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The U.S. population is becoming
increasingly diverse (U.S. Census Bu-
reau, 2003). Many multinational
companies recognize the need to
manage their diverse workforces as
evidenced by the proliferation of di-
versity programs being implemented
in multinational corporations (Wen-
tling and Palma-Rivas, 2000). Recent
research suggests that firms that ef-
fectively manage their workforce di-
versity may experience positive out-
comes. For example, research
indicates that firms with higher per-
centages of women managers report
relatively higher financial perform-
ance (Shrader et al, 1997) and
greater effectiveness (Richard and
Johnson, 2001). Recognizing these
evolving workplace trends, numerous

scholars have addressed issues related
to diversity in organizations (e.g.,
Carter, 2000; Cox, 2001).

The purposes of the present study
are three-fold: first, to develop a ro-
bust measure of the extent of organ-
izational diversity activities; second,
to examine the influence of demo-
graphic characteristics and racial
awareness on leader attitudes; and
third, to investigate the influence of
organizational diversity orientation
and leader attitude on organizational
diversity activities. First, Comer and
Soliman (1996) in their survey of or-
ganizations’ diversity practices found
that while numerous companies have
implemented diversity strategies, few
have attempted to assess their diver-
sity activities. The researchers call for
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DIVERSITY AND LEADER ATTITUDE 357

development of measures of diversity
initiatives. This study presents a scale
measuring the extent of diversity ini-
tiatives for possible use in future re-
search and in organizational assess-
ments. A second purpose is to
examine the influence of race, sex
and racial awareness on leaders’ atti-
tudes toward diversity in organiza-
tional units not previously examined
in the literature, that of U.S. college
and university business schools. Evi-
dence about the influence of demo-
graphic characteristics, used as prox-
ies, for diversity attitudes in research
has been mixed. This study provides
evidence about the efficacy of using
racial awareness instead of demo-
graphic characteristics of race and
sex as proxies for diversity attitudes of
highly educated organizational lead-
ers. The third purpose is to explore
the effect of an organization’s orien-
tation toward diversity and attitudinal
influences of leaders on the extent of
business unit diversity activities.
These potential influences on diver-
sity activities have not been examined
in the research literature to date.
African American, Hispanic, Asian
American, Native American and
other minority students have been
enrolling at U.S. colleges and univer-
sities at increasing rates over the past
decade. About 30% of undergraduate
students in 1999-2000 were minorities
(Choy, 2002). However, in 2002-2003,
African Americans, Asian Americans,
Hispanics and Native Americans com-
prised only 17% of U.S. undergradu-
ate business students and 8% of MBA
students (Shinn, 2003). In spite of the
lagging minority business enroll-
ment, there has been little published
research examining diversity initia-
tives in business schools. Consistent
with the trend in business organiza-
tions to implement diversity training

and other initiatives, AACSB Inter-
national (DiTomaso et al, 1998) has
called for assessments or audits, in-
cluding surveys to assess the current
diversity climate in business schools.
Studying business school leaders’ at-
titude toward diversity is important
because undergraduates’ and gradu-
ates’ diversity attitudes may be influ-
enced by their school leaders’ atti-
tudes (Fairhurst and Starr, 1996).
The graduates may take these atti-
tudes into the workplace.

HYPOTHESES
Leaders’ Attitude toward Diversity

Several studies have suggested that
top management commitment and
support of diversity initiatives is cru-
cial to diversity change efforts (Kon-
rad and Linnehan, 1992; Rynes and
Rosen, 1995). Other empirical evi-
dence regarding the influence of sex
and race on organizational members’
attitudes toward diversity issues has
been mixed. A number of studies
have found that women and minori-
ties tend to have a more positive atti-
tude toward affirmative action poli-
cies and diversity than white men
(Beaton and Tougas, 2001; Fried et
al., 2001; Konrad and Linnehan,
1995; Kossek and Zonia, 1993; Mor
Barak et al., 1998; Parker et al, 1997).
There appears to be a pattern of find-
ings indicating that sex and racial
characteristics influence attitudes
about diversity. Two hypotheses are
proposed:

HI: Female business school leaders will

have a more positive attitude toward diver-
sity than will male leaders.

H2: Minority business school leaders will
have a more positive attitude toward diver-
sity than will majority (White) leaders.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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In contrast to the numerous studies
cited earlier which found that being
in the minority, as defined by race
and sex, was related to diversity atti-
tudes, several investigations have re-
ported contradictory findings. Hop-
kins, Hopkins, and Mallette (2001)
found that the relationship between
an organization’s commitment to di-
versity and its managers’ commit-
ment to their organization was posi-
tive for both white male and minority
managers. Similarly, Linnehan, Chro-
bot-Mason, and Konrad (2002) found
that race was not a significant predic-
tor of attitudes toward diversity. In-
terestingly, Linnehan et al. (2002)
found that awareness of one’s racial
identity was a significant predictor of
attitude toward diversity while sex
and race were not.

