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CHAPTER OBJECTIVES

After completing this chapter, readers should have a greater understanding of the meaning
of “minority” groups, the processes surrounding people’s thinking about and treatment of
those who are dissimilar to them, and what organizational processes can help to foster
diversity, equality, and inclusion. Specifically, they should be able to:

e discuss the meaning of the terms minority group and non-dominant group.

e explain characteristics used to identify non-dominant groups and be able to use these
characteristics to identify the non-dominant groups in one’s particular environment.

e discuss thought processes related to stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination and
theories related to diversity in organizations.

e examine in-group favoritism and out-group bias.

e explain what organizations can do to promote diversity and inclusion, given knowledge
about reasons for differential treatment, experiences, and outcomes for different
demographic groups.

e have a foundation for synthesizing the material in the remaining chapters.

Characteristics of minority or non-dominant groups often include identifiability, differential
power, discrimination, and group awareness.

Minority, or non-dominant, groups are not necessarily fewer in number than majority, or
dominant, groups.

Categorization and stereotyping are often unconscious processes. People tend o attri-
bute positive characteristics to members of their in-groups and negative characteristics to
members of groups to which they do not belong.

In-group favoritism and out-group bias disadvantage non-dominant groups and impede
diversity.

Structured interviews and control and monitoring of managerial decisions can reduce
similarity effects and other biases in organizations.




INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

In this chapter, we consider some of the many theories and research studies related to psychological
processes affecting diversity in organizations. What are prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination
and how do they work to impede diversity? What factors are associated with people’s preferences
for similar others and hostility and discrimination toward dissimilar others? What can organizations
do to address these effects? Knowledge of these factors will provide a foundation for und erstanding
the material in the remaining chapters of the hook and for fostering diversity in organizations.

We begin with a discussion of the characteristics associated with minority groups. What defines
minority groups? Aside from counting, how does one tell who is the “majority” and who is the “minor-
ity” in a society? We examine some of the many theories and concepts related to diversity and investi-
gate how new forms of racism and sexism (and other “isms”) affect individuals’ behay or toward
others. We conclude with suggestions for individuals and organizations to reduce stereotyping and dis-
crimination and to increase fairness in employment decisions and treatment of others at wark. '

WHAT IS A “MINORITY”?"

Although the term minority is generally understood to mean “fewer in number,” it
does not always refer to groups that are numerically fewer than majority group mem-
bers. What, then, is a minority?? Minority or non-dominant® groups are those subor-
dinated to majority or dominant group members in terms of power, prestige, and
privilege.* In South Africa, Whites are the dominant group, although they are out-
numbered by people of color. In the United States, women outnumber men, but
men are the dominant group. Non-dominant, then, is a more accurate term than
minority, although both are used in this book.

In many of the topics we cover, there are clear dominant and non-dc minant
groups; in others, the distinction is ambiguous. Of the U.S. racial and ethnic groups
discussed in this book, Blacks, Latinos, Asian Americans, Native Americans, and
multiracial group members represent non-dominant groups, and Whites are the dom-
inant group. Throughout the world, men are the dominant sex, although women
often outnumber men. Heterosexual is the dominant sexual orientation and people
without disabilities are dominant compared to people with disabilities. Attractive
people are dominant with respect to people deemed unattractive; and, perceptions
of attractiveness are shaped by dominant groups. Thinner people are dominant with
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respect to overweight people—although overweight people outnumber thinner peo-
ple in the United States and increasingly in other nations. Whether younger or older
workers are the dominant group is not clear, making research and generalizations
about age diversity somewhat complicated. Although older workers occupy consid-
eraply more of the high-status, high-paid organizational positions than younger
workers, stereotypes and misperceptions pervade the workplace experiences,
opportunities, and outcomes of many older workers. At times, younger workers are
clearly preferred to older workers, but at other times younger people are viewed as
irresponsible, self-centered, and lacking in organizational commitment. The answer
to the question of whether people with or without families are dominant is even
less clear. For men, researchers have found that being married (to a woman) and
having children contribute to being viewed positively in organizations, to higher
wages, and to greater advancement. For women, as we discuss in Chapters 9 and
10, having a husband and children contributes to perceptions of divided loyalties
and, as a result, to lower wages and fewer promotions. Yet because even unmarried
women without children suffer from discrimination and inequality, it is not only
having families that affect women.

In considering what is a minority or non-dominant group, social scientists pro-
pose that non-dominant group members have distinguishing characteristics across
societies and time. Drawing from the seminal work of a group of noted social scien-
tists, Anthony and Rosalind Dworkin propose that minority group members have
four common characteristics: identifiability, differential power, the experience of
discrimination,® and group awareness. Using similar ideas, Edward Sampson offers
the following relationships among identifiability, power, and discrimination:

Which types of differences are emphasized and which are ignored 1S USU-
ally a choice made by the social groups that occupy positions of domi-
nance within o society. These are the groups that have the power to make
their definitions of who is one of them and who s different stick. Domi-
nant groups not only select the qualities of difference that will be empha-
sized but also develop the rationale to explain why those differences mean
one group should be treated differently from another (p. 22).8

Some examples of dominant groups’ decisions about which differences matter
that will be discussed in later chapters include such things as citizenship, immigra-
tion, marriage, property, and voting rights; residential, school, and job segregation;
and rights to freedom. In diverse nations around the globe, dominant groups decide
on these and other basic rights, controlling the lives and life chances of non-
dominant groups. The ways in which identifiability, power, discrimination, and
group awareness create subordinating systems are considered in more detail in the
following sections.

Identifiability

For subordinating systems to work, minority and majority group members must pos-
sess distinguishing physical or cultural traits that make it possible to single them out
for differential treatment. If members of non-dominant groups were not identifiable,
differential treatment would be difficult or impossible. Historical records suggest
that dominant groups devise means to identify non-dominant groups if the members
have no distinguishing features. As an example, in Nazi Germany, Jews were
required to wear yellow armbands to distinguish them from non-J ews.”

In the United States, women, Blacks, Latinos, Asians, and Native Americans
are generally fairly easy to identify. In the United Kingdom, the term “black and
minority ethnic” is used, while in Canada, members of certain groups are referred
to as “visible minorities.”® Ease of identifiability facilitates singling people out for
differential treatment. In the past, as in the present, however, many individual
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members of non-dominant racia] groups have been difficult to identify, including
those who self-identify as members of 2 minority group but are attributed to

at times, fear of disclosure.

A related concept to identifiability is stigma, which is widely associated with
Erving Goffman’s 1963 book, Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity,
in which he describes how stigma affects people’s lives Also referred to as “marks”
or deviations from the desired nhorm or typical individual in g particular context, cer-
tain stigma can be “evident on the spot,” according to Goffman, including

a. “various physical deformities,”

b. “blemishes of individual character,” which (if not clearly visible), may be
inferred from such things as a “known record” of addiction, alcoholism, homo-
sexuality, mental illness, unemployment, or other areas; and,

c. “tribal stigma of race, nation, and religion, which can be transmitted through

lineages and equally contaminate all members of a family.” Low class status has
also been included in tribal stigma.?

While Goffman’s specific terminology (marks, blemishes, deformities) is no lon-
ger widely used, the idea of being “evident on the spot” and deviant from the desired
normal worker or customer in physical ability, race, nation, religion, or being an out
sexual minority, like the concept of identifiability, allows people to be singled out for
differential treatment.

