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Aim 
To provide a summary of the conceptual and theoret ical underpinning of equa lity and 

diversity polic ies. 

Objectives 
• To present the main theoretical approaches to equality and diversity. 

• To identify the chronological sh ift from equa lity to diversity. 

• To provide an analysis of similarities and differences between 'equal opportunities' and 

'dive rsity management' . 

5. ·: INTRODUCTION 
This chapter aims to present a sununary of the concepts and theories underpitming 
equality and diversity policies. As Webb (1 997) pointed out , over the 1990s there were 
changes in the meanings attached to equality. Early policies were fou nded on a 'same­
ness' model and in the UK policies were firmly connected to the legislation enacted in 
the 1970s. 'Equal opportunities ' (EO) became the most conm1on label fo r organisational 
policies , even though , as we discuss later, it became a 'catch-all ' for a range of distinctly 
different types of equali ty policy. The chapter offe rs a summary of the critiques of 
traditional equality concepts that set the scene for the emergence of the diversity 
concept. Diversity management (DM), as a policy approach , was fo unded on a ·differ­
ence ' model and emerged in the mid to late 1990s in the UK. As Kaler (2001 : 51 ) has 
pointed out, there are difficulties in determining the precise relationship of DM to the 
older concept of EO - whether d iversity should be considered as a new ancl different 
concept or one that builds on the older concept . Does diversity pursue different ends bv 
different means or do EO and DM overlap to the extent that diversity can be seen as 
pursuing the same ends by different means' Finally, the chapter considers the present 
state of theorizing on equality and diversity, together w ith future p rospects. We believe 
that it is important to understand how traditional concepts of equality live on in 
contemporary DM poli cy and practi ce, even if the label and rhetoric have changed. 

The Dynamics of M:1m:1µ:ini; IJ in·rsil)' 

Copyrigh1 © 2010 Gilt Kirton & Aunc-maric.: Grrc-nc. Publi!lhetl by ElsC\'it•r Lid. Alt ri!,".ht:. rcscned. 

-

117 



118 CHAPTER 5 Theorizing po licy approaches to equa lity and diversity 

Tliu;,. rhe chronological acc()UJll prl'Sl'Ilted bel u ,, · sill>uld he read a;. ourl ining dominant 

rhinh.ing on equali11 aml di1·cr;.i t1· in tile diffe ren t pcrimb. hut in rc:tlir1 \\T \\ill shu\\ 

that the theuretical :tpproaches are i111crcunncucd . 

Equ: tlit1 · i;. umlo uhted!I· :1 liit'li c ulL area tu rhL·orii'.l· hecaust: uf ril e \\ ·ide 1·:1rit:11 uf 

meaning;, :trr :ic hcd {() the concept. h the , ·c m ct:rn w ith the p rin c iple;. l>f cq1 1:tlir1·. th e 

tl ' j)l' ufn1u:tli11 ·. the i111pkllll'lll:tt io11 urn1u:1lit1· p()li cks or the etln:til ·cnc;.s ufp;1q an d 

present equ:tiin initi:lli1·e;. ' '>:tii enl (jlleSLi u ns inc lude : what l \' jW'- of cqua li t1· :trL· 

o rgan i;.:ll io n:tl pol ic ies inlt:Il clcd to :1 chiL· \l· - for e:-.:: 1n1ple. equa lin of treatment. cqu:tlit1· 

of opponunir1· or cq ual it)· ui' o u1 u>11H:: ·, \\'hat tqw;. or disniminar iun :trL· poli c ies 

intended LO m ·crcome and in wha t \\ ':t i' s' Docs eq uali11 mean 11·L·:11ing pcupk the .~ : urn: . 

or d ilfcrenth., Should \\ 'e he think ing or c·rnp l<>)'t'c;, as neutral imlividu;1l;, \\'ho 

contrihu1e the same ah ilit ic;. . and wh o slwuld rt: cein:· the s:t m l· accc;.s to op pon 11 nit iL·s 

and re\\ ·ards and he asscssnl in the same \\':t y. rq.~:1rdlcss of suci:tl grr>up ch:1 r:1 ct eristil·si 

Sih>llill \\ 'L· pla1· duwn th e di!Tt-rencc;. bt: f\\Tt'n peopk o r should we value the n :: ry 

c::--;istcn ce of tiluse differences' Shou ld we look at d i fft-rc nccs herween indi1·iduals . ur 

docs it st ill rn:ike sense tu talk :thoul group differences amung \\'Omen. black and 

minorin · ethnic ( BME ) w u rkers . () Ider work ers. lcshian and ga1· \\ orkcrs ur disabled 

workers ' Uo members ur these groups face similar problems w each o ther and might 

1he1· bcndit frum similar .,0Jurions·1 Or is e1'e1Tone a uniqu e imli1 ·idual w ith no .~pc L· i:tl 

connect ion ro ot her:-,' For rhe purposes of o ur d iscu:-,si on. questi o n~ ;.uch :ts the~e :1 1·e 

::. ign i licanr hecause rile\' puinr to the lack o f conceptual c l:t rin · th :tt o fi:en surro unds 

organ i;,ario n:tl polic ies. But. ir is imponanr for organisational poli c ie:-. ro be :-,peciti c 

aho ur whar thn· are :i i ming Lo accomplish. orherwise there ctn he no me:ms of n ·: tlu­

:lling what h:1 ;, been achie\'ed. 

THE EQUALITY AGENDA 1970s-1980s: LIBERAL AND RADICAL 
APPROACHES 
A good sraning poi nr is ru look in some cletail at .Je\\'so n and Mason ·s ( l 'J86) in fluential 

artic le o n the rheor y and practi ce of equaliry polic ies . Thcv identif y. compare am! 
conrrasr liberal and racl ical approaches ro eq uali r1 po l iq ·-making. 

The liberal approach 

The liberal appro:tch to cqualiry essenr i:tllv dcri\t' from political ide:tb o f c la;,sic 

liberalism and liberal democracy ( fewson and Mason , 1980) . I t is based around a be li ef in 

rhe right~ of rh e indiYidual ro uni1-.::rsa lil' applicable standards of j.usti cc an d cit izt:nship 

(Webb , 1997). Therefore, ·eq11rrlil_J' o/ Ojljiort1111 ity e.Yists 1i'/.Je11 rrll i11di1·irl11uls (//'C' 

e1 w b ledji·ee/J' ond eq11ol~J· tu crm1jJele j(Jr :mci r rl re11 ·c11-r/:( (Je\\·son am! ,\1 ason. 198(1 : 

:)07). T he m odel is predi cated on a phil o"oph1' of ·s:trne nes< - tile idc:t tli:tt people 

should ha1·e access ro and he :1ssessed w ith in th e workplace as imli1·id uals, regardless of 

~oc ial gro up. The fucus is on the imlil·idu:tl . where people :ire required ro dern· or 

ancmpl to minimize d i fference.'- and compete for job;, ~oleil ' on th e h:1si;. of' ind i1·idual 

merit ( Liff and Wajc man . I 99C1 ; 1'.aler, 200 I ). Job sclectiun o n th e basis or indi1·idua l 

merit is seen a~ fai r. Concepti ()n" of merit t1 'pic:1ll y incl ude f:1crn rs such as experience. 

educn ion:tl q ualilicat io ns . commirmcnt :1ml so on ( 1'.aler. 200 J · .::; _:; ). 
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Policies basecl on th e notion of the neutral incl ividual are seen as the most efficient 
mea ns of ach ieving a fai r distribution of rewa rds an cl reso urces in th e \VOrkpl ace. This 
stanclpoin t has grounding in the phil osophy of free market competition an cl thus can 
be Lin kecl to neoclassical theori es of employment segregation (Chapte r 3). With in 
neoclassical rh eor~', unfai r cl iscriminari on is not an inherent or intr insic fea ture of 
capi ta list labour markets, bur is a distortion of an oth erwise rational market. Notions of 
the free marker are cenrral to the li be ral approach to equali ty and therefo re , equalitY 
po li c ~ · within the li beral ap proach is foc usecl on what .J ewson and Mason (] 986) call 
·positive acrion ' . Posit ive action invo lves implementing measures to re move obstac les ro 
the operation of the free labour market and to meritocratic competition . This sho uld nor 
be con fused wi th ·affi rmative action ' which de ri ves from the US an cl refl ects a mo re 
rad ical approach (see Table 5 . 1 ). Affi rmative action is more aki n to w har in the U K is 
call e e! ·positive discrimination ' (discussecl later). Positi ve action might include initia­
tives such as adverti sing campaigns reass uring cancli clates that all appli cations w ill be 
judged SOiely 0 11 th eir merits , Creche fac ilities in the \VOrkplace (allowing pa rents -
most!!· moth ers - to ba lance work ancl fa mil y), ere. lt can also include eq uality training to 

teach recrui te rs how to use no n-biasecl procedures and methods in recruitment ancl 
selecti on . 

The liberal approach to equali ty influ enced the campaign fo r anti-disc rimination 
legislation in Bri tain in the 1970s , leading to the Sex Discrimination Act (197 5), Race 
Relations Act (I 976) and Equal Pay Act (1970). At this rime, the emphasis was on 
encouraging employers to develop fo rmal procedu res for ensuring fa ir and meri tocrati c 
methods of selection for jobs, training and prom otion . It was believed that this would 
lead to the developme nt of a 'metaphori cal leve l playing fi eld ' (Webb, 1997) Thus. the 
liberal approach to equality rests on bureaucratization and fo rmali za tion of procedures 
so as to ensure that p rocesses are formally fa ir w ithin organisations - an approach also 
known as proceclural justice. 

