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Semmary Based on inlergroup theory, this study examined relationships among group characieris-
tics {racioethnicity, gender, and level), contextual organizational unit characteristics
(gender end recioethnic heterogeneity, resouree support for women and racioethnic
minorities) and perecplions of diversity climate by faculty ata largs universaty. Compared
to white men, while women und mooethnic minorities placed greater value on employer
efforts to promote diversity, and held more favorable attitudes about the qualifications
of women sod racioethnic minoritzes. The study found that group rather than contextual
organizationsl unit characteristics were mare strongly related Lo diversity climate. How-
ever, the organizational unit characteristic, gender beterogencity, was significantly
related to valuing diversity. The greater the ratic of women in & onit, regardless of
the respondents’ gender, racioethnicity or level, the more favorable diversity activitics
were viewed. In addition, units whose allocation of resources 1o racioethnic minorities
were perceived as insufficient by respondents were more likely 10 have members who
valued diversity and held favorable pereeptions toward the qualifications of racioethnic
minorities. Implications for organizations and future resesrch are offered.

Introduction

A growing number of organizations have launched initiatives to actvely promote new cultures
and climates that are supportive of diversity (¢f. Braham, 1989; Thomas, 1990; Cox, 1991a).
Responding to projections that 85 per cent of the new entrants to the U. 8. labor force during
the 1990's will be female, minority or immigrant (Johnson and Packer, 1987), many firms have
increased their emphasis on hiring, promoting, and retaining individuals of cthnically, racially,
and gender diverss backgrounds. Toward this end, organizations have instituted multicultural
training and activities to modify organizational systems and address root causss of institutiona)
racism and sexism (¢f. Thomas, 1990; Cox, 1991a), Typically, multicultural eforts seak toenhance
relations betwesn members of different ethnic and racial groups by finding ways to sensitize
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pcn:rplctoinmrgmupdiﬁ:renccsfFrrdman. 1962 Thomas, 1990} In this Paper. enhancing organ;-
~Zationa] diversity, hctcrngcn:iu' and multiculturaiism refer to efforts 1o improve the ntegration
of members of minerity racicethnic Eroups and white women 1nto all levels of employing OTRanI-
Zations, Following Cox (1990, P.7). ‘racicethnic’ refers o "biclogically and/or culturally distiner
Eroups’. He contends that while researchers tend to use race when referring to intzrgroup differ-
ences between whites and blacks and ethnicity when referring to Asians and Hispanics, often
these groups include both biological and cy Itural differences,

Implications of intergroup theory for managing diversity elimage

Alderfer {1986) theorizes that ETOUPS In organizations can be classified ingo two broad categories:
identity groups and orgamizational groups. lden uty group members share common biological

one's group memberships and contextya) unit characteristies in explaining perceptions of diver-
gity climate. As intergroup theory has demonstrated (ef. Alderfer, 1986), the WaY We percejve



ASSESSING DIVERSITY CLIMATE &3

our social reality s largely determined by our group memberships such as raciocthnicily, sex
and level. We alsp wa ted to see if EFoup perceptions murrored the work environment, the
organizationsl unit characteristics, in which members were positioned. Regarding organizational
unit characteristies, the demographic composition of the unit (i.e. the racicethnic and gender
heterogeneity, which is the preporuon of racioethnic minorities and women in relation to the
lotal number of facully in the unit) and the allocation of resources within the work unit among
represeniatives of racioethnic and gender ETOoups were believed 1o be key variables reflecung
ltergroup contextual sffects (¢f. Alderfer and Smith_ 1982},

The term ‘diversity climate’ used in this study is consistent with other research on organizatio-
nal climate. Climate s generally conceived as the influence of waork contexts on cemployee beha-
vior and attitudes, which are grounded in perceptions (Schneider and Reichers, [983). Climate
research assumes that ‘people attach meaning to or make sense of clustery of psychologically

Group membership variables moderating attitudes toward d; versity

White women and raciocthnic minorities have historically been excluded from the middle and
upper levels of many organizations (cf, Morrison, White and Van Velsor, 1957 Greenhaus,
Parasuraman and Wormley, 1990), and while some improvement has been made ip upward
mobility, it is weall documented that institutional racism and $EXISM peryist in the workplace

Houghton, 1988; Mclntyre, 1989, Cax, 1991a). This rationale clearly is frameg o 4 ‘win—win
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white men may blame racioethnic funoriies and white women whe are likely to be the main
immediate beneficiaries of diversity and affirmarive acuon palicies, for their woes on the Job
or the fact they may not be advancing as rapidly as in the past. White men are more likely
to hold negative attitudes 1oward diversity efforts, because such effors 1o change the status
quo might be viewed as resulting in a decrease in their positions of power and receipt of rewards
(Cox, 1991b; Alderfer, 1991). Specifically:

Hypothesis 1: White women and raciocthnic minority men and women are likely to hold
more positive values toward organizational efforts to promaote diversity than white men
regardiess of their organizational leve].

In addition to valuing diversity in the abstract, diversity climate also concerns attitudes toward
the qualifications of white women and racicethnic Minority men and women in one’s departmen,

ative action or equal Opportunity objectives, some firms would give preference in hiring and
promotion to white women and raciosthnic minorities over white men. These staffing cfforis
are ofien interpreted by white men as a compromise of organizational standards and unfair
favoritism which results in scapegoating of white women and racioethnic mmorities (Thomas,
1990),

Compared to white men, white women and racioethnic minorities have more recently gained
access to coveled managerial and professional positions, However, barriers to senior hierarchical

of experience and the off-balance context in which intergroup relations are embedded, women
and racioethnic minorities today are likely to believe that a two-tier qualification system exists:
one for white men and one for their groups (F 1985). White women and racioethnic
minorities are likely to belieye they have to have qualifications better than, those of white

dunmani:n-mnpbhs,waiuwamm will hold more positive ﬁmmmmequaﬁﬁmﬁm
of racioethnic minorities than white men
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more favorably than munority men. Overall, however, raciosthnic munority women will
rank the overall qualifications of racicethnic minorities a5 2 proup as higher than those
of women as z group.