Differential Power

Dworkin and Dworkin define Power as the “actual use of resources to influence and
control others.”'? Differential power allows those who have more power to control
those who have less power. Although power is associated with numerical domi-
nance, those who are members of groups that are larger in number are not always

Discrimination

Dworkin and Dworkin include the experience of discrimination as a defining charac-
teristic of minorities. Discrimination has been broadly defined as differential and pejo-
rative actions that serve to limit the social, political, or economic opportunities of
members of particular groups.™ Various types of discrimination have limiting effects

on their targets. As described in Chapter 1, Employment discrimination or labor market

are unrelated to productivity are valued in the labor market. Labor market discrimi-
nation based on Sex, a personal characteristic, limits the social, political, and
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economic opportunities of women. Through access discrimination, the social, politi-
cal, and economic opportunities of Blacks are limited. For targets of discrimination,
according to Dworkin and Dworkin, the experience of being discriminated against
leads to group awareness and can become the focus of protests and activism.*

Group Awareness

Group awareness, the final characteristic of minority groups proposed by Dworkin
and Dworkin, is one consequence of their subordination by the majority and its dis-
criminatory practices. The unfair treatment minority groups experience leads them
to realize that they are subjected to differential treatment simply because of their
group membership and that this treatment is a result of the majority’s definitions
and evaluations rather than due to intrinsic qualities or actions of their group. They
may also realize that they can achieve certain goals (e.g., housing, jobs, and voting
rights) through cooperative resistance (such as protests, boycotts, and participation
in the political process). The Civil Rights, women’s rights, and gay rights movements
are exalT ples of ways in which group awareness produced activism and attainment
of some goals.

Analysis of the Characteristics

Although these characteristics—identifiability, differential power, discrimination,
and gro‘up awareness—do in many cases help clarify which groups are minority
groups, they are by no means definitive. At times, they do not apply to some non-
dominant groups or are otherwise insufficient, as for those with invisible identities
and for individuals with power who are also non-dominant group members (e.g., a
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) who is a woman of color). In other situations, there
are dis 1 onnects between the group to which a person appears to belong and his or
her self-identity. Taylor Cox labels these situations as incongruence of phenotype

(visible identity) and culture identities,'® such as a Mexican American with Cauca-
sian ph‘ysical features identifying with the Mexican American culture. This creates
cognitive dissonance for observers that may cause discomfort or even negative reac-
tions. the chapters that discuss individual groups, we will analyze further the

applicability of these four criteria to those groups.

CATEGORIZATION AND IDENTITY

As discussed in the previous section, Dworkin and Dworkin’s first defining criterion
for mi ‘ority groups is identifiability. Once identified, what factors make groups sin-
gle ou‘t others for discrimination? What factors make otherwise rational people
prone to believe stereotypes? What organizational constraints can prevent prejudi-
cial attitudes from resulting in discrimination?

Although prejudice and discrimination are sometimes viewed as synonymous,
they are not. Prejudice is “irrationally based, negative attitudes” about certain groups
and th}eir members. * Prejudice is an attitude, whereas discrimination is behavior—
differential and pejorative actions that serve to limit the social, political, or economic
oppo ities of members of particular groups—based on the attitude. Given the
power‘ to act and the absence of sanctions for doing so, discriminatory behavior
may result from prejudice. For example, employers may have negative attitudes
about | overweight people, and these attitudes may result in refusal to hire them
(employment discrimination), which is not currently illegal in most parts of the
United States.

Stfreotypes are the overgeneralization of characteristics to large human groups
and are often the basis for prejudice and discrimination. Prescriptive stereotyping refers
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to perceptions about how people should behave, based on their group memberships
(e.g., women should wear makeup, as discussed in the Ann Hopkir‘ls case in
Chapter 9), while descriptive stereotyping refers to ideas about how people‘ do or will
behave, based on their group memberships (e.g., women are caring and are therefore
appropriate as nurses and elementary school teachers).!® Fairly common job-related
Stereotypes about the groups we consider in the following chapters can be easily
called to mind even by those who do not believe them or who are themselves members
of the targeted groups.'® Some stereotypes reflect interactions amon‘ multiple
groups, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and parental status. In a job-relate‘d context,
stereotyping can prevent individuals who would be capable, committed Wo‘rkers from
being hired, promoted, or trained. Negative organizational outcomes follow from the
negative individual outcomes, as noted in Chapter 1. 1

Although common stereotypes can easily be identified, when prompte;d to think
of someone from each group who does not fit the stereotype, many people can do so.
Despite being able to identify people who do not fit them, people often attend to evi-
dence that supports stereotypes they hold and ignore evidence that disconfirms
stereotypes. Further, stereotypes can lead to prejudice, which in turn can lead to dis-
crimination, given the right circumstances.

Social Categorization and Stereotyping

Social cognitive theory suggests that people use categorization to simplify and cope
with the large volumes of information to which they are continually exposed. Catego-
ries allow us to quickly and easily compartmentalize data, Consistent with Dworkin
and Dworkin’s proposals that minority group members must be identifiable, people
often use visible characteristics, such as race, sex, and age, to categorize others.
Thus, when one sees a person of a particular race, automatic processing occurs and
beliefs about this particular race are activated. When the person is not visible but his
or her name is known (perhaps on a résumé), this provides information about the
person’s sex, which allows categorization: male or female. Mental models of a person
suited to a particular job (e.g., bank teller, truck driver) are often associated with
sex, and sorting of candidates by sex occurs as a result of such models. A name
may also provide evidence of a person’s race or ethnic background, which could
also allow categorization and discrimination (see Chapter 4). People’s propensity to
categorize, coupled with the need to then evaluate the person categorized, leads to
s1:ereoty1oing.17

Along with the tendency to categorize, people have a tendency to perceive
themselves and others as belonging to particular groups. This part of categoriza-
tion, referred to as social categorization, involves ordering one’s social environ-
ment by groupings of persons.!® Social categorization helps create and define
one’s place in society. Groups define one’s place by separating people: where
we belong or do not belong and where others belong and do not belong. A per-
son’s in-group is the group to which he or she belongs, while out-groups are
groups to which he or she does not belong. Recall from Chapter 1 that identity
groups are the collectivities that people use to categorize themselves and
others. Depending on the situation, and what factor is salient, or distinctive, a
person’s in-group may be based on his or her race, Sex, age, or other identity
factor of importance.'® Salient characteristics are important to an individual at
a particular time, or at all times, depending on how critical the characteristic is
to the individual’s experiences and life. For example, in a department with three
women and ten men, the in-group for the women would be women and the out-
group would be men. If the department had two Blacks (one man and one
woman) and eleven White men and women, in-groups and out-groups could
instead be determined using racial categories. Which category would be salient
would depend on the situation (e.g., if the men were all sitting together on one
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side of tﬂLe room, or if the conversation were about racial profiling) and the
extent to which people identified themselves by their race or sex. For a Black
person in the United States, race may be salient in an organization in which
there are few Blacks or in an organization in which everyone is Black (if being
in such an organization is unusual). Beverly Daniel Tatum’s book Why Are All
the Black Kids Sitting Together in the Cafeteria? explains that the clustering
of Blacké in the cafeterias of predominantly White educational institutions is
obvious %nd disturbing to some observers.2’ The similar clustering of groups of
Whites is typically less obvious or disturbing.

Social identity refers to the part of an individual’s self-concept that derives from
his or her membership in a particular social group and the value and emotional sig-
nificance| attached to that group membership.?! Using race as an example, social
identity describes how much a person identifies as a member of a certain race and
how strongly and passionately he or she feels about belonging to that race. Is being
Black intiegral to one’s life, experiences, and being? For sex as a characteristic, social
identity %iescn’bes how much a person identifies as a man or woman and how
strongly and passionately he or she feels about being a man or woman. Is being
deaf cenﬁral to one’s life, experiences, and being? Social identity is in some ways sim-
ilar to Dworkin and Dworkin’s conceptualization of the development of group aware-
ness for| non-dominant group members. Those who see that they belong to a
particular group and that the group receives pejorative treatment by others (out-
groups) become aware of their group membership as a collective body able to take
resistive laction.

