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The Origins and Effects of Corporate

Diversity Programs

Frank Dobbin and Alexandra Kalev

Abstract

Corporations have implemented a wide range of equal opportunity and diversity programs since

the 1960s. This chapter reviews studies of the origins of these programs, surveys that assess the
popularity of different programs, and research on the effects of programs on the workforce. Human
resources managers championed several waves of innovations: corporate equal opportunity policies
and recruitment and training programs in the [960s; bureaucratic hiring and promotion policies

and grievance mechanisms in the 1970s; diversity training, networking, and mentoring programs

in the 1980s; and worlk/family and sexual harassment programs in the 1990s and beyond. It was
those managers who designed equal opportunity and diversity programs, not lawyers or judges or
government bureaucrats, thus corporate take-up of the programs remains very uneven. Statistical
analyses of time-series data on the effects of corporate diversity measures reveal several patterns.
Initiatives designed to quash managerial bias, through diversity training, diversity performance
evaluations, and bureaucratic rules, have been broadly ineffective. By contrast, innovations designed
to engage managers in promoting workforce integration—mentoring programs, diversity taskforces,
and full-time diversity staffers—have led to increases in diversity in the most difficult job to integrate,
management. The research has clear implications for corporate and public policy.

Key Words: diversity programs, diversity taskforces, mentoring, diversity training, workforce diversity

Diversity management traces its origins to the
civil rights movement and the subsequent anridis-
crimination measures adopted by President John
E Kennedy and Congress in the 1960s. From their
inception federal anridiscrimination laws were mute
on how firms should achieve equality of opportu-
nity. The programs firms adopted, from race rela-
tons training to sexual harassment grievance
procedures to culture audits, were devised not by
Congress or by the executive branch, but by person-
nel experts keen to expand their purview in the firm.
- From the carly 1980s, when the Reagan administra-
 tion expressed doubrs about the continued need for
federal regulation of employment discrimination,

\

employers recast their equal opportunity programs
as part of the new diversity management initiative.
Firms adopted a host of diversity programs designed
to promote exchange between different groups and
o facilicate career development for people who
had long been left out of the tournament. Soon a
wide range of government and private groups were
describing these programs as ways to improve group
relations and prevent discrimination (EEOC, 1998,
p. 197; Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995; SHRM,
1999). Today these programs are the main chan-
nel through which antidiscrimination legislation is
implemented, yer we know surprisingly little about
their effects.
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This chapter chronicles the programs thar person-
nel managers promoted under the banners of equal
opportunity and diversity management, charts their
spread across American firms between the carly
1960s and the ecarly years of the new millennium,
and reviews extant evidence of their effects on work-
force composition. We address two questions: What
have firms been doing to promote diversicy? What
effects have their efforts had?

Origins and outcomes of
diversity programs

Antidiscrimination regulations from the early
1960s stimulated corporate America to develop
the precursors to today’s diversity programs. John
F. Kennedy’s Executive Order 10925 from 1961
required federal contractors to take “afhirmative
action to ensure that applicants are employed, and
that employees are treated during employment,
without regard to their race, creed, color, or national
origin” (Executive Order 10925,26 Fed. Reg. 1961).
The year after Kennedy’s assassination, Lyndon
Johnson signed the Civil Rights Act into law, out-
lawing employment discrimination based on race,
creed, color, national origin, and sex, throughout the
private sector. In the meantime, Congress had made
it illegal to pay men and women different wages for
the same work in the Equal Pay Act of 1963 (Boyle,
1973, p. 86; Nelson & Bridges, 1999).

Lacking hints from Congress on how to com-
ply with laws against employment discrimination,
personnel experts crafted programs based on weap-
ons in their professional arsenal. Civil rights law
stimulated what Lauren Edelman terms “endog-
enous” compliance: those being regulated helped
to define the terms of compliance (Edelman, 2002;
Edelman, Uggen, & Erlanger, 1999). This hap-
pened in part because Congress had decided not
to create a independent regulatory agency to set
compliance standards (Chen, 2009). Executives saw
quickly that the law was a moving target, and many
hired full-time equal opportunity experts, or created
new departments, to track changes in the law and
in judicial interpretation (Meyer & Scott, 1992).
Judges and bureaucrats in local, state, and federal
governments played roles in determining which
employer-initiated programs would stand. The
system of regulation was “porous;” citizens could
appeal to various public authorities to interpret and
reinterpret laws (Kelly 2003; Lieberman, 2002),
shopping for the venue most likely to support their
causes, be it the San Francisco city bureaucracy or the
Supreme Court. In this context, companies came to
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rely on personnel professionals to predict which y, To date, there have been few rigorous studies of
the judicial wind would blow. Judges in turn cap,
to accept the “best practices” of leading firms as ey
dence of good faith (Bisom-Rapp, 2001; Edelmay,
et al., 1999; Krawiec, 2003). What personnel mgg
popular gradually became lawful (Dobbin, 20()9:
Employer programs came to define fair emplo
ment and discrimination in the American mind; §,
the workplace is where Americans came face to fag

¢ efficacy of different diversity programs, but we
¢ able to draw a few conclusions from the stud-
s that exist. On average, the programs designed
diversify the pipeline through active recruitment
d programs designed to upgrade extant female
3 and minority workers (through training), have suc-
eded. Yet programs designed to quell managerial
Lias, such as diversity training and diversity perfor-
with fair employment laws. ; ance evaluartions, have failed to increase workforce

The public’s legal consciousness, and its ideg,
about what discrimination and diversity meay
evolved over time as social scientists, politiciang

diversity. The same is true for bureaucratic personnel
ocedures designed to stop managers from exercis-
g bias. Programs thac assign responsibility for
diversity to managers (diversity taskforces, diversity
anagers, mentoring) have helped, while programs
designed to increase networking within groups that
¢ not well represented in management (affinicy

and management experts promoted new under
standings of the world of inequality in dialogy
with the courts (Dobbin & Sutton, 1998; Ewicle
Silbey, 1998; Liberman, 2005; Lieberman, 1998
Stryker, forthcoming). Personnel experts promote nerworks or employee resource groups) have not
one round of diversity innovations after another, |

the 1960s, they wrote nondiscrimination policie rerfere with the exercise of managerial bias have

based on union contract clauses designed to preven led while efforts to make managers responsible
¢ advancing diversity and efforts to recruit and

npgrade women and minorities have succeeded.

discrimination against union leaders, and develope
new recruitment programs and skills and manage
ment training systems to bring in more women an
minorities and prepare them for advancement. |
the 1970s, as the profession more than doubled i
size and as the proportion of women rose from
third to nearly a half, personnel experts created fo
mal hiring and promotion systems designed to cx
ate a rulebook for personnel decisions, and thereb

e Sociological Approach

While most of the chapters in this volume report
¢ results of behavioral studies, based in laboratory
scarch or in field research on individual organi-
tions, we review studies using an approach that
as become common among sociologists who seek
deny managets the chance to exercise bias. explain labor market outcomes with organi-
When the Reagan administration mounted

assault on fair employment regulations, personn

tional characteristics. Our own studies employ
data from national samples of hundreds of U.S.
mployers, over several decades. A number of soci-
ogists employ similar methods (Baron & Bielby,
86; Edelman, 1992). Such data allow us to use
vanced statistical techniques that permit evalua-

experts argued that the new hiring and promotio
practices helped to rationalize “human resoute
management” and rebranded their efforts under th
heading of diversity management. Equal opport
nity experts now argued not that the law requite
employers to hire and promote women and minor
ties, but that the market required it. Firms woul
not remain comperitive if they could not figure o
how to use the talents of all kinds of workers. S00
race relations workshops became diversity trail

on of the effects of diversity programs on work-
tce composition over time. Because of the large
umber of organizarions in these samples, and the
ng time spans they cover, we can isolate the effects
anew diversity program in the years that follow
introduction from the effects of changes in the
ing programs, equal opportunity attitude surve vironment and firm. We can establish whether,
became corporate culture audits, and affirmat | average, mentoring programs lead to changes
the composition of the workforce. We are aided
the task by the availability of time-series data on

action officers became diversity managers. Aff
1990 the increasingly feminized human resouft
profession focused on women’ issues, pushing f orkforce composition that allow us to observe the
the expansion of work and family programs ai seline level of diversity, and the rate of change,
anti-harassment programs. In each period, chang fore innovations are introduced.

Behavioral studies, such as those reviewed in
hapter 19, “Effective Diversity Training,” typically

amine the consequences of diversity innovations

in corporate practice altered the meaning of fa
employment in the American mind. Some chang
altered workforce composition as well.

creased managerial diversity. Overall, efforts’ to -

in terms of individual behaviors or acritudes. The
studies we discuss examine, for the most part, effects
of diversity program innovations on workforce com-
position. They cannot identify the effects of diver-
sity programs on behavior or cognition, but some
of these studies help to fill important lacunae in the
behavioral literature. For instance, Roberson, Kulik,
and Tan report thac little research has been done on
the long-term behavioral effects of diversity rrain-
ing, or on the group or organizational effects. We
report below that diversity training programs have
had negligible effects on workforce composition. In
addition to establishing the organizational effects of
programs, the approach we take can thus help o
determine whether behavioral and cognitive effects
of innovations translate into changes in the makeup
of the workplace.

In the process of reviewing sociological findings
about the efficacy of diversicy programs, we pres-
ent graphs tracing the diffusion of different diver-
sity programs among U.S. firms: The data for these
graphs come from a retrospective survey Dobbin
and Kalev conducted together in 2002, and from
surveys Dobbin conducted in 1986 with John W.
Meyer, W. Richard Scott, and John Sutton, and in
1997 with Erin Kelly. They cover 829, 279, and
389 employers respectively. Each survey was strati-
fied by industry to cover a broad swath of the U.S.
economy (Dobbin et al., 1993, 2007; Kalev &
Dobbin, 2006). We spoke to human resource man-
agers, asking whether and when they had used each
employment practice (Dobbin, Edelman, Meyer,
Scott, & Swidler, 1988). We also report some data
from Lauren Edelman’s (1992) exemplary retro-
spective survey from 1989. These surveys cover
middle-sized to large U.S. employers and have high
response rates, and thus are more representative
than most cross-sectional studies of corporate prac-
tice (see Esen, 2005). To fill in the blanks we report
some results from cross-sectional surveys con-
ducted by the Bureau of National Affairs (BNA),
the Conference Board, and the Society for Human
Resources Management.

