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ABSTRACT. Workplace identity (WI) is a multi-dimensional 

and multi-layered construct that originated from the 
concept of Identity. It is an attitude towards self that helps 
individual employees to identify themselves as crucial 
members in the organisation by shaping their roles in the 
employment context. Empirical examination of the 
construct is now gaining traction. A scientifically validated 
tool is likely to provide further impetus to detailed 
examinations of the WI concept. The present study is 
intended to construct and validate a tool to measure WI. 
Using the data collected from a sample of 248 
respondents and the well established methodologies, this 
study constructs and validates a scale to measure WI – the 
Workplace Identity Scale (WIS). Having five factors, this 
scale has exhibited significant validity and reliability. WIS 
is expected to fill the gap in literature and is likely to 
stimulate further empirical research about this alluring 
construct. 

JEL Classification: M54, J89 Keywords: workplace identity, scale construction, scale validation 

 

Introduction 

The concept of workplace identity (WI) is gaining traction in management literature 

(Sulphey, 2019). It describes one’s self-concept based on the understanding of the work role. 

The concept “links thoughts and actions, cognitive processes and behaviours and takes not 

account the ways through which identities are formed” (Walsh, 2000). WI can significantly 

influence employee behaviour and outcomes (Amiot et al., 2007; Hozouria et al., 2018; 

Riemenschneider et al., 2019; Worth, 2019) and positively impact organisational performance 

(Agostino, 2004; Wayne et al., 2006). It provides employees with a sense of positive feeling, 

derived from doing right and ethical things. Hence employees identify themselves as crucial 

organizational members (Sulphey, 2019). According to Dutton et al., (1994), WI is derived 

from “social identity”, as employees are de facto members of a number of “social groups”. 

Their identities are formed based on the type and quality of their respective membership. A 

clear assessment of WI may help individuals and organisations in various ways. Therefore, 

there is a definite need for an appropriate tool to assess WI. The main purpose of this paper is 

to construct and validate a tool for assessing WI. To reach this research objective, the following 

tasks were accomplished: the review of literature, creation of an item pool, collection of data, 

Sulphey, M.M. (2020). Construction and validation of Workplace Identity Scale 
(WIS). Economics and Sociology, 13(2), 53-69.doi:10.14254/2071-789X.2020/13-2/4 
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item reduction, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, and finally, reliability and 

validity tests. As we are dealing here with a relatively new concept, difficulties were faced with 

respect to finding experts in the field to provide opinions for refining the item pool. Extreme 

caution was exercised at all the stages of this research.  

1. Literature review 

Before discussing WI, it would be imperative to have a short discussion about the 

concept of ‘Identity’. Identity is a complex concept that is receiving wide attention and research 

interest (Albert et al., 2000; Hogg et al., 1995; Van Laar et al., 2019). Many social scientists 

have attempted to define the concept. According to Hewitt (1989) identity is: 

 

“a sense of continuity, integration, identification and differentiation constructed by the 

person not in relation to a community and its culture but in relation to the self and its projects”. 

 

VanStaden (2005) defined it as “the characteristics that set one apart from another as a 

unique being”. However, there seems to be a lack of consensus about identity as it is used in 

varying contexts (Bothma et al., 2015). It is “fluid and malleable, rather than fixed” (Giddens, 

1991) and “ambiguous and slippery” (Bauman, 2004). Identity develops through a complex 

cognitive interaction between the individual and the social foci/life spheres (Botma, 2011). 

According to Bothma et al., (2015) identity formation is succeeded by two other processes – 

identity activation and resultant behaviour. Identity formation process could vary, and be based 

on the individual who owns a set of unique characteristics and capabilities. Having a separate 

identity enhances an individual’s sense of belongingness (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg & 

Terry, 2000). Successful construction, transformation and maintenance of identity enhance the 

feeling of belongings to groups – including work groups (Agostino, 2004; Kirpal, 2004). This 

proposition has profound proximity with WI.  

WI 

WI is derived from “social identity”, as individual employees are de facto members of 

various social or work group(s) (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002; Dutton et al., 1994). In ordinary 

parlance WI is the different ways an individual identifies himself within the work context 

(Fugate et al., 2004). It is the psychological relationship between an individual with his 

organization. Elsbach (2004) defined it as “an individual’s central and enduring status and 

distinctiveness” at workplace.  

