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ABSTRACT

A survey-based study was conducted in one of the largest Australian Government Agencies with
the aim to (1) empirically assess the extent to which employees’ perceived management receptivity
to diversity management (PMRDM) varies by gender, ethnicity, age and organizational tenure
and (2) examine the influence of various dimensions of organizational climate for diversity
(OCFD) on PMRDM. Findings revealed that PMRDM varies by organizational tenure only, with
employees with less than 1 year tenure perceiving that management is receptive to diversity
management than those with 6 to 10 years and over 10 years tenure. Furthermore, of the 13
predictor variables, status, fairness, inclusion and treatment were found to be the predictors of
PMRDM, explaining 63 per cent of the variance in PMRDM. The theoretical and practical
implications of the results are discussed and the limitations of the study are noted along with
suggested avenues for future research.

Keywords: Diversity management, gender, race, ethnicity, receptivity, tenure, age, diversity climate, inclusion,
fairness, treatment, support, commitment.

INTRODUCTION

has become increasingly diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, nationality and gender (Dickie & Soldan

2008; Wilkinson & Cheng 1999). Almost 60 per cent of Australian CEOs report that their firms are
diverse in terms of ethnicity, age and religion, 45 per cent in terms of gender, and 39 per cent in terms of language
skills (Nicholas 2002), making talent management a top priority (Frank & Taylor 2004). While many Australian
public services are investing substantial resources to develop and implement policies that promote understanding,
tolerance and harmony (Junor & Coventry 2001; Strachan, Burgess & Sullivan 2004), research has consistently
shown that senior management support for, and commitment to, diversity initiatives is crucial to diversity change
efforts (Cox & Blake 1991; Konrad & Linnehan 1995a; b; Morrison 1992; Roberson 2006; Rynes & Rosen 1995;
Thiederman 1994). Hence, a considerable amount of work has been focused on the attitudes of managers towards
EEO and diversity management (Buttner, Lowe & Billings-Harris 2006; Hopkins, Hopkins & Mallette 2001; Naff
1998). However, less empirical work has focused on how the actions of management to effectively manage diversity
are perceived by employees. Soldan (2009) attributes the limited nature of research of this kind to the lack of
reliable and valid measure (Soldan 2009). Understanding employee perceptions of management actions is important
because research on a number of areas of organizational behavior has demonstrated that behaviors are largely based
on perceptions (Eisenberger, Fasolo & Davis-LaMastro 1990; llgen, Major & Tower 1994; Mor Barak 2005); hence,
what people believe is of vital importance regardless of the accuracy of those perceptions.

j n recent years, diversity issues have gained increased attention as the Australian society and its workforce

Furthermore, what is clear from the limited research studies available is that perceived management
receptivity to diversity management (PMRDM) varies considerably among gender and ethnic groups (Gaze 2003;
Soni 2000). However, these studies have been exclusively North American. As many EEO and diversity
management policies are distinctly different from those in the USA (Strachan, Burgess & Sullivan 2004), theories
developed in North America may not be relevant in other countries (Kulik & Bainbridge 2006), particularly in
Australia (Soldan 2009; Soldan & Dickie 2008). Moreover, only a few efforts have been made to identify the factors
driving the observed differences but the perception of organizational climate for diversity (OCFD) has been
neglected in spite of the claims made in the literature that the perceptions of OCFD is a key explanatory variable
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(Cox 1993; Kossek & Zonia 1993; Soni 2000). Furthermore, OCFD has been presented in the literature as a
construct with multiple (personal, group, organizational) dimensions that capture the essence of OCFD (Cox 1993);
however, researchers have not been inclined towards using/testing the recently developed dimensions of OCFD
(Soldan & Dickie 2008).