Hypothesis 2c: Racioethnic minonty men will view the qualifications of women slightly
more favorable than white men do. However, racioethnic minonty men will perceive
raciocthnic minorities as generally more qualified, as & group, than women, as a group.

Hypothesis 2d: White men will hold the least positive views toward the qualifications of
racioethnic minorities and women

Organizational and work group influences on di versity climate

Intergroup relations are embedded in organizations and will be influenced by the degree to
which the power differences between groups in the immediate serung are congruent with those
reflected in the suprasystem or larger organizational context (Aldefer and Smith, 1982). When
there 15 an imbalance in the power differences between groups at the local level and those
in the larger system, more dysfunctional relations will occur betwesn groups (Alderfer and
Smith, 1982). Thus, reactions to employer actions 1o manage diversity must be viewed against
the organizational context that the senior hierarchical groups of mast employing organizations
are still largely occupied by white males. Similarly, the ways in which power and rewards
arc currently allocated and the ways in white human resource policies are eurrently designed
still Jargely favor senior white males over other groups (¢f. Ragins and Sundstrom, 1989).
Efforts to create 2 ‘dominant heterogeneous culture’ (¢f. Thomas, 1990) at all levels of the
firm are introduced against a backdrop of a dominant white male culture. And as Ferdman
(1992), argues, the assumptions of multicultural programs are often based on views that can
be somewhat contradictory to traditional research on prejudice, categorization and stereotyping,
which he believes would attempt to manage diversity by finding ways to de-emphasize mtergroup
boundaries. By promoting multiculturalism and accentuatimg differences between groups that
have imbalanced representation across their larger organizational systems, it is likely that mem-
bers of white male groups might resist such efforts and engage in increased categorization,
labeling and stereotyping. Similarfy, white women and raciocethnic minority men and women
might tighten their own internal group boundaries and negatively categorize the white males
in power and each other.

'Ih'uinlzrgmupmntnthummiﬁutimfmormiuﬂunﬂ climates, which can arise from
the interactions that work group members have with each other, and m turn create varying
work group climates that influence perceptions of organizational events (Schneider and Reichers,
1983). In large firms, the climate for diversity is likely to be influenced by the way in which
organizational puﬁciup:miningtuth:dizm‘budnnafmurmmownmmﬁum
mnimmnicmdmdmgmnpsmﬂndrpnmtmkqmumlpingdhﬁﬂryd?maum
members' perceptions of intergroup relations. Resources critical to advancemesnt might include

routines {Smith, 1982; Ely, 1990). Given that conflict among groups is produced by scarce
resources and that some groups may attend more to their political and ps¥chelogical environ-
ments than others (Berg and Smith, 1990), whits women and racioethnic minorities are likely
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1o be aware of the existence of a Elass or ‘icfion” ceiling and related barmers 1o advancement
such as unequal access to resources (Morrison er af.. 1987; Cox. 1991b). Although today, few
INsuiutions are consciously racist, many universities continue 1o be designed in a way that
supports the persistence of institutionally-based racism {Porras. 1991). Members who are white
women and raciogthnic munoritics are most negatively affected by not altering the current
resource aliocation sysiems and are most likely to be aware of continuing institutional barriers,

Although racioethnic minorities and white women are expected Lo carry the same teaching,
research and service loads that white men do, the former Eroups often have the additional burden
of helping the university manage issues of racism and sexism, even If they have never done
research on these 1ssues and often their Jobs are usually designed with more tasks than those
of white men (Porras, 1991), They frequently have extra work by serving on commitiess specifi-
cally targeted to female or minority issuss or general universily commitiees necessitating mult-
cultural representation, by serving as counselors/role models/mentors to students, by being
spokespersons for their respective gender or raciosthnic groups or by providing advice to admin-
istrators when racial and gender problems occur on campus (Porras, 1991), Because they may
perceive that their faculty jobs have more responsibilities and demands than the jobs of white
men, white wamen and racioethnic minories may feel they aren't getting adequale resources
to cnable them to do the ‘core’ features of their jobs that the umversity normally rewards.

White women, because of their greater probability of having directly experienced these barriers,
will be more sensitive than white men to institutional discrimination, However, on matiers
of organizational barriers based on race, white womens’ perceptions of discrimination wil]
more closely resemble those of white men than they will racioethnic minority women (Alderfer,
1986). In contrast, racioethnic minonty women may be likely to view their experiences with
institutional diserimination as being based on race as opposed to gender, This view is consistent
with findings that minority women students were more likely 1o view discrimination that they
faced in the classroom as being more strongly based on race and ethnicity than gender (Zoni

attitudes regarding the fairness of resource allocation to minorities, racioethnic minority women
will hold the least favorable attitudes, given the added pressures created by their bicultural
lives and ‘two for two’ token status {Bell, 1990),

White men may see resource distribution differently, given the current, very visible programs

Hyputhuiah:Mmrcrpendennbcﬁntthatwammhawfhemdumummuf
mc&vingurﬂnjzaﬁmﬂmppnm“fnmrﬁpmdmtsbdhﬁthutbcyhawimﬂhmme
nm::hmasmufrm:ivingmppm

Hypothesis 3b: White men and white women believe that racioethnic minorities have the
same chance as whites of receiving organizational support. Racioethnic minority men and
wnmhﬁmtmztmwhwlmmumﬂmmuwﬁmnfm;aum

Hmﬁ@khhmﬁon%muﬁﬂmﬂnﬂmnﬂrﬂmsmﬁm
of organizational support for racicethnic minorities. Racioethnic minority women will hold
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significantly more negative views regarding the eguality of support to racioethnic minorities
than white women.