According to Buche (2003, 2008), WI is “a socially constructed representation of an 

individual’s self-perception of his/her own interactions within the employment environment”. 

Agostino (2004) defined it as “the sense of individual identity that an employee derives from 

being part of a particular workplace”. Walsh & Gordon (2008) defined WI as “a work-based 

self-concept constituted of a combination of organisational, occupational and other identities” 

(p. 2). The definition of Lloyd et al., (2011) was modified by Bothma & Roodt (2012) as: 

“a multi-identity, multifaceted and multilayered construction of the self (in which the 

self-concept fulfils a core, integrative function), that shapes the roles of individuals who are 

involved in an employment context”. 

WI is thus a multi-dimensional/layered phenomenon (Baugher, 2003; Kirpal, 2004) 

about self that helps individual employees to identify themselves as crucial members in the 

organisation, and shaping their roles in the employment context (Bothma & Roodt, 2012; Roodt 
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& Odendaal, 2011). It describes one’s self-concept and the understanding, based on the work 

role.  

Benefits and importance of WI 

WI, according to Amiot et al., (2007) significantly influences employee behaviour, and 

resultant work and organizational outcomes. It also positively impacts organisational 

performance (Agostino, 2004; Wayne et al., 2006); as each individual is tied organically with 

social identities to their groups, and mechanically within their groups through their role 

identities. Collective WI of any organization profoundly impacts the overall performance of 

organisations (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999; Agostino, 2004; Brown & Bimrose, 2018; Wayne et 

al., 2006). Its importance can be judged from its interconnections and relationships with 

multitude of OB concepts like job involvement and job commitment (Bothma & Roodt, 2012; 

Sandhya & Sulphey, 2020), turnover intention, task performance (Bothma & Roodt, 2012; 

Hegde, 2016; Sandhya & Sulphey, 2019), etc. The various benefits of WI are presented in 

Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Benefits of WI 
 

Author Details 

Staples et al., (1984) Creates positive feeling among employees due to doing right and 

ethical things 

Employees identify themselves as crucial members in the organisation 

Buche (2003) 

Walsh & Gordon (2008) 

WI influences the level of job satisfaction among employees 

Agostino (2004); Wayne et 

al., (2006) 

Organisational performance is significantly and positively influenced  

Amiot et al., (2007) Significantly influences employee behaviour impacting the subjective 

work and objective organisational outcomes 

Caza & Wilson (2009) An energy resource for organizations and precursor for further 

resources  
 

Source: Author‘s compilation 

 

Despite the fact that adequate literature has evolved about WI, a validated and scientific 

measuring tool is yet to be constructed. Though review of literature has provided a few tools to 

measure WI, there seems to be lack of validation of the available tools. The present study 

attempts to fill this gap in literature. 

Objective 

The objective of the present work is to develop and standardize a Workplace Identity 

Scale (WIS). Though many social scientists have attempted to measure WI (Buche, 2003, 2008, 

Walsh & Gordon, 2008; Wayne et al., 2006), there is paucity of scientifically validated 

multidimensional instrument. Bothma & Roodt (2012), who have done considerable work in 

WI, is of the opinion that “no suitable measuring instrument was found that complied with the 

requirements of the theoretical definition of WI”. Previous researchers relied on items put 

together in an ad hoc manner (e.g., Banerjee, 2013). These scales are too brief with very few 

items. For instance the scale by Banerjee (2013) consisted of eight items. The work merely 

mention about Alpha, with scant reference about construction or validation. Another scale by 

Cortini (2016) consists of five items (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91). A scale that is worth 
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mentioning is that of Bothma & Roodt (2013). The scale was developed by adapting and 

combining five different scales or part of the scales that measured varying facets of WI. The 

items were identified from Organisational-related commitment scale (Roodt, 1997), Job 

involvement scale (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965), Functions of identity scale (Serafini et al., 2006), 

Organisational identification scale (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), and Person-organisation fit scale 

(Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). The original scale of 36 items after Factor analysis (FA) 

yielded 28 items. The scale reported Cronbach’s Alpha of .946. It seems ironical that though 

the items were sourced from various scales, the exploratory FA provided only uni-dimensional 

solution.  

As a fair review thus failed to identify any ideal and scientifically developed scale to 

measure WI, a new tool was sought to be developed. Further, since the concept of WI included 

various facets or dimensions (Bothma, 2011; Bothma & Roodt, 2013) it is plausible that the 

tool ought to be multi-dimensional. It is proposed and expected that the proposed tool would 

be multi-dimensional in nature, and capable of measuring WI precisely. 