The radical approach 
ln contrast to the liberal approach , the radical approach emphasizes the need for direct 
intervention in order to work towards not only equality of opportunity, but al so equality 
of outcome . This means that the objective is not only to achieve fair p rocedures (as in 
the liberal approach) , but also to achieve fair distribution of rewards. What is meant 
by fa ir d istribution of rewards' l f, for example , women or BME workers are uncler­
represented in middle ancl senior management, this w ould be seen as unfair distribution 
of rewa rds, ,,,1 hich sh ould be tackled by the equality p oli cy (by introducing, for example, 
targets or even quotas for under-represented groups). To emp hasize , the foc us of the 
radical app roach is not on individuals, but on groups, recognizing that w hile discrimi­
nation affects indi viduals, it is at the group level that systemic di scrimination can be 
identifi ed. Th e idea that all p eople are equal regardless of social group membership 
sho uld be refl ected in the even distribution of rewards in the workplace . The absence of 
fa ir distribution is read as e \·idence of unfa ir discrimi nation . The ideal of the radical 
approach is a situation where eve ry workfo rce is representative of all the social groups 
availab le to it (Ka ler, 200 1: 53). This stands in contrast to the libe ral app roach wh ere the 
princip le of se lection on merit alone cl oes not require even group representativeness. 
The q uestion posed by the radica l approach is - \.Vhat is meri t'! The radical app roach 
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Table 5.1 Co111pariso11 of Eq ua li ty and Diversity A;Jproaches 

Approach P~inciple Strategy Method Type of Equality 

Llbe1al Fair eqt1al Level playing Policy sta(ernent, equal11y Equa lity 01 
opporlur 11ty field proof recrun111ent and opporu111ly 

sele:t10n procedu res 

Pos1t1ve action Ass1sta11ce lei Mon1tor111g, IJrf::-eniry rra1n1ng. Equalny of 
d1sadva11laged 1n -se1 vr ~P tra 1ning. special opportunity 
soc ial groups cou rses, elevate equality 

w1t1111 1 management 

Stro1 1g pos1t1ve Give IJOS1t1ve Family friendly pul1c:1es, Mov1 r1g towilrC''· 
action 1J1eference to 1mprovE· access for d1sa1Jled equaltt'y of 

certa111 groups mak12 harassment a dis- OLIILf)fflt' 

c1pl1na ry offence 

Radical Pos1t1ve discrimi- Proportional Preferential selecilon, Eql1al11, of 
natio11 (or more equal rep- quo1as ~;Lil ~C1,r1t 

radical forms of 1esentat1011 
positive ac tion) 

D1vers1ly Max1m1ze Use employee V1s1on slateme•1t. orgcr11sat1on Equa 1n1 means 
1nd1v1dual diversity to add audit, business-related profit al1g11ec "'1l" 
pote11t1al value objectives, communication and orga111saucna· 

accountability, cr1arige cJltui-e 01J1ectives 

Source: Based oi-, Miller, 1996: 205. 206. 

does nor see abiliry or ralern as neurral. bur claims rhat norions uf :1bilit y ancl talenr 

contain ancl concea l a series of \'alue judgemems ancl stereot)'J)(::s. Negati\'e \ alue 

juclgem enrs ancl stereorvpes are arrachecl ro 'minorities · by clominanr groups. so that 

mino ri t ies are- le;,s likely to be seen as appo intable on merit. Discrimination i ~ not. 

therefore. ;,imply a d istortion of the free labour marker but is a sociall\' constructed 

fearnre of the marker process. \X 'hilst the aim of the radical approach i;, to achieve 

eq ualit~ · of outcome for all on the s:ime terms. it conta ins elements of a 'diffen:·n ce· 

perspecti\·e. The radi cal approach recognizes the existence of differential treatmem 

basecl on social group membership and the way rh :H ~ome groups are socially c on­

structed a" possessing fewer ta lents and ab ili r ies than other;,. 

The policies associatecl with the rad ical appruach include 'p os it ive cliscrimination ·. 

\Vhere empl cwm enr practices are exp li c itly gcarecl towards obta ining a fa i r clistrihurion 

of clisad\'antaged groups in th e workp lace ( Jewson aml Mason , 1986). For example. 

where IHvlE peopil' were uncler-represenred , tlle1· w ould bt· gi\'cn preferential treatment 

in recruitment and selection until a fa i r disrribution had b een achie1·ed . \X '"hilsr the 

liberal approach emphasizes the n eed to formalize procedures. th e radi cal approach 

empha~izes the need to p o liticize the proce~ses of decision m aking. Theoretical!\', 

policies cuuld i1wol \'e the impo~ition o f q uotas. H o \\T \ 'er. radi cal measures are lar):!eh 

o utlawed in Brirain (sec Chapter 6) , al though there are ele111c11 ts of the radi ca l approach 

w ithin the legislation and within organisationa l eq ualit1· p o li c ies and pract ices ( Li ff and 

\Xlacjrnan , 1996: Miller. 1996) . 
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linking liberal and radical approaches 
ln p racti ce , there are elements of a 'difference ' or radical approach within the largely 
'sameness· or liberal app roach of the Bri tish equali ty legislati on . For examp le , the 
concept of indirect di scrimination is wh ere a condition is applied equally to all , but 
a larger proponion of p eople from one social group fin d it more diffic ult to comply w ith 
it than people from another social group (see more detailed discussion in Chapter 6). 

Liff and Wajcman (1996) argued that the legal definition of indirec t di scrimination was 
used ro re move the age restric tions fo r prom otion to the more senior Civil Service 
gr:ides. The age restriction wa~ estab lished as d isadvan taging (indirectly discrim inating 
against) women who had been out of emp lorment cl ue ro fa mily respons i b ili t i e~ and 
when they returnee! fo und they were too old for promotion. Age criteria - sp ecificall y 
requiri ng 'maturity' - could also be seen as indirectly di scri min:.tto ry on grounds of 
ethnicity, as the BME p op ulation is comparatively youthful. 

\Xlo rk- li fe-ba lance policies des igned to enable women to combin e work and family 
resp onsibilities could be seen theoreti call y as an example of either the liberal or radica l 
app roaches. On the one bane!, work-life-ba lance policies 'level the playing field ' in the 
way that the .liberal approach req uires: on the o ther hand, such poli cies could be read as 
an example of th e direct intervention to influence equality outcomes that the radical 
app roach requires. 

Thus, it seems that some eleme nts of contemp orary p olicy and legislation wo uld 
seem to breach the liberal vie\v that all peop le should receive the same treatment , 
regard less of socia l group mem bership. However, whilst social group-based differences 
sbould be irrelevant in te rms of th e meritocratic free labour market, it is quite clearly 
recognized by the law that sometimes policy measures might be neeclec! to ensure that 
everyone can truly participate on the same terms. Thus, while legislation and organ­
isational policies largely refl ect the libe ral approach , elements of the radical approach 
and acknowledgement of 'difference ' have em erged . ln Liff and Wajcman's (1996: 82) 
words, 'organisations ·which are proactive on equality issues have stretched and re­
inte1preted t/.?e equal treatment model in a number of ways' . 

This mix of radical and liberal approaches w ithin equality p olicies is symptomatic of 
the ambiguous nature of traditional conceptualizations of equality. In their study, Jewson 
and Mason (1986) founcl that in dividuals and groups frequently invoked various aspects 
of both conceptions, depending on the circ umstances and their needs. This was often 
due to confusion and misunc!erstancl ings surro unding the p olicy and practice of 
equality. In addition, Jewson and Mason al so fo und more conscious and deliberate 
attempts to mislead and rn rstify op ponents and outsiders. Simil arly, Cockburn (1989) 
fo und that p eop le inte rpreted workplace equali ty p olicies differently, dep ending on 
what they expected and desired from them. Cockburn iclentifiecl various interest groups -
the shareholde r w ho has a strong personal commitment to equality; the executive 
team w ho sees a business case for equality; the la'wyers who want equality initiatives 
in order to avoid legal claims of disc rimination ; the p ersonnel managers who see 
equali ty as part of wider management trends; and line managers \Vho are onl)' con­
cerned w ith equality if it does not confl ict with maintaining work discipline and cost 
budge ting (Greene and Kirton, 2009). In essence, equality p oli cies are part of the 
wider, complex and multi-faceted nature of w orkplace relations within the social 
structures and systems of wider society. 
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Key learning points 
• There is a variety of mea11111gs and approache<; at1ac l1ed lo t11e concept of equa li ty. Key 

approaclles 1denti f1ed include liberal and rad ical. 
• Equality approacl1es can be based on ·sameness' or on 'difference '. 
• Free market t11eory u11derp111s t11e liberal approach basecJ on ·same11ess'. It is pred icated on the 

premise that people sl1ould llave access to opportun ities at t11e worlq:,lace as ind ividuals . rega rd­
less of social grourJ rnembe:·s111p. Pol rcies witl1in t11is approac/1 empl1as1ze t11e fom1a lizal1011 of 
procedur·es and 'positive act ion· mea<;,ures to ensure that t11e ·ru les of tile game' are farr 

• Tile rad ical approacl1 attempts tc, ensure eq uality of outcome as well as equa li ty of opportu r111y I\ 
recognrzes that d1scrim i11ation 1s a socra lly constructed part of tile market process. Pol1cie·o 
emphasize direct intervention in order to wor·k towards aclr1evrng 2' fair distrit"Jution of rewards 
i11 l11e wor·kplace. 

• Equality legislation in Britain mainly reflects tile liberal ·sameness' app1'Jach. d!tl1ougll elemi::n:s 
of a rad ica l 'difference' approacl1 are ev ident. Tl1e legislation establ ishes tile conce;:it of ir •d irec1 
drscrim1nation. 