Hence, the current study will address the above-mentioned limitations in diversity management literature
by (1) empirically assessing the extent to which PMRDM varies among Australian public sector employees and (2)
examining the influence of perceptions of newly developed dimensions of OCFD on PMRDM.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Perceived Management Receptivity to Diversity Management (PMRDM) Soldan (2009) refers to PMRDM as
employee perceptions of whether or not management is supportive of diversity programs. In Gaze’s (2003) study of
328 hospital employees of an overseas US Navy Medical Treatment Facility (MTF), minorities such as Hispanic,
Black, Asian workers reported that management does not practice what it preaches then did whites. Similarly, in
Soni’s (2000) study of 160 supervisory and 350 non-supervisory employees of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, women and minorities reported that not enough has been done by the agency to promote and address
various diversity issues than did whites and men. Evidence also suggests that older workers are more likely to
experience discrimination in access to training & development, to be denied promotions, to be refused employment,
and to be selected for redundancy than are their younger counterparts (Drake Consulting Group 1999). These
findings have led to the following hypotheses:

Perceived management receptivity to diversity management will vary between gender (H1), ethnic (H2), age (H3)
and organizational tenure (H4) groups.

Organizational Climate for Diversity (OCFD) OCFD is referred to as the perceptions of personal, group and
organizational dimensions that influence employee perceptions of management’s receptivity to diversity programs
(borrowed from Soni 2000). As organizational members share the same environment, unfortunately, they are
assumed to experience or perceive the environment the same way. However, Bond & Pyle (1998, p. 593) contend
that “there may be one organization but there are multiple realities”. Hence, researchers are urged to acknowledge
that employees may experience or perceive the OCFD quite differently (Bond 1999; Bond & Pyle 1998; Kossek &
Zonia 1993). OCFD is determined by a variety of social-psychological conditions and phenomena (Cox 1993).

For instance, one of the elements considered important in organizational settings is an explicit value for
diversity among organizational members (Cox 1993; Mor Barak 2005). Studies have found that perceptions of
OCFD differ in the extent to which organizational members value diversity (Cox 1993; Ely & Thomas 2001;
Jackson 1992; Kossek & Zonia 1993; Mor Barak, Cherin & Berkman 1998). Specifically, women and ethnic
minorities in the study of Mor Barak, Cherin & Berkman (1998) expressed a stronger belief in the value of diversity
than did Caucasians and males.

Another element is the level of comfort with, and openness to, diversity among organizational members.
Research on social categorization (Turner 1985; 1987) and similarity-attraction theory (Byrne 1971) demonstrates
that people are more comfortable interacting with members of their own group than with members of other groups
(Pettigrew & Tropps 2000) as it increases ease of communication, improves predictability of behavior and fosters
trust and reciprocity (Kanter 1977). For instance, Pelled, Ledford and Mohran’s (1999) study found that individuals
who are different from others in gender, race, or age feel uncomfortable with others. Dovidio & Gaertner (1986)
found that when groups such as women or ethnic minorities are involved, majority group members are likely to
avoid minority group members for fear of being called prejudiced. These findings were also evidenced in the study
of Mor Barak, Cherin and Berkman (1998) which revealed significant gender and ethnic differences in the level of
comfort with diversity among organizational members. Specifically, ethnic minorities felt more comfortable with
diversity than Caucasians. Their interview sessions revealed that many Caucasian women and men feel
uncomfortable being around people who have vastly different backgrounds due to the lack of knowledge of their
cultures. One Caucasian manager even expressed a fear to open his mouth for fear of hurting someone’s feelings.
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Perceived fairness of human resource management policies and practices is another important element in
organizational settings. In spite of the progress made in the workforce to eliminate discrimination, organizations
continue to pay lip service to implementation of equal opportunity legislation. Sadly, evidence for discrimination has
been found at all organizational levels: from entry into organizations to career development and promotion. For
instance Kraiger and Ford’s (1985) meta-analysis of over 70 studies revealed that black employees tend to receive
lower ratings of job performance than white employees, especially when the raters are themselves white. This
tendency appears to be equally strong for both black and white raters. Subsequent research also revealed that blacks
continue to receive lower scores and evaluations on both objective and subjective measures than their white
counterparts (Mount et al. 1997; Prewett-Livingston et al. 1996; Roth, Bobko & Huffcutt 2003). Recently, Stauffer
and Buckley (2005) revisited the issue of racial bias in supervisory ratings of performance and confirmed the
existence of racial bias in supervisory ratings.