2. Methodology 

Multiple studies have provided directions about the scientific process of constructing 

empirically strong psychometric tools (Clark and Watson, 1995; Kumar & Beyerlein, 1991; 

Hinkin, 1998; Schwab, 1980). The main stages are item generation, scale development, 

followed by evaluation. The current study has attempted to closely follow the steps presented 

in these studies. The steps followed are item development, data collection, scale development, 

and evaluation.  

Creation of item pool 

The guidelines provided by Hinkin (1995, 1998) were followed for creating an initial 

item pool. Since the scale length weigh against quality responses (Sulphey, 2016), determining 

the ideal number of items was accorded top priority. Hinkin (1995) noted that too long or short 

scales are likely to have potentially “negative effects on results”. Anastasi (1976) and 

Schriesheim & Eisenbach (1991) view having a short scale is the best way of dealing with 

“demands in terms of time, and minimizing response biases that could occur as a result of 

boredom and fatigue”. According to Cook et al., (1981) internal consistency reliability is 

possible with lesser items (even three). Hinkin (1995) and Nunnally (1978) opine that lesser 

items could lead to a lack of content and construct validities, as well as reliability and internal 

consistency. There is definite need for proper domain sampling and parsimony, as it helps in 

content and construct validities (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Maintaining scale length at 

appropriate level has the advantages of minimizing response bias, and ensuring internal 

consistency reliability (Hinkin, 1995). Based onthese, due care was exercised to ensure that the 

tool is neither too short nor long. This will also help in constructing a meaningful and fecund 

tool (Sulphey, 2014).  

The items for the study were identified based on relevant literature and available tools, 

and discussions with experts. These are absolute requirements for content validity (Lopez-

Fernandez et al., 2014; and Tossell et al., 2015). Since content validity is based on expert 

judgement and not a statistical property, author judgement and discretion plays a dominant role. 

For content validity, the stipulations of Bearden et al., (1993) were followed closely. Domain 

sampling and parsimony were given the due focus, while identifying the initial items. 

According to Cronbach & Meehl (1955) content and construct validities are not possible, if 

domain sampling and parsimony are lacking.  
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A detailed review of literature pointed that the domains of WI tend to diverge with each 

researcher. For instance, Kirpal (2004) identified three dimensions of WI – structural, social, 

and individual psychological components. Lloyd et al., (2011) opined that working individuals 

operate in three core contexts – life spheres, life roles and work contexts. Johnson et al., (2012) 

identified three factors of WI – individual, relational, and collective identities. Bester (2012) 

identified work centrality, value congruence and person-organization fit as the three domains. 

Based on the various domains identified from earlier studies, a pool of 33 items under 

five domains was created. These domains were identified based on the review of literature, and 

with a view of providing a comprehensive outlook to the construct. The pool was refined with 

expert help, to confirm that it covered relevant domains of WI. The experts confirmed that the 

domains and items covered all the aspects of the construct. These are prerequisites to ensure 

content and face validities. As per expert opinion, a few items were eliminated, with a resultant 

initial pool of 28 items. Sample items from each domian are: Job centrality – I am valued 

because of my work. Self identity – I find myself as an integral part of my organization. Person-

organization fit – I consider my organization’s success as my own. Job-fit – I consider my job 

as an important part of my life. Collective identity – In my organization, I feel of being an 

integral part of the group I work with. As stated earlier, these domains were identified based on 

review of relevant literature and expert opinion. Care was exercised to see that items were 

understood as desired by the researcher, in addition to giving due importance to aesthetics. 

These properties are essential for face validity. 

Scaling 

Since scaling offers the required inputs for statistical analysis, it should be decided with 

utmost care and caution. Any scaleshould generate required variance from amongst the 

respondents (Hinkin, 1995). Scaling devoid of variance cannot be statistically analysed. Scaling 

normally utilizes ranges between three and 10 on Likert-type scales. Since Cronbach’s alpha 

(Nunnally, 1978) increases up to five scales and thereafter levels off (Lissitz & Green, 1975), 

a five point scale was adapted for the study.  