A critique of liberal and radical equality approaches 

There can he no doubt rhar rile dominanr liberal approach to eq ualifl· ha ~ ach ie,·ed 

a degree of success in tackling in equalities. discrimination and di:-.ac.h·arnage. \\ 'ith 

regard to gender inequality. fll l' examp le. Webb (1997) pointed to rile r ising number of 

w omen in the w ork.force, th e in creasing number of \vomen in rhc prufessiuns and the 

growth in the numbers of women achie,·ing some degrc:e (Jf economic independence. 

Chapter ?. idemifled the main changes in the UK labuur m:1rker with regard to different 
social groups, some of which have been p osirive from an equalir1· perspecri,·e. Hm,·eyer. 

there are also crit ic isrns of the liberal app roach am! it has its weaknesse~, foc used as it is 

on procedural justice and equa!in· of opportunity rather than equaliry of ourcurne . 

One longstanding c ri ricism is that equality legislation and policies might appear 

strong. but are in fact \Veak in practi ce. Collinson et al. (1990) and Cockburn (1991) 

provided multiple examples o f w here legislation was being ignored in e1·ervda1· 

organisational practices and \Yhere discrimination conrinued unabated. Explanariuns for 

this gap between the rhetoric and reality o f equalit1· p olicies include the lack of political 

>v iii underl ying the legislation (as n ·idenced by the limited resources of the equality 

bodies such as tl1e form er Eq ual Opponun ities Commis~ion anti the forni er Commiss ion 

for Racial Eq ualit y) ; the institutional weakness of personnel or human resomces 

managers in organisati ons ( the people largely responsible for irnp lememing equality 
poliC\ '); and the lack of support from senior man:1gemenr for eq ualit'I' iniliatil'<:-s (Wc:bh. 

1997). 

Anorher criricisrn concern s the belief at the h ean of rile liberal approach that fai r 
procedu res lead lO fair ourcornes (fewson :ind Mason. l !)86). Marn· researchers and 

writer~ ha1·e argued that procedural hirrna lization is b)· no me:ms a guararnee of fairness 

in practi ce (Richards. 2001 ; \\/ebb, l !)97 ; Liff, 1990: Cockburn. 19!)1 ). \'\/ebb ( I !)97) 

highlightecl the \\·a1·s tha t procedures could he e1·acled . e:-peci :tlll · ~vith many managers 
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having substantial managerial discre tion over how they make decisions and how they 
implement equaUry initiat ives . Also, in most organisations , monitoring of the ongoing 
processes of equaliry poli cies is patchy at best (Dickens, 1994 ; Ri chards, 2001 ). A reli­
ance on procedures and i11 creasecl burea ucratization also seems at oclcls with the trencls 
towards deregulation and fl exibiliry, and such an approach has come to be seen as unfair 
ancl restrictive wirhin the laissez-faire econ omy (Rees, 1998). Moreover, .l ewson ancl 
Mason 's (1986) research showed that many aspects of w ork life are very difficult to 

bureaucratize. They po inted to the numerous informal norms and codes of behaviour 
that exist no matter how formali zecl an organisation is. 

ln particular, many writers (\Xlebb, 1997; Cockburn , 1991) have focused on the fact 
that the liberal approach to eq ualiry ass um es that acceptabiUt)' and suitability criteria for 
jobs could be separated. An equaUty p olicy might require that p rocedures are followed 
to ensure that cancliclates are chosen on the basis of their suitability and merit for the job , 
but in reality, the labour supply is gendered, racializecl , aged ancl sexualized from the 
sta rt , making the holy g~ail of rational , unbiased deci sion making impossib le to achieve. 
For example, prevalent stereotypes attached to groups of workers mean that some 
' tvpes ' of people might be judged more acceptable than others. As Webb p o inted out 
with regard to gender, 'aspects of masculinit:J' and fe1nininif:J' become established as 
indicators of suitabilifJi (1997 : 161 ). A belief that a woman would not be 'acceptable' 
as a top manager clue to her supposed inability to put in long hours at work means that 
this gender stereotype becomes a measure of suitability for her appointment , regardless 
of her skills and qualifications (Chapter 3). 

As cliscussecl , British equaUty legislation generally focuses on procedures , nor 
outcomes. and therefore it can be characterised as an attempt to treat the symptoms of 
disadvantage and discrimination rather than the causes (Rees, 1998). The focus on 
incliviclu~ ls within the dominant 'sameness ' model is also a weakness, suggesting that 
people should be treated as neutral individuals w ithout recognizing the impact of 
culturally reproclucec! and socially constructed group membership. Jewson and Mason 
(1986) sin1ilarly p ointed out that the liberal approach ignores or cannot accommodate 
the structural sources of social capacities and ski lls. The traditional liberal approach 
leaves the prejudices and stereotypes unchallenged and so is seen as ineffective in 
leading to change, but instead is accused of reproclucii1g the inequalities of the broader 
contex t (Rees , 1998). The position of women in the workforce serves as an example. 
Rees (1998) emphasized the importance of the fact that w itl1in the traditional , liberal 
equality approach, there is little acknowledgement of the way that household 
arrangements impact on participation in the workplace. Thus, she argues 'granting 
equal access to men and women will on ~J' benefit ce1·tai11 women: those w/Jose 
cultural capital, experiences, Jami~!' circumstances and share of domestic responsi­
bilities are similar to t/Jose of [white] m.en as a group' (Rees, 1998: 29). All in all , 
eq uaU ty of access is an illusion while the white, male , full-time worker, with few 
domestic responsibilities, is see n as the norm and as the standard by which skills ancl 
ab iUties are measured. 

The rad ical approach also has its critics. While on the one hand it recognizes the fact 
that forma l procedures do not necessari ly lead to fair outcomes, its attempt to intervene 
to change the status quo carries its O\vn clangers. Cockburn (1989, 1991) iclenti.fiecl how 
initiatives aiming to enhance the p osition of workers from disadvantaged social groups 
are often seen negatively as meaning 'special treatment ' . The women and BME workers 
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in Cockburn 's research disliked rhe idea of w h:tr they saw as favo urirism bec:tusc thn· 
feared a hack lash[)\' dominanr groups. l{ees ( 1998) discussed rhe furore over rhe Labour 
Pany·s 1996 all-wo111en shortlists for no111 inarcd candidates in certain parliamenrar) 
:.eats . This \\·as a radical inrervenrionist measure designed tu redre:,s the gender 
imba lance in Membt:rs of Parliament . The pol ic\· mer oppo:>ition from both men an d 
\\·omen because it was felt b y some robe unfair o r w be ·rt·vc rse discrimination '. 

l'erhaps more signiti ca ntl v. however. initiatives to improve the pos iri on of panicular 

groups are not always felt to lead to anr U\'t rall change in the nature uf the organisation 
<Cockburn. 1989) . As Cockburn argued , both li beral and radical appro:iches seek ·1() 

g il'c d fs(lrfl'lllllrtgerf f!,}'(J ttjJS c1 /Joos / ll}J !lie /(fr/c/1!1: lt'/11/e /e111 1f11cf.!. ii.If:' s11·11c/11re u/ 11.iol 

/odder ond //.le disad11m11oge it enf(lf/s j11s l cts f>e/(Jre ' ( 1989: 217) \X 'hile the rhetori c of 

equa lit\' policies is changed . the rea l it\ ' is 111 ore srar ic. 
T he lac k o f rransfor111:1tion could 111ean that the radi cal appruach w ill continue to be 

seen as unfair and as unnecessary or as unwanted ·special rrearmenr ' (Liff, 1996). Being 

criti cal of both liberal am! r:1dic:1I approaches tu equal i ty fur their lack of success in 
achie1·ing organisational rransfurmation . Cockburn developed the concepr of ·short ' and 
' Jong' equal it \' agenda:, ( 1'99 1, 1989). The ·short' agenda is similar ro the rrad it ional 
libc:ral approach emphasizing the neecl to rrear the symptoms of discriminati on and 
clisad\'antage, or to deH'lop special policies to protect or t·nhance the pos itio n of 
disacll·antagecl social groups. T he ' long' agenda seeks ro ch;mge the unequal s1'Sterns and 
srructures of organi sari ons, alter the narure :rnd distr iburion of p ower ancl rhus trans­
fo rm the organ isarion. The long agenda req uires organisati onal actors w be full) 
com mitred ro a transforrnative aim of eq uality policies (Richards , 2001: l 9). 

Liberal and raclica l approaches have bo th been criti c ized for being too simplisti c, 
underestimating the comp I exit)' of organisations. The realirv is that employee interests 
are heterogeneous, meaning rhat it is clifficult to conceive of an equality p o licy rh at 
would meet the needs of all and be fel t fa ir bv all. For example, there are different 

interests among \vomen, between rh e young and old , ancl between those with children 
and withour. Different ethn ic groups have different interests relating to cultural back­
ground ancl religious affil iation. The libera l , ·sameness ' approach has been cr ir icized for 

failing to advance rhe position of cli sacll·anraged groups and for failing to change unequal 
systems. srructures and hierarchies. \Xforkers are expected to ass imilate and to di lute or 
deny thei r differences in order to meet the expectation of the norm , usually that of 
a w h ite, non-disab led, heterosexual. man , aged 25- 40 \'ea rs. Meanwhile rhe rad ical 
approach is deemed ro resr on rhe implementation of change strategies that are them­
selves felt unfair. A p ossible move a"·ay from trad iti onal approaches is st:en in con cept~ 
of diversity or ·difference ' . 

Key learni ng points 
• Liberal and radica l approaches to equality have been cr iticized for fai ling to de liver equal ity of 

outcome. Critics high light continu ing inequalities, discrimination and disadvantage and the 

fact that suitability criteria cont inue to be judged aga inst the dom inant wh ite, ma le norm. 

• Polic ies associated with tile radical approach can be crit ic ized as involving 'specia l treatment '. 