Gonsequences of Social Categorization and Social Identity

As noted earlier, when we first come into contact with others, we categorize them as
belonging to an in-group or an out-group. These tendencies to categorize can affect
job satislfaction and the relationships among supervisors, subordinates, and peers.22
We tend to see members of our in-group as being heterogeneous, with different atti-
tudes, b}ehaviors, and characteristics, and out-group members as being homoge-
neous—having similar attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics (i.e., fitting
stereotypes). Researchers propose that these perspectives may occur because of
the brea‘Ldth of interactions we have with people from our in-group as compared

with thqse from out-groups, with whom we may have little substantive personal

mteract'}on. When biased depictions of out-groups permeate the media, these depic-
tions mzfty be the basis of the only “knowledge” one may have of out-group members
and may strongly influence unfounded negative attitudes and biases.?? Influence of

media dn biases is discussed further in Feature 2.1.

ln-Grqup Favoritism and Out-Group Biases

There is often strong in-group favoritism and, at times, derogation of out-group
members. Favoritism and viewing members of one’s group positively bolster one’s
self—este‘eem, as does viewing other groups negatively. Alone, favoritism for one’s
particul‘ar group is not necessarily negative. When coupled with power, however,
favoritism is associated with advantages for the in-group and negative opportunities
and ou lcomes for the (lower status, less powerful) out-group.

A likely result of in-group favoritism in a work setting is the hiring, promoting,
rewarding, and retention by those in power of members of their in-group. Even if
no overt derogation of out-group members is involved, the non-dominant out-group
is disahvantaged when the dominant in-group is favored. Because women and
minorities are typically non-dominant in organizations, social categorization and
in—groqp favoritism work against them, negatively affecting their chances for
employment, high-status positions, promotion, and other opportunities when com-
pared %ith Whites and men. Women and people of color often have relatively little



The Media and the Promulgation
of Stereotypes

News reports, television, movies, and commer-
cials communicate stereotypes about perpetra-
tors and victims of crime, gender roles, age
groups, and numerous other diversity issues.?*
People tend to believe what they see on televi-
sion and read on news sites, implicitly trusting
writers and reporters to be objective conveyors
of what is actually occurring. Yet those who
write and choose stories are not unbiased.
Instead, they are products of a society in which
racial, ethnic, gender, and other stereotypes
exist; and can contribute to perpetuation of
stereotypes.”® For example, minorities are dis-
proportionately portrayed as perpetrators of
crime in the news. One study found that over
fourteen weeks, minorities were shown to be
crime perpetrators in 20% more cases than
would be predicted based on FBI statistics.26
Although Whites comprise a greater proportion
of arrests for drug-related crimes (67%), Blacks
(31%)*" are more likely to be shown on televi-
sion being arrested for such crimes. News
reports are also more likely to portray
Black on White crime, although most crime is
intra-racial (e.g., Black on Black or White on
White).?® The term “Black on Black” crime is
well known, but “White on White” crime is not.

Misperception: Blacks and Latinos
commat more crimes than Whites.

Reality: Blacks and Latinos are more
likely to be (profiled and) arrested
and convicted than Whites.

Chapter 4 describes research in which
college-educated Black applicants without a
criminal record received fewer positive
responses from employers than college-
educated White applicants with a record. In
some cases, the Black applicant was asked in
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advance whether he had a record, reflecting
beliefs likely in some part fueled by media repre-
sentations. Divisive and erroneous stereotypes
about Black men contribute to their higher
unemployment when compared with compara-
bly educated White men, lower participation
rates (see Chapter 4), and a host of other indi-
vidual, organizational, and societal problems.
Researchers have documented relationships
between television viewing and stereotyping of
women and racial and ethnic minorities. For
minorities, less actual contact with a group
exacerbates the relationships between media
viewing and stereotyping.®®

Questions to Consider

1. In addition to racial, ethnic, and gender
stereotyping, what other kinds of stereotypes
have you seen in the media? How do frequent
portrayals of such stereotypes affect peo-
ple’s perceptions of their veracity?

2. Choose one week night and one weekend
night to watch television news during prime
time. Describe the race, sex, approximate
age, and other notable factors of people fea-
tured in the news. What diversity-related fac-
tors do you observe?

3. One commercial that has attempted to
change what was a stereotypical statement
is the revised Jif® peanut butter commer-
cial. Previous commercials said, “Choosy
Moms choose Jif®”; the newer one says,
“Choosy Moms ... and Dads choose Jif®.”
What other stereotype-resistant commer-
cials have you observed? What stereotype-

supportive ¢ommercials have you
observed? What messages are being
conveyed?

4. Investigate the circumstances surrounding
the 2010 Shirley Sherrod/USDA media-driven
disaster. What could have prevented the
disaster from spreading with such fervor?

organizational power; thus any favoritism they may feel toward women and people
of color is less likely to disadvantage men and Whites. The documented existence
of the similarity effect, a bias in which people are more likely to select or hire demo-
graphically similar others, is also a manifestation of in-group favoritism. The similar-
ity effect has even been documented in professional sports. In the National
Basketball Association, researchers found that “more personal fouls are awarded
against players when they are officiated by an opposite-race officiating crew than
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when they are officiated by an own-race refereeing crew. These biases are suffi-
ciently large so that they affect the outcome of an appreciable number of games.”30
In Major League Baseball, when not monitored, umpires are more likely to call
strikes when the umpire and the pitcher are the same race/ethnicity. This propensity
affects pitchers’ performance, batters’ behavior, and the outcome of galmes.31 The
researchers speculated that when having umpires’ decisions evaluated by others or
technology, similarity preferences might no longer manifest themselves.*® Although
most people do not play professional sports, similarity biases can and do affect those
in more common jobs. As discussed in Research Summary 2.1, researchers have
found that using structured interviews can negate similarity biases and in-group
favoritism in selection.®

In addition to favoring the in-group and derogating the out-group, similar beha-
viors exhibited by members of the in-group and the out-group are judged differ-
ently.>® A man who exhibits a “take-charge” attitude is viewed as assertive (a
positive attribute), but a woman who does so is “bossy” (a negative attribute; see
also the Ann Hopkins case in Chapter 9). Again, because men are in positions of
power, their propensity is to see the same behaviors as positive if exhibited by men
but negative if exhibited by women, which disadvantages women and advantages
men. As discussed in Chapter 9, these perceptions are the result of gender roles
that men and women are expected to play and are penalized for violating.

Attribution Errors

Atiribution errors are the tendency to underestimate the influence of external factors
(e.g., situations or circumstances) and overestimate the influence of internal factors
(e.g., personal qualities) when evaluating the behavior of others, also occurs during
in-group and out-group evaluations. Thus, when in-group members behave positively
or are successful, this behavior is attributed to the character or personal attributes of
in-group members. When they behave negatively (such as screaming at a subordi-
nate), this behavior is attributed to the circumstances (e.g., being upset because the
computer system crashed and records were lost). When out-group members exhibit
desirable behaviors, this behavior is attributed to luck or chance rather than to their
character. When they behave negatively (such as screaming at a subordinate), this
behavior is attributed to the character of the out-group member (e.g., rude or incon-
siderate). The entire out-group is also then viewed as being rude, rather than as hav-
ing one member who behaved rudely at a particular point in time. Future
interactions with out-group members will then continue to be shaped by perceptions
that they are rude. Ironically, expecting that someone will be rude may lead to treat-
ing that person rudely, to which they may respond rudely, confirming the expecta-
tion that they (and people like them) are rude.