Furthermore, evidence suggests that women and ethnic minorities continue to encounter a ‘glass ceiling’
that keeps them from reaching the higher echelons of management (Morrison & von Glinow 1990) and,
consequently, the advancement rates of women and ethnic minorities are much slower than for white men. For
instance, Hurley and Sonnenfeld (1995) established that the promotion rates for whites are much greater than for
minorities. Similarly, Thomas et al (1998) found that whites are more likely to be viewed as outstanding leaders and
given higher recommendations for promotion than their African-American counterparts. Pekkarinen and Vartiainen
(2006) examined gender differences in promotion and found that women are less likely to get promoted than men
even though they started their careers in the same jobs. In academia, Todd and Bird’s (2000) study revealed
significant differences in the patterns of appointment of men and women to academic positions. While a greater
proportion of women were appointed at lower levels or on casual and/or short-term contracts, a significant
proportion of men were appointed at higher levels, indicating a less favourable nature of women’s employment than
that of men.

Nixon (1985), on the other hand, found that minorities in organizations receive fewer opportunities for
training and development that prepare them for additional responsibilities. Tharenou, Latimer and Controy (1994)
studied male and female Australian managers of both public and private sectors and found that training and
development significantly varies by gender. Specifically, women receive less encouragement in their careers and
less training regardless of their work experience, and the training they receive has a less powerful effect on their
career progression.

Perceptions of management actions that affect inclusion/exclusion of disadvantaged groups is another important
element in organizational settings. Unfortunately, evidence suggests that many historically disadvantaged groups
continue to be excluded and marginalized in a variety of social contexts on the basis of their demographic attributes.
For instance, studies of structural relationship patterns by Ibarra (1992; 1993; 1995) and more recently by Mollica,
Gray and Trevino (2003) observed that individuals strive toward homophily (the degree to which pairs of
individuals who interact are similar in identity or organizational group affiliations) in their social and career
networks. Subsequently, in order to maintain dominance within organizations, men have tendency to exclude
women from informal networks through the use and maintenance of the “old boys’ network™ (Burke, Rothstein &
Bristor 1995). Thus, the perpetuation of “old boys’ networks” remains an issue of concern (Arkin 1988) and a
predominant barrier for women’s progress into senior management. While some studies found that minorities
perceive themselves as either partially or totally alienated from the formal and informal aspects of corporate life
(Greenhaus, Parasuraman & Wormley 1990; Nixon 1985), others found that women are often ignored and excluded
from informal networks and having access to relevant information or decision-making networks within the
organization, making it difficult to learn how to manage or participate in organizational life (Cross & Linnehan
2006; Findler, Wind & Mor Barak 2007; Glazer-Raymo 1999). Similarly, men and Caucasian employees in Mor
Barak, Cherin and Berkman’s (1998) study perceived their organization as more inclusive of women and minorities
than did women and minorities. However, the interviews with women and ethnic minorities revealed that dissimilar
employees are often excluded from important “networks of information and opportunity” (p.50). Many minorities
reported discomfort associated with personal networking which was viewed by them as “blowing one’s horn”.