Where possible, to evaluate the effects of diver-
sity programs on workforce composition we rely
on survey data we collected and merged with data
on employment composition generously provided
o us by the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEQC) for confidential use under an
Intergovernmental Personnel Act agreement. (Kalev
et al., 2006). We report findings from some other
studies that use employer-provided data on workforce
composition (e.g., Castilla & Benard, 2010; Edelman
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& Petterson, 1999; Holzer & Neumark, 2000). Data
constraints drive much of the research in this field and
consequently limit what scholars and policymakers
know about the effects of diversity innovations.

or national origin”

dant, but contracrors soon wrote nondiscriminarigy

The 1960s: The attack on Jim Crow

From the time John F Kennedy signed Executive
Order 10925 outlawing discrimination by federal
contractors, private firms took the lead in defining
discrimination. The President’s Committee on Equal
Employment Opportunity, an inter-agency commit-
tee with no means to discipline firms, was to oversee
compliance. But the privately organized “Plans for
Progress” subcommittee, the brainchild of Adlantalaw-
yer Robert Troutman, did the most to establish stan-
dards for fair employment. Within a year Troutman
had signed up nearly 100 leading companies that
would collaborate in devising strategies for promot-
ing fair employment (Graham, 1990, pp. 33-59).
Many of these Plans for Progress firms were military
contractors, who faced the threar of contract cancel-
lation that came with Kennedy’s affirmative action
order of 1961. The fair employment measures they
developed spread far and wide in the 1960s, notably
corporate nondiscrimination policies, special recruit-
ment programs for minorities, and programs to train
new minority recruits and upgrade current workers

(Graham, 1990, p. 49; Sovern, 1966, p. 109).

Corporate nondiscrimination policies
Kennedy’s Executive Order required federal con-
tractors to post a notice stating: “The contractor

will not discriminate against any employee or appli.
cant for employment because of race, creed, color,
(New York Times,
p-29). A company version might have seemed redup.

1962,

policies of their own for inclusion in their Plagg
for Progress pledges, personnel manuals, and jo,
advertisements, which now ended with the tag line
“An Equal Opportunity Employer in the Plans fo;
Progress Program” (Bethlehem Steel, 1968, p. 3).

By mid-1965, most of the 300 companies thy
had signed on with Plans for Progress had their own
nondiscrimination policies in place. By 1967, 71
percent of medium and large employers surveyed
by the BNA had nondiscrimination policies (BNA
1967, p. 10). These spread to smaller employer
after 1970. In the 1986 survey (Fig. 15.1), one in
five employers reported that they had a written
policy protecting minorities by 1970, but nearly
half reported that they had one by 1980 (Dobbin
et al.,, 1993; Edelman, 1990). Policies covering
women lagged behind those covering minorities
for Kennedy’s 1961 affirmative action order did no
cover sex discrimination. By the turn of the century,
policies mentioning race and sex were found in mor
than 90 percent of medium and large employers
according to our 2002 survey (Kalev et al., 2006).

Once the policies were widespread, official
endorsed them. 'Thus, when the Allen-Bradle
Company of Milwaukee was challenged by th
Department of Labor in 1968 for discriminatin
against blacks, Secretary of Labor George P. Shule
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Figure 15.1. Employer antidiscrimination policies.
Soutrce: Survey of 279 employers in 1986 (Dobbin et al., 1993)
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qid that the company must do as other companies
f had done and announce a nondiscrimination policy
k (Shaeﬁer, 1973).

Despite adopting written antidiscrimination
policies, firms continued to treat groups differently.
 Many continued to advertise jobs for men and
i, women scparately, to ban pregnant women from
_work, and to exclude mothers from certain jobs. In
1966, the EEOC decreed that employers could not
. ban married women and those with small children,
pur it let segregated job ads and pregnancy bans
‘ stand (Pedriana, 2006). The newly formed National
Organization for Women fought the EEOC on these
issues, sending picketers to EEOC offices and suing
' the agency (Danovitch, 1990). By 1969 the EEOC
ad come out against separate job ads, except where
2 ‘bona fide occupational qualification” (BFOQ)
limired the job to one sex (Abbott, 1994; Costain,
1992; Harrison, 1988; Pedriana, 2004). According
o the guidelines that EEOC lawyer Sonia Pressman
drafted, “the only jobs for which sex could be a
- BFOQ were sperm donor and wet nurse” (1990).

New recruitment programs
The company recruitment program was the sec-
nd pillar of che early equal opportunity program.
Many leading firms had longstanding recruitment
rograms targeting white men. They visited the
Big Ten to find management trainees and trekked
to vocational schools for skilled workers. In 1961,
Lockheed established a program to recruit at
 Aranta’s segregated black high schools and ar his-
orically black colleges (Raskin, 1961). Personnel
irector Hugh Gordon argued that a firm that had
racticed Jim Crow had to go the extra mile; “In the

South. .. blacks who had been denied jobs just did-
't have the confidence. ... to apply for jobs in com-
panies where they thought they were not wanred. So
it’s understandable we had to make an efforr to get
the applicants” (2000). Lockheed brought busloads
of black college students from TFaskegee Instituce
in Alabama on recruitment visits (Mattison, 1965,
pp. 151-152). By 1963, the New York Times
reported that “Personnel officers are taking a new
look at their recruiting methods and seeking advice
from Negro leaders on how to find and attract the
best-qualified Negroes” (Stetson, 1963, p. 1).

America’s historically black colleges now faced an
onslaught of recruiters. Fisk College in Nashville saw
recruitment visits rise from 27 to 78 between 1963
and 1964. Howard had 400 recruitment visits in
1964 and again in 1965 for a graduating class of 450
(Grove, 1965, p. 32). A 1967 BNA survey (Fig. 15.2)
found thatamong leading employers, 31 percent had
created new recruitment systems for blacks between
1965 and 1967 (BNA, 1967, p. 1). More than half
of the firms were now advertising through organi-
zations like the NAACP and the Urban League. A
third sent recruiters to “predominantly Negro high
schools and colleges,” and a fifth were recruiting at
women’s colleges (BNA, 1967, p. 10).

Some executives resisted. One told the BNA that
active recruitment of minorities would constitute
reverse discrimination: “I have given instructions as
0f 1965 .. .that if any good Negro applicants appear
and if we have any openings, hire them. We have
had none during this period. . . to go outside our area
and recruit them would discriminate against local
applicants” (BNA, 1967, p. 3). Resistance was rare
among leading firms. A national survey of Fortune

60

Advertising with

NAACP,
Urban League, |
ete. '

Percent of Firms

Outce: Bureau of National Affairs, 1967.

Recruicing at
Womens
Colleges

Practice

igure 15.2. Targeted recruitment programs for Blacks, women, 1967.
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750 companies in 1969 found that top executives
universally believed in special recruitment and train-
ing programs, and thar just over half of line manag-
ers agreed with them (BNA, 1967, 1976). Yet these
programs did not become widespread outside of the
biggest firms: only one in 10 of the firms in our 2002
national sample had a special recruitment program.

Training for opportunity

Targeted recruitment programs would not help
unskilled African-Americans and Latinos move into
skilled jobs. Personnel experts now built on the
training schemes devised to address wartime labor
shortages, setting up programs to train minorities
for clerical and manufacturing jobs they had been
excluded from before (Braestrup, 1961). Employers
with ongoing skill training and management training
programs now pledged to enroll blacks (McFarland,
1965). Others creared training programs for the
first time, with the goal of upgrading women and
minorities, and special programs to attract women
and minorities to training,

As of 1960, most companies had not enrolled any
wormen or minorities in management training, accord-
ing to the BNA studies, but by 1966, 31 percent of
large employers offered management training and 21
percent had special programs to enroll minorities in
training (BNA, 1967). Between 1967 and 1985, the
number of employers enrolling women and minori-
ties in management training and apprenticeships grew
steadily (Fig. 15.3). By 2002, our own study shows,
68 percent of firms offered management training and
20 percent of all firms targeted women or minorities
for inclusion in management training,

Do equal opportunity policies and targete
recruitment and training work?

The innovations that were popularized in th
1960s were designed to increase integration of job
that had been the exclusive province of white mey
Perhaps the best measure of the efficacy of theg
programs, across firms, is whether they are follows,
by increases in the integration of managemep,
jobs, all else being equal. We know of no publighe
research that examines the effect of equal employ.
ment opportunity statements on the subsequen
employment of women and minorities. However,
unpublished analysis of our own 2002 survey dag
indicates that the adoption of such statements i
hot led to change in the demographic compositig,
of management jobs. In models identical to thag
reported by Kalev and colleagues (2006), we exam
ined the effect of the implementation of an equ
opportunity policy on composition of the manag
rial workforce, in a sample of 814 corporations oye
the period 1971-2002. Statements are not followe
by significant increases in white women in manag
ment, or in black, Hispanic, or Asian-American'me
or women. We suspect that this is because poli
statements do not, by themselves, lead to chang
on the factory floor. Managers may not know he
to ensure equality of opportunity, or they may ny
be inclined to hire and promote workers from di
ferent backgrounds (Kanter, 1977).

The literature provides more evidence on th
effects of targeted recruitment, management train
ing, and recruitment
ing. Regarding recruitment efforts, Holzer an
Neumark (2000) analyze data from the Multi-Cit

100

Percent of Employers

T
Women in

Apprenticeships Apprenticeships

01967

Figure 15.3. Firms with women/minorities enrolled in training,
Source: Bureau of National Affairs, 1986b, p- 14, Percentage of employers who enroll some women or minorities, conditioned on having the progfa
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T
Training

1975 ®@1985

Minorities in ~ Women in Mgt. Minorities in

Mgt. Training

into management train

udy of Urban Inequality, finding that firms that
ake special efforts to recruit women and minori-
- are more likely to hire them. Both Edelman and
citerson (1999) and Konrad and Linnehan (1995)
nd that active recruitment and spccial promotion
rograms are associated with increased diversity.