Recruitment practices and experiences across racicethnic and gender groups effect intergroup
processes by shaping members’ perceptions of oppertunites for their groups. Hiring practices
have a direct :impact on the demography of work units, which are viewed in the larger organizatio-
nal context as dominated by senior white males. In umiversities, the largest employes group
15 that of professional/faculty staff who generally must possess a PhDD even to be considered
for an entry level position. Although histoncally white women have had greater aceess 1o
advanced degree programs than raciocthnic minonues (Pomer, 1986), they ofien did not enter
the labor force, because they were socialized to take on voluntesr and mothenng roles. In
the early sixtics, however, this pattern started to change. Currently, white women are substan-
tially better represented at the PhD level than racioethnic minontes (De Palma, 1988), however,
imbalances in representation stll exists in some disciplines. For example, white women are
under-represented in the natural sciences (Wycliff, 1990), and over-represented in social science
fields such as education and liberal arts {De Palma, |988).

Access 1o many institutions of higher education for racioethnic minorities was not permitied
umti] the passage of the U. 5. Crvil Rights Act of 1964, Implementation of the Act took many
years, and as a consequence, the pool of minonty applicants with higher education credentials
did not enlarge significantly until the mid-1970s (Steele, 1990). Currently, the increase in minornty
faculty presence at major research universities has not kept up with the increase in minority
student enrollment (Porras, 1991). The within racioethnic group representation of specific minori-
ties is extremely uneven. In some disciplines, such as the natural sciences, Asians are better
represented than blacks and Hispanics (Wycliff, 1990). The extent to which whits women and
raciocthnic minorties are represented across the university is skewed.

The demographic composition of employees in the unit will mfluence the amount of direct
contact that cccurs both between and within gender and racioethnic groups in the depariment.
As Homans (1950) maintaing, there is a positive relatonship between frequency of interpersonal
contact and attraction. Demography also effects members” interpretations of the extent 1o which
the firm is actively pursuing its espoused mission of enhancing diversity, thereby creating a
context for assessing intergroup processes (Alderfer and Smith, 1982).

Likewise, structuralists assume that similar contexts help foster similar attitudes among mem-
bers (Schneider and Reichers, 1983), Recent research on the linkages berween individual attitudes
and organizational demography has reaffirmed the importance of similarity in context and
attitudes {¢f. Konrad and Gutek, 1987; Tsui and O'Reilly, 198%; Gutek, Coben and Konrad,
1990).

Blau's (1964, 1973, 1977) research on groups suggests a positive relationship between increased
heterogeneity of society and increased contact berwesn groups with status differences. In her
discussion of tokenism, Kanter (1977) also found that the numerical representation of women
and minorities in organizations mflusnced climate and how members of these groups are viewed.
Using the concept of embedded imtergroup relations (Alderfer and Smith, 1982), Ely (198%)
specifically links individua! measures of interpersonal relations with group and organizational
variables. She found that the greater the proportion of women represented in middle and upper
levels of organizations, the more positive the relations between all women, regardiess of level.
However, in work environments where women were less well represented, relatonships were
less supportive and more dysfunctionally competitive. Using this research as a guide, we propose
a relationship between the compesition of 2 member’s unit (2.g. the percentage women faculty
and percentage racioethnic minority faculty in the unit) and diversity climate.
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Hypothesis 4a: The greater the gender heterogenenty (1.6 the greater the ratio of women
1o men) in & department, the more favorable the diversity climate {i.e. valuing efforts
to promote diversity, and high regard for the qualificauons of women).

Hypothesis 4b: The greater the raciocthnic heterogensity (i.e. the greater the ratio of
racioethnic minorities Lo whites) in a department, the more favorable the diversity climate
(i.e. valuing cfforts to promote diversity, and high regard for the qualifications of racioethnic
minorities).

Methods

Organizational setting

This study was conducted at a large public sector university in the Mid-West United States.
The central admunistration, which was predominately white male, had been engaged, for some
time, in trying Lo increase the recruitment and retention of women and/or racioethnic MmIinoritics
among the faculty and academic stafl ranks and to promote a climate favorable to a diverse
workforce. Recently, the administration published a lengthy and widely-disseminated document
which not only affirmed the University's commitment to diversity, but maintained that the
future reputation of the institution, as well as its scholarly activities, were dependent on the
organization's ability to recruit and retain more women and racioethnic minorities, The adminis-
tration also established several task forces to investigate ways lo improve recruitment and reten-
tion of under-represented groups, as well as monitor current efforts to recruit new members
to the organiration, To this end, a survey was developed to examine the following issues: (1)
What is the eurrent organizational climate regarding diversity and pluralism, and (2) how success-
ful has the administration been in fostering a climate that places a high value on diversity.

