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ABSTRACT

ADORIL OSHANA. Perceived Racial Discrimination’s Association With Procedural

Justice as Moderated by Organizational Efforts to Support Diversity: A Replication and

Extension of Triana & Garcia (2009). (Under the direction of DR. GEORGE C. BANKS)
Racial-ethnic minorities (i.e., those who do not identify as White alone, not

Hispanic or Latinx) compose about 40% of the U.S. population. Social justice initiatives
resulted in the government providing protections for such minorities in the workplace. In
addition, organizations have enacted policies to foster a supportive diversity climate in
their spaces. A supportive diversity climate has been found to result in a positive impact
on employees’ affective and achievement outcomes. Nevertheless, to the author’s
knowledge, employee perceptions of what specific efforts are viewed as a supportive
diversity climate are not well-investigated; and replications of diversity studies in the
organizational science literature are sparse. Therefore, Study 1 sought to partially
replicate that of Triana and Garcia (2009), who researched the association of perceived
racial discrimination on procedural justice as moderated by perceived organizational
efforts to support diversity. Of the two hypotheses chosen for replication in Study 1, one
was supported: controlling for gender, age, minority status, work experience, student
status, and employment status, higher perceived workplace racial discrimination was
negatively associated with procedural justice (B =-.33, p = 0.001). Study 2 used topic
modeling to inquire into what U.S. employees perceive as organizational diversity,
equity, and inclusion efforts (separately). Evidence showed participants perceived their
organizations’ diverse hiring, training/education, celebration of events, and employee

resource groups as efforts to promote diversity; equal treatment of employees,

il



standardized organizational processes, employee voice, and pay equity as efforts to
promote equity; and social events, employee voice, merit-based hiring, and
discrimination intolerance as efforts to promote inclusion. The current study contributes
to the literature by providing further support of the negative association of perceived
racial discrimination and procedural justice in the workplace, along with a taxonomy of

perceived organizational diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts. Regarding practical

contributions, organizations may in engage in similar efforts to signal a diversity climate

but nevertheless should strongly take into consideration the types of efforts that actually

result in diverse, equitable, and inclusive spaces.
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The United States is composed of minority groups across different domains (i.e.,
sexual orientation, religious/spiritual beliefs, race, ethnicity, national origin, among
others). For instance, about 40% identifies with a racial/ethnic group not inclusive of
White alone, not Hispanic or Latinx (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019). Due to major social
movements, the federal government has enacted laws to prohibit discriminatory
behaviors and to encourage inclusion in the workplace (e.g., Equal Pay Act of 1963, Civil
Rights Act of 1964, etc.). When organizations effectively implement inclusionary
policies and create environments that employees deem equitable, they benefit from
positive outcomes such as decreases in turnover (Chrobot-Mason & Aramovich, 2013;
Stewart et al., 2011), increases in innovation (Bassett-Jones, 2005), and greater
productivity (Richard et al., 2004). However, despite the advances in the realm of
organizational diversity and inclusion literature, there are gaps that are worthy of future
research.

One gap is the lack of replication studies of diversity research, perhaps due to a
lack of understanding of the utility of such studies (Kohler & Cortina, 2019). A
replication study is one that investigates a phenomenon at least another time with either
the same authors as the first time (dependent replication) or by a new set of authors
(independent replication; Kohler & Cortina, 2019). One novel study by Triana and Garcia
(2009)—based on a sample of 181 U.S. employees—found that there is a negative
association between perceived racial discrimination and procedural justice. The novelty

of their study was the importance of perceived organizational efforts to support diversity.



Whereas it is well understood that organizations should value diversity and inclusion
efforts, Triana and Garcia's (2009) study was one of the few in the literature that
examined the mitigatory effects of perceived organizational efforts to support diversity
on the negative association between perceived racial discrimination and procedural
justice (at an individual-level). The majority of researchers have investigated these efforts
on positive outcomes (e.g, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, etc.; McKay &
Avery, 2015). I aim to replicate Triana and Garcia's (2009) findings, to further investigate
perceived organizational efforts to support diversity, and to address possible sampling
error.

A second gap is our understanding of the antecedents of a supportive diversity
climate in organizations. Vast literature on diversity climate—or employees’ perceptions
of organizational efforts to implement a fair and inclusionary environment among diverse
personnel (McKay & Avery, 2015)—already exists to demonstrate the outcomes of the
said construct. Signaling theory has been used as a way to provide explanation (Connelly
et al., 2011). Nevertheless, knowledge of the antecedents of diversity climate are limited
which would provide knowledge of the functions of diversity climate along with the
management of diversity in organizations (McKay & Avery, 2015). For example,
researchers of one study found that formal diversity programs were associated with
positive perceptions of diversity climate among employees (Herdman & McMillan-
Capehart, 2010). Specifically, the variable of “diversity programs” was measured by
asking participants whether their organization has a diversity policy and program, makes
the effort to target and recruit minority employees, and incorporates perspectives of all

employees (given diverse backgrounds and experiences) in decision-making (Herdman &



McMillan-Capehart, 2010). The authors noted that their measure was generic and that it
would be worthy for future researchers to measure “diversity programs” in a more
nuanced manner (Herdman & McMillan-Capehart, 2010). Diversity climate as a
construct involves the perception of how employees view their organizations. Thus, the
current study seeks to create a taxonomy of the specific organizational efforts and
initiatives that participants perceive as constituting a fair and inclusionary environment.
The current study begins by reviewing the literature on racial discrimination in the
workplace, organizational justice, and organizational efforts to support diversity. Next, I
aim to conduct a replication study (Study 1) of Triana and Garcia's (2009) original study
by testing the original study’s first and second hypotheses regarding the association
between perceived racial discrimination on procedural justice and the moderator variable
of perceived organizational efforts to support diversity. Then, I aim to collect open-ended
responses from a separate, MTurk sample of U.S. employees to create a taxonomy of
perceived organizational efforts/initiatives of a supportive diversity climate (Study 2). I

will conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and practical implications.



CHAPTER 2: STUDY 1 INTRODUCTION

In this section, I will address our current understanding of racial discrimination in
organizational settings. I further delve into the literature on organizational justice and
specifically discuss procedural justice. Finally, I discuss the literature on organizational
efforts for a supportive diversity climate and describe signaling theory.

2.1 Racial Discrimination

Discrimination may be defined as, “denying equal treatment to individuals
because of their group membership,” and thus, racial discrimination would reflect the
denial of equality based on one’s racial identity (Allport, 1954). Despite laws to deter it
(e.g., Title VII of the Civil Rights Act), racial discrimination in the workplace continues
to exist. For example, during the 2020 fiscal year, the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) reported 67,448 discrimination charges, 22,064
(32.7%) of which were regarding race (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 2021). Given the prevalence of racial discrimination, previous researchers
have sought to understand its consequences. In their meta-analysis, Triana et al. (2015)
demonstrated that perceived racial discrimination was negatively associated with job
attitudes, physical health, psychological health, organizational citizenship behavior, and
perceived diversity climate, and was positively associated with coping behaviors. Further,
racial discrimination charges have led some organizations to pay fines worth millions of
dollars (King & Spruell, 2001), clearly affecting the monetary success of these
companies. On top of moral imperatives, it is also in the best interest for organizations to

strive to end workplace racial discrimination.



Racial discrimination may not always be overt or intentional. Legally, disparate
treatment and adverse impact have been used to explain some issues of racial
discrimination in the workplace especially in selection procedures by using cognitive
ability tests. Whereas disparate treatment is intentionally treating groups of differing
social identities differently, adverse impact is organizational practices unintentionally
affecting said groups with different outcomes. For instance, disparate treatment would be
if an employer required drug tests for racial minority applications, but not from non-
minority applicants (Avery et al., 2018). On the other hand, it would be adverse impact if,
for instance, on average, racial minority applicants as a group scored less than non-
minority applications on a cognitive ability test used for selection (Avery et al., 2018;
Pyburn et al., 2008). As a means to determine adverse impact, the U.S. government has
implemented the four-fifths rule in these contexts, such that selection for one group
cannot be higher than four-fifths of the selection of another group. Subsequently, the use
of minimum score qualifications (determining the lowest possible score an applicant can
receive and still be selected; Kehoe & Olson, 2005), adverse impact ratios (Morris &
Lobsenz, 2000), and adverse impact ratio significance testing (Roth et al., 2006) have
also been used (Avery et al., 2018; Sackett & Lievens, 2008). Adverse impact and
disparate treatment, thus, may be used to explain racial discrimination, at least in the
context of personnel selection.

Some of the common ways of measuring racial discrimination in the workplace
involve the use of survey, secondary (quantitative), and qualitative data. To illustrate,
Roscigno et al. (2012) and Light et al. (2011) used closed, racial discrimination charges

filed with the Ohio Civil Rights Commission for their studies. Ashe and Nazroo (2016)



made use of qualitative data to analyze racial discrimination in a British sample. In a
similar vein, de Castro et al. (2006) noted the racial discrimination that some of their
participants experienced in their sample of immigrant workers in Chicago. Finally, Triana
et al. (2015) used 79 effect sizes for their meta-analysis of studies (from 1980 to 2013)
measuring perceived racial discrimination, which predominantly used survey data. The
current study will likewise measure perceived racial discrimination using a self-report
survey measure.
2.2 Organizational Justice

Given issues such as workplace racial discrimination, theoretical contributions
have been made to explain employee perceptions of justice in organizations. Two
theories worthy of discussion are distributive justice and procedural justice, which are the
most predictive to organizational outcomes. Distributive justice pertains to the fairness of
how organizational resources (e.g., pay, promotions, etc.) are distributed and how
resolutions are made given disputes (Adams, 1965; Colquitt et al., 2005; Leventhal,
1976). On the other hand, procedural justice is defined as the perception of fairness of
organizational processes that lead to decision-making (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Triana &
Garcia, 2009). Whereas research of the antecedents is limited, outcomes of the
components of organizational justice have been investigated. That is, organizational
citizenship behaviors, job satisfaction, and affective commitment are all related to the
different components of organizational justice (based on the meta-analysis, consisting of
field and lab studies, of [Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001]). More specifically, unfair
procedural justice is the strongest predictor of counterproductive work behavior, work

performance, affective commitment, and negative emotional reactions (Cohen-Charash &



Spector, 2001). Given its importance, further research of procedural justice may be
warranted.
2.2.1 Procedural Justice

Leventhal's (1976) six rules provide a framework of one’s determination of
procedural justice. The rules include consistency, bias suppression, accuracy,
correctability, representativeness, and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980). More specifically,
perceptions of (procedural) injustice will result from a violation of the consistency rule
(“lack of consistency in procedure”), bias-suppression rule (“unrestrained self-interest or
devotion to doctrinaire views”), accuracy rule (“performance is evaluated on the basis of
inappropriate information”), correctability rule (lack “of appeal [of] procedures that allow
for review and modification of decisions at various stages of the allocative process”),
representativeness rule (lack of representation of those “affected by the allocative
process”), and ethicality rule (“allocative procedures violate personal standards of ethics
and morality;” [Leventhal, 1976]).