Fvidence on management training programs
oints to a different pattern. Despite being hailed
arly on as a strategy for remediating inequality,
search suggests that employer-provided training
ay have worked against equality. Participation
management or skills training does not harm
omen or minorities, but the groups continue to
¢ enrolled in those programs ar lower rates chan
hite men. And training is a stepping stone to
dvancement. Thus, the 1995 report of the federal
ass Ceiling Commission listed lack of manage-
ent training as a key barrier in career progression
r women, and Knoke and Ishio (1998, p. 162)
ow that there are significant g(ender differences
access to company training even within occu-
ations. Employers seem to view training more as
investment in human capital than as a means
f equalizing opportunity. They tend to provide
aining for more educated and higher-status work-
s (Hight, 1998; Lynch & Black, 1998), and for
ose they expect to have continued employment
d high productivity not affected by family obliga-
ons (Knoke & Ishio, 1998). These criteria result
statistical discrimination against women (Knoke
Ishio, 1998) and minorities (Yang, 2007). Thus,
mployer-provided training has not lived up to its
otential to iron out pre-labor market disadvan-
ges faced by women and minorities (Appelbaum
Berg, 2001). Yet, most existing evidence comes
om rescarch that collapses management training
ith skill training, and chis may conceal effects of
anagement training (Bills & Hodson, 2007). We
ced more fine-grained analyses of different types

he 1970s: Expanding the

bor relations model

Slow progress on integration in the 1960s spurred
cadministration, the courts, and Congress to turn
p the heat. In 1970 and 1971 the Department of
abor required new workforce reports and new
tmative action plans from federal contractors,
d stepped up compliance reviews. In 1971, in
tiges v. Duke Power (401 U.S. 424, 1971), the
Upreme Court defined discrimination to include
mployer practices that were not explicitly exclu-
Onary but that had a “disparate impact” on women

or minorities. In 1972 Congress expanded the cov-
erage of Tite VII and gave the EEQC the author-
ity to suc employers. In the context of recent racial
strife in big cities, and the establishment of the
National Organization for Women, these changes
emboldened personnel experts to propose new com-
pliance measures.

Equal opportunity specialists and
departments: Creating organizational
responsibility

From the early 1960s, new workplace regula-
tions of all sorts stimulated firms to hire a vari-
ety of compliance experts (Kochan & Cappelli,
1984, p. 146). Whereas the Department of Labor
enforced 16 statutes and executive orders in 1940
and 50in 1960, by 1977 it enforced more than 130,
including affirmative action regulations (Foulkes
& Morgan, 1977, p. 171). The Department rec-
ommended that firms appoint affirmative action
officers to handle compliance, and consultants
insisted that middle-sized to large firms would need
their own departments (Boyle, 1973). A 1977 arti-
cle in the Harvard Business Review advised: “The
various requirements of state and federal regula-
tions. .. make increasing demands on both profit
and nonprofit organizations.... Compliance with
the laws relating to OSHA, EEOC, and ERISA
demands expertise;” only specialists could keep
track of “what is happening in the outside world”
in terms of regulation and employer response
(Foulkes & Morgan, p. 160). More and more
companies followed General Electric, which had
set up a separate equal opportunity office in 1968,
with subcommittees to handle everything from
compliance reviews to “social awareness” training
(Schofer, 1971).

Organizational scholars have long recognized
that firms create departments to mirror the players
they face in the regulatory environment (Lawrence
& Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967). Jeffrey Pfeffer
described department creation as a form of “protest
absorption,” which could allow unionists to appeal
to labor relations departments and minorities to
pursue “their interests through afhrmative action
offices” (Pleffer & Salancik, 1978). John Meyer and
W. Richard Scott (1992, p. 275) describe this pat-
tern as uniquely American, for the fragmented char-
acter of the federal regulatory environment leads to
distinet corporate departments to “symbolize safety,
the environment, affirmative action” and so on.

A study from the late 1980s of 141 Tennessee
manufacturers with at least 100 workers found
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Figure 15.4. Antidiscrimination departments and officers.

Sources Survey of 279 employers in 1986 (Dobbin et al., 1993). Some organizations were not in operation at the beginning of the period. The denomina

varies over time.

that over half had affirmarive action offices (Johns
& Moser, 1989). In Dobbin’s collaborative 1986
survey of middle-sized to large employers, only 4
percent had equal opportunity offices or affirmative
action officers by 1972. By 1986 these numbers rose
to 20 percent and 25 percent respectively (Fig. 15.4).
A similar pattern is evident in Lauren Edelman’s
national survey from 1989 (1992, p. 1555).

Equal opportunity performance
evaluations: Monitoring
individual managers ‘

Once firms had specialists charged with develop-
ing antidiscrimination programs, they turned to the
task of bringing line managers on board. Industrial
psychologist Theodore Purcell championed the
General Electric model, in the Harvard Business
Review in 1974, of making managers accountable
through a “measurement system with rewards and
penalties designed to produce behavioral changes”
(1974, p. 99). The equal opportunity performance
evaluation was modeled on the merit rating systems
that unions had lobbied for, and lined up nicely
with the new financial performance systems con-
glomerates were using to judge managers (Baron,
Jennings, & Dobbin, 1988; Jacoby, 1985).

Every one of the 20 leading firms that the Towers-
Perrin consultancy studied in 1973 made equal
opportunity part of the formal annual performance
evaluation (Fretz & Hayman, 1973). A company
president argued that firms must “place responsi-
bility for achieving equal opportunity objectives
where it rightfully belongs, with operating manage-
ment, with each of us” (Ackerman, 1973, p. 94). In
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1981

1982
1983
1984
1985
1986

the BNA’s 1975 study of leading firms, four in te
manufacturers, three in ten service firms, and two |
ten nonprofits had equal opportunity performan
evaluations (Bureau of Narional Affairs, 1976). |
our 2002 survey, with a more representative samp
that includes some smaller firms, only 4 percent
the sample had evaluations by 1985, buc by 200
nearly one in five firms had them. :

Does responsibility breed diversity?

The 1970s brought to life two mechanisms f
assigning responsibility: one created an organiz
tional structure, a department or a position; an
the other took the individualized form of evalual
ing managers’ diversity efforts. Evidence sugges
that the structural approach has been significant
more effective. Edelman and Petterson (1999) sho
that while equal opportunity departments do n
increase gender and racial diversity on their ow
they do expand diversity recruitment program
which in turn improve diversity. In our analysis
data on more than 800 employers between 1971 att
2002 (Kalev et al., 2006), we find that the hiring
an equal employment opportunity specialist has si
nificant positive effects on the subsequent share
women and minorities in management. Figure 1>
shows that the appointment of a full-time dive
staffer leads, in the average firm, to a 10 pet
increase in the proportion of white women in
agement and a 15 percent increase in the propo
tions of both black men and black women. Th
effects take place over about 5 to 7 years.

Diversity performance evaluations show W
and mixed effects on managerial diversity accol

Percent Change

Fulltime Diversity / EEO Staff

Diversity Evaluations

8 White Men
Hispanic Men

BWhite Women

Black Men

DHispanic Women 8 Asian Men

O Black Women

Asian Women

to the same study. Firms thart create diversity perfor-
ance evaluations see small decreases in the share
of black men. However, in the presence of formal
oversight, through a full-time diversity staffer or
skforce, diversity performance evaluations exhibit
o negative effects (Kalev et al., 2006). Diversity
tformance evaluations may have adverse effects
hecause they alienate managers, but monitoring can
event those effects.

ureaucratic biring and promotion: Tying
the hands of managers

Inthe early 1970s, federal courtsand Washington
gulators identified hiring and promotion prac-
es as a source of discrimination. The Supreme
ourts 1971 Duke Power decision, challenging
emingly neutral job tests, led firms to scrutinize
rsonnel routines generally. Then EEOC-brokered
vil rights consent decrees called for moderniza-
nof hiring and promotion. In settdlements with
me of America’s leading firms, across industries
ging from banking to steelmaking to truck-
g, the EEOC secured pledges to formalize salary
signment and promotion (Fehn, 1993; Shaeffer,
75).

Personnel experts responded by developing a civil
hts compliance arsenal based on the labor rela-
ns: model. Unions had lobbied for bureaucratic
ocedures, from job posting to promotion rules,
Prevent discrimination against unionists (Jacoby,
85). Many of the same procedures might help
ght racial, ethnic, and gender discrimination.
tmal personnel systems would also leave a paper
ail, which would be useful in the case of lawsuits

Figure 15.5. Effects of diversity staff and diversity performance evaluarions.

and would help employers meet reporting require-
ments (Thorpe, 1973, p. 649).

Some experts argued that job tests could prevent
discrimination, but cautioned that employers should
not use popular tests that served as high school
equivalency exams, because inequality in educa-
tional opportunity left many blacks disadvantaged
by such tests (Skrentny, 1996, p. 97). In 1960, 35
percent of white adules but only 23 percent of blacks
had finished high school (Bureau of the Census,
1975, p. 380, Part I). Morcover, segregated black
schools were chronically underfunded. Tests should

therefore be tightly linked to job content. In 1966, -

Personnel Psychology championed validation of job
tests to ensure that they predicted performance and
did not simply exclude applicants who had attended
inferior schools or dropped out (Dugan, 1966;
Lopez Jr., 1966; Parrish, 1966). Later that year, the
EEOC issued guidelines specifying thar tests should
be statistically validated to predict job performance
(Thorpe, 1973, p. 647).

After 1971, when the Supreme Court found that
general tests of academic skills could be discrimina-
tory if they were not predictive of job performance
(Griggs v. Duke Power, 401 U.S. 424 1971), per-
sonnel experts advised employers to either validate
tests or get rid of them (Campbell, 1973; Gavin &
Toole, 1973; Gorham, 1972; National Civil Service
League, 1973; Slevin, 1973). Some employers vali-
dated, although many, including some of the larg-
est police and fire departments, continue today to
use unvalidated rtests. Yet the ruling had a chilling
effect on test creation. Both job and promotion tests
languished after 1971, making tests the exception
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cen of these firms used written job descriptions
1985.