Larkey (1996a; 1996b), on the other hand, claims that in culturally-diverse settings, organizational
members often experience diversity-related interactional difficulties. As individuals with diverse backgrounds differ
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in expressions of opinions or viewpoints, the ideas of women and ethnic minorities are likely to be ignored or
adopted only if the same idea was brought up by a white male later (Gordon, DiTomaso & Farris 1991) and,
consequently, they may take the path of least effort and become reluctant to voice new ideas (Nemeth 1986) or
express unwillingness to be involved in projects that require consideration of the ideas from different gender and
ethnic viewpoints (Larkey 1996a, 1996b). Different values, beliefs, worldviews or linguistic cues of individuals are
likely to lead to misunderstandings and breakdown in communications (Fine 1991; Banks, Ge & Baker 1991).
Furthermore, women and ethnic minorities are likely to perceive that they are treated more negatively (e.g.
excluded, not adjusted to or listened to) than white men and, consequently, their perceptions are likely to disrupt the
cohesiveness of workgroups (Larkey 1996a; 1996b). Therefore, the possible interaction difficulties such as
understanding (interpretation that either distorts or confirms the content or intent of communication), treatment
(differential benevolence directed toward a person through communication, judgment or other means), ideation
(articulation of a variety of ideas and perspectives in group process) and cohesiveness (the degree to which group
members are attracted to each other) are also considered as important elements in organizational settings.

Therefore, the current study considers the above-mentioned elements as important dimensions of
organizational climate for diversity (OCFD). To the author’s knowledge, there is no research that formally
recognizes that the relationship between those dimensions of OCFD and PMRDM exists. However, the findings of
the above studies and the claims made in the literature that OCFD could be a key explanatory variable (Cox 1993;
Kossek & Zonia 1993; Soni 2000) provided underpinning for the following hypothesis:

Perceptions of organizational climate for diversity (i.e. value, comfort, fairness, inclusion, understanding, treatment,
ideation, cohesiveness) will predict perceived management receptivity to diversity management (H5)

RESEARCH METHODS
Procedure and Sample

The current study was conducted in one of the largest Australian Government organizations referred to as
the ‘Agency’ as its identity was requested to be kept anonymous. Permission for the research was granted from the
participating agency and the primary source of contact was well established with nominated key representatives of
the agency able to facilitate the data collection process. Prior to implementation, the questionnaire was pilot tested
with 20 employees of the Agency. Feedback from the pilot study was collected and consolidated by the agency
representatives; based upon the feedback, one item was deleted and language adjustments were made to a couple of
items to suit the context of the current study. Following the changes made to the original questionnaire, an online
survey was designed and activated for submission. Participants were given two weeks to complete and submit the
survey.

Sample

A total of 1750 employees were invited by the representatives of the agency to participate in the study, with
completion of the survey being completely voluntary and anonymous. Of the 1750 invited employees, a total of 391
employees responded to the survey, yielding a 22 per cent response rate. It is possible that the response rate was
impacted by the shortage of time given to respondents to complete the survey.

Of the 391 participants, female employees composed the largest group by gender at 62.1%. A 32% of
respondents were in management/supervisory positions, while 68% labeled their position as non-managerial. 1.3%
of respondents were aged under 20, 22% were aged between 20-29, 32.5% between 30-39, 25.8% between 40-99,
16.4% between 50-59, and 2% were 60 or over. 10.7% of respondents had been with the agency for less than one
year, 56% between 1-5 years, 17.1% between 6-10 years and 16.1% for over 10 years. Most respondents (77.5%)
were Caucasian, while 4.1% were African, 1.5% Hispanic, 0.3% Indigenous/Torres Strait Islander, 11.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander, 2.6% Middle Eastern and the remaining 2.6% Other. As the percentage of Caucasian
employees was considerably higher than the other ethnic groups, it was not feasible to compare the effects of
ethnicity on the results. The comparison of such unequal sample sizes would mean that the power of the analysis
would be far too low to gain confidence in any results (Howell 1997). Hence, it was decided to combine all ethnic
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groups other than Caucasian and label them as ‘minorities’ and those with Caucasian backgrounds as ‘majorities’ for
the purposes of bivariate correlation and multiple regression analyses. The distribution of gender, ethnicity, status,
age and organizational tenure in the sample was representative of the demographics of the agency where the study
was conducted.