Other research has posited that di-
versity attitudes may be a function of
awareness of one’s race and one’s cul-
tural heritage. Helms (1990) devel-
oped a model of racial identity aware-
ness proposing that racial awareness
is a developmental process, begin-
ning with a lack of awareness of one’s
racial identity and limited exposure
to others who are different. Further
identity development involves ac-
knowledgement that race plays a role
in social relations in the U.S. today.
Identity development further in-
volves replacement of stereotypes
with more accurate information (Lin-
nehan et al, 2002). Linnehan et al
(2002) found that racial awareness in-
fluenced participants’ attitudes and
intentions related to diversity behav-
iors. Collectively, these studies pro-
vide mixed evidence regarding the
relative influence of race and sex and
racial awareness on attitudes about
diversity issues. However, within these
mixed findings there appears to be a
pattern indicating that racial aware-

ness is a better predictor of an indi-
vidual’s attitude toward diversity than
is simply one’s sex or one’s racial
background. A third hypothesis is
proposed:
H3: The business school leader’s awareness
of racial issues will have a greater effect on

the leader’s attitude toward diversity than
will the leader’s race or sex.

Possible Influences on Diversity
Initiatives

Our review has established that the
literature provides a basis for expect-
ing that a number of structural vari-
ables may affect the extensiveness of
diversity activities in an organiza-
tional unit. Four of these relevant in-
fluences, described briefly below, in-
clude diversity strategic priority,
leader role discretion, performance
management criteria and constituent
pressure.

First, an organization’s strategic
priorities influence activities and al-
location of resources (Hill and Jones,
2001). Accordingly, if diversity is
deemed a high strategic priority by
the business school leader, then di-
versity activities may be more exten-
sive than if diversity has low strategic
priority. Second, House (1991) pro-
posed that leaders use their authority
to obtain compliance from subordi-
nates. The extent to which a business
school leader perceives that she/he
has authority to implement diversity
initiatives may influence the extent to
which these initiatives are under-
taken. A third possible influence is
that of the degree to which manage-
ment of diversity in the school is a cri-
terion in the leader’s performance re-
view conducted by superiors. Goal
setting theory (Locke and Latham,
1990) shows that individuals are more
likely to direct efforts and behaviors
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toward activities for which they will be
held accountable. So, when diversity
is considered an important compo-
nent of the review, the leader may be
more likely to initiate diversity activi-
ties in the school. A fourth potential
influence is constituent pressure.
Waddock, Bodwell, and Graves
(2002) note the increasing pressure
from and sensitivity to stakeholder
concerns by organizations and their
leaders. Kilpatrick (1985) found that
decision makers become more re-
sponsible as they come under the
scrutiny of and pressure from those
influenced by their decisions. Accord-
ingly, as leaders experience increas-
ing constituent pressure to enhance
the diversity in their schools, they may
initiate more diversity activities.
These four structural variables, when
combined, may constitute a measure
of organizational diversity orientation
which would be expected to influ-
ence the extent of diversity initiatives
in an organizational unit, as shown in
Figure L.

The leader’s attitude toward diver-
sity also may be an important influ-
ence on the success of diversity initia-
tives. Chrobot-Mason and Hepworth
(2002) found that racial attitude pre-
dicted behavioral intentions. Leaders
with a strong positive attitude toward
diversity may implement diversity ac-
tivities more extensively in their units
than leaders with a weak diversity at-
titude, as shown in Figure I as well.

Research has not examined the im-
pact of an organizational unit’s diver-
sity orientation in conjunction with
the leader’s attitude on the extensive-
ness of diversity activities within busi-
ness units. Two hypotheses are pro-
posed to determine whether these
factors influence the extent of diver-
sity activities.

H4: When a business school’s diversity ori-
entation is strong, diversity activities will be
more extensive than in units where the di-
versity orientation is weak.

H5: When the leader has a strong positive
attitude toward diversity, the school will
have more extensive diversity activities than
when the leader’s attitude is weak.

METHODOLOGY
Sample

Deans of all 658 U.S. business
school members of the AACSB Inter-
national were surveyed about their
unit diversity policies and practices.
One hundred forty-three leaders
(22%) responded. Seventy-five per-
cent indicated they were deans, 22%
were assistant or associate deans and
3% indicated they were in some other
position (e.g., program director).
Seventy-three percent of the respon-
dents were male and 27% were fe-
male. Average age was 54.4 years (SD
= 6.5). The female leaders were
younger (mean age = 52.3 years, SD
= 6.9) than the male leaders (mean
age = 55.1 years, SD = 4.9, t = 2.45,
p < .02). One hundred three partic-
ipants were White (82% of those re-
sponding), 11 (9%) were African
American, three (2%) were Hispanic,
two (2%) were U.S.-born Asians, two
(2%) were Native American and five
(4%) were non-U.S.-born. Average
time in current position was 4.7 years
(SD = 5.4). The large standard devi-
ation relative to the mean for time in
position suggests considerable varia-
bility in the sample with relatively
more long-tenured and short-ten-
ured leaders than would be implied
by a traditional normal distribution.
There was no significant difference in
time in position between male and fe-
male leaders. Of those indicating in-
stitution type, 48 (36%) were from