Since the 1930s, management and personnel
ournals had extolled annual, written performance
pations for use in promotion, pay, and dis-
linary decisions (Cunningham, 1936; Drum,
0; Patton, 1960; Rock & Grela, 1960). In
i carly 1970s, several firms were charged with
loyment discrimination for letting managers’

aw!

ormal views taint promotion decisions (Rowe v.
neral Motors Corp., 457 F.2D 348, 359, 5 Cir
2). Experts now argued that a written annual
formance evaluation, with objective output
casures, could fight prejudice (Peskin, 1969,
130). A 1974 article in Personnel suggested:
Hformance reviews should...be based on solid
riteria available to all concerned parties,” ro ensure

at promotion decisions were based on ability—
hich, “coincidentally,” conforms to the EEOC’s
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delines (Frochlich & Hawver, 1974, p. 64). The
(1967, p. 16) found that companies were cre-
ring performance evaluations ro stem discrimina-

B

reeoeos Job Descriptions

Performance Evaluations ws= = Salary Classification === Employment Tests
== e o Job Posting S

mwmaio Promotion Tests

jon. The 1986 survey shows that between 1956
nd 19606, the prevalence of evaluations rose from
0 percent to 25. At that rate, 35 percent of firms

Job Ladders

Figure 15.6. Bureaucratic hiring and promotion practices.

Source: Survey of 279 employers in 1986 (Dobbin et al., 1993). Job posting is raken from our 2002 survey (Kalev et al., 2006).

that proves the rule that employers adopted bureau-
cratic procedures to comply with equal opportunity
laws. Job tests were one of the two early bureau-
cratic personnel practices that did not spread rap-
idly (Fig. 15.6), for they were not part of the “equal
opportunity” prescription.

Personnel experts had mixed advice about job
ladders, which specified promotion trajectories
from entry-level jobs. Women and blacks were
often crowded in jobs with no rungs above them,
and so experts advised firms to abolish existing
ladders and restructure them so that female- and
minority-dominated jobs had gateways that led
upward (DiPrete, 1989, p. 197). Another remedy
was to replace job ladders with open bidding, “so
that all employees are aware of vacancies as they
occur and that promotion into these vacancies is
based on qualifications, not sex” (Slevin, 1973,
p- 30). Dobbin and colleagues’ 1986 survey shows
thar the pattern of diffusion of job ladders looks
more like job tests than like the other bureaucratic
procedures (see Fig. 15.6). This was the second
bureaucratic personnel procedure that did not
spread apace.
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ould have had them by 1986. Instead, 80 per-
ent of employers had installed them by then (see
ig. 15.6).

_The Equal Pay Act required employers to pay
he same wages to men and women doing the same
wtk, and the Civil Rights Act outlawed discrimi-

ation in the terms and conditions of employment.

Executives read that the EEOC favored job pos
ing, and that it could prevent cronyism (Fulmer ¢
Fulmer, 1974, p. 492). They also began to hear com
plaints that supervisors kept news of openings fron
women and minorities in the workforce. Unions

et firms continued to pay different wages for the
ame work. In 1974, the Supreme Court ruled
hat employers could not pay women less than
en by assigning them different job tides “simply
ecause men would not work at the low rates paid
women” (Corning Glass Works v. Brennan, 1974).
nion-inspired salary classification systems estab-

long demanded formal job posting systems to prevent
managers from blackballing unionists (1974, p. 49
Equal opportunity experts now proposed open jo
posting on the union model. According to our 200
survey, two in ten companies had policies requir
posting of jobs as of 1971 and nine in ten compani shed skill, educartion, and experience requirements,
had them three decades later (see Fig. 15.6 for th
trend from the 2002 data up to 1986).

In 1962 it came out that supervisors at sev
Louisiana oil refineries had excluded blacks fro
skilled jobs by inflating educational prerequisites fo
jobs. Personnel experts recommended written j0
descriptions, specifying prerequisites, that woul
be available to jobseekers (Boyle, 1973, pp. 94-
Among the medium-sized and large employers !
the 1986 survey, the use of job descriptions h
risen gradually between 1956 and 1966, from 2
percent to 28 percent (see Fig. 15.6). But ovet th
next 20 years, job descriptions caught on. Eight

lacing like jobs into wage bands. Discrimination

aintiffs now asked for salary classification systems
1 their settlement negotiations (Shultz v. Wheaton
lass Co., 421 F.2d 259 3rd Cir 1970).

Personnel experts advised firms to classify all
bs to ensure that pay rates were not discrimina-
ty (Chayes, 1974, p. 81; Giblin & Ornari, 1974).
out one third of employers reported that they
ad salary classification systems in the early 1970s,
1d some 70 percent had them by the mid-1980s
¢ Fig. 15.6). For comparison, employment tests
arted at about the same place burt reached only 45
cicent of employers by the mid-1980s.

When the administration, the courts, and
Congress stepped up enforcement of fair employ-
ment laws in the early 1970, personnel experts pro-
moted a new round of compliance strategies. The
picture drawn by national surveys confirms that
the union personnel model was now used as a civil -
rights antidiscrimination system, and spread across
firms despite the fact that unionization was declin-
ing. Seventy to cighty percent of employers had
put in performance evaluations, job descriprions,
and salary classification systems by the mid-1980s,
up from 30 percent or less at the beginning of the
1970s. Job posting systems and centralized hiring
and firing were not far behind. These practices left
Americans with new ideas about workplace fairness.
Bureaucratic rules governing hiring and promotion
were supposed to quash bias and create a level play-

ing field.

Does bureaucracy promote diversity?
Theorists offer conflicting predictions about the
effects of formal hiring and promotion practices.
Feminist scholars have argued that bureaucratic rules
may reinforce the status quo in organizations. In Zhe
Feminist Case Against Bureaucracy, Kathy Ferguson
(1984, p. 7) argues that bureaucracy creates a “scien-
tific organization of inequality.” Joan Acker (1990)
argues that “rational-technical, ostensibly gender
neutral, control systems [in organizations] are built
upon and conceal a gendered substructure.” Hiring
and promotion procedures can codify disadvan-
tage in formal organizational structure rather than
reduce inequality by, for instance, formalizing selec-
tion criteria that advantage white men. Thus, job
descriptions that require a decade of continuous ser-
vice tend to advantage men, because women more
often experience carcer distruptions following child-
birth. Yet some social psychologists expect formal
personnel procedures to quash discrimination by
reducing managerial discretion and the operation of
cognitive bias (Bielby, 2000; Reskin, 2000).
Evidence of the effects of bureaucratic practices is
scant, indirect, and inconsistent. Most studies rely on
cross-sectional data from employers, or short panel
series, and use counts of formal personnel practices,
failing to differentiate effects of particular practices.
Several cross-sectional studies suggest that bureau-
cratic practices may promote equality, but it is diffi-
cult to know whether the bureaucratic practices are
the cause or the consequence of workforce integra-
tion, or whether both are a consequence of a third
factor. Reskin and McBrier (2000) find that large
employers with formal personnel procedures have
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more women in management, and Walker (1990)  systems and seniority. Blacks had been releg,,
finds that they have more black men on the job.  to departments without skilled jobs, and hey
Anderson and Tomaskovic-Devey (1995) find lower ~ had nowhere to move from the entry-level labgy,
wage disparities among employers with more formal ~ jobs. Ichniowski’s study shows thaF the switch
personnel procedures. In one of the few studies  plant-wide promotion systems, which ended
using longitudinal data, Baron, Hannan, Hsu, and straining job ladders, led to significant increases
Kogak (2007) find that firms founded with bureau- the share of minorities in skilled jobs (Ichniowg

cratic personnel systems have more women work- ~ 1983). . ~
ers G years out. Elvira and Zatzick (2002) find that Job posting systems require managers to ot
some minorities fare better when personnel deci-  existing workers, through posting, of job ope
sions are bureaucratized. ings within the firm. Reskin and McBrier (20

Other studies have found that formal person- find more women in management in organizatjy
nel systems are not associated with greater equality,  that use open recruitment methods, including j

notably those by Edelman and Petterson (1999),  posting. But job posting systems can be thwarg
Konrad and Linnehan (1995), and Huffman and by managers who favor white men. Pager, Westeg
Velasco (1997). Yet others have identified mecha- and Bonikowski (2009) show that managers my
nisms through which bureaucratic practices may  biased hiring decisions when sorting aPplicantsw
thwart equality of opportunity. Next we discuss . respond to job advertisements. Whites are ‘mg
some of these studies in the process of reviewing evi-  likely to receive callbacks or job offers, and blad

dence abour the effects of individual practices. and Hispanics who do receive job offers are rel
Despite the Supreme Court decision in Griggs  gated to lesser jobs. Job posting thus may not redu
v. Duke Power Company, many employers continue  inequality. '
to use job tests that have not been validated. The Some consultants caution that job descri
human resources director at a medium-sized New  tions can hamper women and minorities by setti
Jersey manufacturer, without a federal contract, prerequisites that favor white men (engineer
reported in an interview we conducted in 1999 that  degrees, long uninterrupted service) but thataren
he used an unvalidated test to assess math skills: essential to job performance (Boyle, 1973, p. 91
“We'll throw ourselves on the mercy of the courtif ~ Job descriptions have also been linked to slo
anything happens.” Research by psychologists shows ~ advancement of women and minorities bunched
that cognitive ability tests disadvantage minorities, ~ narrowly defined jobs outside of promotion ladde

particularly blacks and Hispanics (Roth, Huffcutt, ~ (Baron & Bielby, 1986, pp. 479-495; Strang
& Bobko, 2003; Hough & Oswald, 2000). In a  Baron, 1990; Tomaskovic-Devey & Skaggs, 1999
study of employer selection methods in Canada,  Proliferation of narrow job tides, which is asso
based on survey data from 154 organizations, Ng  ated with job descriptions, may also reduce
and Sears (2010) find that cognitive ability testing is perception of unfair treatment and thereby ‘eo
associated with lower minority employment in gen- out” ambitious women and minorities (Bafon
eral and in management. They also find that firms Pfeffer, 1994). '

covered under employment equity legislation were Performance evaluations have been subjec§
less likely to use such tests. to perhaps the closest scrutiny. Field and laborato