Perceptions of racial discrimination may bring out perceptions of procedural
injustice through the violation of certain rules. Triana and Garcia (2009) argued that
perceived racial discrimination would trigger violation of the consistency rule since fair
treatment is not consistent across employees of differing races; bias-suppression rule
because the discriminator(s) may favor in-group members due to social categorization
(Turner, 1985) and similarity-attraction (Byrne, 1971); and accuracy rule because the
discriminator(s) may treat others unfairly based on factors such as prejudices which are
not based on “accurate information.” As previously noted, procedural justice has

important implications due its effects on organizational outcomes such as organizational



citizenship behavior and turnover, among others (Colquitt et al., 2001; Niehoff &
Moorman, 1993; Triana & Garcia, 2009), but, once again, the literature is scarce with
regards to antecedents. For that reason, Triana and Garcia (2009) aimed to investigate
one type of antecedents, and—based on their arguments of procedural justice rule
violations—argued that perceived racial discrimination should be negatively associated
with procedural justice.
2.3 Organizational Efforts for a Supportive Diversity Climate

Perceptions of procedural justice may be strengthened through organizational
efforts/initiatives for a supportive diversity climate. As previously stated, (perception of)
such efforts have been shown to mitigate the relationship between perceived racial
discrimination and procedural justice (Triana & Garcia, 2009). Psychological diversity
climate—which is conceptually similar to “perceived organizational efforts to support
diversity” referenced in Triana and Garcia's (2009) study—concerns the perceptions of
employees who determine whether their organization’s diversity efforts promote a fair
and inclusionary environment (McKay & Avery, 2015; Mor Barak et al., 2016). Not
surprisingly, these types of efforts lead to positive work outcomes, such as greater job
satisfaction, greater commitment to the organization, increased likelihood to remain on
the job, and increased engagement in work (based on the meta-analysis of [Mor Barak et
al., 2016]). Unlike the studies in the aforementioned meta-analysis, Triana and Garcia's
(2009) study was one of the few that investigated these perceived organizational efforts
as a moderator variable to mitigate the negative outcomes of perceived racial
discrimination on procedural justice. Usually, the outcomes studied are positive (i.e.,

organizational commitment, psychological safety, intentions to stay, etc.; McKay &



Avery, 2015). Diversity climate researchers have used signaling theory (Spence, 1973) as
means to better understand a supportive diversity climate.

Signaling theory (Connelly et al., 2011; Spence, 1973) may serve to explain how
employees perceive a diverse climate. The theory discusses that employees (and
applicants) may turn to noticeable organizational cues in order to alleviate perceptions of
uncertainty regarding the organization (i.e., information asymmetry; Bergh, Ketchen,
Orlandi, Heugens, & Boyd, 2019). Within the context of diversity climate, there has been
support for signaling theory to help explain the effects of organizational procedures and
policies on the perceptions of whether an organization values diversity (Saks &
McCarthy, 2006). Namely, signaling theory has been used to explain the perception of
age diversity in an organization (Bieling & Dorozalla, 2014) along with the perception of
inclusion of racial-ethnic minorities in an organization through the signal of diversity
training (Waight & Madera, 2011). In addition, in a sample of South Korean employees,
support was found for signaling theory to help explain how the lack of family-friendly
policies and gender composition in the organization can be associated with gender
discrimination (Kim et al., 2014); more specifically, the authors discussed that a larger
representation of women and that a greater number of family-friendly policies may signal
support for mothers and gender equality. In general, organizations may signal a diversity
climate through their organizational policy and procedures, especially if these policies are
formalized (Stainback, 2018). Nevertheless, there is limited research on the antecedents
of diversity climate; meaning, what employees perceive as efforts for a supportive

diversity climate (the focus of Study 2).



On the other hand, research on the outcomes of diversity climate is vast—once an
organization effectively establishes an atmosphere of diversity climate, it will yield to
positive outcomes. For example, better attendance, productivity, work quality, recruiting
success, creativity, workgroup cohesiveness, etc., at the individual level; and market
share, profitability, achievement of organizational goals, etc., at the organizational level
(Cox, 1994; McKay & Avery, 2015). These outcomes would be met via employees’
affective variables (e.g., satisfaction with job, identity with organization, etc.) and
achievement variables (e.g., promotion, job performance, etc.) that would thus yield to
their internalization of their organizations’ missions (Cox, 1994; McKay & Avery, 2015).
Taken together, similar to the original study, I hypothesize that:

H;: Perceptions of racial discrimination at work will be negatively associated
with perceptions of procedural justice at work.

H>: Organizational efforts to support diversity will moderate the negative
association of perceptions of racial discrimination and perceptions of procedural justice
at work.

Triana and Garcia (2009) investigated the association between perceived racial
discrimination in the workplace and procedural justice along with the moderator variable
of perceived organizational efforts to support diversity. The authors collected survey
responses from participants across two time points 15 days apart (the independent and
moderator variables in Phase I and dependent variable in Phase II). They recruited 261
employees from MBA and upper-division undergraduate business courses from a large
public university in the southern U.S. Twenty-five participants were unemployed and

subsequently removed (leaving 236), and 55 were removed afterwards because they did
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not complete both phases of the study. Therefore, the final sample was 181 employees
with an average age of 29 years old. Of the entire final sample, 77% were Hispanic, 57%
were employed full-time (with an average work experience of eight years), 57% were
MBA students, and 50% were women. My aim was to replicate the first and second

hypothesis of their study and follow the same procedures.
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY 1 METHOD

3.1 Open Science Practices

Given that the current study is a replication study, to the extent possible, I tried
not deviate from the original study of Triana and Garcia (2009). Subject matter experts
reviewed the study, and the original authors were contacted to provide their feedback.
Lastly, the study was preregistered (study materials can be found here:
https://osf.i0/56jqu/).
3.2 Participants

The current study’s sample was recruited from a large, research university from
the southeast U.S. The city of recruitment consists of a population a little less than one
million with 41.5% identifying as White, not Hispanic or Latinx, 35.2% identifying as
Black or African American, and 14.3% identifying as Hispanic or Latinx as the top three
largest racial groups in the city (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019). To follow the original study,
employed, upper-division undergraduates and MBA students were likewise recruited for
the current study. However, based on a priori power analysis, 82 participants were needed
to be recruited to achieve 90% power to detect 75% of the original effect size (or 119
participants to detect 50% of the original effect size) for Hypothesis 1. For the current
study, the final sample size was 105 participants; the findings did not significantly differ
between 82 and 105 participants. Inclusion criteria were that participants were employed
adults aged 18 years and older, identified as either an upper-division undergraduate
student or MBA student, and agreed to participate in both phases of the study. Refer to

Table 1 for the sample’s sociodemographic information and descriptive statistics.
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3.3 Procedure

Study 1 composed of two phases, Phase I and Phase II. To follow the recruitment
procedure of the original authors, the plan was to invite participants at the end of their
(business) class so that those who wanted to participate could stay afterwards to complete
the Phase I questionnaire. The aim was to physically provide them with the
questionnaires and nondescript envelopes for them to mail back their survey responses
within 15 days. Furthermore, the plan was to ask for the participants’ email addresses in
the Phase I questionnaires to email the second phase of the study to them after the end of
the 15 days. Given the COVID-19 pandemic, I had to modify Phase I’s data collection
procedure to online formatting. Recruitment took form in two manners: I emailed the
university’s College of Business faculty to recruit their students for the study and used
the university’s listserv to reach the desired sample size. In both cases, I invited
participants to complete the Phase I questionnaire via a Qualtrics survey link and, on the
Qualtrics platform, they were presented with the online consent form. Using the email
addresses the participants provided in the Phase I questionnaire, I emailed the Phase 11
Qualtrics survey link to the participants after 15 days of Phase I completion. Upon the
completion of the entire study, I compensated the participants with $5 Amazon gift cards
(sent to their email addresses). I treated all participants in accordance with the American
Psychological Association’s code of ethics (American Psychological Association, n.d.).
The Department of Defense sponsored this study through an award to the Center for
Open Science.
3.4 Measures

3.4.1 Procedural Justice

13



During Phase II, the dependent variable was measured using a modified version
of seven items from Colquitt's (2001) measure. The items were modified for better
comprehension. For example, an original item was, “The following items refer to the
procedures used to arrive at your procedural justice. To what extent have you had
influence over the procedural justice arrived at by those procedures?” Instead, the
directions were, “The following items refer to your organization’s procedures and
treatment of you. To what extent:” and an example item was “Have you had influence
over your organization’s treatment of you?” Participants responded to the self-report
measure with a five-anchor scale ranging from 1 (to a small extent) to 5 (to a large
extent). Internal consistency was « = 0.89 for the original study (Triana & Garcia, 2009)
and « = 0.87 for the current study. Colquitt (2001) reported that the measure had
discriminant validity (especially given the different forms of justice not inclusive of
procedural justice: distributive, interpersonal, and informational justice) in a university
and field sample.

3.4.2 Perceived Workplace Racial Discrimination

This independent variable was measured during Phase I using eight items of the
Workplace Prejudice/Discrimination Inventory (James et al., 1994). Participants
responded to the self-report measure with a six-anchor scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Example items included: “At work I am treated poorly
because of my racial/ethnic group” and “At my present job, some people get better

treatment because of their racial/ethnic group.” Internal consistency was « = 0.88 for the

original study (Triana & Garcia, 2009) and « = 0.89 for the current study. James, Lovato,
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and Cropanzano (1994) reported that the measure had convergent validity in a sample of
minorities in the workplace.
3.4.3 Perceived Organizational Efforts to Support Diversity

Following the original design (Triana & Garcia, 2009), during Phase I, five items
were used from multiple scales to measure the moderator variable. Two items were used
from the Organizational Diversity Inventory (Hegarty & Dalton, 1995). An example item
was, “Managing diversity helped my organization to be more effective.” One item (“My
organization spends enough money and time on diversity awareness and related
training”’) was used from the Diversity Perceptions Scale (Mor Barak et al., 1998). Lastly,
two items were used from Triana and Garcia (2009): “My organization puts a lot of effort
into diversity management” and “My organization values diversity.” Participants
responded to the self-report items with a six-anchor scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Internal consistency was a = 0.84 for the original study
(Triana & Garcia, 2009) and a = 0.86 for the current study. Indeed, a clear disadvantage
of the measure is that it has not been psychometrically validated.
3.4.4 Demographics

Participants were asked to provide their demographic information during Phase I.
The demographic information included: gender, race/ethnicity, employment status (part-
time or full-time), work experience (years), student status (undergraduate or graduate),
and age. Overall, the demographic information were treated as control variables.
3.4.5 Pre-screener

Because the university’s listserv recruitment method did not have the option to

specifically invite upper-division, undergraduate and MBA students among the general
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student body, a pre-screener was added at the beginning of the Phase I questionnaire to
verify if the participants met inclusion criteria. The first question asked, “Are you a
current MBA student, or a current undergraduate student (who has completed at least two
years of college)?” If yes, participants indicated their student status (upper-division,
undergraduate student or MBA student). The next and last question asked for their
employment status (unemployed, part-time, full-time). Participants were only able to
proceed with the study if they answered “Yes” to the first question and indicated a part-

time or full-time employment status.
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 1 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Bivariate associations are reported in Table 3. At the bivariate level, perceived
workplace racial discrimination was negatively associated with procedural justice (» = -
46, p <.01), exactly mirroring the original study (Triana & Garcia, 2009). In addition,
perceived organizational efforts to support diversity was positively associated with
procedural justice (r = .41, p <.01), similar to the original study (» = .22, p <.01).