In research summarizing findings from nineteen studies about attribution
errors, Hewstone found some support for three general findings:

1. More internal attribution for positive acts and less internal attribution for nega-
tive acts by in-group than out-group members;

2. More attribution of out-group than in-group failure to lack of ability, and
‘explaining away’ out-group success to good luck, high effort or an easy task;

3. A preference for in-group serving than out-group serving attributions for group
differences.®®

When confronted with information about an out-group member that is contradic-
tory to stereotypes, people tend to see this as “unique” (“not like the rest of them™")
rather than use it to question and discard their beliefs. When confronted with behavior
that confirms a stereotype about an out-group member, people attend to such informa-
tion and hold to relevant stereotypes. From a diversity perspective, let us consider the
stereotype that Asians lack communication skills and thus prefer to work in technical
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RESEARCH SUMMARY 2.1

No More “Tell Me about Yourself”
Interviews: Using Structured
Interviews to Reduce Bias in Selection

Many researchers have investigated the influ-
ence of demographic similarity on interview out-
comes. Research results have been mixed, with
SOme  researchers finding that interviewers
favored those who were similar in race or sex
while others finding no similarity effects. Julie
McCarthy and her colleagues proposed that
these mixed results were due to different
research settings, different samples, and differ-
ent types of interviews, Unstructured interviews,
in which the interviewer asks different questions
of different candidates are fraught with bias and
do little to help managers choose the most qual-
ified candidates. In contrast, structured interviews
have certain key characteristics that increase
the validity of the selection process.> In struc-
tured interviews, all candidates are asked the
Same set of questions that are based on a job
analysis—what tasks the person will be required
to do, and what knowledge, skills, and abilities
she or he will need.

McCarthy et al. used the key elements of
successful  structured interviews (including
behaviorally anchored rating scales and inter-
viewer training) with a sample of nearly 20,000
people who had applied for professional posi-
tions with the U.S. government. Demographi-
cally, 59% of applicants were men, 34% were
women, and 7% declined to provide their sex.
Whites, Asians, Hispanics, and Blacks were
79%, T%, 5%, and 4% of applicants, respectively.
Five percent did not report their race or ethnic-
ity. Of 207 interviewers, 58% were men, 37%
were women, and 5% did not identify their sex;
Whites, Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics com-
prised 63%, 19%, 4%, and 3% of the interviewers,
respectively, with 11% not providing their race
or ethnicity.

Each candidate had experience-based,
situational, and behavioral interviews. In the
experience-based interview, applicants ans-
wered questions about their qualifications.
In the situational interview, applicants res-
ponded to hypothetical questions that they
might experience at work. In the behavioral
interview, applicants described their behavior

in past situations that was relevant to the job
for which they were being interviewed. Inter-
viewers were extensively trained on how to con-
duct and score the interview, on the importance
of taking notes during the interview, and on
rater errors, and two interviewers evaluated
each candidate.

Findings were clear: Applicants’ race and
Sex were not related to their ratings by the inter-
viewers nor was applicant/interviewer similarity
related to applicants’ ratings. Because the
research involved g very large field sample that
included significant proportions of Whites,
Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians as applicants and
interviewers, the results of no sex and race
effects and no similarity effects in applicant rat-
ings have strong implications for selection deci-
sions. The researchers noted that organizations
that adopt carefully structured and administered
interviews can minimize concerns about dis-
crimination on the basis of race and sex. The
use of highly structured interviews will help
facilitate the selection of g diverse workforce
and increase the effectiveness of interviews in
identifying candidates most suited for positions.
Through requiring | structured interviews, and
monitoring  results of human resources
activities for fairness, organizational leaders
can also reduce the effects of individual preju-
dice, stereotyping, and discrimination, and
bias in human resources (HR) systems (see
Figure 1.1).

Questions to Consider

1. Aside from the diversity-related benefits,
what are some other benefits of structured
Jjob interviews?

2. For your current Job or for your most recent
previous job, was your interview 5 structured
interview? What were the race and sex of the
last three people with whom you interviewed
for a job? Were they similar to or different
from you? Do you think the similarity or dif-
ference played a role in whether you were
hired?

SOURCE: McCarthy, J. M., Van Iddeking, C. H.,, & Campion,
M. A. (2010). “Are Highly Structured Job Interviews Resis-
tant to Demographic Similarity Effects?” Personnel Psychol-
ogy, 63: 325-359.
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jobs rather than managerial jobs. Let us assume that a decision maker who is making
promotion and succession plans holds this stereotype about Asians. If this person
knows ar Asian American individual who was born and reared in the United States
(and who speaks English as well or as poorly as any other American), he or she is
still likely to think Asians as a group do not speak English well and will not make
good mdnagers. Rather than use the knowledge that this known Asian man or
woman }}‘as good communication skills as a reason to question and discard the stereo-
type, the ‘decision maker is likely to discard the information as unique to this particular
person. Were that decision maker to encounter an Asian man or woman who preferred
the technical promotion track over the managerial path, the manager might attribute
this preff‘erence to the person’s lack of communication skills (rather than to a genuine
personal‘ strength or interest), confirming an existing stereotype.

Taki‘ng women as another example, if a decision maker holds the stereotype that
women do not have the requisite managerial skills, a woman who expresses interest in
advancing in an organization and is highly successful in assessment center exercises
would still be disadvantaged by that stereotypical perception. A successful woman
would b‘e viewed as an anomaly, and her success would be attributed to external fac-
tors (thé organization’s desire to increase representation of women in management,
afﬁrmattve action, or physical attractiveness), rather than to her personal strengths
and motivation. Were she to enter management and fail, this confirmatory failure

would b}e attributed to her (and women) not having the skills requisite to manage. In

‘actuality, her failure may be related to the failure of management to provide training,

mento i g, and encouragement due to holding stereotypes about women ma.nagers.s8

Again turning to how these attribution errors disadvantage non-dominant
groups, imagine that those in positions of power—the dominant group—attribute
their own failures to circumstances but their successes to personal strengths and
character. Imagine also that they see the failures of non-dominant groups as a result
of lack ‘of strength and moral character and the successes of those groups as due to
luck, a&cident, or chance. A likely eonsequence, then, is the tendency to hire, pro-
mote, énd reward the in-groups because they are meritorious, and to not hire,
promo‘ée, and reward out-groups because they clearly are not meritorious.

Ch‘ pter 4 examines how the legacy of slavery and continued discrimination has

contﬂb;uted to wealth disparities between Whites and Blacks. Chapter 7 considers

how privileges enjoyed by Whites as “normal” aspects of everyday life contribute to
the “m!yth of meritocracy.” For example, when Whites believe that Blacks do not
have aé much wealth as Whites have because of failing to invest, save, become entre-
preneq‘rs, or work hard and that Whites have greater wealth because of doing so, this
is an example of attribution errors. Such errors do not allow Whites to see how their
personlal, unearned advantages also disadvantage non-dominant group members.
These ‘uneamed advantages include such things as being perceived as trustworthy
because of being White, being given the benefit of the doubt when credentials are
ambiguous, legacy admissions to universities that were previously segregated, and
inheritance from ancestors who profited from things denied to Blacks (e.g., union
membership and resulting high wages, homes in neighborhoods reserved for Whites

that aﬂ)preciated in value).

Mult;LpIe Group Memberships

As me}ntioned in Chapter 1, each person has multiple group memberships, including

racial, ethnic, age, and other groups. Multiple group memberships make relationships
amoné in-groups and out-groups and social identities quite complex. A White male has
a raci;al identity and a sex or gender identity. Depending on the circumstances and
particular stereotypes, he may perceive Whites or men as the in-group and non-
White‘§ and women as the out-groups, as appropriate. In some cases, Whiteness may
be the most salient identity, and he may display favoritism toward White women.