DiPrete (1989, p. 197) argues that the problem studies challenged “objective” performance eva£
with job ladders is that they often exclude from  adons, suggesting that they cannot prevent rate

promotion lines the entry-level jobs dominated by ~ from exercising race and gender bias (Hamner, Ki
womenand minorities. Such exclusionaryjobladders Baird, & Bigoness, 1974; Kraiger & Ford, 198
help to explain the gender gap in promotion in the ~ Nieva & Gutek, 1980; Oppler, Campbell, Pul
federal civil service in the 1970s (DiPrete & Soule, & Borman, 1992; Pulakos, White, Opplet ;
1988). In their analysis of promotions in an insur-  Borman, 1989; Tsui & Gutek, 1984). Meta-anal

ance company between 1971 and 1978, Spilerman  show a persistent gap in ratings of black and i
and Petersen (1999) find that women were handi- workers (Roth, Huffcut, & Bobko, 2003; MC
capped by being in jobs with short promotion lad- & McDaniel, 2006). Some of the racial gap i
ders. The EEOC’s 1974 consent decrees with the  to the race of raters—whites tend to give higher
leading steelmakers recognized that constrained ings to other whites, blacks to other blacks (Kral
job ladders had harmed blacks, and mandated the & Ford, 1985)—and most real-world managets?
replacement of deparrment- with plant-level career white (Elvira & Town, 2001). Both laboratory
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|d studies also find gender bias in performance
ings (Bartol, 1999).
Research also shows that firms may ignore rat-
o8 and make personnel decisions based on stereo-
es (Auster & Drazin, 1988; Castilla 8 Benard,
10; Elvira & Zatzick, 2002) or apply different
sndards when evaluating ratings of white men and
ers (Castilla & Benard, 2010; Roscigno, 2007,
apter 8). Louise Roth’s (2003, p. 180) analysis of
¢ gender pay gap on Wall Street shows that com-
pensation based on performance evaluations harms
men, whose contributions are often underesti-
ted (see also Kanter, 1977). Auster and Drazin
988) and Castilla and Benard (2010) find char
en men and women have identical performance
ings, men receive larger raises. Elvira and Zatzick
02) find that blacks’ performance scores were sig-
cantly lower than whites’, controlling for lagged
performance, tenure, salary, job, position, and per-
al characteristics. Roscignos (2007) analysis of
il rights complaints data shows that minority
kers are judged more severely than their white
nterparts for sub-par performance. Castilla and
nard (2010) find, in a laboratory study, that bonus
based on performance evaluations is biased in
favor of men when a meritocratic organizational cul-
¢is emphasized. The authors term this finding “the
aradox of meritocracy.” Susan-Bisom-Rapp’s (1999)
alysis of defense attorneys’ advice to employers
ws that performance evaluations are treated as a
preventative tool” (1999, p. 995), wherein managers
n how to write performance evaluations that will
port their promotion and discharge decisions and
vent legal liability. Taken together, performance
ng systems may create the appearance of meritoc-
ncy without actually undermining discrimination.
inst these studies there is Dencker’s (2008) exam-
tion of promotions during corporate restructur-
s, which shows that firms that base their personnel
ecisions on performance evaluations, racher than
iority, promote more women.
Experts have argued that salary classification
ems sometimes formalize, and perpetuate, wage
rank differences based on the race and gender
position of jobholders (Boyle, 1973, p. 89). The
¢ evidence we have suggests thar salary classifi-
on systems devalue work done by women and
orities. Plaintiffs in a number of civil righes cases
¢ claimed chat salary classification systems have
JStematically ranked male-dominared jobs higher
comparable female-dominated jobs (Nelson
Bridges, 1999, p. 43). Nelson and Bridges fur-
t argue that court rulings in favor of employers

in such cases have helped to institutionalize salary
classification systems as equal opportunity compli-
ance measures, despite a lack of evidence that they
fight wage inequality. Moreover, while salary classi-
fication systems are touted for the capacity to elim-
inate managerial\bias in wage-sctting, in practice
they typically permit managerial discretion. In one
service sector firm studied by Towers-Perrin con-
sultants, “authorized officers of a certain account-
ability and responsibility level were in the annual
salary range of $14,000-$21,000. Therc were two
exceptions—both females—who were placed in
the $12,000-$18,000 range, and, to make matters
worse, they were paid $10,600 and $10,900 respec-
tively” (Fretz & Hayman, 1973, p. 137).

Despite the evidence that formal salary systems
may not eradicate wage inequality, some research
suggests that they reduce inequality relative to com-
pensation systems thart rely entirely on supervisory
discretion. Elvira and Graham (2002) look at data
for more than 8,000 employees in a finance firm,
finding that the remuneration disparity between
men and women is greater for bonuses and incen-
tive pay, distributed without formal rules, than for
base salary and meric raises, subject to formal rules,
even after actual performance is controlled.

Taken together, the extant evidence on the effects
of formal personnel procedures on workplace equal-
ity of opportunity confirms most of the misgivings
personnel consultants had about these programs in
the 1970s, as well as predictions made by feminist
scholars of bureaucracy. None of the bureaucratic
procedures has shown a consistently positive effect
on workforce integration, and negative effects are
commonly observed. We need more systemaric
research on the workings of each of these procedures
and on the institutional and organizational condi-
tions thar mediate their effects on the workforce.

The 1980s: Reagan and the rebranding of
equal opportunity

Ronald Reagan campaigned in 1980 on a prom-
ise to dismantle the federal regulations he blamed
for the stagflation of the 1970s, and fair employ-
ment regulations were high on that list. Less than a
decade after the Nixon administration worked out
the contours of affirmative action compliance, the
system was under attack. Reagan criticized affirm-
ative action’s “bureaucratic regulations which
rely on quotas, ratios, and numerical require-
ments” (Blumrosen, 1993; McDowell, 1989, p.
34; Skrentny, 1996). His three main assaults on
affirmarive action floundered, but they signaled
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that the days of affirmative action enforcement
were numbered (Edelman, 1992, p. 1541). He
proposed to relieve three quarters of federal con-
tractors from the obligation to write affirmative
action plans in 1981, but his deputies balked. He
proposed to close the Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs, which monitors affirmative
action, but faced opposition once again from some
on his own staff (DuRivage, 1985, p. 368). Then
he proposed to end Nixon-era goals and timetables
for private firms, but moderates killed that pro-
posal as well (Belz, 1991; Detlefson, 1991, p. 151;
Harvard Law Review, 1989, p. 662; McDowell,
1989). Clarence Thomas, the new EEOC head,
did currail enforcement (Blumrosen, 1993, p. 270;
Skrentny, 1996). At the same time, Department of
Labor oversight of federal contractors was cut back,
and both regulatory agencies saw budget and staff
cuts (Anderson, 1996; DuRivage, 1985; Edelman,
1992; Fox, 1981; Leonard, 1989; Mayer, 1981;
Skrentny, 1996).

Personnel experts responded by rebranding equal
opportunity programs in two ways. They folded some
programs (performance evaluations, salary classifica-
tion) into the new “human resources management”
paradigm, which looked a lot like classical personnel
administration. Other programs they rebranded as
part of “diversity management,” designed to create
“strategic advantage by helping members of diverse
groups perform to their potential” (Conference
Board, 1992, p. 11; Kossek & Lobel, 1995; Leach,
George, Jackson, & LaBella, 1995; Miller, 1994).

Percent of Firms
N
<)
)
'

Equal opportunity experts became diversity man
agement consultants (Thomas, 2004). Leadip,
firms had created race relations workshops in
early 1960s, and these now became diversity tr);
ing seminars. Soon experts were promoting pe
programs, such as affinity networks and mentoriy
programs, as part of the diversity management 5y
tem (Edelman, Fuller, & Mara-Drira, 2001; K]
& Dobbin, 1998).

eral agencies hired the same trainers to enlighten
eral employees. By 1972, 50,000 Social Security
ministration  staffers had completed similar
rkshops. When the BNA surveyed industry
ders in 1976, it found that nearly 70 percent
ered equal opportunity training for managers
NA, 1976, p. 9).

In the 1980s, consultants distanced fair employ-
nt training from its origins in the law with the
w moniker “diversity training” (Edelman, Fuller,
Mara-Drita, 2001). By 2006, a North Carolina
d processing executive we interviewed told us
at his trainings did not focus on race and sex:
ifferences—that was the biggest thing thar they
ght. Not necessarily white/black, female/male.
was more about everybody is different. Tall,
ort, some people wear glasses. Some are bald.”
in the late 1990s human resources managers
| listed legal protection as the prime reason for
ng diversity training (Jordan, 1998). By 2002
y 20 percent of companies in our national
ple used training that was devoid of legal or
cedural content.

A 1991 Conference Board survey found that
percent of big firms offered diversity train-
(Winterle, 1992, p. 21). Surveys that included
dium-sized firms arrived ar a number of about
percent by the early 1990s and abour 40 percent
years later (Rynes & Rosen, 1994). In the broad
ional sample from 1997, nearly half of employ-
had diversity training. Our 2002 study shows
hat they continued to spread, although in that
later sample, the firms were smaller and hence less
kely to have diversity training in place by 1997 (see
L 15.7).

From equal opportunity policies
to diversity mission statements
By the end of the 1970s, one in two medium:size
firms had an equal opportunity policy in place. No
diversity mission statements of the 1980s touted ¢
business necessity of managing diversity and adde
some new categories of workers to the list of g
color, creed, sex, and age, or left out mention of ¢
categories altogether. Over half of the large firmy
sampled for a 1991 Conference Board survey h
a diversity mission statement (Conference Boar
1992, p. 21). In our 2002 national sample, 40 pe
cent of medium and large firms had one (Fig. 1
Firms added these on top of their equal opportuni
statements to signal that they were not just inte
ested in legal compliance. k

From race relations workshops
to diversity training

Plans for Progress employers added race relatio
sessions to their management training curricula

the dawn of the 1960s (Boyle, 1973, p. 87).:Soa

P
o

’ o ggﬁilyOppomlmty om attitude surveys to
o ersity culture audits
= Diversity Mission i : X
Statement Attitude surveys had been a mainstay of person-

management since the 1920s. In the 1960s,
old Guetzkow (1965) argued that they expand

ciency by improving communication between

e Attitude Survey

=== = Diversity Training

thers and management. Federal contractors used

s+ Affinity Networks . .
v eys of attitudes on race relations from rhe early
Diversity Taskforce 0s to identify problems at worlf, jand %1OW diver-
managers relabeled these as “diversity culture
Culture Audit s,” adding questions abourt gender culture and

Year

Figure 15.7. Diversity and equal opportunity programs compared. ‘
Source: Survey of 829 firms in 2002 (Kalev & Dobbin, 2006). Artitude surveys are from survey of 279 employers in 1986 (Sucton, Dobbin, Meyer

Scott, 1994).
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assment (Cross, 1996; Lynch, 1997; MacDonald,
3; Rowe & Baker, 1984, p. 33; Thomas, 1991).
he 1986 survey, nearly 10 percent of employers
€ using artitude surveys, and in our 2002 survey,
ly 20 percent of firms were using culture audits

Fig. 15.7).