A three-step, hierarchical multiple regression model was employed to test the
hypotheses. The control variables of gender, age, minority status, work experience,
student status, and employment status were entered in Step 1 (R? = .09, p = 0.22).
Perceived workplace racial discrimination and perceived organizational efforts to support
diversity were entered in Step 2 (R’ = .35, AR’ = .26, p < 0.01); this step was significant.
Controlling for gender, age, minority status, work experience, student status, and
employment status, higher perceived workplace racial discrimination was negatively
associated with procedural justice (B = -.33, p = 0.001), thus supporting Hypothesis 1 and
replicating the original study’s first hypothesis (Triana & Garcia, 2009). An interaction
between perceived workplace racial discrimination and perceived organizational efforts
to support diversity was added for Step 3 (R = .36, p <0.01, AR? = .011); these variables
were mean-centered in order to test for moderation. Unlike the original study (B = .14, SE
=.07, p <0.05), the interaction was not significant (§ =-.33, SE = .06, p = 0.21).
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported and did not replicate the original study’s

second hypothesis.
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The results of Study 1 provide further evidence of the importance of perceived
racial discrimination on procedural justice especially given that the results remained
significant with a different sample than the original study (Triana & Garcia, 2009). That
is, when an employee perceives racial discrimination in the workplace, they will also
more likely perceive that the procedures used to make decisions in their workplace are
not fair. Even though Hypothesis 2 was not significant, it is worth noting that perceived
organizational efforts to support diversity as an independent variable was significantly,
positively associated with procedural justice in both Step 2 (f = 0.34, p <0.001) and 3 (B
=0.56, p <0.001). Even though a supportive diversity climate may not necessarily
mitigate negative perceptions of racial discrimination on procedural justice (at least in
this study), it is still important enough to provide at least some perception that the
decision-making within the organization is fair. What employees perceive as
organizational efforts for a supportive diversity climate will be discussed in the following

study, Study 2.
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 2 INTRODUCTION

5.1 Organizational Efforts for a Supportive Diversity Climate

Organizational diversity efforts may help mitigate discriminatory perceptions
(e.g., racial discrimination) and result in a supportive diversity climate. For instance,
organizations have sought to create diverse workforces, improve relations between
diverse group members, and increase inclusion within their spaces through diversity
staffing practices, diversity training/intervention efforts, and mentoring programs
(Roberson, 2019). Researchers have found that minority job seekers are more attracted to
organizations with minority representation that also value diversity policies (Avery &
McKay, 2006; Goldberg, 2005; Ng & Burke, 2005). These recruitment practices have
also been found to be effective with non-minorities such that they are also more attracted
to organizations that value diversity (Williamson et al., 2008). Furthermore,
organizations have resorted to diversity awareness training through awareness of personal
biases (e.g., via the Implicit Association Test), among others. However, the effectiveness
of such training, or intervention, methods are limited (Roberson, 2019). Lastly, for the
career development of women and racial/ethnic minorities, organizations have created
formal mentoring programs consisting of a relationship between a more-experienced
employee mentoring a less-experienced one (Creary & Roberts, 2017; Kram, 1988).
There is some research support for these types of programs, such as organizational
commitment and career satisfaction (Allen et al., 2004). Nevertheless, critics have also
discussed cross-gender and cross-race mentoring barriers that limit their effectiveness

(Blake-Beard et al., 2007). Evidently, the relationship between diversity efforts and
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diversity climate is convoluted (Herdman & McMillan-Capehart, 2010), and research on
what employees perceive as a supportive diversity climate is not widely investigated.
Understanding such perceptions will hopefully address this gap. Thus, leading to the
following research question:

RQ;: What U.S. organizational activities are perceived as efforts for a supportive

diversity climate?
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 2 METHOD

6.1 Open Science Practices

Study 2 study materials, data, and R code are available here: https://osf.io/3m4kr/
6.2 Participants

A total of 151 participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk). Inclusion criteria were that participants were employed adults aged 18 years or
older who resided in the United States. Participants were compensated $1.00 for their
participation in the study. Refer to Table 4 for the sample’s sociodemographic
information and descriptive statistics.
6.3 Procedure

I posted the study’s recruitment message on MTurk. Prospective participants were
directed to the study’s Qualtrics link if they chose to participate in the study. There, upon
meeting study eligibility, they were presented with the consent form. If they chose to
proceed, they were then presented with the questionnaire of the study. At the end of the
study, they were each presented with a random ID number for them to input back into
MTurk; the ID number was used to verify study completion (for compensation) while
also keeping their identities anonymous.
6.4 Measures
6.4.1 Perceived Organizational Efforts for a Supportive Diversity Climate

Participants were asked to respond to three open-ended items:
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1. Diversity is defined as, “the condition or quality of being different, or varied”
(“diversity,” n.d.). What initiatives/efforts does your organization engage in to
promote diversity?

2. Inclusion is defined as, “the practice of integrating all people and groups”
(“inclusion,” n.d.). What initiatives/efforts does your organization engage in to
promote inclusion?

3. Equity is defined as, “the quality of being fair or impartial” (“equity,” n.d.). What
initiatives/efforts does your organization engage in to promote equity?

These questions were all presented in one page to the participants, who were asked to
provide at least 300 characters of responses for each of them. The questions—along with
the entire Study II questionnaire—were pilot tested by a group of doctoral students for
comprehension and feedback purposes.

6.4.2 Demographics

The demographic information participants were asked to provide were gender,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious beliefs, disability status, age, employment
status (part-time/full-time), work experience (years), work industry, hierarchical level in
organization (e.g., intern, manager, supervisor, etc.), and highest level of education
completed.
6.4.3 Pre-screener

A pre-screener was included at the beginning of the study, before the consent
form was presented, to determine eligibility. Participants were asked about their

employment status, U.S. residency status, and their age. They could only proceed with
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the study if they indicated they were employed part-time or full-time, were U.S. residents
at that time, and if they were 18 years or older.
6.5 Statistical Analysis

The open-ended responses for each question were analyzed through topic
modeling. Unlike other disciplines (i.e., computer science), organizational science is
limited with the use of computer-aided text analysis techniques such as topic modeling
(Banks et al., 2018). Topic modeling is an alternative data analytics approach to the
traditional methods used in organizational research that is used to extract themes from a
collection of texts (Schmiedel, Miiller, & vom Brocke, 2019). Whereas the usage of
deductive, quantitative methods is prevalent in organizational research (e.g., survey
research), topic modeling allows the researcher to gain insight through qualitative means
with a large amount of text (Schmiedel et al., 2019). Topic modeling was chosen over
more traditional qualitative approaches because it takes the advantage of both human
insight and machine learning (i.e., relative fast analysis of a larger text corpora) for
exploration (Banks et al., 2018); traditional qualitative approaches generally require more
resources and also do not scale well (Tonidandel et al., 2021).

The underlying assumption of topic modeling is that there are latent variables
(topics) that are to be discovered. The researcher determines the labels and defines the
topics that the algorithm helps emerge (by attributing a probability statistic to each word
and grouping the words together). Given the importance of the variable of organizational
diversity efforts within Triana and Garcia's (2009) study, the current study addresses the
aforementioned limitation by creating a taxonomy of such efforts perceived to be made

by organizations.
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6.5.1 Data Immersion

Prior to conducting the topic modeling analyses, I engaged in multiple steps to
familiarize myself with the data and to prepare the data for analyses. First, I read each
participant’s responses to the three open-ended questions multiple times. I noted possible
themes to consider along with potential custom words (see below) to be removed for the
topic modeling analyses. I also made note of any documents that seemed to require
additional data cleaning. Second, I manually coded about 25% of the data (primary-cycle
coding; Tracy, 2013)—38 of the 151 documents for each of the three text corpora—as
another way to gain understanding of the data and to consider plausible themes for the
topic modeling analyses.
6.5.2 Data Cleaning & Preparation

I began to clean/prepare the data using the process outlined in Banks et al. (2018)
and Tonidandel et al. (2021). I removed random text from certain documents (e.g., one
participant entered the letter L multiple times in their responses). I converted the text to
lowercase. I removed punctuation, symbols, numbers, separators, and stop words. Stop
words are common terms within a language that provide little meaning—for example, in
English, “the” or “my” (Tonidandel et al., 2021).

6.5.2.1 Custom Words. I removed custom words that I believed added little
meaning. The list of custom words differed depending on if [ was running the analysis for
the diversity, equity, or inclusion text corpora. However, I removed some of the same
custom words— “organization,” “company,” “initiative,” “initiatives,” etc.—for all three
analyses because some participants used wording within the prompts to begin discussing

their responses (e.g., “My organizations [sic] initiative/efforts toward engaging in to
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promote diversity is...”). I also referred to the topfeatures() function to see the 25 most
commonly used words, to word clouds, and to raw frequency weighting plots to
determine possible custom words to remove for each of the three corpora. The process of
removing custom words was iterative to see how their removal would affect findings.
Before removing any custom word, I referred to the full dataset to read how the word was
used in-context to the rest of a participant’s response. In the end, findings did not seem to
significantly differ with or without them. Refer to Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7 for the
list of custom words removed for the diversity, equity, and inclusion topic modeling
analysis, respectively.

6.5.3 Conducting the Analyses

I used the stm package (Roberts et al., 2019) in R (R Core Team, 2021) to
conduct the topic modeling analyses. Topic modeling uses Latent Dirichlet Allocation
(LDA; Blei et al., 2003), which is a commonly-used algorithm assuming “that a
document is a mixture of topics where each word in the document belongs to a single
topic” (Banks et al., 2018, p. 449).