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Buttner, Lowe, and Billings-Harris

360

h

SONIANOY ANSISAL( JO SSOUIAISUANXY ANSIDAL(] PIEMO) SPIIMIY S J9PB]

uoneuaLIQ ANSIAAL( [00YOS ssaulsng

uonisod ur swn s J9pea]
2081 § JopRY]

X3s s Joped]
afe s Iopea]

sjonuo)

SINIANIY AJNSIDAL( JO SSIUIAISUIIXT U0 PNV S JIPEI] pUE UONEJUILI) Aysxaai( Jo 139 pazisaqiodAH
1 231

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



DIVERSITY AND LEADER ATTITUDE 361

four-year college institutions, 30
(23%) were from non-doctoral de-
gree granting universities and 52
(41%) were from doctoral-granting
universities. Comparison of the re-
spondent sample with the population
of AACSB school leaders indicated
the sample was generally representa-
tive of the population. Data from
AACSB International (AACSB, 2004)
indicated that the median age of 419
member deans who responded to the
AACSB Business School survey in
2002 was 54 years compared to our
sample where the average age was
54.4 years (S.D. = 6.5). Regarding
gender, AACSB reported that 86% of
deans from the U.S., Canada and the
U.K. were male, compared with 76%
from our U.S. sample. Associate/As-
sistant deans were 60% male in the
AACSB data while our respondents
were 59% male. Average number of
years in current position for deans in
our sample was 4.1 (S.D. = 4.4) while
the average for the AACSB sample
was five years. No information in the
AACSB data was available regarding
ethnicity of business school leaders.
Overall, our sample reflects the
AACSB leadership profile well.

Procedure

The initial plan was to survey busi-
ness school leaders through an on-
line web survey instrument. A letter
of introduction was mailed to deans
approximately one week before send-
ing out the web survey. Coincident
with the web survey ‘“‘going live” in
September 2003, a series of computer
worms and viruses circulated across
the Internet, resulting in system
breakdowns at a number of govern-
ment and private institutions. These
technical difficulties precluded some
respondents from accessing the sur-

vey via the web. Given that the dura-
tion of the Internet difficulties could
not be estimated at the time, the de-
cision was made to close down the
web site two days after the initial post-
ing and to send the survey via postal
service.

An email notice was sent to the en-
tire 658 member sample indicating
the closure of the web site and sub-
sequent mailing of the paper version
of the survey. The mailed paper ver-
sion of the survey contained ques-
tions identical to the web version and
arrived within two weeks of the Inter-
net launch date. Of the 143 surveys
returned to the researchers, 37 were
posted to the web site in those first
two days and 106 were returned via
postage-paid first class mail. Analysis
of the two sets of respondents indi-
cated there was no difference be-
tween the survey data collected via
the Internet and the data collected by
mail on the demographic character-
istics of age, sex, race, current posi-
tion or time in position. Therefore,
the two groups were combined in
subsequent analysis.

Measures

Demographic Variables. Participant
sex was coded as a dummy variable
where 0 = male and 1 = female. Race
of the participant was coded as a
dummy variable where 0 = White and
1 = minority.

Diversity Attitudes. DeMeuse and
Hostager (2001) developed a diver-
sity attitude scale comprised of 20
items including, ““I support diversity
efforts in organizations,” *I feel frus-
trated with diversity,”” and “‘Diversity
is enriching for me.”’ Participants in-
dicated their agreement to each item
on a five-point Likert scale with a
range of 1 = disagree to 5 = agree.
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This scale assessed the attitude to-
ward diversity of respondents (de-
noted as ATD). In the present study,
the reliability of the scale was accept-
able (alpha = .89).

Racial Privilege. The Colorblind Ra-
cial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS) (Ne-
ville et al, 2000) is a three subscale
measure assessing cognitive aspects of
an individual’s racial attitude. For this
study the Racial Privilege subscale,
the most appropriate to measure par-
ticipant’s sensitivity to racial issues,
particularly prejudice, indicated the
extent of the respondent’s awareness
of racial privilege (denoted RP). Par-
ticipants indicated their agreement
to each of seven items on a five-point
Likert scale with a range of 1 = disa-
gree to 5 = agree. The reliability for
this scale in the present study ap-
proached conventional levels for ac-
ceptable reliability (alpha = .68).