Measures

A total of 34 questions captured the variables of interest for the purposes of the study. A 7-point Likert
scale was used, ranging from 1, anchoring on ‘strongly disagree’ to 7, anchoring on ‘strongly agree’. The details
are provided below:

Demographics. Five questions captured the demographic information on gender, age, status, organizational tenure
and ethnicity. The following categories were assigned to demographic data: gender (female and male); age (under
20, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 and over); position level (managerial and non-managerial); organizational tenure
(less than 1 years, 1-5 years, 6-10, over 10 years) and ethnicity (African, Hispanic, Indigenous/Torres Strait Islander,
Asian/Pacific Islander, Middle Eastern, Caucasian, Other to be specified). Overall, with no missing data, the quality
of the data collected was excellent in terms of completeness.

Personal Dimensions. Three items measuring value and another three measuring comfort were adapted from the
Diversity Perceptions Scale (DPS) developed by Mor Barak, Cherin and Berkman (1998). Two items were reverse-
scored. The reliability for the original subscales was .77 (value) and .71 (comfort). In this study, the reliability score
was .52 (value) and .36 (comfort). An example item was: “I think that diverse viewpoints add value”.

Intergroup Dimensions. Four items measuring ideation, three items measuring understanding, four items measuring
treatment and another three measuring cohesiveness were adapted from the Workforce Diversity Questionnaire
(WDQ) developed by Larkey (1996a). As the items, with the exception of those measuring cohesiveness, describe
the difficulties encountered in interactions, they were inverted, so the desirable rating was low rather than high. The
reliability for the original subscales ranged from .64 to .75 (ideation .75, understanding .64, treatment .74,
cohesiveness .73). In this study, the internal reliability of the subscales ranged from .64 to .85 (ideation .64,
understanding .71, treatment .85, cohesiveness .85). An example item was: “When people from different
backgrounds work together in groups, I feel offended because my ideas are not acknowledged”.

Organizational Dimensions. Six items measuring fairness and three items measuring inclusion were adapted from
the Diversity Perceptions Scale (DPS) developed by Mor Barak, Cherin and Berkman (1998). Two items were
reverse-scored. The example item was: “Managers apply human resource policies (e.g. provision of sick leave)
fairly for all employees™. The internal consistency estimates (alpha coefficients) for the original subscales were .86
(fairness) and .80 (inclusion). In this study, the internal reliability of the subscales was .87 (fairness) and .42
(inclusion).

Perceived Management Receptivity to Diversity Management (PMRDM) was measured using the scale developed
by Soni (2000). The original instrument consisted of 10 items measuring the understanding of the aims of diversity
programs and the level of employee support for the programs. As the details of factor loadings or inter-correlations
were not reported by previous studies, Soldan (2009) subjected the 10-item scale to exploratory factor analysis and
identified three underlying dimensions, including (1) diversity management understanding, (2) employee receptivity
to diversity management, and (3) perceived management receptivity to diversity management (PMRDM). The
current study utilized PMRDM dimension, consisting of three items, namely: “The department does not do enough
to address various diversity issues”; “The department ‘practices what it preaches’ about diversity management” and
“Most managers in the organization set a positive example of how to effectively manage diversity”. One item was
reverse-coded. The Cronbach’s alpha for the three items was .80.

Although the internal consistency of some of the measures was quite low they were retained for further
analyses as they were used with a number of other measures (Guildford 1965) but with a degree of caution when
interpreting the results.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Descriptive Statistics: Antecedent and Outcome Variables

Descriptive statistics of the variables, presented in Table 2, reflected several interesting findings with
reported levels of variables between moderate and relatively high. For instance, the means for fairness, inclusion,
understanding, treatment and PMRDM were moderate, all falling between four (Neither agree nor disagree) and five
(Slightly agree) on a seven-point scale; whereas the mean scores for value, comfort, cohesiveness and ideation were
relatively high, all falling between five (Slightly agree) and six (Moderately agree). Overall, descriptive statistics of
the PMRDM variable indicate that employees within the agency moderately perceive that management is receptive
to diversity programs.