Despite manually coding 25% of the dataset, I did not have an a priori number of
topics in mind for the topic modeling analyses; I had gathered many first-level codes
during manual coding but had not consolidated them afterwards. My manual coding
procedure was not meant to be a comprehensive manual thematic analysis, but rather a
means for data immersion. Instead, I used the searchK() function in R to run a solution
between two to 12 topics (incrementing by one) for each of the three corpora. I then used
the output to investigate the cross-validation likelihood and semantic coherence to decide

on the number of topics; “the cross-validation likelihood reflects the fit of each solution
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in a hold-out sample whereas semantic coherence is a measure of how often words in a
topic co-occur” (Tonidandel et al., 2021, p. 5).

A three-to-five topic solution seemed to be optimal for each of the three corpora.
In other words, I ran the analyses with a three-topic solution, four-topic solution, and
five-topic solution for the diversity, equity, and inclusion text corpora. I examined all the
solutions and used the four metrics of the labelTopics() function—Highest probability,
FREX, Lift, and Score—to investigate each of the topics (see Tonidandel et al., 2021, for
an explanation of the metrics). I also examined the seven highest-scoring documents per
topic using the findThoughts() function. Finally, I compared the findings between the

three different solutions for each of the three corpora.
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CHAPTER 7: STUDY 2 RESULTS & DISCUSSION

For each of the three analyses, there were four latent topics that emerged
regardless of the number of topics specified (three to five) in the algorithm. For instance,
sometimes two topics would cluster together and—upon examination of all the solutions
given the aforementioned metrics—it was obvious they were separate topics (for a total
of four for each of the three text corpora). I referred to organizational diversity literature
to help label the topics (Dobbin & Kalev, 2013; Leslie, 2019; Roberson et al., 2020).
Participants perceived their organizations’ diverse hiring, training/education (resources),
celebration of events, and employee resource groups as efforts to promote diversity.
Additionally, participants perceived their organizations’ equal treatment of employees,
standardized organizational processes, employee voice, and pay equity as efforts to
promote equity. Finally, participants perceived their organizations’ social events,
employee voice, merit-based hiring, and discrimination intolerance as efforts to promote
inclusion. The findings are presented in Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10.

7.1 Diversity Topics
7.1.1 Diverse Hiring

One of the topics that emerged in discussion of organizational diversity efforts

was the perception of Diverse Hiring. For example, some participants indicated:

“We try to hire people from different types of backgrounds...”

“The company hires people from multiple backgrounds. It focuses on having

different races as part of the overall company structure...”

“Our company actively seeks candidates from all walks of life. We have a wide
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range of people in our company. Our CEO is a woman, our CIO is Arabic, and we

have many Asian, African American and people of other ethnic groups working

within our company.”

The above examples indicate that participants perceive their organizations’ hiring
of racial-ethnic minorities (specifically) as a diversity effort. Hiring of racial-ethnic
minorities is perhaps one of the most straightforward strategies used by companies to try
to increase diversity in their workforce. One reasoning may be the salience of a racial-
ethnic identity. Indeed, unlike sexual orientation, religious-spiritual identity, and certain
disabilities (among others), one’s race and ethnicity are less concealable. Companies
may, thus, specifically target racial-ethnic minorities for employment as a more salient
impression/signal of engagement in diversity efforts. Another factor is for regulatory and
litigation purposes. Of the multiple classes protected by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, two
are race and color. Additionally, at least some organizations are required to provide EEO-
1 data, which specifically ask for the racial composition of the workforce. Failure to
comply with regulations or discriminating based on race and ethnicity can have
detrimental (monetary) consequences for the organization (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016).

7.1.2 Training/Education

A second topic that emerged in relation to organizational diversity efforts was that
of Training/Education; participants perceived that their organization provides resources
for learning regarding diversity. Some participants noted:

“The organization also requires all employees to complete diversity training as a

part of our annual web-based learning training sessions.”

“They [sic] company gives on the job training.”
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“We often have diversity faires [sic] and work shops [sic]...We also have

diversity training as well...”

As evidenced by at least one participant, many companies will require all
employees to partake in diversity training (such as during onboarding); others may leave
it to the discretion of the employee. Researchers have studied diversity training as a form
to reduce bias, change attitudes, and improve relations among employees (Roberson,
2019; Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 2000). However, their efficacy in organizations seems to
be contradictory—for example, meeting their expected outcome of decreasing
discrimination but yet also decreasing representation of minorities in the workforce
(Bezrukova et al., 2016; Dobbin & Kalev, 2013; Leslie, 2019). Even yet, they have been
shown to increase stereotypes (Leslie, 2019). Organizations may use these initiatives
from a legal standpoint and require their workforce to partake in them in order to avoid
monetary consequences—a form of “negative incentive”—thus using negative messaging
during the training, resulting in backlash from some employees (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016).
However, diversity training may be most effective when they are framed as significant to
the overall goals of the organization, have leadership’s commitment, and have
engagement from management during the training process (Roberson et al., 2020).
Overall, given current findings in the literature, more comprehensive evaluations of
diversity training are needed from both practitioners and academics alike (Roberson,
2019).

7.1.3 Celebration of Events
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A third topic that emerged was Celebration of Events; participants perceived that
their organizations’ commemoration of events related to employees’ identities as a
diversity effort. Some of their responses were:

“The agency takes part in a multitude of different cultural events that annually

take place in the community such as the pride parade, black and Hispanic

history/heritage months, etc.”

“Our organization celebrated cultural programs in each year to celebrate different

people's cultural festivals.”

Unlike initiatives such as mentoring programs, diversity task forces, diversity
training, etc., company celebration of events related to employee identities are usually not
discussed in the literature as a formal, organizational “diversity program” per se.
Nevertheless, companies may still use this type of initiative to signal their interest or
value in diversity management (Spence, 1973). Furthermore, employee resource groups
(discussed below) may choose to first partake in the celebration of such events, receive
the support of the organization, which the organization may thus expand the celebration
and acknowledgement of the events company-wide. This, again, may be an effort of the
organization to signal its interest in diversity (Spence, 1973).

7.1.4 Employee Resource Groups

The fourth and final topic that emerged was that of Employee Resource Groups
where participants perceived that their organizations’ creation of committees for diverse
employees and their allies as a diversity effort. Participants indicated:

“My organization has many employee resource groups promoted to diversity.

These resource groups are for African-Americans, Asians and LGBTQ.”
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“We enforce the building of diverse teams that represent each race in the

organization.”

Employee resource groups—also referred to as affinity groups or diversity
networking groups—are intended to increase the participants’ support and access to each
other (Leslie, 2019). Research indicates that these groups have in an increased
representation of White women in managerial ranks, but a decrease for Black men
(Dobbin & Kalev, 2013); other researchers have also demonstrated that practices like
employee resource groups increase manager racial diversity especially in smaller firms
(Richard et al., 2013). Given the mixed findings, the effectiveness of such groups may be
a function of organizational characteristics (Roberson et al., 2020).

7.2 Equity Topics
7.2.1 Equal Treatment

One of the equity topics that emerged was that of Equal Treatment; participants
perceived that their organization treats its employees impartially. The following are some
examples of this topic:

“in [sic] office usage, everyone has the same type of stationery, such as pens,

notebooks, and stickers, the basic suite is equally from manager to every

engineer.”

“Everyone receives the same evaluation criteria...”

“Everyone is treated the same, no one is selected out as not being enough and

needing special accommodations because of their color or ethnicity or belief

system outside of work.”

31



The participants’ comments, especially the first example, touch upon the notion of
distributive justice or the perception of fairness of the allocation of resources, rewards,
etc. (Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983; Eckhoff, 1974; Homans, 1974). Eckhoff (1974) proposed a
framework where rules of distribution can be perceived as principles of equality:
objective equality, subjective equality, equity, rank order equality, and equal opportunity
(Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983). Specifically, Eckhoff (1974)’s objective equality is
exemplified by the participants who mention that everyone receives equal amounts of a
resource, and his principle of equal opportunity is exemplified by the third participant
example.

7.2.2 Standardized Procedures

Participants perceived Standardized Procedures as another organizational equity
effort; namely, the organization engages in standard processes to avoid partiality among
its employees. Some participants discussed:

“All managers are extensively trained in the companies process for annual goal

setting and performance evaluation. By using standard procedures and checklists

in the process, equity is promoted.”

“All hiring actions are conducted using a formal transparent process that

undergoes multiple reviews to ensure impartiality.”

“The company also promotes equity by ensuring that all employees participate in

the same HR process for performance and appraisal and compensation.”

Standardized procedures usually have an implication of being identity-blind
(employee demographic-wise) and objective, thus requiring managers to make decisions

based on objective metrics rather than demographics (Roberson et al., 2020). The intent is
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that by limiting managerial discretion, given inevitable personal biases, would lead to less
discriminatory decisions if variables like employee demographics are not taken into
consideration (Roberson et al., 2020). However, researchers of a study using survey and
EEO-1 data of more than 800 organizations over three decades still found that limiting
managerial discretion led to discrimination; managers’ unconscious biases may have
continued to play a role (Dobbin et al., 2015; Roberson et al., 2020).

On the other hand, standardized procedures may have a positive effect if there are
accountability and transparency involved, especially during hiring and promotion
(Roberson et al., 2020). Representation of certain minority groups has been found to
increase when organizations post job positions along with job requirements openly to
current employees (in the organization) in addition to the public (Dobbin et al., 2015). In
addition, researchers of one study of 9,321 employees found that implementing a
committee to review reward decisions and sharing information regarding the decisions
across different components of the organization resulted in less pay disparities among
employee groups (Castilla, 2015). Therefore, standardized procedures in combination
with accountability and transparency practices may be beneficial for organizational
equity efforts (Roberson et al., 2020).

7.2.3 Voice

A third, emerged topic was Voice. Participants perceived that their organization
soliciting opinions from employees as an organizational equity effort. For instance:

“In our organization, job appraisal is open for open criticism for anyone who feels

that they are not fairly treated.”

“After voicing concerns, our board has a democratic system that allows all voices
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to make a difference. The same goes for staff, their voices on how the museum

should conduct business gets heard.”

“Part of this is regularly seeking out the opinions of the employees to ensure we

feel we are being treated fairly.”

In relation to the perception of justice, equity is achieved when the ratio of
outcome/input is the same across all those involved in an exchange (Adams, 1965); and
justice is viewed as the fairness in situations involving allocation (Cook & Hegtvedt,
1983). The concept of voice has gained prominence in the procedural justice literature,
such that voice increases perceptions of the procedural fairness (Folger, 1977; Lind et al.,
1990). The comments made by the participants are examples of what Morrison (2014)
described as upward voice, “when employees voluntarily communicate suggestions,
concerns, information about problems, or work-related opinions to someone in a higher
organizational position” (p. 173). They further exemplify forms of formal voice
mechanisms within the organization because they involve expressing voice in rather
structured contexts or processes than informal ones such as informal discussions, word-
of-mouth situations, etc. (Marchington & Suter, 2013; Mowbray et al., 2015).