Sampling 

Determining sample size is of paramount importance and the most difficult in any 

statistical study (Lenth, 2001). Adequate size is essential to provide significant results capable 

of appropriate statistical inferences (Hinkin, 1995). Larger samples are indispensible for 

conducting powerful statistical tests (Stone, 1978). However, if it is too big, there would be an 

effect of little scientific importance (Lenth, 2001). The appropriate sample size has been a 

matter of hot and serious discussion among academic circles (Hinkin, 1995; Lenth, 2001; Odeh 

& Fox, 1991). The adequateness of sample size required for conducting FA has also been 

discussed by many (Hinkin, 1995; Hoelter, 1993; Schwab, 1980; Viswanathan,1993). 

Quantifying the minimum acceptable sample size, Hoelter (1993) proposed 200 samples; and 

Hinkin (1995) 150. Hinkin (1995) and Viswanathan (1993) have even proposed sample size 

less than 100. Schwab (1980) opines that for conducting FA, 1:10 is the ideal item-to-response 

ratio; and Rummel (1970) suggested 1:4.  

Utmost case is required for sample designing for accurate portrayal of the essential 

characteristics of the population. It has to yield maximum possible precision with minimum 

variance. The present study has provided utmost care in the formulation, identification and 

selection of samples.  
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Data collection  

The questionnaire was administered online through Google docs to Indian volunteers 

who were gainfully employed in, service, banking and manufacturing organizations, in the state 

of Kerala, after obtaining their willingness. This ensued that no items were left without being 

responded. Data for the present study was collected from 248 respondents. 145 (58.5%) were 

males and 103 (41.5%) females. The minimum age of the respondents was 21 and the maximum 

60 years (mean 33.42). Experience in the current organization ranged between 3 months and 38 

years (mean 7.02), and the overall of experience ranged from six months to 41 years (mean 

10.05). There was also wide diversity in terms of educational qualifications and type of 

organization in which they worked. These aspects point towards diversity of the sample, which 

will aid in providing validity.  

Item reduction 

Refining and item reduction of a scale could be done using inter-item-correlation and 

FA (Boyle, 1991; Hinkin, 1995, 1998). Boyle (1991) suggested the elimination of items for 

which inter-item-correlations exceeds .70. According to him, such elimination “could help in 

avoiding too much redundancy and artificially inflated estimates of internal consistency”. The 

28 items of the present study were subjected to inter-item correlation. No items were eliminated, 

as none of the correlation values exceeded .70. The item-to-total correlation was then 

calculated. According to Kim & Mueller (1978) and Kumar & Beyerlein (1991) only those 

items with higher item-to-total-correlation (r over .40) are retained. The assumption behind this 

is that items belonging to common domain exhibit similar average correlations. Low 

correlations would indicate that items do not belong to the appropriate domain, which may 

result in questionable reliability (Churchill, 1979). This exercise resulted in eliminating four 

items. This method of elimination has also been done in various earlier studies (Sulphey, 2014; 

Sulphey, 2015; Sulphey & Faridi, 2020). The resultant questionnaire with higher item-to-total 

correlation consisted of 24 items (correlation ranged from .401 to .714).  

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test helped in assessing sampling 

adequacy for conducting FA (Kaiser, 1974). While KMO value above .90 is considered best, 

any value below .60 is unacceptable (Hair et al., 1998). According to Olkkonen & Saastamoinen 

(2000) if KMO is greater than 0.90, it is considered as “excellent premises”, any value greater 

than 0.80 is “good premises” and over 0.70 is “moderate premises”. The KMO value for the 

present study was found to be .874. By the measures of Hair et al., (1998) the KMO qualifies 

for sampling adequacy. Based on Olkkonen & Saastamoinen (2000) standards, KMO value of 

.874 denotes “good premises”. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Chi-square value was 

1806.496, which was significant. These values indicate appropriateness of data for conducting 

EFA.  

3. Results 

Subsequent to item reduction, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were 

conducted. The details of the factor analyses are presented in the following sections. This is 

folowed by the details about the reliabiities and validities of the scale.  
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Exploratory FA 

EFA was conducted using principal component axis and Orthogonal (Varimax) rotation 

method with Kaiser Normalization. Ford, et al (1986) and Hinkin (1995) stipulated a minimum 

factor loading of .40; which was followed in this study. Based on Eigen values, five factors 

were extracted. Since three items had heavy cross loadings, they were dropped, and EFA was 

re-run. This resulted in a five factor solution (Table 2).  