Differences in Perceived Management Receptivity to Diversity Management (PMRDM)

In order to determine whether or not statistically significant differences exist between employees with
different gender, ethnic, age and organizational tenure groups in relation to PMRDM, Comparison of Means tests (t-
tests) and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were performed. Having obtained statistically significant results, the
nature of the emerged differences was examined using Tukey’s Honesty Significant Different (HSD) procedure.

The t-tests revealed that there is no statistically significant difference between males and females (t=-.74,
p=.460) and minorities and majorities (t=-1.54, p=.123) in relation to PMRDM. Therefore Hypotheses 1 & 2 were
not supported. These results were inconsistent with the findings of previous studies (Gaze 2003; Soni 2000), which
postulate that PMRDM will vary between gender and ethnic groups. The lack of significant difference between
ethnic groups (minorities vs majorities) may be attributable to the limited sample size of groups other than
Caucasian. It is important to note, however, that had larger samples of ethnic groups other than Caucasian been
available, it is possible that the difference might have attained significance and the relationship between ethnicity
and PMRDM be regarded as worthy of further investigation.

The ANOVA tests revealed that the difference between age groups (under 20, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49; 50-59,
60 and over) with respect to PMRDM was not significant (F=1.240, p=.289). Hence, Hypothesis 3 was not
supported. However, a statistically significant difference emerged between groups with different organizational
tenure in relation to PMRDM (F=2.996, p<0.05). In order to determine which groups (means) were significantly
different, a post-hoc test was performed using Tukey’s HSD procedure. Table 1 presents the Post Hoc (Tukey) test
results for groups with different organizational tenure.

Table 1: Post Hoc Test Results Organizational Tenure Comparisons: PMRDM

Variable Organizational Tenure Groups ANOVA
Less than 1 1-5 years 6-10 years Over 10 years
year (N=219) (N=67) (N=63) F Tukey’s HSD
(N=42) 2 3 4
1
PMRDM 4.91 4.40 4.24 4.23 2.996* 1>3%; 1>4*

Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level

As in Table 1, the post hoc multiple comparison tests revealed a statistically significant mean difference
between employees that have been with the agency for less than 1 year and those with 6 to 10 years and over 10
years tenure. These findings indicate that employees that have been with the agency for less than 1 year are more
likely to perceive that management is receptive to diversity programs than those who with 6 or more years. It
appears that the longer the employees remain with the organization the more cynical they are. These findings
suggest that organizational tenure is a relevant variable and may influence employees’ PMRDM.



Journal of Diversity Management — Fourth Quarter 2009 Volume 4, Number 4

Bivariate Correlations

Bivariate correlations showing the strength and direction of the linear relationships between PMRDM and
the anticipated predictor variables, including gender, ethnicity, age, organizational tenure, status are reported in
Table 2. An examination of bivariate relationships revealed that of the 13 predictor variables, with the exception of
gender, ethnicity, age and status, all other predictor variables significantly correlate with PMRDM. In addition to the
level of significance, some of these correlations were of moderate strength, suggesting that the relationships were of
importance. Although PMRDM had a reasonable association with those predictor variables, very strong relationships
(r > 0.80) were not established.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Potential Predictors and Their Correlations with PMRDM

No Variables Means SD PMRDM

1 Gender N/A N/A 0.04

2 Ethnicity N/A N/A 0.08

3 Status N/A N/A -0.08

4 Age N/A N/A -0.08

5 Organizational Tenure N/A N/A -0.12*
6 Value 5.60 0.82 -0.14**
7 Comfort 5.68 0.97 0.23**
8 Fairness 4.96 1.26 0.68**
9 Inclusion 4.24 1.20 0.60**
10 Understanding 4.39 1.24 -0.46**
11 Treatment 4.46 1.26 -0.68**
12 Ideation 5.47 1.05 -0.45**
13 Cohesiveness 5.29 1.20 0.45**