Like many other mstitutions of higher education, the organization in this study has been
suffering from diminishing resources. Many departments have had vacant positions frozen due
to the lack of resources. Other units have only been allowed to fill these vacant positions
by appointing a raciocthnic minority or 8 woman to the position. In some cases, the successful
rmniunmtufawnmmmmmdnﬂbni:nﬁnnﬁqhumquimdminminmem
offer aver the amount initially posted, which could be viewed as 2 premium. Typically, these
inmmdﬁmdshaubmpmﬁd:dby@mﬁﬂmminhmﬁmnpmnlbmkgmundm
many other requests for increased funding have been demied. Offering differential salaries to
white women and racioethnic minorities has resulted in some reverse discrimination complaints
from white men.

Procedure and sample

Emmﬁuhmpﬁmmdyhubmmndmﬁunmimzn{dimrycﬁmnmfnmmm
lm},lmmnwmdwdﬂpadfmthistmdy.Baudmnmﬁewnflh:ﬁmmmm
pmiouﬂydwdnpd:mmnmdtomauiudﬁmrddimhynmhﬂmimm
umumntmdnﬁnpedbymemmﬁmMumummwhimwmandmbmimdm
a group of senior administrators, who had requested the study, for review. The administrators
included white, black and Hispanic men and white women. The questionnaire was also sent
to several racioethnic mimority women and men, and white men and women, all of various
ecademic ranks, for comment.

Drue to the comparatively small numbers of white women and racicethnic minorities in the
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Table 1. Populations sampled Tor survey

Toial Mumber Mumber e
Population group population  sampied riomed  returned
Racioethnic minonty women E7 7 40 445
White women 629 629 318 5l
Raciothnic minonily men 191 191 B3 R
White men 1R42 L] 28] 47
ldentification deleted by
respondent ) = 53 —

2749 .15 T15 51

organization, the survey was mailed 1o all of office addresses of white women and racioethnic
minorties with faculty and academic stafl status. Given the larger number of white men, a
random sample from this group was drawn. New employees with less than a year's tenure
were not included in the survey since they were unlikely to have sufficient expenence to draw
upon. A total of 1529 individuals received the syrvey, From this 775 usable questionnaires
were returned. As Table 1 shows the response rate was 51 per cent, without significant differences
among identity groups.

Measures

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on 20 items pertaining to diversity. After inspecting
the scree plot, it appears that four distinct factors accounted for most of the vanance among
the items. These factors had cigen values between 1.5 and 5.9, explaining 66 per cent of the
variance. The factor pattern matrix is based on oblique rotations, since it was assumed that
several dimensions of diversity climate were likely to be correlated. An item was included in
a scale if its factor loading exceeded 0.4 and the loading for that item was larger than the
loading on any other factor by 0.2 (Nunnally, 1978).

Table 2 shows the factor loadings for all items that met these statistical criteria. For conceptual
reasons we separated responses toward scales regarding the allocation of unit resources to
women and minorities into separate measures for these groups. Even afier scparating these
items, the alphe values remain sufficiently high to warrant such action. A complete listing
of the specific items used to construct the measures, which used five-point Likert type scales,
can be found in the Appendix. All questions were recoded so that the higher the score, the
greater the agreement.

Value efforts to promote diversity

This scale assessed perceptions of the extent 1o which institutional excellence was related to
the recruitment and retention of faculty who are female, mimaority, or disabled, and on the
importance of gender and racial diversity to promoting increased cooperation and understanding.

Attitudes toward gualifications of racioethnic minorities
This scale assessed perceptions of the ressarch productivity and scholarly qualifications of minor-
ity faculty compared with white faculty.

Attitndes toward women's qualifications
This scale measured perccptions regarding the research productivity and scholarly qualifications
of women faculty compared with men faculty.
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Tabie 2. Facior loadings of rotated (ebligue) facior pailern matrix

Fi F2 Fi Fa
Factor 1—Value efforts to promote diversily
Organization should recruil more minorities 0.88 0.07 =0.06 0.05
Organizanon should recruit more women 086 -0.04 —{1.13 (.04
Organization must recruit more nandicappers 0.85 0.03 =0.13 L0z
Gender diversity is important .80 —{.09 0.0 —{0,06
Racial diversity 15 imporiant 078 0.05 020 —0.0e
Making academic areas accessibie Lo handica Ppers is
important 0,56 010 0.09 —{.02
Factor 2—Qualifications of racioethnic minorities
Research productivity of minonty faculy 0.01 0.81 =009 0.02
Scholarly qualification of minonty faculty 0.08 0.78 =011 —0.05
Factor 3—Qualifications of women
Research productivity of women =0.07 0.14 0.88 0.0
Scholarly qualifications of women 0.01 013 0.81 —0.24
Factor 4—Dept support for women and racioethnic
Mminoritics
Release time support for women 010 0.3 0.05 0.78
Graduale assistant support for women =00 0.14 0.9 .76
Graduate assistantd support for minorities 0.04 -0.21 —0.0% 0.67
Release time suppornt for minorities =0.05 =0.33 -0.14 0.67

Equality of department support of racioethniec minorities

This scale assessed perceptions regarding the equality of receiving graduate assistants, release
time from teaching, and receiving salary increases above the average meril rate for minorities
compared with whites,

Equality of department support of women

This scale assessed perceptions regarding the equality of receiving graduate assistants, release
time from teaching, and receiving salary increases above the average merit rate for women
compared with men,