In otk}xer cases, his maleness may be more salient, and he may favor a Black man.
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When stereotyping is included in his decision-making, he may make different decisions.
If Blacks are perceived as not reliable, for example, the White male manager ﬁay prefer
to hire a White woman. If he views women as likely to quit work to stay at home with
children or miss work because of children, he may favor a man of color. |

Add religion, sexual orientation, and disability to that White male’s soicial identi-
ties and the situation becomes even more complex. Imagine that the White man is
also Jewish and gay and has a disability. In some circumstances, being Ji ewish or hav-
ing a disability may be salient. In other circumstances, his White ma,lene$s may be
overshadowed by his having a disability or being gay. These factors Woulld reduce
his power and the perception that he is a member of the in-group of heterosexual,
nondisabled White males. Being gay or having a disability could also affe¢t his per-
ceptions of and actions toward (other) non-dominant group members. If h}‘s identity
as a member of a non-dominant group is salient, this may increase the likelihood he
will see other non-dominant group members less negatively as well. The e erience
of heterosexism, for example, may cause him to see women as individuals with a
variety of characteristics rather than as a monolithic group. Being Jewish | ay make
him view Blacks as experiencing unfair discrimination and to be supportive of
Blacks’ pursuit of equality. As is evident by these examples, multiple group member-
ships that include some non-dominant groups add complexity to the sociaw‘l identity

equation and highlight the need to avoid painting people with broad stroke§.

Non-dominant Groups as the In-Group

When non-dominant groups are the in-group, the results of the social categorization
of people into in-groups and out-groups are different, Women, for example, may view
other women as having positive attributes and prefer them to men. They may attri-
bute positive behaviors to the characteristics of women and negative behaviors to
circumstances in which women find themselves. They may attribute negative beha-
viors to the characteristics of men and positive behaviors to circumstances. Simi-
larly, Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americans may attribute positive
characteristics to themselves and negative characteristics to Whites. As discussed
earlier, a key difference for women, racial and ethnic minorities, people with disabil-
ities, and other non-dominant group members as in-groups is their generally lower
access to power. Because non-dominant group members are less likely to be in posi-
tions of power, despite what they might believe about dominant group members,
non-dominant group members are less likely to be able to discriminate against men,
Whites, people without disabilities, and other dominant group members.>’

It is also possible that non-dominant group members may hold stereotypes about
members of their own groups. Instead of favoring members of their own in-groups,
they may stereotype them and view the dominant group as more likely to have posi-
tive attributes. In research conducted using real teams (rather than those formed in
the laboratory), Jennifer Boldry and Deborah Kashy found that the status of the
group affected perceptions of the homogeneity of out-groups and the heterogeneity
of in-groups.*’ Lower-status groups viewed themselves and high-status groups (their
out-groups) as having variation in member characteristics. High-status group mem-
bers saw themselves and their group as having heterogeneous characteristics but
saw the out-group members as having homogenous characteristics. Interestingly, the
lower-status group rated the high-status group more favorably in terms of leadership,
motivation, and character than the high-status group members rated themselves.
Boldry and Kashy’s sample included undergraduate freshmen and juniors participat-
ing in a campus corps of cadets, a legitimate group for research purposes but com-
posed of 90% males. The race and ethnicity of the sample were not reported, but it is
to be expected that more diversity in status characteristics (e.g, race, ethnicity, or
sex) would result in different perceptions of the qualities of in- and out-groups. In
addition, the out-group members were striving to become official in-group members
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as they moved up the status hierarchy (i.e., become senior members of the Corps),
which is not likely for those who would differ by race, ethnicity, or sex.

It is possible, however, that non-dominant group members (e.g., Blacks, Latinos)
to a certain extent may “buy in” to the negative stereotypes about their group and also
prefer members of the dominant group, reflecting internalized racism.*! Internalized
racism occurs when members of devalued races consciously or unconsciously accept
or believe negative messages about their own abilities and intrinsic worth and those
of others of the same race.*? Kenneth and Mamie Clark’s “doll studies,” which continue
to be replicated decades later, and Jane Elliott’s “blue eyes/brown eyes” experiments
in the documentary “A Class Divided” have been offered as evidence of the power of
racism and continued messages that one’s group is of low value.® For example, the
stereotype that Blacks are lazy and have a poor work ethic is sometimes held by
Blacks and other minorities as well as by Whites.** Pyke has studied internalized rac-
ism among Asians, noting one Asian man’s parents had told him to stay away from
Asians, resulting in him feeling “uneasy” when around Asians, and feeling he “can’t
stand Vietnamese people or just Asians in general.”45 Internalized sexism occurs when
women accept and believe negative messages about their own abilities and intrinsic
worth and those of other women. While many non-dominant group members resist
such negative messages and have pride in their group memberships,*® those who
succumb to internalized racism or sexism may suffer a host of negative individual con-
sequences (e.g., depression, hopelessness, and health problems) that affect organiza-
tions and society as well. Along with internalized sexism and racism, internalized
ableism, ageism, and homophobia and associated negative consequences can also
occur. Aflthough these —isms may occur, it is also possible that any in-group favoritism
by powérful non-dominant members might be noticed and scrutinized more than in-
group favoritism by dominant group members. This may serve to limit in-group favor-
itism b}j non-dominant group members.

Stereotype threat is related to the effects of negative messages about one’s group,
and océurs when one is concerned about being judged by a negative stereotype
about one’s group. Stereotype threat has deleterious effects on performance in a
variety Ef situations.*” Multiple studies have shown that priming of one’s group mem-
bership‘inﬂuences performance on relevant tasks, including women’s math perfor-
mance, Blacks’, Latinos’, and poor people’s standardized test performance, and
White men’s athletic performance, among others.*® In addition to performing more
poorly, stereotype threat has been shown to reduce women’s learning and retention
of math skills, which has long-term individual and societal consequences.49

Along with internalizing or having their performance (and sometimes learning)
impeded by negative beliefs, there are many other negative individual, organiza-
tional, and societal consequences of stereotyping and discrimination. As we discuss
in later chapters, name-based discrimination, job steering based on who is thought to
be suited to certain jobs (e.g., by sex, race, physical appearance), discrimination in
layoffs and terminations, and consumer racial profiling are just a few of these nega-
tive consequences that researchers have documented. As mentioned in Chapter 1,
consumer racial profiling is differential treatment of consumers in the marketplace
based on race/ethnicity that constitutes denial of or degradation in the products
and/or services that are offered to the consumer.?® Organizational Feature 2.1 pro-
vides an example of how consumer racial profiling can result in lost business both
from customers who are profiled and from other customers who are displeased by
others’ mistreatment.

Individuals, such as Mr. Pitts, clearly suffer from consumer racial profiling, but
organizations experience negative consequences as well, from lost business, but
also from shrinkage due to stereotyping and consumer racial profiling as a means
to control theft. For example, a common fear is that young people, particularly
minorities, are likely shoplifters. In a large study in an Atlanta store, however, unob-
trusive observers documented who was stealing by race, sex, and age category. They



ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURE 2.1

Negative Consequences of Bad Check
Accusation

Appearing to make decisions on the basis of ste-
reotypical beliefs generated considerable nega-
tive publicity for Walmart when Reginald Pitts,
a Black man and human resources manager at
GAF Materials, went to a Florida Walmart to
purchase 510 gift cards for company employees
and was assumed to be using a bad check.?!
GAF, the biggest roofing systems maker in the
United States with $1.6 billion in revenues the
year prior to the incident, had been purchasing
gift cards at Walmart for years. The cards were
typically picked up by a White female adminis-
trator, but because she was on vacation, Pitts
decided to get the cards himself. He phoned in
the order and went to Walmart with a $13,000
company check, his driver's license, and his
GAF Dbusiness card. When called, a GAF
accounting supervisor assured store managers
that the check was good, but store managers
still told Pitts they were having trouble verifying
the check. While he waited about two hours at
the customer service desk, two Black Walmart
employees told Pitts that similar transactions
by other customers had been processed without
delay and suggested he was being closely scruti-
nized because he was Black.