Diversity Strategies. We reviewed the
literature for measures of diversity
strategies and found a number of
studies that addressed dimensions of
diversity strategies. Hopkins et al
(2001) developed a scale measuring
organizational commitment to diver-
sity. While this measure had accepta-
ble reliability, it was not comprehen-
sive enough to use for assessment of
the extensiveness of diversity strategy
in business schools. Weech-Maldon-
ado, Dreachslin, and Dansky (2002)
developed extensive measures of di-
versity management and culture in a
hospital setting. Rynes and Rosen
(1995) assessed the effectiveness of
diversity training initiatives. Based on
these works, we developed, for pur-
poses of this survey, a 15-item scale
measuring diversity activities. Items in
the scale included: **A standing com-
mittee (task force, action council)
monitors the business school’s diver-
sity climate,” ‘‘Racial/ethnic demo-

graphics of the faculty are routinely
compared by level (Professor, Asso-
ciate, Assistant, and Instructor) by
school administrators,” and “My
business school offers (or has of-
fered) diversity training to support its
goals.” Consistent with the scale
measurement procedure used by
Weech-Maldonado et al. (2002), the
items were assessed on a five-point
Likert scale from 1 = strongly disa-
gree to 5 = strongly agree. We named
this scale the Diversity Activities Scale
(DIVACT). Reliability for the scale
was more than acceptable (alpha =
.88). The 15 items in the scale are
presented in the Appendix.

Diversity Orientation. The develop-
ment and content validity assessment
of the Diversity Orientation scale was
driven by a review of the literature,
the authors’ perspectives as employ-
ees in these types of organizations,
consultation with an external subject
matter expert (a diversity consultant)
and consultation with internal subject
matter experts (e.g., dean, associate
dean, and department head). This
process yielded seven items that were
appropriate for capturing an orien-
tation toward diversity. Four items
were designed to measure the priority
of diversity at the university and busi-
ness school levels: ‘‘Please rate the
strategic priority of diversity at the
university level of your university or
college as evidenced by mission and
objectives statements and other for-
mal documents,”’” ‘‘Please rate the
strategic priority of diversity at the
university level of your university or
college as evidenced by commitment
of resources,” ‘‘Please rate the stra-
tegic priority of diversity at the busi-
ness school level of your university or
college as evidenced by mission and
objectives statements and other for-
mal documents,” and ‘‘Please rate
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the strategic priority of diversity at the
business school level of your univer-
sity or college as evidenced by com-
mitment of resources.” Participants
indicated their response to these four
items on a five-point Likert scale from
1 = lowest strategic importance to 5
= highest strategic importance.
Three additional items were designed
as single-item measures, including:
“How much authority do you have to
implement diversity initiatives in your
business school,” “To what extent is
the successful implementation of di-
versity initiatives a part of your annual
performance review conducted by
your superior,” and ‘“‘How much
pressure do you feel from constitu-
encies (e.g., business advisory boards,
employers, other deans or other stak-
eholders) outside the university to
implement diversity strategies in your
business school?”’ Responses to these
items were recorded on an equivalent
five-point scale from 1 = low to 5 =
high. Though we had originally con-
ceptualized the seven items detailed
above as two two-item measures as-
sessing the strategic priority of diver-
sity at the university and business
school levels and three single-item
measures, our conceptualization was
not supported empirically.! Factor
analysis indicated that all seven items
loaded onto one factor with an eigen-
value of 4.09, explaining 58% of the
variance. The seven-item scale was
named Diversity Orientation (DO).
Reliability of the Diversity Orienta-
tion scale was acceptable (alpha =
.88).

Analysis

For the first three hypotheses, a
twostep  hierarchical regression
model was employed to analyze
whether the business school leader’s
sex or race would affect the leader’s
attitude toward diversity (Hypotheses
1 and 2) and whether the leader’s
awareness of racial privilege (RP)
would have a greater effect on the
leader’s attitude toward diversity
(ATD) than the leader’s sex or race
(Hypothesis 3). To test the hypothe-
ses, leader sex and race in the first
step and awareness of racial privilege
(RP) in the second step were re-
gressed on attitude toward diversity
(ATD).

For Hypotheses 4 and 5, we con-
ducted a second regression analysis.
Business school leader’s age, sex,
race, and time in position were en-
tered in the first block as controls.
The business school diversity orien-
tation (DO) and the leader’s attitude
toward diversity (ATD) were entered
in the second block. The two blocks
were regressed on the Diversity Activ-
ities Scale (DIVACT) to determine
the effects of diversity orientation
(DO) and attitude toward diversity
(ATD) on the extensiveness of busi-
ness school diversity activities (DI-
VACT).