Gender, racioethnicity and level

Mmhmupmﬁmumumhm:mﬂrm:m.mmmﬂ.%ﬂcmm
thet important differences may exist pot only between racioethnic minorities and whites, but
a]suuithtnmtin:thnismtnoﬁtymmemﬂnmbmnfrﬁmhnjc minorities precluded

was used in our analysis, since a great deal of research has found that level is often correlated
with workplace attitudes (¢f. Kossek, 1989) and thar identity groups are often correlated with
organizational groups (Alderfer, 1986). The respondent’s type of appointment was used as
4 proxy to measure hierarchical level. All faculty with tenure and job security were combined
into one category, and faculty without tenure or Job security were grouped into the other.
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Gender and racial heterogeneiry

Unit heterogeneity was measured in the following way To each respandent's record, we
appended the actual number of women, racicethnic minertes and total faculty in histhere
unit. These data were supplied by the University's Personnel Office. Drawing an the work
of Blau (1977, p.9), heterogeneity was operationalized as:

s (| x E‘_)
(EXi)

where x is the number of persons in each group. The formula was adapted 1o permit the heteroge-
neity measure to range from 0 to | so that the correlation is -1.0 to 1.0, For the gender heteroge-
neily measure, the larger the figure, the greater the representation of women in the unit. For
the racial heterogeneity measure, the larger the figure, the greater the representation of racioeth-
nic minonties in the unit.

Analyses

In order to investigate differences in attitudes towards diversity proposed for the first three
hypotheses, a three-way analysis of vanance technique was used. This also permitted exploration
of interaction affects of independent variables on the scales. The independent variables were
defined as race, gender and level. In order 1o test hypothesis 4, which is essentially a test of
the entire model, we used ordinary least squares regression. For each dependent vanable (valuing
employer efforts to promote diversity, and attitudes toward the qualifications of women, attiludes
toward the gualifications of racioethnic minorilies), separate regression models were run to
investigate the effects of unit charactenistics (i.e. gender heterogeneity and raciocthnic heteroge-
neity, and the amount of resource support for women, amount of resource support for racioethnic
minorities) as well as group memberships (respondent’s race, gender and level).

Results

Table 3 shows the inter-scale correlations, means, and standard deviations and alphas for the
scales, all of which showed high reliability and ranged from 0.90 1o 0.71. Although the factor
analysis showed that these measures are conceptually distinct from cach other, it is clear that
significant relationships do exist between these scales. For the sample as a whole, the means
suggest that individuals were generally favorable toward employer efforts to promote diversity
(¥ = 3.89) and while still favorable, were slightly less positive toward the qualifications of women
(£ = 3.13) and racioethnic minorities (¥ = 2.80). Respondents believed that women (X=1.91)
and racioethnic minorities (¥ = 1.99) had almost the same chance of recsiving department sup-
port as white men.

Table 4 shows the results of the multivariate analyses of variance for each scale, the correspond-
ing significance levels for the thres main effects (ie. raciosthnicity, gender and hierarchical
level) and the three two-way interaction effects (Le. racioethnicity and gender, level and gender,
and level and raciocthnicity). All the significance levels for the maim effect variables as well
as all two-way interaction effects are reported to show the contribution of main effects and
interaction effects in predicting attitudes. Table 5 shows the means oniy for those scaks i
which significant differences were found betwesn groups.

As can be seen in Table 4, gender, racioethnicity and level were related to perceptions of
diversity climate, In regard to hypothesis 1, valuing employer efforts 1o promote diversity,
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Table 3. Characzeristics of AL Fes

Scales 2 k! 4 5
. Attnude toward racicethnic minoritses”

qualificalions 0.18= —-(.42= =11 0.2
2. Attitudes toward women's gualifications —0.13 0.23= 0.62=
3. Equality of dept, resource allocution to

raciecthnic minorities 049 _page
4. Equality of dept. resource allocation o

WaOmen —=0.47=
5. Value employer effons to pramate diversity
6. Mean 28D ERE! 1.99 1.91 189
7. Standard deviation 0.70 0.62 0,37 0.37 0.85
8. Alpha 0.77 0.7 0.72 0.74 (.90

* Significance p < 0.01,

Table 4. Results of multivariate analy=is of variance

Equality of
Attitudes department  Equality of
Valusefforts  toward qual. Altitudes supporiof  department
lopromote  ofracioethnic toward qual.  racioethnic wpport

diversity mincrities of women minorities of women
Endependent variables Fvalure Fvalue Fvalue Fvalue Fvalus
Muin eflect
Racioethnicity 1274 (0.000)  14.02 (0.000)  4.50 (0.034) 4087 (0.000) 11.31 {0.600)
Crender 41.57 (0.000) 1.21(0272) 831 (0.004) 1828 (0.000) 70.49 (. 000)
Level 0.64(0.591) 0.55(0.851) 1.18 {0.318) 0.31 (0.821)  0.13 (0.943)
Two-way interaction effact
Racioethnicity by gender 1.8 (0277)  2.32(0.128) 6.11 (0.004) 6.63(0.010)  2.95 (0.086)
Level by gender L16{0.326)  0.37(0.771) .36 (0.071) [.26 (0.286) .14 (0.331)
Level by ruciocthniciry 1.32(0.266) 045(0.720) 0.5 (0.620) 1.40 (0.242) 138 (0.249)
A=0.00 Fe=0]] Fe=(.23 F=0,16 F=0.15
* Significence levels are indicarsd jn parcothesss

IsTableSIhm,rIcimﬁmicmﬁmﬁt}' respondents rated th:mpnmﬂurdhwﬂtyeﬂnm
considerably higher (¥ =4.65) than did whites (2 =3.74). Similarly, women (X =4.35) held
significantly more fat:umb&: attitudes toward diversity than men {_X = 4.05). However, women