• Equality pol icies based on the concept of 'sameness' are crit icized for benefit ing only a minority of 

workers from disadvantaged groups who ca n most easily meet the dominant norm. This is 
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because a 'sameness' approach does not transform organisational cu lture, but perpetuates 

unfa ir structures and systems within organisations and wider soc iety . 

• Both liberal and rad ical approaches to equality tend to follow a 'short agenda' rather than a 'long 

agenda '. The latter wou ld seek to change unequa l systems and structures and transform organ­

isational cu ltures . 

Activity 5. 1 

Police consider quotas to boost force diversity 
Senior po li ce officers are discussing whether to introduce quotas for black and 
Asian recruits in a last-ditch attempt to make fo rces more representative , it was 
revealed today. The Association of Chi ef Police Officers (ACPO) is to consider 
·whether it should press for a change in the law to allow "affirmative action" to 
recruit minorities. However, the Commission for Racial Equali ty (CRE) dismissed 
the iclea as a "smokescreen" and saicl more attention should be paid to why more 
people of ethnic mjnorities are not applying to become officers. Home Office 
figures last month revealed tlut the proportion of ethnic minority police in 
England and Wales reached 3.7% in 2005/06 - below a 4% target fo rces were 
supposed to reach 2 years earlier. 

Ministers have set a final 7% target for 2009. An Acpo spokeswoman said "At 
a conservative estimate, it would take 23 years to reach that target with current 
legislation. Chief constables are going to start a debate on w hether we need to 

change the law to enable us to reach those employment targets." In all , there were 
5236 black and Asian officers in the 43 police forces in England and Wales at the 
end of March last year, excluding the National Crime Squad and the National 
Criminal Intelligence Service , w hich have since been disbanded. The Acpo 
spokeswoman said a report being presented to the association 's council meeting 
this morning by the Cheshire chkf constable, Peter Fahy, would fl oat the idea of 
introducing quotas ancl allowing forces to use affirmative action to meet them. It 
would also seek to boost the number of women in the p olice, w ho are currently 
"grossly uncler-representecl ", the Acpo spokeswoman said. 

Affirmative action describes the process of prioritizing minorities once they 
have passed initial selection procedures. lt differs from "positive discrimination" 
w hich means hiring m.inorities, regardless of whether they are qualified for a job. 
Acpo w iU not make a decision today on w hether to lobby for a change in the Jaw. 
But chief constables are thought to be keen to begin a w ider debate on the move, 
in consultation with bodies such as the CRE. A spokeswoman for the CRE said it 
WO Ltld not support the move. "The CRE doesn't support positive discrimination 
anc\ affirmative action ," she said. "These forms of 'reverse discrimination' could 
acrually increase community tensions , rather than ease them." In many areas forces 
are struggling to recruit people from diverse backgrounds beca use of p eople 's 
negative perceptions and experiences. This is th e real problem that needs to be 
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:1ddressed." ~he added ··The poli ce ought to st<>p hiding behind the sllllJkescreen 

or ·afhrmativ•:· action ' and Starr looking at rhe real reasons wh1 ethnic lllino rities 

are no t applying to hecon1L' police officers.' 

(S(J11rce: "''''w .guardian.co .uk . 19 April .WO~) 

Questions 

l . Consider whether introducing quotas 11·oukl he considered a liberal ur 

radical equalit \' approach. Expl:iin \'Our c:ttegoriz:tt iun . 
2. Wl11' would there be conrrovers\' around such an iniri :tti ve a11d huw does 

this tit into the critique of equality approaches ·~ 

:) . \Vhy lllight such an initi:1t.i1·e he deemed necessary i11 on.kr w colllbat 

orga n isatiu11al im·qualities·' You might refer hack ro the discussion in 

Chapter:) on employlllent .~ egregarion. 

THE EQUALITY AGENDA 1990s: DIVERSITY APPROACHES 
Ir is seLi~l'v i den t that organ isat iona l p o lic ies are influenced by wider economic. p ol itical 
and ideological trends. Thus, a shifr in thought abo ut eq ual i tl' al so accomp:rnied th e late 

1980~ :ind 1990s tr·end towards deregulation , fl ex ibilit1·. ne11· man ageria lism and human 

resource m:magemenr ( Webh, 1997 : also see Chapter I 0). There was also a shih in 

feminist conscio usness led bv an increasing backlash ro feminism and femin ist::-. 

(Cockburn , 1989. 19') l ; Webb , 199- ). At the same time there 11·as :1 growing belief in the 

need co downpla1· the innate 'sameness· of gendered groups and ro move awa1· from the 

idea that women 's interests woulcl best be servecl b1· challenging men (as a group). 

Further. as discussed in Chapter :1 , rhe black feminist critique of western feminism 

focused on the way that it denied the differences among women. These de1·elopments 

in feminist thinking helped co engender a shift in thought rowarcls a 'diJference · 
approach to conceptualizing inequalities . d iscrim ination ancl disad1·amage. 

There are a variety of ways in which ·difference' or diversitl' approaches hal'L' been 

undersrood. The managem ent and organisat ion literature fin ds diversit\' l'arioush· prC'­

sen tecl as (i) an evolutionary step from equality (Chartered lnstirute of Personnel 

Development: 1':amlola and Fullerton , 1994, 1998); ( ii ) a sophi stica tion of the equality 

approach (Ruh in in On.:rel l , 199()) ; ( iii ) a repackaging of equal it\' (Ford. 1996); ( i1·) more 

negatively as a san itized. politically unthreatening and market-o riented no tion ( \\'.'ebb. 

1997): (v) a 'comfort zone', allowing employers to a1·oid activeh· fighting discriminati on 

(Ouseley in 01'ere ll , 1996). Kandula and Fullerton ( 1994) provided a summan· uf the 

clel'elopment of the dil·ersity concept in the US. locating it to J 98'7 when an influential 

report - W'urkf()rce 2000 - b1· Johnston and Packer highlighted the impli cation~ o f rhL· 

increasing diversity of the Amc:rican workforce. \Frnk.force 2000 predicted thar b1· 2000 , 

white male emp lo\'ees would compri~e a minorirv of new entrants to the IH>rk force. 

This prompted widespread discussion in the media. hu~ines:- and academic forums u f 

the greater need fo r organisations to recognize the impurunce of managing a divnse o r 

multi-cultural 1vorkforce. Kando la :ind Fullerton began their discu~sion of rhe dil'l'r~in · 
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approach with the statement: 'managing diversizy [diversity management] means 
different things to different people' (1998: 6). Reflecring this there are many different 
definitions , bu t Kandota ancl Fullerton 's captures the main principles and aims of 
diversity approaches: 

'The b{lsic concept (J/" managing di1 ,ersity (cli11ersity managem ent} accepts that tl.1e 
workforce consists ofa dive1'se population ofp eople. The diuersily consists of uis1ble 
and 11on-1 'isilJ/e differences wbic/.J U'ill include factors such as sex, age, background, 
race, disalJili(1 ' {Ind tl'Ork style. it is founded 0 11 the premise that ban wssing these 
dijferences will create a p roducliue e11/!ironment in which eve1ybody .feels 
1!etfued, where t/.?eir talents are IJeing .fu.l~y utilised and in which organisational 
goals are m et' 

Kandola and Fullerton , 1998: 8 

Compared with the state of the fie ld when the first ed ition of our book was published 
in 2000, there are now a number of detailed expositions of diversity approaches . The 
contemporary literature discusses rhe ways in w hich diversity differs from traditional 
'equality ' approaches and evaluations of its strengths and weakn esses are offered (for 
example , Cornellus , 2002; Kirton , 2008; Noon and Ogbonna, 2001 ; Lo rbiecki and jack, 
2000; Liff, l 999, l 997). Most \vriters agree on the essential dimensions of the diversity 
approach. 

First , at the heart of diversity approaches lies the premise that difference should be 
positively recognized , nurtured and rewarded rather than cl eniecl or d iluted (Liff, 1996). 
There is a move away from the iclea that everyone should assimilate in order to meet an 
organisational norm. The employer is expected r.o be committed to crea ting a workp lace 
that facilita tes the inclusion of all , enabling everyone to contribute in their own way to 

the organisa tion (Webb, 1997). Thus , ra ther than difference being viewed negatively, 
there should be recognition of the inherent strengths of employee diversity based on 
cultural background , gender or age, or differential experience . It is expected that work 
organisations will gain from employee diversity. The focus moves away from a rights­
based agenda focused on discrimination and disadvantage. In this way the equality 
agenda is rendered less controversial and less sensitive to backlash from dominant or 
'advantaged ' groups and individ uals (Sinclair, 2000). 

Second , difference is vie\ved as being indil1idual/y based. Diversity approaches 
would thus have an i.ndi,•idualistic policy focus (Liff and Wajcman, 1996) , moving a\vay 
from standardized procedures to eliminate discrimination and p ositive action to redress 
historical disadvantage of particular social groups. Therefore , diversity approaches 
involve a broader range of people than the social groups usually covered in 'EO ' policies, 
moving beyond the equality strands (race/ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation, 
religion and disability) to\vards individual differences. Of particular note is the inclusion 
of individual 'non-visible ' differences and persona: characteristics such as 'work style ' 
(Kandola and Full erton, 1998). 