RESULTS

The results for the first three hy-
potheses indicated that racial aware-
ness was a better predictor of diversity
attitude than was the respondent’s

! We thank an anonymous reviewer for the suggestion that we give further attention to estimating
the reliabilities of the proposed single-itemn measures. Only one of the three single-item measures,
the extent to which diversity was a component of the leader’s annual performance review, dem-
onstrated robust reliability. This finding, along with additional factor analysis suggested by this
reviewer, identified the seven-item measure, Diversity Orientation, to be empirically superior to our

initial conceptualization.
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sex or race. Means, standard devia-
tions and correlations between the
study variables are provided in Table
1. Hypothesis 1, testing whether fe-
male business school leaders would
have a more positive attitude toward
diversity (ATD) than male leaders,
was not supported (F = .43, p < .52).
Hypothesis 2, testing whether minor-
ity leaders (n = 18) had a more pos-
itive attitude toward diversity (ATD)
than white leaders (n = 103), was not
supported (F = .52, p < .47). Small
sample size for the minority leader
group may have impacted these re-
sults. Hypothesis 3, testing whether
business school leader’s awareness of
racial privilege (RP) would have a
greater effect on the leader’s attitude
toward diversity (ATD) than the
leader’s race or sex, was fully sup-
ported (F = 10.77, p <.001). Leader
sex and race entered in the first block
were not significant predictors of
leader attitude toward diversity
(ATD), but awareness of racial privi-
lege (RP) entered in the second
block was, with a standardized beta of
.31 as shown in Table 2.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 investigated —
with the four demographic variables
(leader’s age, sex, race, and time in
position) entered as controls — the
influence of diversity orientation
(DO) and the leader’s attitude to-
ward diversity (ATD) on diversity ac-
tivities (DIVACT). As shown in Table
3, the four control variables entered
in the first block were not significant.
In the second block, diversity orien-
tation (F = 9.28, p < .0001) was a sig-
nificant predictor of DIVACT, with a
standardized beta of .59, whereas
leader’s attitude toward diversity
(ATD) was not significant (F = .88, p
< .35). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was fully
supported while Hypothesis 5 was not
supported.

In summary, the results indicated
that the leader’s awareness of racial
issues (RP) was a significant predictor
of attitude toward diversity (ATD),
while sex and race were not. The busi-
ness school’s diversity orientation
(DO) influenced the extensiveness of
diversity activities (DIVACT), but the
leader’s diversity attitude (ATD) did
not.

DISCUSSION

Overall, the results of this study in-
dicate that simple demographic
measures such as sex and race are far
less indicative of attitudes toward di-
versity than richer attitudinal meas-
ures such as leader awareness of racial
issues for these highly educated unit
managers. The first two hypotheses,
which focused on simple proxies for
attitude such as sex and race, failed
to obtain support. The more sophis-
ticated attitudinal hypothesis (Hy-
pothesis 3) was supported. Consistent
with the findings of Linnehan et al.
(2002), the leaders’ racial awareness
had a greater effect on their diversity
attitudes, with sex and race non-sig-
nificant predictors.

These results have both research
and applied implications. The find-
ings suggest that future researchers
should not rely solely on demo-
graphic characteristics of sex or race
as proxies for diversity attitude, es-
pecially for well-educated managers.
Rather, measuring racial awareness
appears to be a much better predictor
of diversity attitude than demo-
graphic membership in a non-major-
ity group. For consultants and train-
ers seeking to improve organizations
through diversity initiatives, it ap-
pears to be more important to test for
diversity awareness and to focus or-
ganizational efforts on shaping atti-

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




365

DIVERSITY AND LEADER ATTITUDE

"TeuogeIp ajqel 9y uo sasayuared ur paproda ore SONIIRIAI 9[ROS
"PIoq ut pajediput are (GO° > d) suone[aLod juedJiugig
"I = AILIOUTW ‘() = SIYA :90BY JOJ ¢ | = S[RUID) ‘() = S[BW XIS 0] .

(88) 090 L1'0 #I0- ZI'0 900- 100 €00 6v'01  ISEh 9[BdS SANIANOY ANsIaAIq (8)
(88) 8€0 +¥I1'0 +I'0 000- Z00 600 9'S 66’12 uoneuaLQ Anstoalq (L)
(68) SE€0 +vI'0 800 +#I0 900 SLOT  IT°€8 ANSIDAI( premo) opmmy  (9)
(89) 11'0- LI'O 100 <TTO $6'9 68°1C a3aq1a1d [eroey ()
- 900 ¢€£0 00 'S ILYy uonisod ut dwiy, ()
- €00- TTO 9¢0 ST ey ()
- 61°0- ¥S'9 1SS By (0
- 0 LTO0 X3S (1)
® W 9 © W © @ ) o
as  uesn

SIUDIDLIJA0)) UOTIR[ILIO))

,SlqeLre) Apmgs a3y} Suowe suopePE1I0)
1 3lqeL

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



366

Table 2

Buttner, Lowe, and Billings-Harris

Results of OLS Analysis for Attitude toward Diversity Scale’

Step 1 Step 2

Constant 82.54**x (1.22) 72.19%** (3.36)
Sex 1.57 (2.40) 17 (2.34)
Race 2.15 (2.98) .80 (2.88)
Racial Privilege 4% (0.15)
F 0.58 4,01**

R? 01 .10

AR’ .09

'Values are unstandardized regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses.