 

Table 2. Items and factor loadings of WIS 
 

No Items 
Factor 

loading 

Item-to-total-

correlation 

Factor 1 Job centrality (JCA)  

A1 I am valued because of my work .744 .642 

A2 My work is the most important aspect of my life .744 .578 

A3 Without my job I don’t have any identity .698 .407 

A4 All my achievements are directly related to my job .655 .599 

A5 I am more known in the society, because of my job in my 

organization 

.487 .581 

A6 I am something in life because of my organization .476 .639 

 Eigen value  6.770 

 % variance explained  32.328 

Factor 2 Self identity (SIB)  

B1 My values and organizational values match each other .751 .539 

B2 In my job, I have the freedom to decide what to do .667 .477 

B3 I will recommend my organization to others .648 .612 

B4 My job prevents me from becoming what I want to be .527 .401 

B5 I find myself as an integral part of my organization .455 .714 

 Eigen value 1.784 

 % variance explained 8.495 

Factor 3 Person-organization fit (IOFC) 

C1 When someone praises my organization, I feel it as my personal 

accomplishment  

.794 .599 

C2 I am interested in what others think about my organization .748 .446 

C3 If someone criticizes my organization, I feel personally insulted .692 .549 

C4 I consider my organization’s success as my own .546 .650 

 Eigen value 1.440 

 % variance explained 6.859 

Factor 4 Job fit (JFD)  

D1 The work I do at my organization is meaningful .706 .529 

D2 My work is a rewarding activity for me .663 .483 

D3 I consider my job as an important part of my life .619 .523 

 Eigen value 1.114 

 % variance explained 5.304 

Factor 5 Collective identity (CIE) 

E1 When I talk about my organization, I often say “we” .723 .488 

E2 I contribute my maximum to grouptasks .653 .534 

E3 In my organization, I feel of being an integral part of the group I 

work with  

.524 .553 

 Eigen value 1.007 

 % variance explained 4.796 
 

Note  N = 248 

The factors accounted for cumulative variance of 57.692%. 

All correlations significant at 0.01 level 

Source: Author‘s calculation 
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The first factor is named ‘Job centrality’ as items exhibited properties of providing 

importance to the job and organization. This is in tune with the definition of work centrality 

provided by Kularathna & Adhikaram (2011) “moral importance given to work over other 

aspects of life”. The second factor was named “Self identity” based on characteristics that set 

individual apart due to his/her uniqueness. This is based on the definition of identity 

(VanStaden, 2005). The third factor was named “Person-organization fit”, as it denoted 

individual-organization compatibility. This naming is in line with the description of Kristof 

(1996). The factor “Job fit” is named so, as the items indicated positive association between 

individual and job. The fifth factor, “Collective identity” denotes the characteristic of the 

individual to be wholeheartedly part of groups within organizations. This is in tandem with 

Johnson et al., (2012). The EFA was followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

CFA was done with AMOS software. CFA can help in confirming the factor structure, 

and to judge the significance of the generated model (Kaur & Sharma, 2015). Table 3 provides 

the details of the factor solution of WIS. 

 

Table 3. Fit index of WIS 
 

Fit index Model 

value 

Recommended 

value 

Reference 

Chi-square χ2//df (Chi-square 

probability)  

2.33 < 5.00 Bentler (1989) 

Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.87 >0.90 Hair, et al (2010) 

Adjusted goodness of fit index 

(AGFI) 

0.84 >.80 Gefen, et al (2003) 

Root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) 

0.07 <0.07 Steiger (2007) 

Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.86 >0.90 Bentler (1992) 

Normed fit index (NFI) 0.78 >0.80 Hooper, et al (2008) 

Root mean square residual (RMSR) 0.05 <0.05 

 

Byrne (1998); 

Diamantopoulos & 

Siguaw (2000) 

Parsimony normed fit index (PNFI) 0.66 No limit but near 

to 0.50 

Kelloway (1998); Sharma 

(1996) 

Parsimony goodness of fit index 

(PGFI) 

0.68 No limit but near 

to 0.50 

Kelloway, 1998; Sharma, 

1996 

Coefficient alpha 0.89 > 0.70 Nunnally (1978) 
 

Source: Author‘s claculation 

  

There existed problems about the strength of the measurement model due to a number 

of fit issues. For instance, the model value of GFI, RMSEA, CFI, RMR and NFI are below the 

recommended values. This warrants further purification of the scale. For a model to be correct, 

the standardized residual covariances exhibited in the symmetric matrix are expected to have a 

standard normal distribution, and most of the values should be less than two (Kelloway, 1998; 

Sharma, 1996).  