7.2.4 Pay Equity

The fourth topic for equity efforts that emerged was Pay Equity; participants
perceived that their organizations compensate their employees with similar roles equally.
For example,

“Pay levels are standardized across the company and all employees at the same

grade level receive the same base pay.”

“Equity is shown in the company by including the same pay structure for all
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employees regardless of culture, race, sex, sexual preference, or any other type of

differences among people and variations.”

“Every employee on the same level make the same salary.”

It is most likely the case that participants did not have access to their coworkers’
actual pay information. That being said, their perception of pay equity is worthy of
consideration and may be explained by equity theory (Adams, 1965). Participants may
have evaluated the inputs (their work) and outcomes (their earrings) in comparison to the
perception of their fellow coworkers’ inputs and outcomes (the social exchange in this
context being pay; Adams, 1965; Buttner & Lowe, 2017). It is also worthy to note that
the second commentator specifically discusses forms of identities in their discussion of
pay equity. Notably, regarding gender disparities, the pay gap has been found to continue
to exist in many sectors. Even when some women enter traditionally male-dominated
fields, they do not necessarily overcome this gap (Bishu & Alkadry, 2017).

7.3 Inclusion Topics
7.3.1 Social Events

One topic that emerged in the discussion of organizational inclusion efforts was
that of Social Events; the organization hosts social gatherings for employees. Note that
this topic is similar to but broader than the diversity topic of Celebration of Events, which
reflected employee’s identities more specifically. Social Events as an inclusion topic is
inclusive of cultural events but accounts for other types of events and activities as well.
For instance, participants mentioned:

“The organization tries to integrate all different types of people by allowing

anyone to suggest or host a cultural, national, or religious event...”
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“We engage in activities during work time that foster social interactions such as
Company lunches, get together, and just general time to interact. My company
also occasionally host activities outside of normal work hours.”

“They also organize quarterly social outings such as camping, sledding, and

fishing for socializing and team building.”

Nishii and Rich (2014) discussed three factors that facilitate a climate that is
inclusive, one of which is the extent the organization fosters interaction among
employees or, in other words, has an integration strategy. These types of integration
efforts—like the ones discussed by the participants—help with creating an atmosphere
for more meaningful conversations, which cross demographic and work function
boundaries to thus aid in social inclusion (Nishii & Rich, 2014). They help weaken
stereotypes and group boundaries among employees as a result of interaction with each
other (Kalev, 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Ridgeway & Smith-Lovin, 1999).

7.3.2 Voice

In a similar vein to the equity topic of Voice, this topic emerged in the inclusion
text corpora indicating that participants perceived it as an organizational inclusion effort
as well. One of the ways which an organization can be inclusive is by demonstrating that
its employees have valuable ideas for contribution (Shore et al., 2011). Therefore, it is not
surprising that participants perceived Voice as an inclusion effort if their organizations
have mechanisms in place for them to share input. Indeed, organizations can foster these
opportunities by “providing multiple channels for upward communication, making a
concerted effort to seek informal feedback from employees, being open to alternative

ideas about how to go about the organization’s work, and actually incorporating the
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information that they receive into decision making whenever appropriate” (Nishii &
Rich, 2014, p. 336).
7.3.3 Merit-based Hiring

A third topic was Merit-based Hiring, where participants perceived their
organizations’ employment of candidates based on their credentials as a form of
organizational inclusion effort. Some participants explained:

“We do not like favoring certain applications simply because of demographic

info, so what we do is just make sure have a pool of varied applicants. These

applicants all meet certain criteria credential wise...”

“During their hiring process they advertise the job openings to the general public,

therefore giving all people groups the opportunity to apply. The criteria for

getting the job is based on knowledge of certain skills and the ability to
demonstrate those skills.”

Human resource practices focused on being identity-conscious or targeted (i.e.,
incorporating objective performance metrics and demographics when making decisions)
have been documented to better improve the hiring and development of minorities and
women in the workplace than identity-blind ones (Roberson et al., 2020). At the same
time, whereas identity-blind and identity-conscious practices differ with regards to their
focus on demographic characteristics, they both consider merit in decision-making
procedures (Roberson et al., 2020). For that reason, this topic is not believed to contrast
with the Diverse Hiring diversity topic as employers may hire diverse candidates given
their worthy credentials. It seems that participants view the hiring of their diverse

coworkers as a diversity effort; but they view it as an inclusion effort because they were
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hired based on (perhaps in addition to) their credentials despite differences in identities.
That is, the fact that a prospective applicant can be hired regardless of their identities—
assuming they have the credentials for the job—seems to be a form of inclusion from the
participants’ perspective.

7.3.4 Discrimination Intolerance

The last inclusion topic that emerged was participants’ perception that their
organizations are intolerant of discriminatory employee behavior, Discrimination
Intolerance. To illustrate:

“Misogynistic, homophobic and transphobic comments are not tolerated. It is

boldly written in our contracts hate speeches of any kind will not be tolerated.”

“They do have policies about harassment and discrimination for certain...”

“We have a zero tolerance workplace for any discriminatory behavior...”

Many organizations are prohibited from discriminating employees on the basis of
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, and genetic information. Some
of the comments that the participants have made may be in relation to such governmental
regulation specifically. Nevertheless, since regulation does not necessarily mean that
discrimination will be abolished, it is the duty of the organization to continuously try to
level out the playing field for its employees to create (or maintain) an inclusive space
(Nishii & Rich, 2014). After all, there are power imbalances within the society such that
certain members of the society are not treated the same as others (Alderfer & Smith,
1982; Alderfer & Thomas, 1988). If organizations perpetuate these imbalances in their
spaces, these power imbalances may translate to discrimination and stereotyping of

lower-status (i.e., minority) employees therefore creating a climate where those
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employees may not engage meaningfully in organizational processes because of not

feeling included (Nishii & Rich, 2014).
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CHAPTER 8: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The current study was motivated by the lack of replication studies in the
organizational diversity literature and the lack of understanding of U.S. employee
perceptions of organizational diversity, equity, and inclusion. To reiterate, the findings of
Study 1 provided support for Hypothesis 1 which also replicated that of Triana and
Garcia (2009)—perceived racial discrimination was significantly and negatively
associated with procedural justice. The findings did not, however, support nor replicate
Hypothesis 2; that is, perceptions of organizational diversity efforts did not attenuate the
negative association of perceptions of racial discrimination and procedural justice.
Instead, perceived organizational efforts to support diversity was significantly and
positively associated with procedural justice by itself. Regarding Study 2, the topics of
Diverse Hiring, Training/Education, Celebration of Events, and Employee Resource
Groups emerged as perceptions of organizational diversity efforts; the topics of Equal
Treatment, Standardized Procedures, Voice, and Pay Equity emerged as perceptions of
organizational equity efforts; and the topics of Social Events, Voice, Merit-based Hiring,
and Discrimination Intolerance emerged as perceptions of organizational inclusion
efforts. The novelty of the current study is further empirical evidence of the negative
association of perceived racial discrimination and procedural justice in the workplace and
a taxonomy of organizational diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts that U.S. employees
perceive. In the following subsections, I will discuss theoretical and practical
contributions, limitations, and future directions for researchers in more detail.

8.1 Theoretical and Practical Contributions
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Given that Study 1 was a replication study, one contribution is by providing
further empirical evidence of the negative association of perceived racial discrimination
and procedural justice. As mentioned previously, studies investigating the antecedents of
procedural justice, and more specifically perceived racial discrimination, have been
sparse (Triana & Garcia, 2009). Because of the replication of similar findings, the current
study provides further support that there is indeed an association between the two
variables.

Another contribution is the investigation of employee perceptions of
organizational diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts separately through topic modeling
in Study 2. To my knowledge, this was the first study to investigate such perceptions
through a topic modeling procedure which has recently started to gain momentum in the
organizational science literature. Moreover, participants were presented with the open-
ended questions in one page with definitions to help them distinguish between

29 ¢¢

“diversity,” “equity,” and “inclusion” as they may previously have perceived them all
under one umbrella. Indeed, one of the limitations of diversity climate as a construct is
that its definition (perceptions of fairness and inclusion in the workplace) overlaps with
other constructs such as perceived organizational support, organizational justice,
inclusion, equity, and fairness (Cachat-Rosset et al., 2019; McKay & Avery, 2015). Also,
like the current study, most studies using diversity climate make use of the individual-
level perspective whereas others use group or organizational-level perspectives (Cachat-
Rosset et al., 2019). Measurement of the construct sometimes differs as well using

subjective data such as perceptions (used in this study) or objective data like

demographics (Cachat-Rosset et al., 2019). The scope of the current study was not to
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investigate convergent or discriminant validity of the aforementioned constructs nor was
the original aim to compare and contrast how employees perceive diversity, equity, and
inclusion efforts. Nevertheless, given that the findings were not the exact same across the
three types of efforts, my hope is that future researchers evaluate these constructs for
better theory development especially since diversity climate has multiple positive
outcomes.

As a reiteration, one implication of Study 2 is a taxonomy of efforts that
employees—at least those of this study—perceive as efforts for a supportive diversity
climate. Thus, organizations may engage in similar efforts to elicit similar employee
perceptions of a supportive diversity climate. That being said, a major caveat is that
perceptions of efforts and specific efforts in and of themselves that actually increase
diversity, equity, and inclusion in organization are not exactly the same thing (further
discussed in detail in the next section). To illustrate, even though diversity training
emerged as a topic that participants perceived as a diversity effort, the efficacy of it is
somewhat unclear and may depend on how it is delivered to its employees and how
intensive and interactive it is (Kalev et al., 2006; Roberson et al., 2020).

8.2 Limitations and Future Directions

Although employees’ perceptions of organizational efforts and initiatives for a
supportive diversity climate are a valuable addition to the literature, it is worth
highlighting that those perceptions and what actually elicit diversity, equity, and
inclusion in organizations are slightly distinct things; and in order for the latter to occur,
certain factors come into play. As an example, targeted recruitment efforts have been

shown to increase (managerial) diversity in the organization (Kalev et al., 2006), but
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employees may not necessarily be aware of such efforts because they are not salient to
their day-to-day work lives unlike, for instance, the salient racial identities of their
coworkers, among others, signaling diverse hiring practices. Furthermore, researchers of
one study found that the association between diversity programs and diversity climate
was the strongest (positively) when managerial diversity in the organization and
managerial relational values (i.e., managerial attitudes of the importance of employees)
were high; thus demonstrating the importance of certain contextual factors in the efficacy
of such programs (Herdman & McMillan-Capehart, 2010). As another example, the
effectiveness of efforts such as mentoring and networking programs and diversity
training may depend on their combination with organizational accountability structures
(Roberson et al., 2020). Ultimately, the efficacy of formalized HR structures may depend
on organizational factors such as leader buy-in and other organizational characteristics
(Roberson et al., 2020).