**p < .01, ***p < .001.
All tests are two-tailed tests.

tudes than it does to select on leader
sex or race. This is encouraging since
organizations may prefer to change
racial awareness and attitudes, for ex-
ample through diversity training,
than to go the more costly route of
replacing employees to obtain a dif-
ferent demographic profile.

The results for Hypotheses 4 and 5
suggest that structural pressures have
a greater effect on diversity activities
than the leader’s attitude toward di-
versity. Our results suggest that exter-
nal forces on motivation in the form
of structural pressures initially trump
internal forces such as attitudes to-
ward diversity. If business school lead-
ers are prodded to change behaviors
regarding diversity through these
pressures, self-perception theory
(Bem, 1972) predicts that attitudinal
change may ensue as well. This latter
statement is offered with caution
since we are not testing a causal
model in these analyses. A second
note of caution in interpreting our

results is that both predictor and cri-
terion variables were collected from
the same business school leader, in-
troducing the possibility of potential
bias and common method variance.
A recent survey of mid- and upper-
level managers may offer some insight
on the responsiveness of the business
school leaders to structural pressures
(Dalton, 2004). The managers indi-
cated that in their organizations, dif-
ference — related to sex, race, culture
and other characteristics — were only
sometimes or rarely acknowledged.
When acknowledgement of difference
occurred, the respondents indicated
that the discussions were generally
guarded, possibly suggesting discom-
fort with the topic or lack of awareness
about how to address diversity issues in
those organizations. Perhaps, the busi-
ness school leaders in the present
study also feel some uncertainty about
how to engage discussions of differ-
ence or how to undertake diversity ac-
tivities. When prodded by structural
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Table 3
Results of OLS Analysis for Diversity Activities Scale’

Model 1 Model 2
Constant 44 89¥** (9.53) 20.45* (8.74)
Controls
Sex .87 (2.32) -.10 (1.93)
Age -01 (0.16) -.03 (0.14)
Race -1.57 (2.77) -1.32 (2.30)
Time in position 0.22 (0.20) 0.09 ©0.17)
Predictor
Diversity 1.19%** (0.18)
Orientation
Attitude Toward -.08 (0.08)
Diversity
F 0.38 9.28%*x*
R’ 02 33
AR? 31

'Values are unstandardized regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses.

*p <.05, ***p <.001.
All tests are two-tailed tests.

pressures indicating that diversity is an
organizational priority, they may be
more likely to initiate activities to pro-
mote diversity in their institutional
units.

For the last twenty years corpora-
tions in particular have been trying to
determine what interventions to im-
plement in order to improve produc-
tivity and performance through bet-
ter diversity management. Many
diversity practitioners have developed
strategies based on anecdotal evi-
dence (Comer and Soliman, 1996).
For organizational leaders that want
to prod managers to adopt a proac-
tive approach, the results of this study

suggest that awareness training alone
will not change the working environ-
ment or increase retention of minor-
ities. Organizational leaders who seek
to prod managers to expand diversity
activities in their units need to imple-
ment structural pressures. Future re-
search could assess the relative effect
of diversity strategic priority, diversity
accountability, authority to imple-
ment diversity initiatives and constit-
uent pressure on extensiveness of di-
versity activities. Some of these
variables may have relatively greater
effect than others. Additional re-
search could investigate whether
there are other unexplored structural
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variables that influence the extensive-
ness of diversity initiatives.

Our findings, based on the diver-
sity activities scale, will be of signifi-
cant interest to corporations and
other non-academic organizations.
With minor adaptations, the scale
could be used in other settings, such
as profitseeking organizations, serv-
ice organizations, non-profit organi-
zations, and other university units to
assess the extensiveness of diversity
initiatives.

Future research using the diversity
activities scale also could expand this
investigation into other organiza-
tional settings. For example, do pres-

sures from other outside constituen-
cies such as shareholders, customers
and suppliers in profit-seeking organ-
izations affect extensiveness of diver-
sity initiatives? Are diversity initiatives
more extensive in industries that are
highly competitive, where firms seek
to hire and retain the best-perform-
ing employees regardless of race, sex,
religion, etc., than in less competitive
industries? We call on future research
to confirm, contradict or expand on
the results obtained in this study to
add to the evolving management lit-
erature regarding attitudinal and
structural influences on diversity ini-
tiatives in organizations.