Third, a diversity approach aims to meet organisational goals. In this sense it is 
a business-driven approach , rather than one underpitmed by broader notions of soc ial 
justice (i.e. as in equality approaches) (Kaler, 200 1). Indeed Noon and Ogbonna (2001) 
argue that this is th e key analytical differentiation between 'EO ' and 'Di\1". While 'EO ' 
policies may utilize business rationales to achieve moral/social justice ends , diversity 
policies can be seen to have an exclusive focus on business case (Kaler, 2001: 59). The 
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di\'l.:r~it1 · appruach appl'ah tu cririD of tradition:tl equal in· approacll l'~ . who han: 

arguL·Li th;1 t rhe mural cau~e ur ·eq ualit1·· ha~ litt le pun.:!1 :t"L. in the crn11p l'tirin: world of 

husine""· Thus. cmp lo1·ee di1·crsin· is 1·aJued as :1 direcr co ntributi on ro the succe"" or an 

org:tni " atio n. 
Finalh'. tht: dil'crsin· approach i~ presl' nted a" not on!)' conclTn ed v.:i rh numerica l 

rcp re"entati()n ur different ·n ·pe:< or ernp lo\'ec!-, hur a~ an ancrnpt to ch:mge the cu l t ure 

of org:111i"ation!-. Thi" elc mcrn of di\ n<.it\ meeb one of tile major c ri ric i"rn·' or tile 

dominant liher:tl cq ualir,· approach seen a~ too roc used 0 11 procedure~ to '-tim ul:tte 

culrurc change . It lla" beuiml· \\ ·idc!I· accept t:d that o rg:11fr,:niunal c ult urcs need l< 1 

ch:lllge :-ignitic:tnr!I· ~o that u11plu1·ec difftTe !l cc:- are \'icwcd a<. pu<.iti\ 'l'. l{ee:- (I ')l)l-: ) 

:-aw divcr<.if\ appr() :t cho a:- facilitating mun: ·main:-treaming· uf L·qualit\ ( i .e. cqu:ili11 

issue<. being in c lu ded in ncn p art of strategy and po li l'\. r:tthn th :111 simph· h:11·ing 

dedicated equ:tlir)· policie"). M:1i11strcam i11g req uires :1 shift in o rg:1nisa rio n:tl n 1l rurc in 

the same \\ 'a1· a:- demanded 111' d i1·er,.,it\ ' approac hes. lko ( 19')8 l '-; I\\ · t lle mai n:-rrcam ing 

prujcct a:- <.eeking to lrc111sjiJr111 01~[!,c 11 1isc1/ io11s u11d Cl'<!llll! rt c11 //11re uf dit ·ersity in 

11'/:Jic/.i /Jeu/J/e o/ o 11111c/.1 /Huader n 111p,e r~/ c/.J c1rc1c/er islics and IH1c/::p,ro 1111 d 11101 · 

co11/iden l/) ·j10 11ris/.J · ( Ike", I 'J98: 2 - ). The object i\'e of u ilrun: tran<.furmatio n :tl so 11,1 :-­

eclloes of Cockburn s ( 199 1. 1 9~9) ·Jong agenda'. wl i ere the aim i:- to h 1·ing ;1bout 

greater cq ualit\' b1· changing culrun:·s. sysrems and strucrures. 

T here are different conccpru:tlizarions of di1·crs ir1 · rh at impact on cqu:tl i ry and 

di1·ersity poliC\· :tqd practice. Kandola and Fullerton 's approach (199-i , 1998), 1\'hic h 

they call ·Managing tile Mosa ic ', high li ghts the busin cs~ case fo r emploree dil't-rsin-. 

particularh· due t c1 demographic shifts in the labou r market. Thi" mol'es awa)· from rile 

trad it ional. righr:--b:t"ed agenda of ·EO'. Gagnon and Cornel ius (2002) o utline a ·capa­

bilities· approach ro cliversit \'. where di\ 'ersit\ ' po licies re1·0 J1e aro un d idenrif\'ing the 

cho ices that p eopl e have. faci litating those choices, and p ru1·iding rhe org:tni sational 

environment in which imli1·iclu:1ls c:m make the fullest use o f their ind i\·idual set of 

capabiliti es. For them , embracing cl i l'ersity i n vo lves ensuring tha t indil'iduals feel that 

their rreatm enr is fair. r equiring cha nges in organisation cultures . strucwres and 

communica ti ons ro allO\v p eople at all leYels to haYe a H>ice in the de1·clopmenr of 

policies. 

Liff's ( 1997) t)'po logy of DM approaches, despite being 01·er a decade old. reta i n ~ i t~ 

usefulness as an analyti cal framework . This differentiates bet ween fou r sets of un der­

!l'i ng p o licy princip les and aims that recognize to different degrt>t:S the l<:gac\' and 

imprint of traditional EO-ryp e appruach es that m ost organi sati ons are sti l l likely to be 

working w ith todaY. The framework also tits \Vei l " ·i th debates about samen ess ancl 

difference approaches to equalin· discussed c:arlier The nn1 caveats are lirst that in 

practice, organi sa tions' po li cy aims might he multi-dirnc:nsion:il and complex and 

therefore. migh t nor fit nearl y into any o f the approaches that Liff idenrilies : second that 

the diversity cl ebare and po licy and practice ha1·e m m-ed on in the cl ec: tcl e since Liff 
wrote Iler paper (G reen e and 1-.: i r ton , :2009) . 

The first approach Liff ( 1997) ident ities is rlisso/1•i11,r:. rlij}i' rences. Here. clifferences 

herween peup le are nor seen as ba::;ed o n social group membership (such as g<:ncler or 

ra ce). hut are imli1·idu:tl based. It fo llo\\'s that initi:tti1·es w o uld seek ro respond to 

imlil·iclual rath er than group needs. fur e.:-;:11nple imli1·idu:tl career management po li­

cies. Ir som eone has tr:t in i ng ne eds, th is sho u Id be :tliLlreo.sed regarcl less of whet her 

theY are a man or a w oman . or blac k or w hite . T he po int is ror peop le to SL' l' themseh·<:~ 
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as individuals, rather than iden tify with similar others based on social group charac­
teristics. Further, monitoring the workforce by characte risti cs such as gencler, race and 
ethn icity would be seen to offer little of va lue or might even be counter-prod uctive to 

a dissolving differences approach. Essentially, this approach ignores or downplavs the 
w ider social causes of ineq ualiry, includin g uneq ual access to training and education and 
does nor see inequality as patterned by social group membership . This approach has 
echoes of EO insofa r as the underlying aim is to treat people the same, regardless of 
social group characteristics. The second approach is valuing differences. J-Jere. Liff 
(1997) refers to social group-based rather than individual differences, with policy 
recognition of the way in which gender or race , fo r example , can conrrib ute to patterns 
of under-representation and inequality. Positive action initiatives would be inc luded -
such as , for example, provision of training for employees from under-represented 
groups to help them succeed in the orga nisation and to help overcome past group 
disadvantage. There would also be some adaptation of organisational pol icies in order to 

recognize different holidays and diets , for example. The th ird approach is accomm o­
dating differences , w here there is a commitment w creati11g policies that op en up 
opportuniti es (such as fl exible working patterns) to under-represented groups. This 
approach might be fo und where the most compelling busin ess case for diversity relates 
to the changing demographic composition of the labour market , for example , a neecl to 

recruit more women . This approach is very similar to the liberal equality approach and 
whilst it goes some \vay to recognizing both individual and socially based differences, it 
does not q uestion the fundamental social o r organisational structures of inequali ty. The 
final approach is utilizing clifferences where social group-based differences are recog­
nized and provide the basis for different treatment. This approach is not concerned with 
social justice, rather employee differences will be put to use for the benefit of the 
organisation. This might be described as a 'special contribution· perspective which 
argues that different people (women , BME people, etc.) might be able to contribute to 

organisations in different ways with their different values , experiences, ways of thinking 
etc. (Billing and Sundin , 2006) . Liff suggests that policy initiatives designed to tap 
gender-based differences might include different career tracks for 'career' and 'family· 
women. 

ln many respects , as suggested by Liff's typ ology, there is some similarity berween 
eq uality and diversity approaches , and a glance at a practitioner guide for DM such as 
Kancl ola and Fullerton (1994) demonstrates that many of the measures involved within 
a diversity approach would not be alien to a traditional equality approach (see also Liff, 
1999; Kirton , 2002 ; Gagnon and Cornel ius, 2002) . However, DM is often p resented as 
significantly different from 'EO ' , the implications of w hich form part of the discussion 
in the next section. 

Key learning points 
• Diversity is a 'difference' approach that seeks to recogn ize, va lue and uti lize differences between 

individuals rather than di lute or deny differences. 

• Four main characteristics differentiate diversity from equal ity approaches: (i) differences are 

viewed positively; (ii) differences attached to group membership are downplayed; (i ii ) the 
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business case rather tl1ar the so:1al justice case is predom 1nam; and (iv) there musr be a trans­

formaticill 111 organ isat ional cu lwres. 

A critique of diversity approaches 
O ne uf rh t· mosr sign i tic:tnt crit icisms of the di\'ersiry approach i ~ rh at just like equa lir \" 

approache:, , il :-.eenb ro promhe mon.: than ir c tn deli\'er. Indeed Kandula and Fullerton 

( 1998;. fo r all their pu~itin: proclamation of tile dil-cr~iC\ · ap proach. recugnized thal the 

lung list of · he n eJi1~ · arc clehatable and concluckd thar much more resea rch wa~ needed 

ro e .,rabli~h whether their model \\"a~ ~ u cce.,sful ( 1998: ')2 ). Even more rhan a decade 

lat er. there i~ srill no so lid evidence that d i1·ersit)· pll!i c i e~ are anr more s uccc~s ful til;tn 

tr;1dirional ·equal opp onunit( ones <C rcen t and Kirton. 2009). Th<:re art. hu\Yel'er. 

suggestion:-. that di\'ersin· pol ic ie:-. can dtlil'(:: r urganisa rio nal benetits if ini ri:ni 1-e;, are 

fo rmuL1t eLI in wa1 ·~ that are ~ en:-.i lil ' t to ril e existing cu lrure and practi ce~ an d if ;,ume of 

th e potential dilemm a:-- ancl chal lenges arc cleall \\'ith (Cornelius er al. . 20(J0: Si ncl:tir. 

2000 : Maxwell er al . 200 I ) . 