Regarding hypothesis 2, we found that differences m attitudes about the qualifications of
racioethnic minorities accounted for only by respondent’s racioethnicity (p = 0.000). Racioethnic
minorities rated the qualifications of racioethnic minorities higher (¥ = 3.47) than white respon-
dents (X'=2.7%) did. Regarding the qualifications of WOmeT, we noted statistically significant
differences in response to this scale by respondent's racioethnicity (p=0.34), by gender
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Table 5. Summary table of means® of significant main effects (gender, race/ethmicity and level) and two-way
interactions for scale varables

Equality of
Value department Equality of
employer Attudes resouree department
efforts to toward gual, Atttudes allocanon 1o resource
promote of reopethmic  toward qual. racioethnic allocation
Drependent variable diversity minorilics of women mInOTties 1o Warmen
Raciocthnicity
Racioethnie minoritics 4.65 147 254 1.78 1.82
Whites 174 275 i1l4 2.08 1.51
Gender
Men 4.05 297 2.08 205
Women 4.35 33l 1.97 1.72
Race and pender
Racioethnic minority
women 3.00 1.57
While women 135 202
Racioethnic minonty
men 2.94 1.88
White men 197 2:13

* Omly ¥ of dgnificant differences shown,
Mo significant differences were found by level, so these results are pot repartad

{p = 0.004), and an interaction effect of racicethniaty and gender (7 < (L014). In general, white
respondents rated the gualifications of women higher (¥ = 3.14) than did racicethnic minorities
(¥ =2.96). As predicted, we also found that men rated the qualifications of women laower
(X =2.97) than women rated themselves (¥ = 3.14). However, as the interaction effect shows,
it is almost exclusively white women who account for the differences in attitudes by gender.
Racipethnic minority women believed that women and men were equally qualified (X = 3.00).
However, white women rated women (3.35), in general, as being slightly more qualified than
men faculty.

Turning to hypotheses 3a and b, for the equality of department support of woman scale,
two main effect differences were noted: by racioethnicity (p < 0.001) and by gender (p =< 0.000).
White respondents (£ = 1.91) believed more strongly than racioethnic minorities (¥ = 1.82) that
women faculty have zn egual chance with men of receiving department support. Men also
reported (X =2.05) that women, as a group, have the same chance as men do of department
resources. However, women were less likely 1o believe that women had an equal chance with
men of receiving support (¥ = 1.72).

We noted main effect differences of raciosthmicity (p = 0.000) and gender (7 < 0.000) as well
as an imteraction effect of racioethnicity and gender (p s 0.01) for perceptions of the equality
of department kevel support for racioethnic minorities. Racioethnic minorities were less inclined
to believe (X =1.78) that they have the same chance as white faculty (§ =2.08) of receiving
support equal to whites. We also noticed & slight difference by gender to this scale. Men were
more likely to believe that raciosthnic minorites have a shghtly preater chanes than whites
do to receive department support (X = 2.08), In contrast, women tended 1o believe that racioeth-
nic minorities have slightly lower chance than whites do to receive deparanent support (£ = 1.97).

Much of the variance in response to the scale measuning support for racicethnic minorities -
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can be accounted for by the interaction effect of racioethnicity and gender. Racioethnic minority
women responded very differently (X' = 1.57) from white women (X = 2.02). While white women
believed there is equality In department support for racioethnic minorities: racioethnic minority
women disagree. White men believe that there s equality in support provided to racioethnic
minorities within their department (¥ = 2.13); racioethnic minonity men were somewhat less
mnclined to believe in equality of suppart (X = |.88). We should note thar the major diffcrences
IN response to the scale were not as great between men of different racial/ethnic Eroups (minority
and white) as they were between women (minority and white),

Regression model of relationships between contextual and group characteristics

The regression analysis summarized in Table 6 shows that when considering the contribution
of both unit and group characteristics predicting diversity climate, gender and racioethnicity
tended to account for most of the variance. An individual’s hierarchical leve] was not an import-
aot predictor of diversity climate. However, contextual vaniables were significant in accounting
for at least some of the variance for each scale. Grender heterogeneity was significantly related
to valuing efforts to promote diversity, and attitudes toward the qualifications of women in
the department. The greater the presencs of women in the unit, the more likely respondents
are to hold positive views toward these diversity climate subscales, regardless of their own
race/ethnicity, gender or level Although racicethnic heterogeneity was not significant in any
of the regression models, another unit variable, resources for racioethnic mimorities, was signifi-
cantly related to valuing diversity and holding favorable attitudes towards racioethnic minorities.
Consequently, hypotheses 4a and 4b are only partially supported. Contextual measures of gender
heterogencity, and racioethnic heterogeneity do not explain attitudes loward diversity as much
as group membership variables,

Discussion

raciocthnic minorities on the same survey that was distributed in & largely white male university.
llisﬁk:]}rthuwmcrupmd:nﬁmmmmﬁim regarding women 1o refer to white women,

are considered a ‘minority’, a term used in many of our items, Determining who defines themse]ves
and is defined bynthmmb::nﬁnoﬁ:yisbcwmingin:maﬂng]ylusulurm many organizational
contexts.
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Table 6. Regression analyses for the effects of individial bac kground and organiza-
tional unil vanables on diversity climate