Appendix
Diversity Activities Scale

The following racial/ethnic questions pertain to your school or college of busi-
ness only. Please indicate the extent of your agreement/disagreement with each
statement using the following scale (where the response scale was 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree):

1. The strategic plan emphasizes the goal of recruiting and retaining a work-
force representative of the business school student body’s racial/ethnic
demographics.

2. My business school has effective formal written goals and timetables for
increasing the number of minority faculty and administrators.

3. A standing committee (task force, action council) monitors the business
school’s diversity climate.

4. Racial/ethnic demographics of the faculty are routinely compared by level
(Professor, Associate, Assistant, and Instructor) by school administrators.

5. Faculty satisfaction is routinely evaluated and compared among racial/
ethnic groups.

6. My business school has a formal system that effectively monitors the pro-
gress for accomplishing its diversity goals.

7. Administrators are held accountable for achieving specific diversity goals
at my business school.

8. My business school includes a diversity component in the performance
review of administrators.

9. My business school offers (or has offered) diversity training to support its

oals.
10. idministrators and department heads actively participate in diversity
training.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3  Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




DIVERSITY AND LEADER ATTITUDE 369

11. Formal mentoring programs for new faculty members are emphasized.

12. Activities to celebrate diverse racial/ethnic heritages are conducted in the
business school.

13. My business school has explicitly communicated (e.g. memos, public an-
nouncements, promotional materials) its commitment to diversity.

14. Exit interviews are routinely conducted when faculty members leave.

15. The board of business advisors for the business school represents the ra-
cial/ethnic diversity of the overall community.

References

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business International. 2004. Pocket
Guide to Business Schools. St Louis, MO.

Beaton, A. and F. Tougas. 2001. ‘‘Reactions to Affirmative Action: Group Mem-
bership and Social Justice.” Social Justice Research 14 (1): 61-78.

Bem, D. 1972. “Self-Perception Theory.” In Advances in Experimental Social Psy-
chology. Ed. L. Berkowitz. New York, NY: Academic Press. pp. 1-62.

Carter, R. 2000. Addressing Cultural Issues in Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Choy, S. 2002. Access and Persistence: Findings from Ten Years of Longitudinal Research
on Students. Washington, DC: American Council on Education, Center for
Policy Analysis.

Chrobot-Mason, D. and W. Hepworth. 2002. ‘‘Examining Perceptions of Objec-
tive and Subjective Racial Harassment and Managerial Response.”” Academy
of Management Best Papers Proceedings 62: B1-B6.

Comer, D. and C. Soliman. 1996. ‘‘Organizational Efforts to Manage Diversity:
Do They Really Work?"’ Journal of Managerial Issues 8 (4): 470-484.

Cox, T. 2001. Creating the Multicultural Organization. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Dalton, M. 2004. “‘How Leaders Develop in the Context of Difference.” Center
Jor Creative Leadership Newsletter (March). http://www.ccl.org/leadership/
enewsletter/2004/MARfebpollresults.aspx?pageld =548.

DeMeuse, K. and T. Hostager. 2001. ‘‘Developing an Instrument for Measuring
Attitudes Toward and Perceptions of Workplace Diversity: An Initial Report.”
Human Resources Development Quarterly 12 (1): 33-51.

DiTomaso, N., D. Kirby, F. Milliken and H. Trandis. 1998. Effective and Inclusive
Learning Environments. St. Louis, MO: Association to Advance Collegiate
Schools of Business International.

Fairhurst, G. and R. Starr. 1996. The At of Framing: Managing the Language of
Leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Fried, Y., A. Levi, S. Billings and K. Browne. 2001. ‘“The Relation between Polit-
ical Ideology and Attitudes toward Affirmative Action among African Ameri-
cans: The Moderating Effect of Racial Discrimination in the Workplace.” Hu-
man Relations 54 (5): 561-584.

Helms, J. 1990. Black and White Racial Identity. Theory, Research and Practice. New
York, NY: Greenwood Press.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



370 Buttner, Lowe, and Billings-Harris

Hill, C. and G. Jones. 2001. Strategic Management: An Integrated Approach. New
York, NY: Houghton Mifflin.

Hopkins, W.,S. Hopkins and P. Mallette. 2001. ‘‘Diversity and Managerial Value
Commitment: A Test of Some Proposed Relationships.”” Journal of Managerial
Issues 13 (3): 288-306.

House, R. J. 1991. “The Distribution and Exercise of Power in Complex Organ-
izations: A MESO-Theory.”” Leadership Quarterly 2 (1): 23-58.

Kilpatrick, J. 1985. ‘‘Corporate Response to Social Pressure.” Journal of Business
Ethics 4: 495-501.

Konrad, A. and F. Linnehan. 1995. *‘Race and Sex Differences in Line Managers’
Reactions to Equal Employment Opportunity and AA Interventions.”’ Group
and Organization Management 20: 409-439.

and 1992. ““The Implementation and Effectiveness of Equal
Opportunity Employment.” Academy of Management Best Papers Proceedings
52: 380-384.