Pitts repeatedly asked for the check to be
returned so he could buy the cards elsewhere,
but store managers refused to return the check
and continued stalling. They had called law
enforcement to report a felony. When the depu-
ties arrived, one grabbed Pitts, telling him they
needed to talk with him about the “forged
check.” Pitts said he thought he was going to
jail. After reviewing the “evidence,” the deputies
concluded there were no grounds for a criminal
charge and returned the check to Pitts. Pitts said
that the Walmart store manager told him he “did
what he had to do” and “have a great day, sir.”
“I keep going over and over the incident in my
mind. I cannot come up with any possible
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reason why I was treated like this except that I
am Black,” said Pitts.

GAF and Pitts lodged complaints with Wal-
mart, which opened its own investigation. Wal-
mart conceded the situation was “handled very
poorly” but said that Walmart does not tolerate
racial profiling or discrimination. The store man-
ager was fired, and another was disciplined for
not following company policies. Four Walmart
officials called Pitts to apologize for the inci-
dent, including Lawrence Jackson, Walmart’s
executive VP of Human Resources. Jackson
“said that he was apologizing as one HR man-
ager to another and as one African-American to
another.”

After Mr. Pitts’ experience, which he
described as being “totally humiliating,” GAF
purchased the gift cards at Target instead. In
addition to that lost business, after significant
media coverage, including local and national
news coverage, other incensed customers also
took their business elsewhere. Samantha,
Devine, an office manager at a medical clinic,
had planned to go to Walmart to buy gift cards
for coworkers. When she heard what happened
to Pitts, Devine said, “It made me so angry I
haven't set foot in 2 Walmart since.”

Questions to Consider

1. What assumptions might have been made
about Mr. Pitts?

2. Given the risk of retaliation from manage-
ment if found out, what factors may have
motivated the Black store employees to tell
Mr. Pitts that other customers had processed
large checks without hassle?

3. Walmart apparently had policies regarding
checks that could not be verified that were
not followed, suggesting policies alone are
insufficient to address certain stereotypes
and fears. What additional safeguards might
be implemented so that consumer racial pro-
filing does not occur?

found that shoppers aged 35
Whites were equally likely t
most likely to be shoplifters:
the premises looking for surv
cally,

are aware of the targeting of other groups.®®

consumer racial profiling may increase crime b

-54 were most likely to steal and that non-Whites and
0 steal. People who exhibited certain behaviors were
leaving the store without making a purchase, scanning
eillance cameras, and tampering with products.®? Ironi-
y those not targeted, but who
In a controlled experiment, Amy
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Hackney and Jack Glaser found a “reverse deterrent” effect on Whites who were not
profiled for cheating on a difficult task. When Black confederates in the study were
singled out for cheating, White participants cheated more than when Whites were
profiled and more than when there was no profiling of either group. Blacks’ cheating
behavior was similar across experimental conditions, thus, the additional cheating
by Whites when Blacks were profiled led to a net increase in cheating. This net
increase led the researchers to suggest that profiling may be counterproductive—
having a reverse deterrent effect. If retailers focused training on avoiding stereotypes
and paying attention to behaviors, shrinkage due to shoplifting and lost business due
to consumer racial profiling might be significantly reduced. Similar observations can
be made for other forms of racial profiling.

AVERSIVE RACISM, AMBIVALENT SEXISM, AND OTHER NEW - ISMS

Overt demonstrations of intentional discrimination are considerably less likely in the
twenty-first century than they have been in the past. However, researchers have identified
contemporary, different forms of racism, including aversive, symbolic, and new racism.
Aversive racism occurs when those who ostensibly adhere to egalitarian values and believe
themselves to be unprejudiced still possess negative feelings and beliefs about racial
issues and minority group members. A person with egalitarian values believes in human
equality, particularly regarding social, political, and economic rights and privileges. Unlike
those who practice traditional, overt racist behavior, those who hold aversive racist beliefs
do not openly discriminate, but when their actions can be justified by some other factor
(e.g., lack of “fit” or some other factor other than race), they are likely to exhibit aversive
racist behaviors. Multiple studies have documented the existence of this form of racism
across times and settings, and it could be considered more troublesome than traditional
racism. People who hold traditional racist beliefs might state them openly, but aversive
racists say they espouse egalitarian beliefs, which makes efforts to identify and change
their true beliefs more difficult. In one study, John Dovidio and Samuel Gaertner docu-
mented the change in White participants’ expression of prejudiced beliefs over a ten year
period, finding significantly fewer instances in the later pelﬁiod.54 Even so, the researchers
did find that, when making selection decisions, participants who expressed prejudicial
beliefs (i.e., traditional racism) at both points were less likely to select Blacks, regardless
of the qualifications of the Black candidates. Those who did not express prejudicial beliefs
showed no differences in rates of recommendation when qualifications for either Blacks
or Whites were particularly high. When qualifications were ambiguous—neither particu-
larly strong, nor particularly weak—Whites were more frequently recommended than sim-
ilarly qualified Blacks. Thus, when qualifications were strong and discrimination could be
easily identified, aversive racists made similar recommendations for Blacks and Whites.
When qualifications were ambiguous and decisions could be attributed to factors other
than discrimination (e.g., “fit” or “personality”), aversive racists made fewer selection
recommendations for Blacks. Dovidio and Gaertner suggested that this behavior may be
based in part on the fundamental attribution error (discussed earlier) and reflective of
Whites’ tendency to give the benefit of the doubt to ambiguously qualified in-group mem-
bers but not to out-group members. As we discuss in Chapter 4, Blacks and Latinos with
similar financial qualifications have been steered to higher mortgage rates than Whites,
which may also indicate in-group favoritism and out-group bias, and which had devastat-
ing consequences for some of the affected families. Differences in relationships between
qualifications and hiring or mortgage rates can be monitored and measured and disparities
addressed by knowledgeable leaders committed to equality and to their bottom line.

“New” Racism

Similar to aversive racism, new racism includes beliefs that racism is a thing of the
past and that Blacks have attained excessive, unfair gains through programs such
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as affirmative action. New racists do not display overt racism, but when provided
with a rationale, they will use business justifications as excuses to deny employment
to Blacks. In a laboratory study, Art Brief and his colleagues investigated whether
explicit instructions from “company officials” to discriminate against Blacks would
be followed.?® The business Jjustifications provided were that the company president
believed it was important to (1) continue the good relationships built by the previous
(White) job incumbent, (2) keep the marketing teams as homogeneous as possible,
or (3) match the newly hired employee to the race of the majority of clients in the
assigned territory base. Study participants who had high scores on the new racism
scale were likely to avoid hiring qualified Blacks when provided with this “business
justification.” In nearly 40% of the cases, those participants chose an unqualified
White instead of a qualified Black, a finding consistent with a case discussed in
Chapter 3, in which a Coca-Cola bottler was found to have passed over Blacks and
Latinos for less qualified Whites.

In another study assessing purported changes in racial attitudes, Eduardo
Bonilla-Silva and Tyrone Forman hypothesized that recent changes overstate the
amount of positive change in racial attitudes.”® Using qualitative and quantitative
data drawn from 732 university students (who are believed to be less prejudiced
than those with less education), Eduardo Bonilla-Silva and Tyrone Forman found
that students avoided the appearance of holding discriminatory beliefs in surveys,
but interview data presented a different picture. “I'm not a racist ... but ...” preceded
statements expressing hostile attitudes toward racial minorities; beliefs that minori-
ties, rather than systematic discrimination, were responsible for their own situations;
and belief in the existence of reverse discrimination, among other things. The
researchers urged caution in concluding that racial attitudes were improving, sug-
gesting that “colorblind racism” was replacing the expression of traditionally racist
attitudes that are no longer widely acceptable.