Another limitation of Study 2 is that, in contrast to traditional qualitative
approaches, topic modeling does not capture topics with low prevalence (Baumer et al.,
2017). In addition, Study 2’s sample was not chosen at random since it was upon the
discretion of MTurk workers to participate in the study. Therefore, the perceptions of
efforts may have differed had random sampling been used. Although simple random
sampling may be most ideal, a more feasible option, despite its limitations (such as
gaining access, among others), is using a stratified sampling procedure. Future
researchers may choose to focus on sampling organizations—in certain regions of the
country—meeting a specific criterion of the workforce size. Alternatively, even if a non-

random sampling procedure is used, it would still be worthwhile for future researchers to
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compare their findings to those of this study. Even though an exhaustive list of
topics/efforts may not have been captured, to the author’s knowledge, the study is novel
in its use of topic modeling in the organizational diversity literature to investigate
perceptions of efforts for a supportive diversity climate.

Study 1’s findings may not have supported and thus replicated Hypothesis 2 for a
few reasons. First, Triana and Garcia's (2009) sample had an average age of 29 years,
eight years of average work experience, and with 57% of the sample working full-time.
This is all in contrast with the current Study 1’s sample which had an average age of 24
years, an average of about two years of work experience, and about 68% of them being
part-time status. These differences may provide explanation for the lack of support as the
current study’s sample may not have been as advanced in their careers or spent nearly
enough time working in their current organizations on a weekly basis to be as affected by
these efforts as someone who has more experience working for the same organization.
Another thing to consider is the study’s measure of perceived organizational efforts to
support diversity, which specifically measured perceptions of “diversity” efforts. Given
the items, it is unclear whether participants perceived diversity efforts or the “diversity
management” of their organization (as the items asked about) all under one umbrella of a
supportive diversity climate. It may be that these efforts do not signal a focus on justice
but rather inclusion instead. Indeed, this alludes to the construct validity of “diversity
climate” previously discussed and more research needs to be conducted for better
construct validation. Lastly, there may not have been adequate statistical power for
Hypothesis 2. Study 1 was sponsored by the Department of Defense to specifically try to

replicate Hypothesis 1. For that purpose, power analysis was conducted for Hypothesis 1
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but not subsequently for Hypothesis 2 once Hypothesis 2 was also considered for the
current study. Therefore, a lower sample size may have resulted in the lack of replication
for Hypothesis 2.

Another consideration for Study 1 is that the measures assessed general
perceptions of racial discrimination, organizational diversity efforts, and procedural
justice and therefore only general conclusions can be made of the associations (or lack
thereof) between the variables (Triana & Garcia, 2009). The source of discrimination can
be at the individual, group, and/or organizational level (Dovidio & Hebl, 2005; Gelfand
et al., 2005; Thomas & Chrobot-Mason, 2005; Triana & Garcia, 2009). The authors of
the original study argued that the source of discrimination can not only change the
direction but also magnitude of the findings and suggested that an instrument measuring
such nuances would yield in better conclusions about the associations between the
variables of the study (Triana & Garcia, 2009). Indeed, one of the limitations of the
perceived organizational efforts to support diversity measure in Study 1 was the (perhaps
purposeful) lack of specificity of the items such that they discussed general diversity
management in organizations. A strength of Study 2 is that the open-ended items
specifically asked the participants to address their organizational diversity, equity, and
inclusion efforts separately without generalizing them under one diversity management
umbrella.

Finally, even though Study 1’s data collection procedure included two time
points, causality cannot be established with certainty (Triana & Garcia, 2009). Therefore,
reverse causality is a possible concern between perceived racial discrimination and

procedural justice. While acknowledging that reverse causality cannot be completely
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ruled out, Triana and Garcia (2009) contended that it is unlikely general perceptions of
procedural injustice could be associated with perceptions of discrimination regarding
one’s race-ethnicity specifically; the instrument measures perceptions of racial
discrimination and not discrimination in general. Future research is needed to determine
whether reverse causality can continue to be a concern.
8.3 Conclusion

With the murder of George Perry Floyd Jr. in 2020, the subsequent Black Lives
Matter protests as a result, and the rise in hate crimes during the COVID-19 pandemic
against the Asian-American and Pacific Islander communities in the United States,
organizations—if they had not already—have begun placing heavy emphasis on their
efforts to create a supportive diversity climate in their spaces. As a replication study, the
findings of Study 1 confirmed that perceptions of racial discrimination will yield in
perceptions of procedural injustice, which has repercussions of its own. In addition,
Study 2 provided a taxonomy of what employees perceive as organizational diversity,
equity, and inclusion efforts (i.e., what they perceive as constituting a supportive
diversity climate). Keeping in mind that perceptions of such efforts and specific efforts
that actually result in diverse, equitable, inclusive workplaces may not be the same, my
hope is that these findings will nevertheless add novelty to the diversity climate literature

given its positive outcomes.
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Table 1

Study I: Descriptive Statistics of Demographics and Study Measures

Demographic Variables Range M+ SD
Age 1845 24.16 (5.97)
Work Experience? 0-14 2.24 (2.27)
N Percentage

Race

White 51 48.57%

Black or African American 21 20.00%

American Indian or Alaska Native 3 2.86%

Asian 22 20.95%

Multi-racial® 7 6.67%

Did not specify 1 0.95%
Ethnicity

Not Hispanic/Latinx 91 86.67%

Hispanic/Latinx 14 13.33%
Minority Status

White, not Hispanic/Latinx 43 40.95%

Racial/Ethnic Minority Member 62 59.05%
Gender Identity

Woman 68 64.76%

Man 36 34.29%

Transgender 1 0.95%
Student Status

Upper-division, Undergraduate Student 75 71.43%

MBA Student 30 28.57%
Employment Status

Part-time 71 67.62%

Full-time 34 32.38%
Study Measures Range M+ SD
Procedural Justice 1-5 3.26 (0.92)
Perceived Workplace Racial Discrimination 1-5.62 2.07 (0.97)
Perceived Organizational Efforts to Support 1-6 4.01 (1.23)
Diversity

Note. *Seven participants had less than a year’s worth of work experience. °Three
participants selected White and Black or African American, two participants selected
White and American Indian or Alaska Native, and two participants selected White and
Asian.



Table 2

Study I: Regression Results Using Procedural Justice as the Criterion

Step  Variable g B gi% SE P Rrposu ARZC[I?S%
1 (Intercept) 4.351'2[(3).]42, 045 < 001 [.68??5]
Woman 012 (P 020 0259
gjﬁtﬁ%;nder 013 gy 095 0192
Age -0.22 0.'007'?(3).5'1] 0.2 0.100
g;(;)rekrience 0.17 0.8;,)70.[1-7] 0.050.169
MBA Student 3 0.2(')(’)60.[5'1] 023 0.798
, (Intercepy) 3.62'5[3;.]72, 4 = o0l [.14332]** .2‘323][;12,
Woman -0.06 0.'406"1(2)5'3] 0.17  0.506
Tomsnie 19 9L on oo
Age -0.18 0._()06?(3).5_1] 0.02 0.127
MBA Student —, 03 o.gé(,no.[z;m 020 0972
PWRD 031 [-
033 049,- 009 0.001%*
0.14]
POETSD 034 0.23'3[(;.]13, 006 5o
3 (Interoept) 3.435.]06, 020 < 001 [.1432(3)]** .(.)(;1’1.0[4]
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Woman

Transgender
Identity
Age

Minority
Member
Work
Experience
Full-time
Status

MBA Student

PWRD

POETSD

PWRD x
POETSD

-0.07

-0.10

-0.19

-0.07

0.11

-0.07

0.02

-0.04

0.56

-0.33

0.13[-
0.47,0.21]
0.92[-
2.53,0.68]
0.03 [
0.06, 0.01]
0.13[-
0.46, 0.19]
0.05 [-
0.04, 0.13]
0.15[-
0.54, 0.25]
0.04 [-
0.36, 0.43]
0.34[-
0.52, -
0.16]
0.26 [0.13,
0.39]
0.07[-
0.19, 0.04]

0.17

0.81

0.02

0.16

0.04

0.20

0.20

0.09

0.06

0.06

0.456

0.256

0.101

0.418

0.290

0.462

0.860

<
0.001**

<
0.001**

0.207

Note. N = 105. Gender was coded as 0 = man, 1 = woman, 2 = transgender. Minority
status was coded as 0 = White, not Hispanic or Latinx, 1 = racial/ethnic minority

member. Employment status was coded as 0 = part-time, 1 = full-time. Student status was

coded as 0 = upper-division, undergraduate student, 1 = MBA student. PWRD =

perceived workplace racial discrimination. POETSD = perceived organizational efforts to
support diversity. = standardized beta coefficient, B = unstandardized beta coefficient.

**p<.0l.
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Table 4

Study II: Descriptive Statistics of Demographics

Demographic Variables Range M+ SD
Age 21-62 36.54 (9.68)
Work Experience? 0.17-40  7.19 (5.52)
N Percentage
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native 3 1.99%
Asian 21 13.91%
Black or African American 24 15.89%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0.66%
White 98 64.90%
Multi-racial® 4 2.65%
Ethnicity
Not Hispanic/Latinx 142 94.04%
Hispanic/Latinx 9 5.96%
Minority Status
White, not Hispanic/Latinx 96 63.58%
Racial/Ethnic Minority Member 55 36.42%
Gender Identity
Woman 58 38.41%
Man 91 60.26%
Transgender 1 0.66%
Do not identify as woman, man, or 1 0.66%
transgender
Sexual Orientation
Bisexual 5 3.31%
Gay/Lesbian 5 3.31%
Heterosexual/Straight 139 92.05%
Other® 2 1.32%
Employment Status
Part-time 15 9.93%
Full-time 136 90.07%
Highest Level of Education Completed
High school or GED (General Equivalency 12 7.95%
Diploma)
Technical Training or Apprenticeship 3 1.99%
Associate Degree 19 12.58%
Bachelor’s Degree (e.g., B.A., B.S.) 92 60.93%
Master’s Degree (e.g., M.S., M.Ed., M.A., 19 12.58%
M.B.A)
Professional Degree (e.g., J.D., M.Div., 1 0.66%
M.D., D.V.M)
Doctoral Degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D.) 5 3.31%
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Religious Identity

Buddhism 4 2.65%

Christianity (e.g., Catholicism, Jehovah’s 81 53.64%

Witness, Mormonism, Orthodox,

Protestantism)

Hinduism 7 4.64%

Islam 3 1.99%

Judaism 2 1.32%

Nonreligious/Unaffiliated (e.g., secular, 50 33.11%

agnostic, atheist)