Kossek, E. and S. Zonia. 1993. ‘‘Assessing Diversity Climate: A Field Study of
Employer Efforts to Promote Diversity.”” Journal of Organizational Behavior 14
(1): 61-82.

Linnehan, F., D. Chrobot-Mason and A. Konrad. 2002. *“The Importance of Eth-
nic Identity to Attitudes, Norms, and Behavioral Intentions toward Diversity.”’
Academy of Management Best Papers Proceedings 62: D1-D7.

Locke, E. and G. Latham. 1990. A Theory of Goal Setting and Task Performance.
Englewood Cliff, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Mor Barak, M., D. Cherin and S. Berkman. 1998. ‘‘Organizational and Personal
Dimensions in Diversity Climate: Ethnic and Gender Differences in Employee
Perceptions.” The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 34 (1): 82-105.

Neville, H., R. Lilly, G. Duran, R. Lee and L. Browne. 2000. ‘‘Construction and
Initial Validation of the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS).” Journal
of Counseling Psychology 47 (1): 59-70.

Parker, C., B. Baltes and N. Christiansen. 1997. *‘Support for Affirmative Action,
Justice Perceptions, and Work Attitudes: A Study of Gender and Racial-Ethnic
Group Differences.” Journal of Applied Psychology 82 (3): 376-389.

Richard, O. and N. B. Johnson. 2001. ‘‘Understanding the Impact of Human
Resource Diversity Practices on Firm Performance.” jJournal of Managerial Is-
sues 13 (2): 177-195.

Rynes, S. and B. Rosen. 1995. *‘A Field Survey of Factors Affecting the Adoption
and Perceived Success of Diversity Training.” Personnel Psychology 48 (2): 247-
270.

Shinn, S. 2003. ‘‘Minority Report.” BizEd, a publication of the Association to
Advance Collegiate Schools of Business, St. Louis, MO (March/April): 30-35.

Shrader, C., V. Blackburn and P. Iles. 1997. “Women in Management and Firm
Financial Performance: An Exploratory Study.” Journal of Managerial Issues 9
(3): 355-373.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2003. Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2002. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Waddock, S., C. Bodwell and S. Graves. 2002. ‘‘Responsibility: The New Imper-
ative.” Academy of Management Executive 16 (2): 132-148.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




DIVERSITY AND LEADER ATTITUDE 371

Weech-Maldonado, R., J. Dreachslin and K. Dansky. 2002. ‘‘Racial/Ethnic Di-
versity Management and Culture Competency: The Case of Pennsylvania Hos-
pitals / Practitioner Application.” Journal of Healthcare Management 47 (2): 111-
127.

Wendling, R. and N. Palma-Rivas. 2000. ‘‘Current Status of Diversity Initiatives in

Selected Multinational Corporations.”” Human Resource Development Quarterly
11: 35-6.

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES  Vol. XVIII Number 3 Fall 2006

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



approach. Also, a test of similarity theory indicated that firms
prefer to form alliances with other firms that follow a similar
strategic focus (first movers with first movers, etc.). Implica-
tions and future research ideas are briefly discussed.

Subordinate Self-esteem and Abusive Supervision...............ccocveenanen.. 340
James P. Burton and Jenny M. Hoobler

Although James (1890) suggested over a hundred years ago
that self-esteem fluctuates around some base-line level in re-
sponse to situational stimuli, very few studies have examined
the notion of state self-esteem. We conducted a scenario-
based study to test the effects of abusive supervision on sub-
jects’ state self-esteem. Results indicate that individuals in the
abusive supervision condition reported lower levels of state
self-esteem compared to individuals in a condition where the
supervisor acted more positively. In addition, this effect was
more pronounced for women. Implications for research and
practice are discussed.

The Influence of Organizational Diversity Orientation and
Leader Attitude on Diversity ACHVItES .......cc.eevirreriieiiirereiniciiee e 356
E. Holly Buttner, Kevin B. Lowe and Lenora Billings-Harris

The U.S. population is becoming increasingly diverse. By the
year 2010, the Census Bureau estimates that minorities will
comprise 34% of the U.S. population. Diversity scholars have
emphasized the importance of corporate leadership in en-
suring the success of diversity strategic initiatives in organi-
zations. This study presents a scale measuring the extent of
organizational diversity activities. The study also reports on
factors influencing U.S. business school leaders’ attitudes to-
ward diversity and on structural influences on diversity activ-
ities in business schools. Results indicated that awareness of
racial issues influenced leaders’ attitudes toward diversity,
while leader sex and race did not. Structural pressures sig-
nificantly influenced the extensiveness of diversity activities
in the business schools studied but the business school
leader’s attitude toward diversity did not. Implications are
discussed.
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