= - = Mentoring

- From equal opportunity taskforces to

diversity taskforces

By the late 1960s, several large military contrac-
tors had established interdepartmental equal oppor-
tunity taskforces to devise strategies for promoting
worlkforce integration (Schofer, 1971). By the early .
1980s, diversity experts heralded diversity raskforces
(Gant & Gentile, 1995). Some companies simply
renamed the equal opportunity raskforce. The idea
was to hold regular meetings among people from
different departments who would talk over prob-
lems faced by the firm, brainstorm for solutions,
and then implement those solutions in their own
departments (Sturm, 2001).

By 1991, a survey by the Conference Board
showed thart one third of America’s biggest firms had
taskforces (Conference Board, 1992, p. 21). The
2002 survey shows that taskforces began to spread
in the wider population of firms in the late 1980s
(see Fig. 15.7).

Diversity management innovations:
Mentoring and networking programs
Network theorists in sociology argued from the
carly 1970s that people find jobs through network
contacts, and that promotions depend as' much
on who you know as on what you know (Baron
& Pfeffer, 1994; Castilla, 2005; Granovetter,
1974; Kanter, 1977)}. While whire men often have
ties to other white men in positions of advanrage
(Burt, 1998; Reskin & McBrier, 2000), women
and minorities are often stymied in job search and
advancement by poor contacts with those in power
{Blair-Loy, 2001; Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1992, 1995;
McGuire, 2000; Petersen, Saporta, & Seidelm,
1998). From the early 1980s, diversity managers
and workers themselves called for affiniry nerworks,
each of which brought together members of one
identity group for counsel and support.
Management psychologists had argued for for-
mal mentoring programs that could extend the
advantages of mentoring to the historically disad-
vantaged (Lunding, Clements, & Perkins, 1979;
Roche, 1979). Formal mentoring programs match
aspiring managers with volunteer mentors (Burke &
McKeen, 1997; Burt, 1998; Moore, 2001; Neumark
& Gardecki, 1996; Thomas, 2001). A study from
the early 1980s of nine firms famed for their com-
mitment to fairness found that every one promorted
mentoring (Vernon-Gerstenfeld & Burke, 1985,
p- 67). By the early 1990s, two studies showed that
20 to 30 percent of Americas biggest firms had

formal mentoring programs (Conference Board,
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1992). In our broader sample of American firms,
only 2 to 4 percent had networking and mentoring
for women and minorities by 1990, but 10 percent
had mentoring and 18 percent had networking by
2002 (see Fig. 15.7).

In the 1980s, the language of affirmative action
gave way to a rhetoric of diversity management. Yet
a Conference Board researcher argued: “Alchough
there is a strong sentiment that diversity moves far
beyond compliance, at this point, practices dem-
onstrate a strong link between the two” (Wheeler,
1994, p. 7). Many core diversity management pro-
grams were born of efforts to conform with antidis-
crimination programs.

Diversity programs and workforce diversity

Extantstatistical analyses suggest that the diversity
management revolution brought a number of new
programs to leading American firms, but that those
programs had modest effects on workforce diversity
(see Figure 15.8). In particular, what was arguably
the flagship practice, diversity training, did not
lead to increases in managerial diversity. Similarly,
the much-celebrated networking programs, labeled
“affinity groups” or “employee resource groups,” did
not foster inclusion in the management ranks. By
contrast, diversity taskforces, one of the least costly
and least prevalent measures, show strong posi-
tive effects on the share of women and minorities
in management. Mentoring programs as well have
been effective.

In studies of a national sample of 830 employ-
ers between 1971 and 2002, we find that diversity
training (offered ecither to all employees or to all
managers) has little aggregate effect on workforce
diversity (see Fig. 15.8). Training programs show
statistically significant, yet substantively negligible,
effects on two groups. Training is followed by a 7
percent decline in the proportion of black women
and a 10 percent increase in the proportion of
Hispanic women in management (Dobbin, Kalev,
& Kelly, 2007). Previous studies had similarly
found little effect of diversity training, although
most focused on short-term changes in atticudes
and self-reported behavior, not on workforce com-
position over decades (Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993;
Kulik & Roberson, 2008). These studies are dis-
cussed in Chapter 19 by Roberson, Kulik, and Tan.

In contrast to the apparent failure of diversity
training to boost diversity, diversity taskforces
show strong positive effects on diversity. An anal-
ysis of our 2002 survey data shows that following
the establishment of diversity taskforces, firms see
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signiﬁcant increases, among managers, in whi
women, and in black, Hispanic, and Asian mé
and women (Dobbin et al., 2007). Furthermgy
the presence of a diversity taskforce in an organj,
tion improves the operation of most other diveg
programs. ‘
The finding that both diversity staff’ membe

and diversity taskforces have positive effects ¢

Percent Change

managerial diversity, and thart each of these inney,

tions tends to improve the operation of other diye
sity programs, suggests that assigning responsibily

for managing diversity to a full-time manager

Diversity Mentor Diversity Network
a group of managers is more effective than me Taskforce Program Training Program
sures that individualize blame for disparities, Sug EWhite Men & White Women Black Men [1 Black Women
as diversity performance evaluations or divesi
Y p diversi f3Hispanic Men [] Hispanic Women & Asian Men Asian Women

training.

In interviews we conducted with hum
resources and line managers at 64 workplaces
Atlanta, Boston, San Francisco, and Chicag

respondents reported that taskforces are effecti jan men and women, in managemenr (Dobbin

al., 2007). In a report prepared for a taskforce
the National Academies of Science, we exam-
ed the effects of mentoring programs in different
dustries, finding that in industries with signifi-
nt numbers of college-educated non-managerial
otkers, who are eligible for promotion to man-

because they identify specific problems and ‘tem
edies. If the taskforce sees that the company has n
been recruiting African-American engineers, it w
suggest sending recruiters to historically black cq
leges. If a company has trouble retaining wome
the diversity manager may talk to women at tig
of leaving and try to work out arrangements th
will keep them on the job. Managers and taskfore
monitor quartetly employment data to see if the
efforts are paying off. Taskforces may be so wide
effective, some diversity managers tell us, becau
they cause managers from different departments
“buy into” the goal of diversity.

Of the two programs designed to compensa
for disadvantages in social capital, networking pr
grams show little direct effect on the share of wome

ement jobs, mentoring programs led to increases
all seven historically disadvantaged groups in
anagement (white women, and black, Hispanic,
d Asian-American men and women) (Dobbin &
lev, 2000, p. 3). ‘

Taken together, these findings suggest that per-
nal guidance and support by mentors at work
an facilitate career development for workers from
historically ~disadvantaged groups (Castilla,
005), while the effect of affinity networks is limited

and minorities in gOOd jObS. In our analysis oft white women. Perhaps nerworking advan[agcs

1971-2002 data we find that networking program
are followed by significant rises in the odds of whi
women, and declines in the odds of white men an
black men, in management, with no effects on oth
groups (Dobbin et al., 2007). The negative cffe
on black men is anticipated by qualitative researc
showing that whites can develop negarive attitud
toward African-American organizing efforts (Catte
2003; Friedman & Craig, 2004). Some studie
however, suggest that employee mobilization effor
can shape corporate diversity programs (Brisco
& Safford, 2008; Dobbin, Kim, & Kalev, 2011,
and thus networking programs may have indire
effects. \

Mentoring programs, by contrast, show stiof}
positive effects on black women, and Hispanic ai

hite women because female networks are more
kely than minority networks to include managers,
ho can serve as mentors. White women male up
er 20 percent of managers, whereas no other race
gender group makes up more than 5 percent.
thers have looked at related ourcomes and found
nerally positive effects of mentoring on African-
ericans and women. This research is reviewed in
hapter 17 on career development.

e 1990s and beyond: The rise

f women’s issues

When the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed,
alf of America’s leading employers had formal poli-
€8 requiring pregnant workers to resign (National

dustrial Conference Board, 1964). Employers

gure 15.8. Diversity program effects on management diversity.

routinely barred women from management, refused
to hire women with small children, and excluded
married women. While women faced barriers simi-
lar to those faced by minority men, early corporate
equal opportunity programs were focused on racial
integration, following the agenda of the civil rights
movement of the 1950s. Kennedy’s 1961 affirmative
action order had not covered sex, but advocates in
government, including the President’s Commission
on the Status of Women created in 1961, champi-
oned women’s workplace rights, and so sex was cov-
ered in the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Goldin, 1990;
Pedriana, 2004, 2006). By 1966 the President’s
Commission on the Status of Women had spawned
48 state-level commissions, and in that year the
National Organization for Women was founded.
In the 1970s, women’s rights advocates gained
more of a voice and fought for maternity prorecrion
and protection against harassment at work (Frerz &
Hayman, 1973; Kelly & Dobbin 1999; Mansbridge,
1986). Meanwhile, the civil rights focus had fueled
both rapid growth in the ranks of personnel man-
agers, which increased sixfold between 1960 and
1980 while the labor force grew by only 50 percent
(Jacoby, 1985), and the feminization of its work-
force. Women were nearly unknown in personnel
as of 1960, but they held half of specialist and man-
ager jobs by 1980, and 70 percent by the late 1990s
(Roos & Manley, 1996). Whether due to the legacy
of the women’s movement, to the growing numbers
of women in the workplace, or to the growing pres-
ence of women in personnel, women’s issues came
to assume a larger role in corporate diversity pro-
grams. While work—family coordination and sexual
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harassment prevention are matters that touch men
and women alike, women in personnel manage-
ment carried the torch for new programs.