What is distinctive about a diversity approach? 
Part of rhe problem lies in the clifliculties in differentiating DM from EO in pracrice . 

\X 'hilst many organ isa ti ons now c l:iim to have ac.loptecl a diYersiry approach. rh ere is 

a lack of evidena:e of the success of such an approach and it i~ nut always clear rhat rhe 

·new approach · i~ annh ing more than just a name change (G reene and Kirron. 2009). 

Webb 0 997 ! found that while her case study firm proclaimed a diYtrsiry approach , the 

poli cies actuallr int roduced offered no cha llenge to the structure and culture of the 

o rganisation in the wa1 that DM i~ meanr ro do. In fact. as opposed ro t he rhetoric of 

differen ce, the p olic ies in realitY tended ro refl ect a ·sameness' approach. Similar points 

were made by Liff(] 999) in her research at British Telecom (BT). where she found that 

the bulk of p oli cies could be categorized as :i 'valuing clil'ersiry· approach ( fitting closely 

with the trad itional liberal eq ualiry approach). Dean (2009) ancl Greene and Kirron 

(2009) found only limited n ' iclence of inclusion of a b roader range of empl ovee 

differen ces (a ke1· elemenr of th e dil'ersiry approach) in both pri1·are ancl public sector 

diversity p olicies. The tYiclence begs the question - is dil·ersity in practice nu more than 

a name change' Also. if this is the case, ,.,,,hat benefits does the name change bring both 

for o rganisat ions and for employees' Or does, as some commentators argue, c.l il'er sity 

represent a distinctive!I· different approach in practice (Kandola and Fullerron . J 998: 

I I )' If so. w lur are these cli.fferences ;rnd w hat are the conseq uences in equality terms? 

Criti cal authors argue that there are a number of seri ous problems with the diYersitY 

approach that are often glossed over in the management and practitioner lit erature. 

Problems with t/Je business case 
T he crucia l area o f deba te has hccn w hether the busine . ..;s aml social justice cases are 

competing rat ionales (Noon and Ogbun na. 2001 ). This o f course is linked to the 

q uestion o f w hether clin:r:- it\' i ~ a new ajJjJroac/.1 or si mply a new /o/Jef. I t might be 

argued rhat the bu~iness case has tr:tcl itionally been an important element o f eq uality 

;1pprnach e:-. . Some commentators go furthe r ancl talk about the social justice and 
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business cases coin ciding. The argument here is that social justice aims can lead to 
organisational benefirs - for examp le . the marketing p otential and enhan cement of 
rep utation that come with bein g (pe rceived as) an ethical b usiness , or the benefits from 
being seen as an 'employer of choice ' (Gagnon and Corn elius, 2002 ; Liff and Dickens, 
2000; Dickens, 2000; Dickens. l 999). There are obvious pragmatic issues here and 
arguably social justice arguments will probabl~' be most p ersuasive wh en they are 
combined wi th the b usiness case (Dickens, 2000: 144). 

However, some autho rs higl1ligh t the clange rs of the business case (Noon and 
Ogbonna, 2001 ; Ka ler. 2001 ; Gree ne and Kirron , 2009; Ki rton, 2008; Lorbiecki ancl Jack, 
2000; Dickens, 1997; Webb, 1997). The problem is wheth er the social just ice aim of 
achjeving fa ir representation can be met solely by the business case (Kaler, 200 1: 59). 
Dickens (1997) emp hasized the clangers fo r eq uali ty p o licies of the business case, stating 
that it is al ways contingent on facto rs such as the profita bility of the firm or natu re of the 
p rod uct market. \Vhat happe ns in times of economic downturn' \X'hat happens if 
a return on investment cannor be proven? What happens if the nature of the firm an cl its 
markets simply mean that employee diversity does not acid value' More fundamentallv. 
where is the moral imperative underpinning ethical business practi ce and corporate 
social resp onsibility' As Kale r comments, 'Undei · certain pressing conditions, t/J ere icil/ 
always be much to lose from being ethical and m u c/J to gain /mm being 11netbicar 
(2001: 60 from Chryssicl es and Kaler, ] 993). The re are too many cases w hen it could be 
argued that it w ill nor p ay to p ursue di versity. If organisatio ns are only going to introduce 
cliversity p oli cies' if they have a business end, surely we can think of many instances 
w hen the c ustomer, supplier or e mployer preference may be for a homogenous work­
force (Kaler, 2001: 62). Finally, is it morally right fo r diversity to be prorn otecl simply on 
busin ess case terms or, as cl isc ussecl below, could this be seen as the exploitation of 
difference' 

The exploitation of difference? 
Jones (2004) sees diversity as a 'discourse of exploitation ' rather than the new paradigm 
for equality p olicy-making. It has been argued that emphasising empl oyee differences 
might be used to reassert inferiority and justify exclusion (Webb, 1997) . Webb used 
a quote from Cockburn (1991) stating that th ere is little room for difference not to be 
constructed as something inferior, · . . . t/Je do111 i11ant group know y ou are different and 
continue to trea t you as differen t, but ~f you yourself specify your d~fference, your 
claim to equaWJ' il'ill be null' (1991: 2 19) . Thus, a diversity approach may give 
ammunition to those w ho believe that being 'different ' to the dominant norm disqual­
ifies ·outsiders· from full inclusion and allows differen ces to be used in a way w hich is 
detrimenta l ro eq ua li t~' (Liff, 1996). Individuals from 'minority ' groups are thus 
vulne rable to becoming 'ghettoized ' and exploited for the purposes of organisational 
gains - the 'util izing diversity' approach . 

The 'utilizing diversity ' app roach might also serve to reinforce stereotyping, which , 
as di sc ussed in Chap ter 3, can contribute to the p erpetuation of clisaclvantage (see also 
Kaler, 200 1: 63). As Liff(] 996) sta ted, people may talk about the value of w omen 's skill s, 
such as 'caring attitudes·, but in rea lity such 'fe minine ' skills continue to be undervalued 
in terms of pay and status. Thus, discourses of differe nce can often be used to support 
the 'normalcy' of empl oyment segregation and pay gaps. An opposing argument is that 
employers sho uld be able to arti c ulate that people from different cultures, backgrounds 
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and gender~ ha1T different inherent apritudc~ and skilb , for example, the ide:1 that 
·11·r1111e11 do u •e/I i11 suciol sen •ices 011d ed11ca/irJ1,. or that >lsim1s. /.Jr1t •i11p, l/11 o)Hil11de 

jiJr 111al/.J . excel cit en,!.!,i11ecrillf:{ or. ·11.Jot /_1/ocks /sic/ bc111e S()/l/e od1 •c1111u,r:,e i11 c1c/.1ie1 •i11p, 

success ill bosl:!.el/Hill' (Chen. I l)<J2 : :\:\). 1-l(JWt'l'er. tilt' oiuntcr-daim i~ that the:-.e alleged 

difference" art' no rnurt' than a rdlcction of dolllinant stereorl'pe~ 11·ith little ha~i~ in 

real in·. This reli:tnce on sterL'Ol 1-pes :llld myths uf difkrence tend~ to gu unn.:cogn ized lw 

·ut ilizirig :md l'aluing di1·nsitl' ' apprn:t chc:s. According to rhis critique. the diver;.in· 

approach d()c:" Jirrk w transform :tttitmles and cu ltures to make urganis:nions more 

inclu"il'C . 

Neglecting the realities of unfair discrimination and disadvantage 
A" di"cu .~:-.nl ah01·e , the di1·er"ity approach emphasizes elllplo1·ee difkrenct's and their 
1·:tlue to organisations. Cekhr:llory rh t:ruric :tnd llletaphq r" arc uftL·n u"ed in di1·er"ir1 

statements. making the policies "ound L1r more positil'e than EO policic" with their 

t'mphasi:-. un discriminaticm. However. Ki n on ( 2008) arguD rhar tht' rhetoric ol din:rsill 

cou ld he u"ed w nl!lct'al organi;.<Hi()nal ·non-action · on discriminatiun and inequalities 

and to co1we1· the impres"ion that ·tht:n: 's no prob km here· . If everyone i~ different and 

has di.lfrrent need". aspiration" etc. 11'111' do<.:s it matter if there: are different outcomes·, 

Kirton (2008) goe" on to argue that ll'hen thi~ kind of neolihcral thinking underpins 

poli c1· and practice. unequal o utcomes can ea~ily be pre"ented :ts ~imp!I· clifferent . Thus, 

the dil'crsin· :tpproach can he used to cleny the exi~tence of injustice. inequ:tlitie" and 

cliscrimination ancl to dem· the neecl to cha llenge these rhings. 
Another facrnr that coulcl potentially· leacl ro policy negket of disad1·amage is the 

fact that despite the difference rhetoric 1Yithin the di1·ersitl' :1ppru:.ich , a ·cJifference ' 

approach i~ not necessarily taken in practice. Paracloxic:tllv. it cou ld el'en be argued 

that a ·sam eness· approach b implic it in Liffs ( 1996) ·dissoll·ing clifferences ' di\·ersin· 

approach. w ith its requirement rhat e1 ·er)·one is treated the sam e, regardless of group 

characteristic~. As we argued in reference to the liberal equalit1· approach , ·same 

treatment· does not necessarill' kad to equal orncomes. Elements of a ·sarnene::.s · 

approach, which could leacl to the neglect of clisaci1·:111tage. can also be identified 

w ithin the model of OM espousccl bY K:mclola and Fullerton ( 1998). Their model 

p ositions all differences on the same or similar terms: none are seen as more salien t 

than o thers in leading to disadl'anrage in the workplace. For exampk, incli1·idual 

per~onality char:tcteristics such as '1yorkstvle' are seen as being a~ significant as. and 

independent of, gender or ethnicity. We argue that while we net:d to recognize the 

transient nature of some forms of clisach·antage (for example clisahiliry - Wooclham:. an cl 

Danieli 2000, or age - Oswick and Rosenthal 2001 ), and the fact that inclil'iduals within 

a social group do not all share the same forms of disad\·antage :tll the time. certain 

id entiti es affect li fe chance~ more than others. W'e argue. for example. that race and 

gencler are part icular!) salienr in rhe structuring uf opportun it ies anc.l of dis:ttll·antage. 