independent variahle Standardired beta F Significance F
Dependent variable: Valuing
diversity
Racioethnicity X, -0.1% 20.36% 0000
Crender v =0.25 31.68% 0.000
Lavel 0.01 0.01 0,957
Racioethnic heterogenerty =0.01 0.0 0.842
Gender heterogeneity 0.10 527 0.022
Resources for women —{.08 2.58 0110
Resources for racioethnic
mnorites =011 5,73 0017
Model F= 711",
significance = p < 0.000
Model B =0.17, number ol
cases = 575
Dependent vanable: Attitudes
toward qualifications of women
in depl
Racioethnicity 0.8 4,67 0.031
Ciender -0.18 14,44 {1.000
Leve] —0.03 0.53 0469
Racioethnic heterogeneity —0.04 1.E4 0.176
Gender heterogeneity 0.11 5.08= 0.015
Resourees for women —0.08 235 0.126
Resourees for moioethnic
minoritics =0.07 1.E] 0.17%
Mode] F=§93*,
si =p < (.00
Maodel £ = 0,10, number of
CHsCE = 544
Dependent variable: Attitudes
toward qualifications of
racioethnic minoritess in dept :
Racioethnicity =018 16.65= 0.000
Gender 0.03 033 0.562
Level 0.2 0.09 0.764
Racioethnic heterogeneity 0.05 128 0258
Gender beterogeneity =0.01 0.a7 0.791
Resources for women 0.06 1.12 0.292
Blesourees for racioethnic
minorities -0.22 18.42= 0.000
Model Fe=7 51,
significance & p < 0,000
Model A? = 0.09, number of
cabes =515

=p . 005,

Keepingthmﬁnﬁuﬁmsinmiud,thjstmdymnﬁn&dth:mm“buﬁm of group characteris-
ﬁmandmmmuhmizdnmmisﬁmtudfvmiwdim:. We found that identity group member-
sﬁpuﬁahhsmmemﬂymnpmwrﬁﬂthmmmmﬂchumﬁminupiniﬂng
differences in diversity attitudes. We acknowledge that differences between gToups were often
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slight. Yet the fact that we found many significant differences 15 important, Eiven that our
sample is a highly educated one that has a preat deal of expericnce with completing and analyzing
surveys and our items were highly socially desirable. Also, research historically suggests that
the higher the education level of an individual, the more 1olerant he or she tends ta be of
others (Steele, 1990). Yet we found subtle evidence that racism and sexism persists in this
university, Similarly, a recent study posits the existence of a ‘new racism’ in organizations
and suggests that discrimination has shifted from ane of crude bigatry to & mare subtle, amor-
phous form (Howit: and Owusu-Bempah, 1990),

While organizations have often stressed representation, in terms of sheer numbers in the
organization, they have often overlooked the issues of upward moability and glass ceilings.
Numbers alone will not ercate the type of climate in which diversity will fiourish unaided
by palicies and official mandates. As some organizations that have recently, and dramatically,
increased their raciocthnic minority poepulations have found, the Erowth in representation has
been accompanied by increasing incidents of racial harassment, heightened separatism and splin-
tering among racial and ethnic groups (DePalma, 199] ). Yet raciocthnic minorities in a unit
in which they are the numerical majority may still experience racism: women in units where
women are over-represented may still experience sexism, These dynamics are especially likely
1o occur when local intergroup relations are viewed in the larger organizational context that
15 5till dominated by a senior white male group. The lack of permezability of the upper organizatio-
nal ranks may heighten the polarization between racioethnic and gender Eroups (¢f. Alderfer,
1986). Climate and context, not numbers, are the real issues pertaining to the implementation
of diversity policies.

Over time, however, we anticipate & follow-up study might show that increasing the numeric
representation of white women and racioethnic minorities will have an impact on attitudes,
as Blau's (1977) research suggests. Similarly, Alderfer, Tucker, Alderfer and Tucker’s (1988)
findings suggest that a temporal dimension must be added 1o the intergroup theory of changing
relations in organizations. Attitudes form slowly over time and are not easily modified, Only
recently has the organization under mvestigation, and the society in which i1 is embedded,
established as & pronity increasing the representation of white women and minorities at all
levels. Our study is based an data collected at one point in time. It could well be that attitudes
have already become more positive with increassd heterogeneity. For example, organizational
units generally have had more experience with gender heterogeneity than racioethnic heteroge-
neity. Perhaps this Jonger time period may explein why we found a significant relationship
between valuing diversity for gender heterogeneity and not racioethnic heterogeneity. Another
possible explanation for the lack of results thowing a relationship between racioethnic heteroge-
n:itylndvﬂuingdiWIyisduemﬁnﬁnthatmmtuniumyhcmciaﬂyhﬂnugmmu:.
yetmay also have drastic under-representation of specific racioethnic minority groups. In particy-
lar, the dupumwhiahmdiﬁduﬂswhnmﬂriamﬁmimmupmudiﬂnuﬂtmy
be & powerful predictor of the climate for diversity, given the history of slavery in the United
States and the prominent mhof&&mmmmus.ﬁvﬂmgmmmnn
is possible that the widespread integration of African-Americans into prestigious research institu-
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the distribution of foreigners across raciosthnic groups compared with Americans, we were
unable to control for this

Given our behef that intergroup attitudes are slow 1o change over time and were embedded
in an organization that was predominately white male, it is not surprising that contexrual vars-
ables did not explain as much of the vanance in diversity climate as group vanables. Ulumately,
however, structural characteristics create contexts that result in different climates in Organiza-
tions and work groups. The size of the F values for the regression model and the F values
for umit characteristics were significantly larger for the “valuing employer efforts 1o promote
diversity’ subscale than ‘attitudes regarding qualifications’ subscales. Qur sample was currently
more favorable toward diversity in the abstract sense than in terms of their views toward specific
women and racioethnic minorities in their unit, which may be indicative of heightened stereotyp-
g and splitting of other groups.