Other? 4 2.65%
Disability Status

No 139 92.05%

Yes 12 7.95%
Hierarchical Status

Temporary/Seasonal Employee 1 0.66%

Part-Time/Full-Time Employee 100 66.23%

Supervisor 36 23.84%

Department Head 10 6.62%

Vice President 2 1.32%

Other® 2 1.32%

Note. “Three participants indicated they had less than a year’s worth of work experience
(two months, six months, and seven months—these numbers were converted to years).
®Two participants selected White and Asian, and two participants selected White and
Black or African American. “Participants indicated: “Asexual” and

“prefer not to disclose.” Participants indicated: “prefer not to disclose,” “believer,”
“spiritual,” and “Spiritualistic.” “Participants indicated: “Consultant” and

“Teaching Assistant.”
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Table 5

Diversity Corpora: Custom Words Omitted From Analysis

Agency Etc Really Things
Also Feel Regardless Think
Always High School Time
Anything Hospital Schools Times
Around However See Tries
Assignments Initiative Seen Try

Can Initiatives Sense Universities
College Like Since University
Colleges Make Specially Way
Company Makes Student Ways
Could Making Students Well
Diversity Much Sure Within
Effort Museum Teacher

Efforts Often Texts

Especially Organization Thing
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Table 6

Equity Corpora: Custom Words Omitted From Analysis

Academic Etc Regardless
Academics Hospital Schools
Agency However Student
Also Initiative Students
Always Initiatives Sure

Can Irrespective Teachers
Child Lessons Tries
Children Like Try
Classroom Make Trying
Classrooms Makes Tuition
Companies Making University
Company Museum Well
Could Organization Within
District Really

Equity Recently
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Table 7

Inclusion Corpora: Custom Words Omitted From Analysis

Agency Feel Making Tries
Also Hospital Much Try
Always However Museum Trying
Assignment Inclusion Organization University
Assignments Initiative Really Well
Can Initiatives Recess Within
Children Integrating Regardless

Classroom Irrespective School

Classrooms Just Since

Company Lessons Student

Could Like Students

E Lot Sure

Effort Lots Teachers

Efforts Make Teaches

Etc Makes Things
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Table 8

Diversity Topics
Topic Description Examples
Diverse Hiring The organization “We try to hire people from different
employs individuals | types of backgrounds...”

of different
identities.

“The company hires people from
multiple backgrounds. It focuses on
having different races as part of the
overall company structure...”

“Our company actively seeks candidates
from all walks of life. We have a wide
range of people in our company. Our
CEO is a woman, our CIO is Arabic, and
we have many Asian, African American
and people of other ethnic groups
working within our company.”

Training/Education

The organization
provides resources
for learning.

“The organization also requires all
employees to complete diversity training
as a part of our annual web-based
learning training sessions.”

“They [sic] company gives on the job
training.”

“We often have diversity faires [sic] and
work shops [sic]...We also have
diversity training as well...”

Celebration of
Events

The organization
commemorates
occasions related to
employees’
identities.

“The agency takes part in a multitude of
different cultural events that annually
take place in the community such as the
pride parade, black and Hispanic
history/heritage months, etc.”

“Our organization celebrated cultural
programs in each year to celebrate
different people's cultural festivals.”

Employee Resource
Groups

The organization has
created committees
for diverse
employees and their
allies.

“My organization has many employee
resource groups promoted to diversity.
These resource groups are for African-
Americans, Asians and LGBTQ.”
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“We enforce the building of diverse
teams that represent each race in the
organization.”
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Table 9

Equity Topics

Topic

Description

Examples

Equal
Treatment

The organization treats
its employees
impartially.

“in [sic] office usage, everyone has the
same type of stationery, such as pens,
notebooks, and stickers, the basic suite is
equally from manager to every engineer.”

“Everyone receives the same evaluation
criteria...”

“Everyone is treated the same, no one is
selected out as not being enough and
needing special accommodations because of
their color or ethnicity or belief system
outside of work.”

Standardized
Procedures

The organization
engages in standard
processes to avoid
partiality among its
employees.

“All managers are extensively trained in the
companies process for annual goal setting
and performance evaluation. By using
standard procedures and checklists in the
process, equity is promoted.”

“All hiring actions are conducted using a
formal transparent process that undergoes
multiple reviews to ensure impartiality.”

“The company also promotes equity by
ensuring that all employees participate in
the same HR process for performance and
appraisal and compensation.”

Voice

The organization
solicits opinions from
employees.

“In our organization, job appraisal is open
for open criticism for anyone who feels that
they are not fairly treated.”

“After voicing concerns, our board has a
democratic system that allows all voices to
make a difference. The same goes for staff,
their voices on how the museum should
conduct business gets heard.”

“Part of this is regularly seeking out the
opinions of the employees to ensure we feel
we are being treated fairly.”
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Pay Equity

The organization
compensates its
employees with similar
roles equally.

“Pay levels are standardized across the
company and all employees at the same
grade level receive the same base pay.”

“Equity is shown in the company by
including the same pay structure for all
employees regardless of culture, race, sex,
sexual preference, or any other type of
differences among people and variations.”

“Every employee on the same level make
the same salary.”
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Table 10

Inclusion Topics

Topic

Description

Examples

Social Events

The organization
hosts social
gatherings for
employees.

“The organization tries to integrate all
different types of people by allowing anyone
to suggest or host a cultural, national, or
religious event...”

“We engage in activities during work time
that foster social interactions such as
company lunches, get together, and just
general time to interact. My company also
occasionally host activities outside of normal
work hours.”

“They also organize quarterly social outings
such as camping, sledding, and fishing for
socializing and team building.”

Voice

The organization
solicits opinions
from employees.

“The company tries to put every persons
[sic] ideas into consideration despite their
gender, sexual orientation, age, race and
even education [sic] background.”

“Company engages in inclusion based on
inviting many people to a meeting to hash
out and generate ideas...In these meetings,
everyone is allowed to join and voice any
opinions, ideas, and comments on the
specified topic at hand.”

“...involving all members of the agency in
policy and practice decision making rather
than just leadership.”

Merit-based
Hiring

The organization
employs candidates
based on their
credentials.

“We do not like favoring certain applications
simply because of demographic info, so
what we do is just make sure have a pool of
varied applicants. These applicants all meet
certain criteria credential wise...”

“During their hiring process they advertise
the job openings to the general public,
therefore giving all people groups the
opportunity to apply. The criteria for getting
the job is based on knowledge of certain
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skills and the ability to demonstrate those
skills.”

Discrimination
Intolerance

The organization is
intolerant of
discriminatory
employee behavior.

“Misogynistic, homophobic and transphobic
comments are not tolerated. It is boldly
written in our contracts hate speeches of any
kind will not be tolerated.”

“They do have policies about harassment
and discrimination for certain...”

“We have a zero tolerance workplace for any
discriminatory behavior...”
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APPENDIX A: Study I Email Recruitment

Email Recruitment
[Subject: Eligible UNCC Volunteers Needed — Earn an Amazon Gift Card!]

Our research team wants to learn about diversity and inclusion in the workplace. We
invite employed, UNC Charlotte upper-division undergraduate students and MBA
students, aged 18 years or older to participate in our study. You will be pre-screened for
eligibility. If you are deemed eligible, you will complete both phases of the survey study
online (about five-minute commitment for each phase). As an eligible participant, you
will receive a $5 Amazon electronic gift in total upon completion of the two-phase study.

Here is the link to the first phase of the study: link
If you have questions concerning the study, please contact Adoril Oshana at

aoshanaa@uncc.edu, Dr. George Banks at gbanks3@uncc.edu, or the UNCC Office of
Research Compliance. This study was approved by UNC Charlotte’s IRB (#19-0406).
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APPENDIX B: Study I Phase I Survey

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

CHARLOTTE

Pre-screener

Are you a current MBA student, or a current undergraduate student (who has completed at least two

years of college)?

O Yes
O No

‘What is your student status?

O Upper-division, undergraduate student
(O MBA student

‘What is your employment status?

O Unemployed
O Part time (1-39 hours per week)

(O Full time (40+ hours per week)
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Consent Form

Department of Management

9201 University City Boulevard, Charlotte, NC 28223-0001

N
N4
UNC CHARLOTTE
BELK COLLEGE of BUSINESS

Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Title of the Project: Diversity & Inclusion in the Workplace
Principal Investigator: Adoril Oshana, UNC Charlotte
Co-investigators: Dr. George Banks, UNC Charlotte

*Sponsored by the Department of Defense through an award to the Center for Open Science.

You are invited to participate in a two-phase research study. Participation in this research study is
voluntary. The information provided is to give you key information to help you decide whether or not

to participate.

® The purpose of this study overall is to investigate how you perceive issues with regards to
diversity and inclusion while at work. You will answer some questions about your organization
and about your experiences at work. The questions may be sensitive and personal (because they
are about your experiences at work, including how you are treated). That being said, you are

welcome to discontinue your participation at any time.
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® You must be age 18 or older, currently an upper-division undergraduate or MBA student at
UNC-Charlotte, and currently employed in order to take part in this study.

® It will take you about 10 minutes to complete the entire study online.

® During the first phase, you will be asked to provide your email address. We need your email
address in order to send you a follow-up survey for the second phase of the study for you to
complete. You will be asked to provide your email address during the second phase as well for us
to verify that you have completed both phases of the study in order to send the electronic gift
card (upon the end of the entire study).

® We do not believe that you will experience any risk from participating in this study.

®  You will not benefit personally by participating in this study. What we learn about diversity and
inclusion and your experiences at work may be beneficial to others.

® You will receive a S5 Amazon electronic gift card at the end of the study, following the second
phase.

®  Your privacy will be protected, and confidentiality will be maintained to the extent possible.

‘We are also asking for your names. We are required to give the University’s Financial Services division
a log/tracking sheet with the names of all individuals who received a gift card. This sheet is for tax
purposes only and is separate from the research data, which means the names will not be linked to

survey responses.

Given the collection of your survey responses, email address, and full name, your responses will be
initially linked to your identity. However, we will separate the survey responses from your identifying
information and will store them separately with access to this information controlled and limited only
to people who have approval to have access. After we send you the e-gift card, your identifying

information will be deleted.
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We might use the survey data for future research studies, and we might share the non-identifiable
survey data with other researchers for future research studies without additional consent from you.

The data we share will NOT include information that could identify you.

Participation is voluntary. You may choose not to take part in the study. You may start participating

and change your mind and stop participation at any time.

If you have questions concerning the study, contact the principal investigator, Adoril Oshana by email
at aoshanaa@uncc.edu, and/or the co-investigator, Dr. George Banks by email at gbanks3@uncc.edu.
If you have further questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in this study, contact the

Office of Research Compliance at (704) 687-1871 or uncc-irb@uncc.edu.