\Xfhi lst we ackno\\'leclgc that categorizing indi1·idua ls in reference to their :-iocial group 

characteristics mal' he constraining in some respt'Cts. socia l group membership needs 

to he recogni zed a~ a fumlamt'ntal contributing factor to patterns of inequal ity and 

di~:tdvantage . 

E1·en Kamlola and Ful lerton ( Il)l)8: 10:'\J acknowledge th at some of the work uin­

clucted in the name of dil'er" it\' cou lcl en hance rather than reduce the effects of 

stercotvpes. potentialll· rt'inforcing inequa lities. As a necessary· requirernetll of diversit1' 
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policies rherefore. Fore! (1996) suggesred that there is a neecl to ensure that all human 
resources processes in org:misatiom are intrinsically fair ancl based on individual abiliry. 
Howt>ver, tht:: question to ask is , against w hat cri teria is something judged fair ancl who 
develops the criteria for evaluating individual ability' Further, w ho decides what the 
norms or benchmarks are against which someone is juclgecl to be the same or different' 
Liff ancl Wacjman (1996) rook up th is point , arguing that these questions signal 
a weakness in the dichotomy which opposes 'sa meness ' and 'differen ce ' when , in fact. 
the terms are only relative to each other. In reality, what tends to happen in organisa­
tion~ is that fai.rness and abiUry. ·sameness ' and ·difference' contin ue to be juclgecl by 
those most powerful (typicaUv white males) againsr the same dominant norm (whire 
males). 

Another problem that limirs the capacity of the cliversiry approach to tackle 
discrimjnation is thar it is largely inrrospecrive, foc using more on the movement of 
people within organisations rather than rhe barriers existing in the wider labour market 
(Mill er, 1996). It could be argued that the d iversity approach implicitly presupposes that 
eq uality already exists within the organisation so that employee differences can be 
celebrated. As Thomas (1990) p ointed out , you cannot 'manage diversity' unless you 
have a diverse workfo rce to begin with. There are without doubt more factors involved 
in the perpetuation of inequalities and disadvantage than direct discrimination at the 
entry p oint ro organisations. \~icie r workplace culture. attitudes and values have an 
impact and these are very difficult to manage . The fact that line managers do not always 
'buy into · the diversity approach re mains a significant barrier (Gree ne and K.irron, 
2009). Kandota and Fullerton commented that diversity policy is n ot about ·1·e111oving 
ou rpreju.dices. ft is about 1·ecogn ising they exist and then questioning t/Je111 bef ore we 
act' (1998: 13). This statement seems to imply that it is enough to recognize that 
prejudices exist~ While it \VO ulcl be a difficult, if not impossible, task for an organisation 
to remove prejudices from all employees, it is necessary for organisations to attempt to 
prevent prejudices from influencing decision-making on staffing matters. 

Finally, in de-emphasizing systemic inequalities and disadvantage, the diYersit:y 
approach seems to miss the opportunity for bottom-up , employee-led challenge ancl 
action. lf we think of people as members of social groups, people are not equally 
powerful in society. Highlighting the interests and differences of individuals may only 
serve to maintain the power of the dominant groups because the p ower structures 
remain taken-for-granted within an individualistic lens (Liff, 1996). An emphasis on 
individual differences weakens the ti es that p eople can forge through recognition of 
common experiences, based for example, on being a woman o r being disabled. These 
comm on experiences can fos ter the necessary collectivist orienta tion to encourage 
gro ups to push fo r action . However, \v here people perceive themselves simply as 
individuals, they are also likely to feel alone ancl isola ted in their struggles (Cockburn , 
1989). As Kando la and Fullerton (1998: 109) acknowledge, there may be dangers in 
ignoring what is siinilar to emphasize difference. For example, the diversity approach 
could be disempowering for individuals as dissolving collective identity can lead to 
dissolving collective strength . In Dickens ' (1997) ideal model of equali ty practice, the 
role of trade unions , with their emphasis on collective action , is seen as a vital piece of 
the 'jigsaw· making up the campaign for eq uabty in the workplace (see also Greene and 
Kirton , 2002). 
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Can an individualized business case be made? 
Completing the circl e of our disc ussion brings us back to the question of whether 
a diversity :1pproach can ach·an ce the equality agenda. Reflecting many elements of the 
above discussion , a key question is. whether a business case can be made for \'aluing 
indiuidual diJfere nces' The problem is that . in practice this appears to he very diffi­
c ult. We have alreacly estab lish ed that in practice, many diversity policies look ve ry 
similar to traditional equality policies with socia l groups sti ll appearing significant , 
despite the rhetoric of indiviclual difference. It is clea r that in practice , organisations 
do not see a comp lete separation between eq uality and diversity approache~ ( Liff. 

J 999; Kirton , 2002: 7; Cornel ius , 2002a: Greene and f..:inon , 2002). Much of thi~ 
overlap appears to occur becau~e developing poli cy on the basis of individual differ­
ences is problematic in practice. Liff provided a good illustration of this ~vi th refe rence 
to policies at BT where sh e highlighted t he difficulties o f having a poli c1· that aimed to 

sim ultaneously ignore and respond ro differences. There ~1v as little understanding 
within the organisation of the basis fo r deciding when it is appropriate to recognize 
clifferences ancl \vhen to ignore them (1999: 73). \Voodhams ancl Danie Ii (2000) clearly 
illustrare tile difficulty of the business case for diversity in relati on w dis:1hled 
employees. Disability is perhaps the most obvious example of the clefic iencies of the 
diversit y approach. Paradoxically, clisability is also the most ob\'ious example of w here 
individual differen ces are most saliem because impairment is necessa rily ind ividual. 
Yet, in the case of clisability, it wou ld be hare! to justify diversity p o licies in purely 
business case terms because the degree of inclivicluality inevitably leads to increasecl 
costs in identifying and implementing policy measures. Therefore , the conclusion we 
must draw is that a diversity policy has to have at least a degree of focus on groups. 
Woodhams and Danieli 's analys is is important in touching on the inherent contra­
diction within tl'le rhetoric of di versity. This is that the business case for recogni zi ng 
diversity is prioritized; h owever, if this is concept ualized so lely as concerned with 
individual differences, ident ified and clealt with on an individual basis , then it becomes 
very difficult tO make a viable business case. 

HOW CAN EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY BE THEORIZED 
IN THE 2000s? 
Based on the critiques above , we can see that neither an equality approach nor 
a diversity approach provides us with a perfect solution. The debate o n sameness ,·ersus 
difference in relation tO women is illustrative here: 

' ... !be 'sameness' alternative is insujficienlly critical of t/Je status q110. Tl.1e 
'difference· option !.§. critical ... but seems to conjecture that 1uu1ne11 can e.xist in 
s.ome su1 ·1 (~! separa t<! i/lorld Seeing women as the sc11ne as men pre11ents us frnm 
challenging the model. against whicb women are bein8 cumparal: seeing 
tl'omen as diffei-ent preuents us ji·om cbanging it' 

Bacchi, 1990: 262, quoted in Webb, 1997 

While the point above relates specifically to the case of gender, it can be utilized to 
highlight the weaknesses of th e sameness anc.I cliJference approaches more generally. 
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Working from within a sameness approach, equality policies often aim to make 
workers from disadvantagecl groups fit the clominant norm , while a focus on ·cliffer­
ences ' only seems to further reproduce the disadvantage facecl by those groups. People 
may want to be rreatecl neither the same nor differently at all times with respect to all 
aspects of their work lives (Liff and Wajcman, 1996). This returns to a point made 
earlier about the inseparability of ·sameness ' and ·difference ' . People possess what Liff 
ancl Wajcman call ·mobile subjectivities' where people have both multiple differences 
and similarities. So for example , people may want to be treated the same for recruit­
ment purposes, regardless of their ethnicity or gender, but may \>nnt their rights 
recognized to have flexible work arrangements to look after a dependent or ro ha1·e 
special arrangements for religious worship , without suffering a long-term career 
detriment. People are the same and different simultaneous ly. The problem is that this 
debate clues not provide any solution as to how policy could be constructed without 
fa lling foul of the criticisms noted in this chapter. lt is difficult to identify how to 

develop policy that would take account of both sameness and difference and it is 
diffi cult to identify what policy measures would be appropriate in all the different 
circumstances. 

One of the main issues is that neither the equality nor rhe cliversity approach in 
pracrice is transformative enough. Rees (1998) statecl that in practice, there can be short 
ancl long diversitv agendas , just as with equality. Within the 'mainstreaming' approach 
that Rees advocated , there is a neec! for organisational cultures to be ' transformed ', 
building upon the politics of difference. But this is clearly no easy task , especially when 
organisations face external pressures such as competition in the market or periods of 
recession . Thus , Rees conclucled that in reality, many organisations simply 'tinker' ·with 
or ·tailor ' existing initiatives and procedures which do not challenge the inherent 
inequalities within the structures, svsterns and cultures. 

