPARISONS FOR RELATIVE

WEIGHTS ANALYSES PREDICTING PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT

Difference (Araw

. . o .
Stronger predictor =~ Weaker predictor weight) 95% CI Significant

Organizational Need to Belong 36 [.30, .43] Yes
Belongingness

Organizational General 26 [.20, .34] Yes
Belongingness Belongingness

Organizational Interpersonal 23 [.17,.31] Yes
Belongingness (Workplace)

Belongingness

Interpersonal Need to Belong 13 [.10, .16] Yes
(Workplace)
Belongingness

General Need to Belong .10 [.07, .14] Yes
Belongingness

Interpersonal General .03 [-.06, .01] No
(Workplace) Belongingness
Belongingness

Note. A = difference in raw relative weights (in R? units). Confidence intervals were

generated using bootstrapping (10,000 resamples) in Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App. A CI excluding zero indicates a significant difference.
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APPENDIX AT: PAIRWISE PREDICTOR COMPARISONS FOR RELATIVE

WEIGHTS ANALYSES PREDICTING TURNOVER INTENTIONS

Difference (Araw

Stronger predictor =~ Weaker predictor 95% CI Significant

weight)
Organizational Need to Belong 22 [.17,.27] Yes
Belongingness
Organizational Interpersonal 15 [.11,.20] Yes
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness
Organizational General A3 [.07,.19] Yes
Belongingness Belongingness
General Need to Belong .09 [.06, .12] Yes
Belongingness
Interpersonal Need to Belong .07 [.05, .09] Yes
(Workplace)
Belongingness
General Interpersonal .02 [-.02, .06] No
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness

Note. A = difference in raw relative weights (in R? units). Confidence intervals were
generated using bootstrapping (10,000 resamples) in Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App. A CI excluding zero indicates a significant difference.
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APPENDIX AU: PAIRWISE PREDICTOR COMPARISONS FOR RELATIVE

WEIGHTS ANALYSES PREDICTING WORK ENGAGEMENT

Difference (Araw

Stronger predictor =~ Weaker predictor 95% CI Significant

weight)
Organizational Need to Belong 25 [.2,.3] Yes
Belongingness
Organizational Interpersonal 16 [.1,.22] Yes
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness
Organizational General 14 [.08, .2] Yes
Belongingness Belongingness
General Need to Belong A1 [.08, .15] Yes
Belongingness
Interpersonal Need to Belong .09 [.06, .12] Yes
(Workplace)
Belongingness
General Interpersonal .02 [-.02, .06] No
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness

Note. A = difference in raw relative weights (in R? units). Confidence intervals were
generated using bootstrapping (10,000 resamples) in Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App. A CI excluding zero indicates a significant difference.
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APPENDIX AV: PAIRWISE PREDICTOR COMPARISONS FOR RELATIVE

WEIGHTS ANALYSES PREDICTING WORKPLACE INCLUSION

Difference (Araw

Stronger predictor =~ Weaker predictor 95% CI Significant

weight)
Organizational Need to Belong 21 [.17,.26] Yes
Belongingness
General Need to Belong 14 [.1,.17] Yes
Belongingness
Interpersonal Need to Belong 12 [.09, .16] Yes
(Workplace)
Belongingness
Organizational Interpersonal .09 [.05, .15] Yes
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness
Organizational General .08 [.02,.14] Yes
Belongingness Belongingness
General Interpersonal .02 [-.02, .06] No
Belongingness (Workplace)
Belongingness

Note. A = difference in raw relative weights (in R? units). Confidence intervals were
generated using bootstrapping (10,000 resamples) in Tonidandel and LeBreton’s (2015)

RWA Web Shiny App. A CI excluding zero indicates a significant difference.
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