If you are 18 years of age or older, are currently employed, are currently an UNC-Charlotte student,
have read and understand the information provided, and freely consent to participate in the study,

please sign below.

clear

Perceived Workplace Racial Discrimination

Please indicate your response to each item below; there are no right or wrong answers.
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At work I am treated poorly because of my racial/ethnic group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

OO00O00O0

At work I feel socially isolated because of my racial/ethnic group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

O000O0O0

I have sometimes been unfairly singled out because of my racial/ethnic group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO000O0O0

Strongly Agree
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At my present place of employment, people of other racial/ethnic groups do not tell me some job-

related information that they share with members of their own group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

0]0]0)0]0)0,

Strongly Agree

I have experienced discrimination at work.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OOO0O0O0

Strongly Agree

At my present job, some people get better treatment because of their racial/ethnic group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

O0O0O0O0O0

Strongly Agree
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Where I work all people are treated the same, regardless of their racial/ethnic group.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0O0OO0O0

Strongly Agree

Where I work promotions and rewards are not influenced by racial or ethnic group membership.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

OOO00O0O0

Perceived Organizational Efforts to Support Diversity

Please indicate your response to each item below; there are no right or wrong answers.

Managing diversity helped my organization to be more effective.

O Strongly Disagree

(O Disagree

82



O Somewhat Disagree
O Somewhat Agree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

My organization has sponsored classes, workshops, and/or seminars on diversity.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0O0OO0O0

Strongly Agree

My organization puts a lot of effort into diversity management.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0O0OO0O0

Strongly Agree

My organization spends enough money and time on diversity awareness and related training.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree
(O sSomewhat Disagree
O Somewhat Agree
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O Agree

O Strongly Agree

My organization values diversity.

O Strongly Disagree

(O Disagree

(O Somewhat Disagree
O Somewhat Agree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

Control Variables/Demographics

Please indicate your response to each item below; there are no right or wrong answers.

How do you describe yourself?

O Male
O Female

O Transgender

O Do not identify as female, male, or transgender

With which race do you identify? (Select all that apply.)
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D White — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or North
Affica

Black or African American — A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa

American Indian or Alaska Native — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North
and South America (including Central America) and who maintains tribal affiliation or community
attachment

Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan,

D Asian — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the
the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander — A person having origins in any of the original peoples
of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands

With which ethnicity do you identify?

Hispanic/Latinx - A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin regardless of race.

(O Not Hispanic/Latinx

How many years have you worked at your current organization?

‘What is your age?
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Names & Email Addresses

Please provide a copy of your email address so that we can send you the second survey after 15 days.

We are required to give the University’s Financial Services division a log/tracking sheet with the names

of all individuals who received a gift card. This sheet is for tax purposes only and is separate from the

research data, which means the names will not be linked to survey responses. Please provide us with

your first and last name.

First Name:

Last Name:
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APPENDIX C: Study I Phase II Survey

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

CHARLOTTE

Procedural Justice

The following items refer to your organization's procedures and treatment of you. To what extent:

Have you been able to express your views and feelings to your organization?

O To a Small Extent

(O To a Somewhat Small Extent
O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
(O ToaLarge Extent

Have you had influence over your organization’s treatment of you?

(O To a Small Extent

O To a Somewhat Small Extent
O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
O To a Large Extent
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Has your organization’s treatment of you been applied consistently?

O To a Small Extent

O To a Somewhat Small Extent
O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
O To a Large Extent

Has your organization’s treatment of you been free of bias?

O To a Small Extent

O To a Somewhat Small Extent
O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
O To a Large Extent

Has your organization’s treatment of you been based on accurate information?

O To a Small Extent

O To a Somewhat Small Extent
(O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
O To a Large Extent

Have you been able to appeal your organization’s treatment of you?

O To a Small Extent
O To a Somewhat Small Extent
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O To a Moderate Extent
(O To a Somewhat Large Extent
O To a Large Extent

Has your organization’s treatment of you upheld ethical and moral standards?

O To a Small Extent

O To a Somewhat Small Extent
O To a Moderate Extent

O To a Somewhat Large Extent
(O To aLarge Extent

Affective Commitment

Please indicate your response to each item below; there are no right or wrong answers.

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO000O0O0

Strongly Agree
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I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0000O0

Strongly Agree

I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0000O0

Strongly Agree

I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0000O0

Strongly Agree

I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization.
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Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0O0OO0O

Strongly Agree

I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

OO0O0OO0O0

Strongly Agree

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

0]0]0]0)0)e,

Strongly Agree

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.

O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree

91



(O somewhat Disagree
O Somewhat Agree

O Agree

(O strongly Agree

oCBO

Please indicate your response to each item below; there are no right or wrong answers.

I attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0000O

I keep up with developments in the organization.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

0]0]0]0)0)6,

Strongly Agree
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I defend the organization when other employees criticize it.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

O0000O0

Strongly Agree

I show pride when representing the organization in public.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

O0000O0

Strongly Agree

I offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.

O Strongly Disagree
(O Disagree

(O somewhat Disagree
O Somewhat Agree
O Agree

O Strongly Agree
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I express loyalty toward the organization.

O0O0OO0O0

I take action to protect the organization from potential problems.

0]0]0)0)0]e,

I demonstrate concern about the image of the organization.

0]0]0)0]0)e,

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree

Email Address
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Please re-enter the same email address you provided us during the first part of the research study so

that we can send you the electronic gift card.
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APPENDIX D: Study II MTurk Recruitment

MTurk Recruitment
Title: Diversity Climate in Organizations (~5-10 mins.)

Description: Our research team wants to learn about diversity, equity, and inclusion in
the workplace. We invite those who are 18 years of age or older, currently employed, and
currently residing in the U.S. to participate in our study. You will be pre-screened for
eligibility. If you are deemed eligible and subsequently complete the study, you will be
compensated $1.

Select the link below to complete the survey. At the end of the survey, you will receive a
code to paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.

Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are
finished, you will return to this page to paste the code into the box.

If you have questions concerning the study, please contact Adoril Oshana at
aoshanaa@uncc.edu, Dr. George Banks at gbanks3@uncc.edu, or the UNCC Office of
Research Compliance. This study was approved by UNC Charlotte’s IRB (#21-0085).

Link

Provide the survey code here:
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APPENDIX E: Study II Survey

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

CHARLOTTE

Pre-Screener

‘What is your employment status?

@) Unemployed
QO Part-Time (1-39 hours per week)
O Full-Time (40+ hours per week)

Do you currently reside in the United States?

O Yes
O No

What is your age? (years)

L]

Consent Form

Department of Management

9201 University City Boulevard, Charlotte, NC 28223-0001

N

UNC CHARLOTTE
BELK COLLEGE of BUSINESS




Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Title of the Project: Diversity Climate in Organizations
Principal Investigator: Adoril Oshana, UNC Charlotte
Co-Investigator: Dr. George Banks, UNC Charlotte

You are invited to participate in a research study. Participation in this research study is voluntary. You may start

participating, change your mind, and stop participating at any time.

e The purpose of this study is to investigate how you perceive diversity, equity, and inclusion while at work.
You will answer some questions about your organization and about your experiences at work. The
questions may be sensitive and personal. That being said, you are welcome to discontinue your
participation at any time.

e You must be age 18 years or older, currently residing in the United States, and currently employed in
order to take part in this study.

o It will take you about 5-10 minutes to complete the entire study online.

e We do not believe that you will experience any risk from participating in this study.

¢ You will not benefit personally by participating in this study. What we learn about diversity, equity, and
inclusion and your experiences at work may be beneficial to others.

¢ You will be compensated $1 at the end of the study. Your privacy will be protected. and confidentiality

will be maintained to the extent possible.

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

deleted.

‘We might use the survey data for future research studies, and we might share the non-identifiable survey data
with other researchers for future research studies without additional consent from you. The data we share will

NOT include information that could identify you.
If you have questions concerning the study, contact the principal investigator, Adoril Oshana by email at

aoshanaa@uncc.edu, and/or the co-investigator, Dr. George Banks by email at gbanks3@uncc.edu. If you have

further questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in this study, contact the Office of Research
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Protections and Integrity at (704) 687-1871 or uncc-irb@uncc.edu.

By continuing, you freely consent to participate in the study. If you are not consenting, please close the survey

tab in your browser. We will delete any responses you have inputted thus far.

Open-Ended Questions

Diversity is defined as, 'the condition or quality of being different, or varied." What initiatives/efforts

does your organization engage in to promote diversity? (300 characters minimum.)

Vz

Inclusion is defined as, "the practice of integrating all people and groups." What initiatives/efforts does

your organization engage in to promote jnclusion? (300 characters minimum.)

Equity is defined as, "the quality of being fair or impartial." What initiatives/efforts does your

organization engage in to promote equity? (300 characters minimum.)

Demographics
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With which race do you identify? (Check all that apply.)

D White — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or
North Affica

D Black or African American — A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Affica

D American Indian or Alaska Native — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
North and South America (including Central America) and who maintains tribal affiliation or
community attachment

D Asian — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or
the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia,
Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam

D Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander — A person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam., Samoa. or other Pacific Islands

With which ethnicity do you identify?

O Hispanic/Latinx - A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or
other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race

O Not Hispanic/Latinx

How do you describe yourself? (Check one.)

O Male

QO Female
QO Transgender

O Do not identify as female, male, or transgender

With which sexual orientation do you identify?

O Gay/Lesbian
QO Bisexual
QO Heterosexual/Straight
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@) ( [Other (please specify)

What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed?

O Elementary/Middle School (grades 1-8)

O High school or GED (General Equivalency Diploma)
O Technical Training or Apprenticeship

O Associate's Degree

O Bachelor's Degree (e.g., B.A., B.S.)

O Master's Degree (e.g., M.S., M.Ed., M.A., M.B.A)

O Professional Degree (e.g.. J.D., M.Div., M.D., D.VM)
QO Doctoral Degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D.)

With which religion do you identify?

O Buddhism
O Christianity (e.g., Catholicism, Jehovah’s Witness, Mormonism, Orthodox, Protestantism)
QO Hinduism

O islam

QO Judaism

(O Nonreligious/Unaffiliated (e.g., secular, agnostic, atheist)

O [ [Other (please specify)

Do you have a mental and/or physical disability?

O Yes
O nNo
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How many years have you worked at your current organization? (If less than a year, write "#

weeks/months.")

In what industry do you work?

What is your hierarchical status in your organization? (Select the best status that applies to you.)

Intern

Temporary/Seasonal Employee
Part-Time/Full-Time Employee
Supervisor

Department Head

Vice President

President

| [Other (please specify)

ONONONORONONONO)

Random ID

Here is your survey code for MTurk: ${e://Field/Random%20ID}

When you have copied the code, please click the next button to submit your survey.
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