With regard to how to achieve greater gender equality, Liff and Wajcman (1996) 
suggested that what was neeclecl ·was the construction of a new norm of work based 
on women 's neecls and interests , so that women can be assessed in their own right 
anc! not as 'not men ' or 'other '. It is not easy to define exactly what are 'women 's 
interests ' ; indeecl , the cliversity of interests within social groups is a recurring theme in 
this book. However, it would certainly be helpful if the norm of work was not full-time , 

I 
uninterrupted service, as this disproportionately disaclvantages many women, especially 
those who work part-time or who have clomestic responsibilities . The experience of 
Sweden is cited as demonstrating where an equality strategy sees typical.ly fema le 
patterns of work as the norm. For example, the extensive parental leave provisions, 
available to both men and women in Sweden , challenge the male breac!winner stereo­
type that militates against men taking more domestic responsibility. Gardiner (1998) 
proposec! that skills c!eveloped in domestic work should be revalued as important to the 
labour marker, anc! that breaks from paid work could still seen as periods of valuable 
skills development. 

There are , however, obvious problems with moving to a new norm. The first is clearly 
that it would require considerable transformation in attitucles ancl power structures , and 
it is therefore a utopian conception. Having the opportunity to ass ume more clomestic 
responsibility does not necessarily mean that men will actuaf/y take it. Therefore, for 
a new norm to establish itself, at least some of the challenge to the status quo has to 
come from the dominant group (in this case men); otherv\'ise , 'differences ' are likely to 
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rema in idemified with inJeriorir\ (Webb , J 9')7) Second Iv, aml perhaps more impm­

ranrll ·, a" Liff and Wajcman ( 1 l)<)(J) acknowledged , a fundamem:tl c riticisrn or r!1e fern:tle 

nurm· approach i" thar gender i:- p ri 1·ileged 01·er other "oc i:tl dil'i.-, ions such as crilnicit) '. 

(! isabil in ', sc·xualir1 · or class. A111· n ew norrn would ha1·e ru ensure rhat rhere was enough 

space h>r wor1'ers from ut her S(><.: ial groups ruo. 1-!owel'tT as is high l igllled throughout 

rhi" buuk. rhc issue is not rhat oriler idemiries sho uld be trea ted as equal!\' :,ign ifi ca nr as 

gender, hu t that a ne\\' nurn1 has to recugnizt: intersecr ionalir1" 

An integration of approaches 

The pragmatic sulution would Ix: ro ha1·e a mi xt ure or equ:tlit1' :md dil't:rsity, sarnenes,-, 

and difference :1ppruaches. Hown•er, Liffs ( 1999) cornrnenls above :1hout rhe difftcul­

ti es ur achie1·ing tlfr; need to he borne in mind ilere. T hert' are dangers if the diversit1 

appro:1eh is seen as so merhing tutallv new rh:tt does not require rhc maimcnan ce of" rh e 

basic safeguard;. and protections cunta ined wirhin the liberal equalin· :tppruacll. lf" 

di ve rsir l' is presented as an alternarh·e to eq u:1liry, then th is rhreatens to sn·er rhe link 

between organ isarional strategies and the rea lities uf !:1bour market disad1·a11tage (Mi lle r. 

1996) We wou ld agree \\'ith Ka ler (2001 ) and Liff ( 1999 ) that rhe ~:1fer opt ion, wirh 

more pruspecrs for greater equaliry, is ro ensure that the trad i tional equ:t!it1· paradigm 

underpin;, rht· newer d i \'e rsit\' approach. Recogni zing indi vid ual diJfrrences within 

groups and p eople's different and changing need.-, over rime becom e~ a ·bonu;, ' if basic 

equa lirY work is being done. 

Key learning points 
• Tl1ere is st ill limited evidence c:s lo the success of diversity pol icies. In addition . tl1ere are e>-c:m­

ples of where the difference approach can be used to reassert the inferiority and Justify the 
exclus ion of disadvantaged groups 

• There is sti ll a lac k of clari ty about how io ach ieve equality in the workplace. Suggestions include 
recogn izing that people are both similar and different simultaneous ly Therefore, ·sameness· and 
'difference' shou ld not be placed in opposition. This leads to the need to maintain tradit ional 
equality approaches alongside more recent diver·s ity approaches . 

• There are a variety of different conceptualizations of diversity, including 'mainstreami ng· wh ich 
seek to transform organisational cultures . Short and long diversity agendas can also be identified 

Activity 5.2 

Police halt jobs diversity scheme after discrimination claims 
A pioneering campaign I)\' Avon and Som erset p o li ce to in crease the number of 

women ancl ethn ic mino rity ofhcers in its ranks has been wirhdrawn f(>l lowing 

advice that it m a1· discriminate again st white m en. The schem e, launched lasr 

summer, was intended to " redress under-representation .. of the area's " cl ivnse 

commun ities" but resulted in complai nts to rhe Comm ission fo r Racial Equa li rv 
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and the Equal Opportunities Commission. Applications from 186 white males 
were rejected before the interview stage in favour of those from women and from 
non-white backgrounds. 

"Positive action" - helping applicants prepare for recruitment procedures or 
advertising in ethnic minority publications - is permitted but positive discrimina­
tion is illegal. The chief constable, Colin Port, yesterday defended the "innovative" 
approach: "Last summer we tried to do something different. Through use of 
positive action and using the model of the Disability Discrimination Act we 
intended to recruit officers that more accurately reflect the diverse communities 
we serve. We considered this represented an untried and untested area. lt was not 
and has never been our intention to discrimi.nate against anyone who applies for 
a position with the Avon and Somerset constabulary .... We will think again about 
how we can continue to recruit from under-represented groups .. . until that 
balance has been redressed." The force added: "In order to redress the situation we 
have . .. offered to reconsider all of the applicants excluded." 

Around 3.9% of Avon and Somerset's population of around 1.5 million is from 
a non-white background. Peter Fahy, chairman of the race and diversiry committee 
of the Association of Chief Police Officers, said police forces were being damned 
for failing to recruit enough ethnic m.inoriry and women officers, and damned 
when they tried new ways of diversifying their workforce. 

(Source: The Guardian, 8 March 2006) 

Questions 

1. Drawing on the chapter's discussion , consider why this scheme attracted 
such controversy. 

2. Given that the scheme was legal, was the police department right to back 
down in the face of complaints' 

3. Does the scherne fit within either an equality or diversity approach? 

CONCLUSION 
This chapter has summarised the kev conceptualizations of equality and diversity 
approaches and highlighted their strengths and weaknesses. ·what has emerged from 
the discussion is the lack of clarity about how to achieve equality - whether through 
'sameness· or 'difference ' . There is no clear and undisputed conceptualization of 
equality or diversity and no clear guidance as to the future direction of the equaliry 
project. lt is of course always much easier to fine! weaknesses and cri ticisms than it is to 
construct new ways of doing things. Many of these problems will be discussed further in 
the follmYing four chapters dealing with the translation of theoretical approaches into 
policy and practice within the J;rw, trade unions, organisations and management 
thinking. The theoretical perspectives presented here wi.ll provide a useful background 
"''hich can be used to help make sense of, and assess the success of, the various policy 
initiatives presented. 
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Activity 5.3 

Understanding equality approaches 
ll ndenake an imerner search of rhe equaliry and cli\·ersiry sra remenrs mack on web 

sites lw major work organis:ttions in che U K and ehewhere . Tn· to include orga­
nisation;. from different sectur;, (e .g. retail , hanking, local gm·ernment ) ancl of 

different size;, (large mulri-nariun:tl :t;, well as medium-;,in-d organis:nion;,) . I.isl the 

tl'j)eS of' policies orga nisations ha ve. 

Questions 

Do the policy slctlelllen ts seem to reflec1 tll<: equaliry or di\'crsir · appruach·1 

Offer explanation~ for how vou would categtJri ze th <: :-t:ttemencs. 

' Do tile poliC\' inilio l i1 1es described seem ro ti t into <:i t iler rile equal i t ) or 

diversitv appruach·1 

) . Di .~cuss the tir between the various pulic i<.::- :tml initiative:- and the 

rationale org:mis:ttiuns give fur rh em . 

Lf. Critic:tllv eval uate the pmenrial that rile diversin· statemems and the 

policies have for leading to ·transformation ' in urg:tnisations. 

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

1. Whar are the clifference~ ancl similarit ies among the liberal. radica l ancl di\'cTsit \· 

approaches' \Vhat t\'pes of equalif\' do thev address" 

2. \Vhat are the strengths ancl \Veaknesses of each o f the approaches' 

3. H ow does such an analvsis help us to conceptuaUze the direction that cqualin· p o li­
cies will o r should take in the 2 I st centu r y'~ 

4. ·Manoging dil'ers itv ' [diversity management! is 1101 anything nell'. It is simjJI)' 

another renaming e.Yercise to enbr:mce tbe image of e.\'istin(:!. ·eq110! o/1port1111ities" 

initiati/'es ( Hollinsheacl et :ti., 1999: 4 ">1 ) . Discuss this statement . 

FURTHER READING 
Cockburn . C. . 198') :ind .Jew,;on. N .. Mason. D .. I ')86. 

The:;e two :1nicles arc \\ ·ide!Y c it ed as rhn· prm· ide critical anal yses o f traditional equal i 11· :1pp ro:1clh:'S 
and a ,;uning po int ti ir theori zing in the CtJntemporary pcri• >d . 

1'onr:1d. 1\ .. Prasad. 11. . and l'ringle . .J.. 2006 . 

A comprehensil'l' n i lume of di1·er,; it1· research com ain ing sc1-eral thco rerictl contributions. 

Liff. S .. Wajc man . .J. . J lJ') (, 

An in;,igln ful anal1·si;, 1if the -s:uncnc, s· :1ml 'difference· approach es ltJ eq ual it1". iden t ifring kn· 
>' trength;, :111d \\·c:tkne;,ses and prm·idini:: :1 nH11ri-dimc·n;,ional model <J f d i1·n si t ' " 

~"ioon . .VI. . Ogh1>1111a . E .. 2011 I . 
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A useful collec tion of papers. which discuss the theoretical and policy debate!'> around equality and 
cl iversiry, and which pre;ent empirical research examining the experiences of different social 
groups. 
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