An examination of the standardized residual covariances of the default model revealed 

three items with values above two. For a perfect fit to emerge, these items were dropped and 

CFA was redone. The factor solution based on the modified WIS (with a total of 18 after 
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dropping 3 items) is presented in Table 4. This iterative process facilitated in a stronger fitting 

model. 

 

Table 4. Modified Fit index 
 

Fit index Model value Recommended value 

Chi-square/df (Chi-square probability)  2.02 <5.00 

GFI 0.90 >0.90 

AGFI 0.87 >0.80 

RMSEA 0.06 <0.08 

CFI 0.90 >0.90 

NFI 0.82 >0.80 

RMSR) 0.04 <0.05 

PNFI 0.67 Near to 0.50 

PGFI 0.66 Near to 0.50 

Coefficient alpha 0.87 >0.70 
 

Source: Author‘s claculation 

 

For structural suitability and acceptance, the model values of RMSEA, RMSR, GFI, 

AGFI and NFI need to be considered (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2005). The model values for all 

required fit indices are within in threshold value or rules-of-thump, and are hence superior. 

Though a number of fit indices are included in Table 4, according to Hooper et al., (2008), it is 

sensible even if only the Chi-Square statistic, RMSEA and its associated confidence intervals 

like SRMR, CFI and one parsimony fit index like PNFI are reported. These indices are 

insensitive to factors like sample size, parameter estimates and model misspecification. All 

these indices in the default model present perfect fit. 

The path diagram is presented as Figure 1. It can be seen that the factor loadings of the 

items ranged between .52 and .78. The inter-factor-correlation revealed that all five factors 

correlate between them significantly at 0.01 level. The r varied between .339 and .513. The 

factor to total scores also exhibited significant correlations. Data pertaining to mean, SD and 

factor correlations are presented in Table 5. 

 
Figure 1. Path diagram of WIS 

Note: The details of the items are as pet the details presented in Table 4 
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Table 5. Scores of Inter-factor correlation 
 

 Mean S.D. JCA SIB IOFC JFD CIE WIS 

A(JCA) 14.95 2.83 1 .462 .496 .521 .473 .806 

B(SIB) 14.50 2.74  1 .391 .513 .444 .760 

C(IOFC) 15.32 2.83   1 .339 .478 .749 

D(JFD) 12.29 1.81    1 .456 .714 

E (CIE) 12.47 1.71     1 .716 

WIS 69.53 9.00      1 
 

Note: N = 248 All correlations significant at 0.01 level 

Source: Author‘s claculation 

 

The present study, through following time tested and vigorous standards has succeeded 

in developing a multi-dimensional reliable and valid tool (WIS) for the measurement of WI.  

Validity and Reliability 

The utility of any scale depends on its demonstration of required reliability and validity. 

Elaborate efforts were put to establish the validity and reliability of the scale.  

Validity  

Validation is an important part that requires care and caution from the part of the 

investigator (Spector, 1992), as it cannot be measured by any statistical tool (Crocker & Algina, 

1986). The focus of validation has to be on the inferences that are derived, and they should be 

“appropriate, meaningful, and useful” (Gregory, 1992). Validity can take the form of content, 

construct, criterion, or consequential (Messick, 1995).  

Face and Content Validity 

Face and content validities were assessed with the help of experts in the related field. 

The consulted experts were of the opinion that the items of WIS appear to measure the construct 

of workplace identity of the respondents, which confirms face and content validity.  

Construct Validity 

Construct validity confirms that a scale “measures what it is purported to measure” 

(Hinkin, 1998). It demonstrates that the scale is scientifically strong and has the required quality 

(Scmitt & Klimoski, 1991). Construct validity can be assessed through the examination of 

convergent validity. A measure demonstrates adequate convergent validity if it is associated 

with other scales that measure the same construct (Hinkin, 1998; Kumar & Beyerlein, 1991). 

Extreme care was exercised during creation of item pool so that data reduction would not 

hamper in arriving at the intended factors. As stipulated by Hinkin (1998), to ensure convergent 

validity, certain known scales were considered while developing the items. Some existing 

known scales used for item development include Banerjee (2013), Bothma & Roodt (2012), 

Cortini (2016), etc.  