Ambivalent sexism is the simultaneous holding of both hostile (“women are incom-
petent at work™) and “benevolent” (“women must be protected”) sexist beliefs about
women.”” Hostile sexism is an antipathy toward women based on faulty and inflexible
generalization (e.g., negative stereotypes). Benevolent sexism is defined as a set of inter-
related attitudes toward women that are sexist (stereotypical) and at the same time
perceived as positive by the attitude holder (e.g., helping and attraction).®

Benevolent sexism might be manifested by comments to a female coworker on
her appearance, which could undermine her being taken seriously at Work,59 or by
finishing her sentences, which could make her appear timid and unassertive.
Although benevolent sexism is viewed less negatively than hostile sexism, it is still
detrimental to women.®°

Neosexism is similar to aversive racism,; it occurs when people’s reported egali-
tarian values conflict with their negative attitudes toward women.®! The existence
of neosexism has been documented in studies conducted in the United States, Slo-
venia, and Croatia, among other areas.®? It could be argued that similar aversive
attitudes exist toward other non-dominant groups. Reporting egalitarian attitudes
toward gay men and lesbians but resisting equitable work-related benefits for
them or reporting egalitarian attitudes toward people with disabilities but resisting
accommodations for them as expensive or unfair to people without disabilities are
possible examples.

“DIVERSITY” AND NON-DOMINANT GROUPS
IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS

Although most of the research in this chapter was conducted in American settings,
many of the theoretical ideas, constructions, and relationships discussed have wide-
spread relevance. As discussed in Chapter 1, what is most important to the study of
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diversity in different countries depends on national context, culture, political and
socioeconomic structures, and history.®® To determine critical areas of difference in a
particular context, considering differences based on power or dominance relations
stemming from historical disparities and perpetuated by continued differential and
pejorative treatment of certain groups, can be helpful. Identifiability, whether through
physical features, religion, name, or other factor is also important. In most areas
around the world, females are the non-dominant group, regardless of their proportion
of the population. For other non-dominant groups, one might assess which groups are
more likely to be un- or under-employed, residentially segregated, receive less educa-
tion or poorer returns on education, have higher unemployment and incarceration
rates, and poorer health. Key markers of “minority” or non-dominance are often con-
sistent across cultures. Looking at groups targeted by anti-discrimination legislation
might also be useful; the need for legislation often suggests the existence of differential
and pejorative actions. Looking at areas prohibited from discussion or tracking (such
as race in France or Germany) might also indicate problem areas.®* Refusal to talk
about something does not make it invisible or negate disparities associated with it.

Although the groups relevant to “diversity” in the United States are not transfer-
rable to other countries, the ideas about dominance, power, in-groups and out-
groups, social categorization, stereotyping, inequality, and other concepts are indeed
relevant. As noted by Ozbilgin and his colleagues in their research on global diversity
management, “Diversity is here to stay on a global scale. We can celebrate it or hate
it, but we cannot neglect it or postpone it

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Efforts to combat stereotypes must be purposeful. As we have discussed, when con-
fronted W}th information that is contradictory to their stereotypes, people tend to see
the situation as “unique” rather than using it to question and begin discarding their
beliefs. \%wn faced with behavior that confirms stereotypes, people attend to such
informati?n instead of recognizing that there is variation among members of all
groups. Indeed, it is likely that every stereotype will apply to individuals from many
different groups. With concerted effort, motivated people can in some cases deacti-
vate sterqotyping and stop automatic categorization and discriminatory actions.

Kerry Kawakami and colleagues have empirically investigated the effects of
training on stereotype reduction. They found that practice in negating stereotypes
results m‘ reduced activation of stereotypes.® Adam Galinsky and Gordon Mosko-
witz have also found that perspective taking helps to reduce stereotyping and some
of its negative consequences.®” Even without formal training, we can and should
work consciously, as individuals, to resist stereotyping, in-group favoritism, and
out-grouﬁ biases. Awareness of these processes is an important step, as is organiza-
tional support of equity. We should question ourselves and our beliefs, attitudes, and
behavior toward dissimilar others.

Becapse aversive racists are unaware that they hold prejudiced attitudes and
genuinely think they are unbiased, efforts to change their prejudices are necessarily
different from attempts to change those who openly acknowledge and express overt
prejudice, Dovidio and Gaertner suggest several strategies that may be employed to
help peopfle reduce their propensities to stereotype and the in-group—out-group cate-
gorizations that people seem to make au’comarcic:atlly.68 Their analyses indicate the fol-
lowing measures may be effective:

e Lead aversive racists to see the inconsistencies in their behaviors and their
stated values, thereby developing cognitive dissonance and the desire to reduce
it. Active efforts to reduce dissonance will help aversive racists reduce and ulti-
matel‘y eliminate automatic activation of stereotypes in interactions with out-
group members.
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® Engage group members in activities to achieve common, superordinate goals.
Doing so will reduce perceptions of competition between in-groups and out-
groups while increasing perceptions of cooperation.

® Encourage groups to perceive themselves as members of a single, superordinate
group, rather than as two separate groups. Doing so will help create a common
identity and result in in-group favoritism that includes both groups.

In an organizational setting, group members who view themselves as part of the
organization working for the same employer, pursuing the organization’s vision and
mission, and competing against others in the industry will be more likely to see their
diverse group as the in-group working toward the same goal. Although some
researchers have questioned the efficacy of prejudice reduction programs,® what is
certain is that organizational leadership, zero tolerance for discrimination, account-
ability, and control and monitoring can and do affect behaviors at work. In organiza-
tions in which diversity is embraced and valued and discrimination and exclusion are
not tolerated, those who would exclude and limit based on characteristics such as
race, sex, age, religion, sexual orientation, ability, and other irrelevant factors at
work should be viewed as undesirable out-groups working against the important
goal of diversity, equality, and inclusion.

In addition to working to reduce discrimination based on stereotyping and social
categorization processes, organizational monitoring and control measures should be
implemented. In her work on sex and race inequality at work, Reskin notes that the
discretion involved in human resources decisions “invites stereotyping, evaluation
bias, and attribution error by decision-makers, and these almost certainly maintain
inequality.”” In their study in which Blacks and Hispanics were more likely to be
laid off than Whites and Asians who had similar qualifications and performance,
Elvira and Zatzick suggested that managerial discretion and lack of monitoring of
managerial decisions allowed managers to act upon conscious or unconscious cogni-
tive biases, perhaps “due to similarity-attraction or stereotypes,” to influence layoff
decisions about who would be laid off,”*

Contemporary forms of racism (aversive, new, and modern racism) reflect people’s
decreasing willingness to express overtly racist beliefs; however, people may still
behave in discriminatory ways when provided a rationale or justification for doing so.™
Supportive organizational climates for diversity can reduce individuals’ discriminatory
actions.”™ Holding managers and supervisors accountable for their decisions helps
reduce overt and covert displays of bias.”* Diverse recruitment and selection teams,
supervisors and managers, and legitimate selection criteria may be helpful at organiza-
tional entry. Interviews should be highly structured, and interviewers should be trained
in proper procedures and about errors and biases. Salary decisions should be made
based on job requirements, as should training, development, promotion, and termination
decisions; all should be monitored regularly by the human resources staff. Organiza-
tional leaders must be willing to implement policies and monitoring and control mea-
sures that are supportive of diversity throughout their organizations.