Work—family programs

In the early 1970s, federal law did not require
employers to offer maternity leaves, which guaran-
teed that women could have their jobs back after
childbirth, but personnel offices began to create
programs in the face of Congressional interest. Forty
percent of major employers altered their maternity
leave policies between 1972 and 1975 (BNA, 1975).
The number of firms offering maternity leave neatly
tripled between 1969 and 1978 (Kamerman, Kahn,
& Kingston, 1983). Five states outlawed pregnancy
discrimination between 1972 and 1981, but even
where pregnancy discrimination was not outlawed,
personnel managers created maternity leave policies
(Ruhm & Teague, 1997). In Figure 15.9 we compare
three states with different legal regimes. California
had mandated maternity leave, New Jersey offered
disability insurance to women on maternity leave,
and Virginia had no legal protections. Private-sector
employers created new maternity leave programs in
all three states.

In 1993, Congress required employers to offer 12
weeks of unpaid leave to new mothers and fathers
(Wisensale, 1997). Because personnel experts had
already put maternity and medical leaves in place
by 1993, the main effect of the law on program

adoption was to popularize workplace leave po|
cies for paternity and for the care of sick fam;
members: the prevalence of each kind of prograpy
doubled overnight (Dobbin, 2009).

The women who advocated work—family py.

percent were looking into them. A 1986 survey
of 1,618 leading companies found that 35 percent
had flextime, 34 percent had part-time career pro-
prams, 11 percent had job-sharing programs, and
10 percent had work-at-home programs (Kanter,
summers, & Stein, 1986). A 1994 study showed
¢that 62 percent of leading companies had flex-
ible work hours, 44 percent had job-sharing or
part-time programs, and 25 percent had work-at-
ome programs (Miller, 1994).

_ Our2002 survey, which includes smaller employ-
ers that were less likely to formalize work—family
programs, showed that about one third of firms
had flextime programs, and nearly as many had
part-time-to-full-time transition policies. About one
in five had a work-at-home program (Fig. 15.10).
Job sharing was still spreading as of 1997 (Rapoport
& Bailyn, 1996). Unlike maternity leave, which was
legally mandarted by 1994, flexible scheduling poli-
cles were discretionary. Employees could apply ro
use these programs, but supervisors had to approve
eir use (Kelly & Kalev, 2006).

From the early 1980s, human resources consul-
ants promoted child-care programs, arguing that
they could increase employee commirment and
decrease turnover while helping employers to dem-
_anstrate a “good faith” effort to foster gender equal-
::ity (Kossek & Nichol, 1992). Personnel consultants
invented the most popular child-care benefir today,
the dependent-care expense account, by building
on 1981 legislacion designed to encourage onsire

grams from their positions in human resources
departments also promoted flexible work and
childcare programs from the 1970s (Didatg,
1977; Packard, 1995; Swart, 1978). Flextime
programs typically establish a core set of hours
and allow employees to select their own start and
end times with supervisory approval (Georgetown
University Law Center, 2006; Swart, 1978). By
1978, a handful of leading companies had cre.
ated flextime programs (Swart, 1978). Congress
encouraged part-time career options and flex.
ible hours through demonstration projects in the
federal civil service (Rosenberg, 1980). Human
resources experts argued that flextime could
be part of a “good faith effort strategy” to show
the firm’s commitment to equal opportunity for
women (Marino, 1980, p. 25). k

One study found that flextime programs dou-
bled in popularity to 29 percent between 1977 and
1986 (Fenstein, 1986). A 1984 survey of industry
leaders found that 32 percent had created flextime
programs since 1980 (BNA, 1986a). Kathleen
Christensen’s (1989) study for the Conference
Board found that by 1987 46 percent of large
firms surveyed had flextime programs, and anothe
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Figure 15.9. Maternity leave by state.
Source: Survey of 279 employers in 1986 (Dobbin et al., 1993).
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child care (Kelly, 2003). Consultants convinced the
Internal Revenue Service to allow expense accounts
under the law, to extend the tax benefit to workers
without access to onsite child care (Kamerman &
Kahn, 1987, pp. 276-277).

Dependent-care expénse accounts took off in
the mid-1980s, and they appear to have given a
boost also to referral services, onsite child care, and
vouchers (Solomon, 1988). A 1998 survey found
50 percent of employers offering expetse accounts
and 9 percent offering onsite child care (Galinsky &
Bond, 1998). Joanne Miller's 1994 survey of leading
employers found 19 percent with onsite child care
(1994b). By 2002, two thirds of firms in our sample
offered dependent-care expense accounts, about a
quarter had child-care referral services, and less than
one in ten offered onsite child care or vouchers (see

Fig. 15.10).

Do work—family programs increase
opportunities for women
and minorities?

There is limited research on the effects of cor-
porate work—family programs on workplace ine-
quality, and most studies use cross-sectional data
that make it difficult to establish causaliry. Scudies
document employee perceptions thar work—family
arrangements improve productivity (Eaton, 2003)
bur may impair workplace attainment (Estes
& Michael, 2005; see Kelly er al., 2008, for a
review). Other findings suggest that family leaves

e Dependent Care
Expense Account

- Flextime Policy

e e Pare-to-Full-time
Transition

=~ + -Dependent Care
Referral Service

— -Work at Home Policy

On-site Child Care

gure 15.10. Flexible scheduling and child-care programs.

wwmesss Child Care Vouchers

Uice: Surveys of 829 employers in 2002 and 389 employers in 1997 (Dobbin & Kelly 2007; Kalev et al., 2006).
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may reduce discontinuities in women’s labor force
participation but may lead to the segregation of
women in lower-level jobs or in certain depart-
ments (Fstes & Glass, 1996; Glass & Riley, 1998;
Waldfogel, 1998). One study shows that users of
parental leaves are less frequently promoted than
other employees (Judiesch & Lyness, 1990). This
pattern has also been seen in some European coun-
trics (Mandel & Semyonov, 2005).

There is evidence that men pay a higher penalty
for using family leave. Allen and Russell (1999) find
that men taking parental leaves were less likely to be
rewarded than men who eschew leaves and women
who take them (see also Stafford & Sundstrom,
1996; Wayne & Cordeiro, 2003). These differen-
tials may not show up in aggregate data because
leave use by men remains low.

We know even less about the effects of flexible
scheduling and child-care programs on women’s
and men’s careers, and little about how the effects
of work—family programs vary across racial, ethnic,
and occupational groups. Research in this area is
discussed in Chapter 20.

Sexual harassment grievance
systems and training

As the human resources profession became fem-
inized, it directed attention to the issue of sexual
harassment as well. Harassment had not been men-
tioned in the Civil Rights Act, but feminist law
professor Catharine MacKinnon argued that harass-
ment at work should be treated as sex discrimina-
tion under Title VII (Saguy, 2003). The courts did
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Figure 15.11. Anti-harassment programs.
Soutce: Survey of 389 employers in 1997 {Dobbin & Kelly, 2007).
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not immediately agree, but in 1976 and 19774,
federal courts found that guid pro quo harassme
constitutes sex discrimination. The rulings ¢
not outline compliance measures, but persop
experts revived an old standard from the pergy
nel playbook: they proposed law-like procedy
to remedy complaints that were designed to ap
to both judges and executives (Spann, 1990, p.S
Grievance procedures, they argued, could ing
cept harassment complaints and simultaneoy
telegraph the firm’s no-tolerance policy on harg
ment (Hoyman & Robinson, 1980, pp. 14
Linenberger & Keaveny, 1981a, 1981b).

Few employers had harassment procedures j;
place before the federal judicial decisions of 197
and 1977, but by the time of our 1986 survey, on
in five firms had them. The Supreme Court ruled
1986 that hostile environment harassment was ¢
ered by the Civil Rights Act and in dual rulings i
1998 suggested that employers who trained worker
in company anti-harassment policies, and offerg
workers effective grievance mechanisms, might b
protected against liability for harassment. Man
observers claimed that these decisions moved th
court into the territory of making law (Greenhous
1998, p. A20). Burt these practices were alread
ubiquitous in American firms, thanks to the adve
cacy of human resources experts (Nation’s Busin
1998, p. 15). By 1991, the Wall Street Journ
reported, harassment training had nearly saturate
the Fortune 500 (Lublin, 1991). Glamour maga
zine reported that 86 percent of the Fortune 50
had training in place by the end of 1992 (Tres

992). As Figure 15.11 shows, according to the
997 survey Dobbin and Kelly (2007) conducted,
advance of the dual 1998 Supreme Court rulings,
il harassment grievance procedures and train-
g were widespread.

o grievance procedures and

aining tame harassment?

While the Court accepred the theory that
nti-harassment training programs and grievance
pcedures can prevent harassment and resolve
mplaints, there is littde evidence to that effect.
egal scholar Susan Bisom-Rapp (2001) reviews the
holarly studies of anti-harassment training and
nds no evidence that it actually reduces the inci-
nce of harassment. As for grievance procedures,
auren Edelman and colleagues (Edelman et al.,
99} look at time-serics dara from a national sam-
¢ of firms and find no evidence that corporate
jevance procedures reduce the incidence of harass-
ent claims made to the government. Of course it
ay be that sexual harassment grievance procedures
d training raise awareness about harassment and
nce increase the number of complaints. In an
alysis of evidence from workplace ethnographies,
pez, Hodson, and Roscigno (2009) find thar
{evance mechanisms reduce sexual harassment but
ve no cffect on general harassmenc. All in all, the
ry is still out on whether anti-harassment training
- harassment grievance procedures actually reduce
e incidence of harassment.

Over the years personnel managers have pur into
lace a series of different equal opportunity and

te initially stimulated by the civil rights move-
ent and John E Kennedy’s 1961 order requiring
deral contractors to take “affirmative action” to
d discrimination. Many of the strategies person-

.

el managers developed came from their profession’s
bag. Each wave of measures redefined discrimi-
tion in the American mind.