The other contextual vanable that performed well in the regression model for two out of
the three subscales (qualifications of racioethnic minorities and valuing employer efforts 1o
promote diversity) was the resources for racioethnic minorities scale. More positive attitudes
toward diversity climate were held by members of unils that were giving less than equal support
to racioethnic minorities. Providing at least equal or greater resources to racioethnic minarities
than white men is perhaps one of the most visible departmental forms of supporting diversity.
Members of units providing inadequate support may expericnce heightened awareness of the
gap between the University's visible rhetonc of the importance of diversity and the way their
unit's policies still help to perpetuate institutional racism via resource allocation. Members
may psychologically deal with this gap and compensate for the lack of support by becoming
more accepting of diversity. The gap may cause discomfort and may help move attitudes in
a direction favoring employer efforts to improve diversity, Because our resouree subscales are
based on perceived level of support, in future studies, it would be preferable 10 collect concrete
data such as the actual allocation of research assistants, release time from teaching, internal
research dollars, and so forth.

The study also points to the need 1o better understand issues of backlash and perceptions
of equity regarding employer activities to promote a diverse work force. In an era of shrinking
resources and downsizing, the competition between groups for scare organizational resources
will intensify. As our findings showed, racicethnic minority women believed they had the least
access 10 organizational resources. This finding is consistent with Bell’s (1990) conclusions
that career-oriented black women experienced greater barriers to becoming fully integrated
into the workplace than white women.

Dwmﬂh:howﬂmunplnyu:ﬁmmmhmmdimﬁtymmunhnmdbywﬂu
women and racioethnic minorities, most of whom are not high up enough in the organization
tuaﬂ‘actchang:.Th:ruulufurthewhjtem'mmrmadymyb:puﬁﬂymﬁbuhdm
defensive routines and their questioning the fairness of carrently being disadvantaged by having
different recruitment and rewards structures for individuals from historically under-represented
groups. Our results suggest that conducting cosmetic diversity activities in an organization
that is still overwhelming dommated by white males may, in fact, exacerbate negative intergroup
processes such as hostility and splitting. The findings show that there are varying perceptions
over the extent to which racioethnic and gender groups are given the same treatment. Effectively
fmmrhgdrgminﬁonuldi?ﬁﬁtymybtdiﬁcuhmuhkﬁ,pnrﬁﬂhﬂyifmchefmm
pereeived by white men as penalizing them while benefiting white women and racicethnic minori-
ties. Contributing factors to these results is the fact that racicethnic minorities and white
women are still vastly under-represented in this firm, which may also heighten the proclivity
of members of thess groups 1o engage in negative projective routines. In addition little interven-
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tion, such as training or face-to-face communication, had been done 1o communicate the reasons
for employer efforts to enhance work force diversity and demonstrate how such efforts will
enhance organizational effectiveness, Mandated eSorts 1o [oster diversity will are likely to fail
without such actions,

Porras (1991) contends that the process of diversification has six stages: denial, recogniuon,
acceplance, appreciation, valuing, and utilization. We believe that the orgamzaton studied
Is a1 the recognition stage. In terms of organizational learning, the institution, like many, 15
still stuck on the problem of getting individuals 10 ‘value diversity’ and has not yet determined
ways to ‘utilize and exploit it’, as Porras recommends.

Future research across organizations is needed that would collect data similar to those
in this study, but would 1ake care 1o understand how the diversity policies are operationalized
for cach organization. The rescarch should use items thal have scales regarding white women,
racicethnic minority women and munority men, so that confusion aboul a SUrvey measuring
attitudes toward women and minorities might not be interpreted to mean white women and
minorities as opposed 10 minority and white women as & group. Using a liaison group that
includes members who mirror the key group members in the organization 1o develop an empathic
survey and to conduct the study is also recommended (cf. Alderfer, 1980: Alderfer and Brown,
1972), since the current instrument represented intergroup issues mainly of interest to the senjor
administration and may have overlooked other key matters. More research is also needed that
includes a larger sample of minorities 5o that more comparisons between racial and ethnic
groups, and foreign- and U.S.-born racioethnic minorities can be conducted. Clearly, longitudi-
nil study is needed on the conditions that might lead diversity climate to vary over time. To
begin to understand diversity climate, however, organizations need 1o start by collecting baseline
data such as those collected in our study.
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Appendix: Scales constructed for study

Value efforts 1o promote diversity

(Five point scale: Sw=strongly agree, 4=pgree, I=neither agrec or disagree, 2=disagree,
I =strongly disagree)

If organization X is to remain an excellent institution it must recruit and retain more minority
faculty.

If organization X is to remain an excellent institation it musl recruit and retain more women
faculy,

If organization X is to remain an excellent institution it must recruit and retain more handicapper
faculty,

Increasing gender diversity among the faculty is important in promoting greater understanding
and cooperation betwesn men and women.

Increasing minority representation among the faculty is an important way to achieve multi-racial
understanding and cooperation.

The organization should mﬁnummmmm:wmmm
accessible to handicappers.

Attitudes toward qualifications of racioethnic minorities

(Five point scale: 5=much higher, 4 = slightly higher, 3 =about the same, 2 = glightly lower,
1 =much lower)
Th:mhohﬂyqu:liﬁmﬁmufmhuﬁtyﬁmimmpmdmmmmhmw
department are

Th:mmhpmdm&vityurminaﬁty fm,mmmmmfm@mmmﬂ
department is

Attitudes toward qualifications of wormen

(Five point scale: 5= much higher, 4 = glightly higher, 3 = about the same, 2 = glightly lower,
1 = much lower)