For assessing construct validity, the scores of WIS were correlated with another tool 

(Banerjee, 2013) that purports to measure WI. The analysis presented a very high correlation 

of .728. This confirms that WIS qualifies for remarkable construct and convergent validity.  
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The results have thus demonstrated that WIS has acceptable levels of factorial validity 

and the required internal consistency among a sample studied. It would be ideal for researchers 

to test the generalizability of WIS among varying populations of interest (Anastasi & Urbina, 

1997; Schutz, 1994).  

Reliability  

Reliability maximizes the power of the scale, since it is capable of assuring precision 

(Kerlinger, 1986) and consistency (DeVellis, 1991). It is a precursor to validity. According to 

Crocker & Algina (1986) and Henson (2001), if there are high inter-item correlations, it can 

provide an inference of reliability. Further, the Cronbach α satisfies the rule of the thump 

stipulated by Nunnally (1978). Though popular among researchers, now there are considerable 

arguments against Cronbach α. Those against its usage argue that it is too sensitive to the 

number of items in the measure. Alternatively, they support using raw mean of the inter-item 

correlation for measuring internal consistency (Briggs & Cheek, 1986). According to Briggs & 

Cheek (1986) “the optimal level of homogeneity occurs when the mean inter-item correlation 

is in the .20 to .40 range”. However, Clark & Watson (1995) suggested a range of .15 to .50 for 

broad, and .40 to .50 for narrow constructs.  

Limitations of the study 

No study is without limitation, and the present one is no exception to this. A major 

limitation was that the data used for the study were not longitudinal in nature. Due to this the 

analysis had to be limited to concurrent validity. Had the data been longitudinal in nature, it 

would have been possible to check predictive validity too. This could have facilitated in 

providing a direction towards predicting whether an employee would be increasing his/her level 

of WI in future. Another possible limitation of the study was that it had completely relied on 

self-reported data. There is a possibility that a few samples would have responded in a socially 

desirable manner. For instance, some respondent would have overstated themselves with 

respect to their work providing meaning to their life. This may also be the case of the perceived 

freedom at work. There is the possibility of either over or under stating the response. Though 

the tests of convergent and concurrent validity had indicated that WIS has worked as it ought 

to have, there is the possibility for the analyses having been influenced to certain extend by 

socially desirable responses. However, this possibility does exist for almost all studies that use 

self-reported data (Dew & Xiao, 2011). 

Another possible limitation could be the so called experimenter or observer effect 

(Rosenthal, 1976) – a bias associated with the influence of researcher on the interpretation of 

the results. However, since all prescribed threshold values and rules-of-thump associated with 

validation of tools have been followed without fail, it can be considered that limitations 

associated with experimenter effect has not crept in.  

WIS could require additional refinements, and researchers need to use it judiciously. 

Refining could me made based on the socio-cultural and political backgrounds, uniqueness of 

certain organizations, etc. Further, WIS is not constructed as a checklist to test WI. Rather it 

would serve as a brief scale that could help researchers to measure WI. Though the scale has 

successfully demonstrates reliability and validity on a cross section of sample, there could be 

possible variations for certain sub-groups which needs further examination. Future researchers 

could possibly add a new dimension by directing their studies towards this direction. 
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Conclusion 

WI significantly influences employee behaviour, and the resultant work and 

organizational outcomes (Amiot, et al., 2007). It can positively impact organisational 

performance of individuals in groups (Agostino, 2004; Wayne et al., 2006) and employee 

behaviour “impacting the subjective work and objective organisational outcomes” (Amiot et 

al., 2007). A fair review of related literature showed that there is paucity of a scientifically 

developed tool to measure WI, which would probably prevent accumulation of empirical data 

about it. 

The study aimed at developing a valid and reliable scale that can be used to measure 

WI. The initial WIS had a pool of 28 items. After EFA and CFA, the final WIS consisting of 

18 items exhibited perfect model fit as per stipulations (Link to WIS is provided in the 

Annexure). Since WIS enjoys good validity and reliability, it is an ideal tool to measure WI. 

The study has succeeded in constructing a multi-dimensional scale and validating it using a 

broad cross-section of representative data. WIS offers researchers and scholars with a reliable 

and valid tool for measurement of WI. Based on requirement researchers and scholarsare at 

liberty to use either the whole or part of the scale. Revisions of the scale could also be 

undertaken freely as deemed fit, as long as citation of this study is done. The author will be 

highly obliged if further literature is added by researchers and academicians by using WIS. 
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