In the 1960s, managers created corporate non-
crimination  policies. They expanded on tradi-
nal recruitment programs for skilled workers,
W targeting historically black colleges and urban
gh schools. They built on conventional skill and
dnagement training practices, establishing pro-
ms designed for blacks and women. In the pro-
s they defined nondiscrimination as a matter of
bidding managerial bias and righting past wrongs
ough recruitment and training.

\VCI‘Si[y Inanagement programs. ThCSC measures |

When Washington strengthened civil rights
regulations in the early 1970s, personnel experts
championed new equal opportunity programs built
on the foundation of classic personnel administra-
tion. New pracrices were designed to burcaucratize
hiring and promotion and thereby prevent bias: test
validation, salary classification, job posting, and
performance evaluations. These policies depicted
structural flaws in the hiring and promotion pro-
cess as the source of employment discrimination,
and redesigned bureaucratic hiring and ‘promo-
tion systems as the remedy. These changes were to
prevent managerial bias from tainting hiring and
advancement, and they defined the formalization
of personnel practices as the best way to prevent
discriminarion.

When Ronald Reagan moved into the White
House in 1981 and threatened to turn the clock
back on civil rights regulations, personnel experts
fought back by developing business arguments for
these programs. They dropped the language of legal
compliance for a language of “diversity manage-
ment.” This language redefined discrimination as
the result of managerial ignorance, t be addressed
through training, and inequality as a result of the
propensity of identity group members to stick
together, to be addressed through mentoring and
networking programs.

As the human resources profession became
feminized, becween 1970 and 1990, diversity pro-
grams became more oriented to women’s issues.
Work—family programs received renewed atten-
tion and spread broadly. New programs were put
into place to fight sexual harassment at work.
These innovations defined sex inequality at work
as a consequence of conflices between gender roles
and work roles.

Research on the effects of these programs is
ongoing, but we know thar a number of them did
litlle to promote gender and racial diversity. The
innovations of the 1960s and 1970s appear to have
had mixed effects. Targeted recruitment efforts
have brought more women and minorities into the
workplace, and skill and management training pro-
grams helped women and minorities to move up
where they had access to those programs, but they
were often denied access. Firms that hired full-time
diversity officers, or created special departments, saw
increases in diversity. Yet evidence to date suggests
that bureaucratic hiring and promotion systems
may have done more harm than good, institutional-
izing patterns of inequality rather than challenging
them. The diversity management movement of the
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1980s popularized some ineffective diversity initia-
tives, such as diversity training and diversity perfor-
mance reviews, and spawned some quite effective
initiatives, such as diversity taskforces and mentor-
ing programs. When it comes to work—family pro-
grams, extant research suggests that parental leaves
have increased both participation of women in the
workforce and job segregation, but we are still in the
dark regarding the effects of flexible work schedules
and child-care arrangements.

Our survey of research on the effects of these
programs leads to several conclusions about the fea-
tures of successful programs. The first is that corpo-
rations that put managers in charge of promoting
diversity typically see results. Making managers
a part of the solution, by appointing a full-time
diversity manager, creating an interdepartmental
taskforce, or assigning managers as mentors, helps
to promote diversity. Moreover, diversity programs
that otherwise have null or negative effects work
better in the contexr of these practices. Similarly,
regulatory oversight has been shown to improve
the effects of certain diversity programs (Kalev et
al., 2006). The second conclusion is that innova-
tions designed to quash managerial bias have been
broadly ineffective. Bureaucratic practices designed
to eliminate managerial discretion from the hiring
and promotion process have not led to increases
in diversity; nor have diversity training programs
designed to make managers aware of their own
unconscious biases; neither have diversity perfor-
mance evaluations that give managers feedback
and career incentives to improve diversity. All three
innovations point to managers as the problem to be
solved, rather than as the source of the solution. All
three are designed to change individual managers’
behavior. The evidence suggests that this approach
can have modest positive effects in the presence of
managerial oversight of diversity efforts, bur thar it
typically fails.

Research on diversity management and the reme-
diation of workplace inequality is in its infancy. We
still have understand little about how diversity pro-
grams influence workforce composition. Next we
suggest several lines of future inquiry to deepen the
field’s understanding of corporate diversity efforts.

A better understanding of failure

Why do certain innovations consistently fail
to bring about change? We need better theories of
what makes broad classes of managerial innova-
tions effective, as proponents of evidence-based
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management have pointed out (Pfeffer & Sy
2005). To begin with, we need better data or ¢
mechanisms by which innovations shape behay;
Two specific domains of future research syrf
On the one hand, we need to better understay,
why bureaucratic hiring and promotion syste
designed to standardize personnel decisions by
failed to promote diversity. Is it, as feminists argu
(Acker, 1990), because bureaucracy formalizes tra i
tional bases of exclusion by, for instance, establiy
ing length-of-service requirements for managemepy
jobs that exclude mothers who have taken time gf
for childbirth? Is it because performance evaluatiop
and salary classification systems are used selectiyely

broader understanding of diversity

How do diversity efforts affect the age distribu-
on of the workforce, the urilization of disabled
orkers, and workforce composition by sexual ori-
tation and immigration status? Does the effect of
versity effort vary at the intersection of social cat-
ories? Most research on diversity program effects
cuses on gender, race, or ethnicity. We need more
cory and rescarch on other dimensions of dis-
vantage, as well as on the intersection of social
tegories. The findings we have outlined suggest
me open questions concerning the intersection
race and gender. Why is it that black men see
gative effects from networking programs while
yhite women see positive effects? Why does diver-
1y training appear to help black men but hurt

by managers in making promotions and assigning
wages (Nelson & Bridges, 1999; Roscigno, 2007)3 1
it because bureaucratic procedures create an appedr
ance of equality and fairness, which has the effect,
Castilla and Benard (2010) suggest, of dampenip;
managers’ scrutiny of their own behavior? A secong
set of questions is suggested by the failure of div
sity training and diversity performance evaluations
to foster workforce diversity. Do these program
lead to adverse reactions from managers? Do they
somehow reduce the motivation of managers

rac1al stelcorypcb (Brownc & Misra, 2003; Moss &
Tilly, 2001; Roscigno, 2007) lead to different pro-
sram outcomes across the intersection of gcnder
and race. We expect there are unplumbed program
effects across other intersections as well. Thus, sal-
{uy classification systems that emphasize skills over
enure, for instance, may advantage women with
arcers interrupted by maternity, but disadvantage
lder men with greater seniority. The intersection
of race and immigration status is also unexplored.
Thus, criminal record checks may expand hiring
of blacks by countering the employer rendency to
ssume that all black men have criminal records
Holzer, Raphael, & Stoll, 2006), but do they also
eter undocumented immigrants from applying

hire women and minorities? Organizational theory
largely treats failure to change as an instance of
decoupling; wherein formal structures are ignot
in the everyday practice of the organization. As thi
list of questions suggests, failure may be caused by
any number of processes other than decoupling.

A better understanding of success

Why do certain classes of innovations consis
tently succeed in bringing about change? We hav
noted that managerial and regulatory oversiglit o
diversity efforts fosters success, but we know it
about the underlying mechanisms. For examp
do managers with hiring and promotion auth
ity invest additional cognitive effort in processing
data when they know they may need to explail
their decisions (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999)? D
assigning responsibility simply ensure that someo
takes charge of the task? Or does cognitive disso
nance lead to greater commitment among manag
assigned responsibility for diversity? And what
the mechanisms that transform the commitment
diversity managers, and taskforces, into substanti
organizational change? Understanding the mecha
nisms underlying positive effects promises to hel
us to design better diversity programs, and twe
those already in place.

better understanding of context

How do organizations moderare wider contex-.
ual changes that influence workforce diversity?
Most studies of corporate diversity efforts exam-
ne them in isolation from broader social changes,
ut many other changes in the organizational
nvironmental have occurred in recent decades.
We know, for instance, that elements of the new
gh-performance management paradigm have
rfiven increases in diversity, even though they were
ot designed to (Kalev, 2009). Decades of stud-
S suggest that minorities lose a disproportionate
umber of jobs in recessions (Wilson & Branch
cBrier, 2005), but we know little abour the effects
f the downsizing and outsourcing fads on work-
YIce composition and on corporate diversity efforts
Dencker, 2008).

Many firms have joined the performance-based
-compensation bandwagon, but we have scant
knowledge of whether this trend has affected work-
force composition. The literature on tokenism sug-
gests that minorities who reach the top face extra
scrutiny and stress (Kanter, 1977), but we do not
know whether women and minorities on boards of
directors stimulate growth in diversity in the lower
ranks. We know thart legal immigrants sometimes
face labor market discrimination, but have raids on
facrories employing illegal immigrants had a further
chilling effect on hires of legal immigrants? And
has the “corporate social responsibility” movement
affected corporate diversity efforts and workforce
composition?

A better understanding of the bortom line

In the civil rights era, the great promise of equal
opportunity programs was that they could increase
social justice in America. The great promise of the
diversity management movement today is that work-
force diversity can also contribute to the corporate
bottom line. But as yet, research has not produced
clear evidence of the effect of diversity on perfor-
mance. Cross-sectional studies suggest that diversity
is positively correlated with a number of perfor-
mance measures (Herring, 2009). But early studies
showing a positive correlation between corporate
board diversity and performance (Catalyst, 2007)
were thrown into doubt by sophisticated time-series
studies (Adams & Ferreira, 2009). Putting together
the kind of rich longitudinal data required for
exploring this question is a challenge, but several
groups of sociologists are now at work on that.

All of these areas for future research require
richer data from a variety of sources. For instance,
the challenge of studying the effects of diversity
policies and programs on workforce characteristics
beyond sex, race, and ethniciry is substantial, for the
most revealing studies use federal data (Kalev er al.,
2006; Leonard, 1990), and the federal government
does not collect systematic data on age, immigration
status, disability, or sexual orienration. Perhaps the
best hope for obtaining time-series data at the firm
level lies in career data collected by firms themselves
for internal use, such as those used by Fernandez
(2001) and Castilla and Benard (2010).

To achieve a fuller understanding of program
effects on careers, the ideal dataser would match
time-series data from a large number of employers
with data on individual employees. A longitudi-
nal version of the National Organizational Survey
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