Diversity and human resources practitioners should analyze and assess data on
progress and trends in their organizations by identity groups (e.g., race, ethnicity,
sex, age, and so on). Which groups comprise new hires, promotions, transfers, and
exits? Researchers have found that even when controlling for possible contributors
(absence, social class, economic sector, and industry), Black men at high and low
levels were more likely to be dismissed than White men.” Which groups are consis-
tently not represented in certain departments or represented only at certain levels,
despite qualifications and backgrounds similar to those of others? Do certain groups
comprise all or nearly all of certain departments? Managers and supervisors should
be evaluated on their diversity results, including their employees’ perceptions of
fairness. Long-standing attitudes and perceptions about different groups, coupled
with longstanding organizational practices (such as unstructured interviews or
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recruitment solely at certain universities) and characteristics may impede
diversity and may not be useful for a considerably more diverse population. Con-
sistent attention to diversity and inclusion are needed to ensure continued
progress,”®

| SUMMARY

In this chapter, we have considered factors that characterize minority, or non-
dominant, groups and have provided a rationale for determining “What is a minor-
ity?” yet we have acknowledged that identifiability, power, discrimination, and
group awareness vary among non-dominant groups. We have incorporated
research| from social psychology to help understand prejudice, stereotyping, and
social ca%:egorization. These social processes were linked to behaviors that support
or hinder diversity in organizations and to some specific examples that will be dis-
cussed 1311 subsequent chapters. When made on the basis of stereotyping and social
categorization, job-related decisions (hiring, firing, compensation, promotion and
advancerjnent, training, job placement, and so on) are often illegal and are always
problem?rttic, regardless of whether they are illegal. We presented measures to
reduce stereotyping, aversive racism, and other aversions.

Althc§>ugh it is impossible to consider every theory and psychological process
related to diversity, readers should now be aware that along with the deliberate,

| . s : .
overt categorization of different others, underlying, unconscious processes are also

involved,; Both overt and unconscious discrimination often result from people’s pro-
pensity to stereotype and see members of certain groups as more or less appropriate
for certain jobs (e.g., women as secretaries versus truck drivers—see Chapter 9). It is
these unconscious propensities that are most insidious and difficult to eradicate. As
some lawsuits show, some employers verbalize their stereotypical perceptions, but
many simply act on them, so the individual affected has little or no concrete evidence
of discrimination. Unchecked prejudicial attitudes can lead to discrimination, but
external factors such as control and monitoring can prevent them from doing so.

For individuals, willingness to listen, think, understand, and grow in learning
about diiversity issues will be helpful in improving positive outcomes. Because dis-
crinﬁnat;ion, exclusion, diversity, and inclusion are consequences of more than indi-
vidual actions, however, concerted organizational and societal measures to bring
about change are also required.

Ambivalent sexism — the simultaneous holding of both hostile and “benevolent” sex-
ist beliefs about women; for example, “women are incompetent at work” and
“women must be protected.”

Attributi(lm errors — the tendency to underestimate the influence of external factors
(e.g., situations or circumstances) and overestimate the influence of internal fac-
tors (e.g., personal qualities) when evaluating the behavior of others.

Aversive} racism — the holding of egalitarian values and beliefs that one is unpreju-
diced but still possessing negative feelings and beliefs about racial issues and
minon't§ group members.

Benevolt?nt sexism — a set of interrelated attitudes toward women that are sexist
while they are perceived as positive by the attitude holder.

Consumf;:r racial profiling — differential treatment of consumers in the marketplace

based on race/ethnicity that constitutes denial of or degradation in the products
and/or services that are offered to the consumer.
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Descriptive stereotyping — perceptions about how people do or will behave, based on
their group memberships.

Discrimination — differential and pejorative actions that serve to limit the social,
political, or economic opportunities of members of particular groups.

Egalitarian — one who believes in human equality, particularly regarding social,
political, and economic rights and privileges.

Employment discrimination — the valuation in the labor market of personal ¢haracter—
istics of applicants and workers that are unrelated to productivity.

Hostile sexism — antipathy toward women based on faulty and inflexible g;eneraliza-
tions (negative stereotypes).

Internalized racism — the acceptance of and belief by members of devalueﬂi races in

negative messages about their own abilities and intrinsic worth and those of others
of the same race.

Internalized sexism — acceptance and belief by women of negative messag?‘fes about
their own abilities and intrinsic worth and those of other women.

Labor market discrimination — the valuation in the labor market of personail charac-
teristics of applicants and workers that are unrelated to productivity.

Neosexism — the conflict between people’s reported egalitarian values and ?heir neg-
ative attitudes toward women.

New racism — the belief that racism is a thing of the past and that Blacks have
attained excessive, unfair gains through programs such as affirmative actibn.

Prejudice — irrational, negative evaluations of a group.

Prescriptive stereotyping — perceptions about how people should behave #)ased on
their group memberships.

Similarity effect — a bias in which people are more likely to select or @e demo-
graphically similar others.

Social identity — the part of an individual’s self-concept that derives from h;ls or her
membership in a social group and the value and emotional significance att}ached to
that group membership.

Stereotype threat — when one is concerned about being judged by a negativie stereo-
type about one’s group.

Stereotypes — overgeneralizations of characteristics to large human groups.
Stigma — deviations from the desired norm in a certain context.

Structured interviews — a series of job-related questions with pre-detiexmined
answers that are consistently applied across all interviews for a particular pob.

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER

1. This chapter discusses many identities and multiple group membersﬂips that
people have. If you were to describe the important parts of your identﬂcy, what
would be on your list? Make a list, and then rank order the most—to-leas:t impor-
tant aspects of your identity. Which are immediately apparent to otheﬁs? What
effect does each identity have on your life?

2. As a powerful group, elected officials affect the life chances of the pbpulace.
How are elected officials in the area in which you live similar to or different
demographically from the population in that area? ‘

3. Researchers have found that people are less willing to express “Hadiﬁonaﬂy”
prejudiced beliefs than in the past, but their behavior does not agﬁee with
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espois:!i beliefs. How can such disparities in expressed beliefs and actions
undermine diversity in organizations? What organizational measures can be
implimented to investigate whether there are inconsistencies in expressed
beliefs, behaviors, and outcomes related to diversity in organizations?

Choo‘§e an aspect of your identity in which you are a member of the dominant
racial, ethnic, sex, or religious group. Have you experienced being the minority in
a situation (e.g., White among many Blacks, Asians, or Latinos, Christian in the
United States among many Jews)? If you are a racial minority, have you experi-
enceoh being a minority among others of color (e.g., Asian among many Blacks;
Latino among many Asians) rather than among Whites? If you are a man, have you
expeﬁenced being the minority in a meeting at work or at school in a class? If you
are a‘woman, have you experienced being the minority in a meeting at work or at
school in a class? What were these experiences of being a “minority” like?

ACTIONS AND EXERCISES

1.

Discuss stereotypes with a trusted friend or family member. What kinds of job-
related stereotypes is he or she aware of? (Note that awareness of stereotypes
does not mean belief in the veracity of the stereotype.) Discuss how these
stereotypes can negatively affect individuals’ job opportunities and advance-
ment. Can you think of a person who is not a member of the stereotyped group
who fits the stereotypical characteristic? Can you think of a person who is a
member of the stereotyped group who doesn’t fit the stereotype?

Using a local newspaper (San Francisco Chronicle, Chicago Tribune, Dallas
Morning News, and so on), a campus or university newspaper, and a community
or city newspaper, locate stories that include photos of people in the story. Make
a table of the type of story (human interest, business news, crime, etc.), race,
ethnicity, sex, and estimated age of the subject. What diversity-related observa-
tions can be made from the table?

. Locate a newspaper that has an executive or business section that includes “pro-

motions,” “executive changes,” or other career moves. If there are photos of the
people involved, list their race, ethnicity, and sex. If names only are provided,
determine the sex of the person, where possible. What observations can you
make from your list?
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