Note: a) *p<0.05; **p<0.01.
Regression Analysis

To determine the best set of predictors for PMRDM, individual characteristics such as gender, ethnicity,
status, age, organizational tenure and all eight dimensions of OCFD were regressed with PMRDM. Results, as in
Table 3, showed that only status, treatment, fairness and inclusion variables were significantly associated with
PMRDM (F=38.615, p<0.01), explaining 63 per cent of the variance in PMRDM. Hence, Hypothesis 5 was
supported. These results, therefore, were consistent with the findings of previous studies (Cox 1993; Kossek &
Zonia 1993; Soni 2000) which implied that the perception of OCFD is the key explanatory variables of PMRDM. Of
the four predictors, inclusion (3=0.32) and fairness (p=0.31) were the most important predictors followed by
treatment (B=-0.30), indicating that the fairer the perception of HR practices/policies and the greater the perception
of actions undertaken by management that affect the inclusion of women and ethnic minorities, the more likely that
employees will perceive that management is receptive to diversity management. A negative association between
treatment and PMRDM is due to the fact that items measuring treatment were negatively phrased, indicating that the
greater the adverse treatment individuals receive through communication, judgment or other means the lower the
perception that management is receptive to diversity management. Interestingly, negative association of status
(managerial vs non-managerial) with PMRDM suggests that there is a possibility that employees may perceive that
management pays lip service to diversity management.

Table 3: Regression Analysis of the Predictors for PMRDM

Variables PMRDM

Beta t
Status -0.08* -2.436
Treatment -0.30** -5.599
Fairness 0.31** 6.525
Inclusion 0.32** 8.939
Adjusted R? 63
F Value 51.493
Sig. of F .000

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01
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CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The findings of the current study have both theoretical and practical implications. First, the study examined
the extent to which employees’ perceived management receptivity to diversity management (PMRDM) varied by
gender, ethnicity, age and organizational tenure, using the recently tested by Soldan (2009) measure of PMRDM.
The study was extended to the sample of Australian public sector employees as research of this kind lacked in
Australia (Soldan 2009; Soldan & Dickie 2008). It was established that while there was no significant difference
between gender, ethnic and age groups with respect to PMRDM, a significant difference emerged between groups
with different organizational tenure in relation to PMRDM. Specifically, employees that have been with the agency
for less than 1 year perceive that management is receptive to diversity programs than those with 6 or more years
tenure. In addition, the current study substantiated the findings of previous studies mostly conducted in North
America (Cox 1993; Kossek & Zonia 1993; Soni 2000) that the perception of organizational climate for diversity
(OCFD) is a key explanatory factor of PMRDM. The current study used the newly developed (personal, group,
organizational) dimensions of OCFD as researchers have not been inclined towards using/testing those dimensions,
especially in Australian context (Soldan & Dickie 2008). Specifically, of the eight dimensions of OCFD, fairness,
inclusion and treatment along with status emerged as predictors of PMRDM. Furthermore, by using/testing the new
dimensions of OCFD, the study revealed that the internal consistency of some of the dimensions was below
Nunally’s (1978) recommended cutoff (.70) for acceptable reliability, suggesting that a greater care must be taken
when the original dimensions of OCFD are used in a different context.

The findings of the study have implications for the management of the agency as well. For instance,
managers need to acknowledge that their actions in effectively managing diversity are perceived differently by
employees. The differences in PMRDM among employees suggest that, despite the existence of diversity policies
developed and implemented by management, employees are more likely to believe that management pays lip service
to diversity management. As managers are empowered to make decisions for the organization, whether they ‘walk
the talk’ appears to matter greatly to employees. Managers need to understand the critical role they play in defining
diversity change within the agency. When a diversity plan is implemented they need to follow through with internal
assessment and visible, active and ongoing support and commitment (Muir 1996). They must hold themselves
responsible for managing diversity and demonstrate their commitment through their day-to-day actions (Hemphill &
Haines 1997) or else the level of cynicism and mistrust will escalate. Statistically significant relationships between
perceptions of fairness, treatment, inclusion and PMRDM suggest that management needs to ensure that (a) the
existing HR policies, practices and procedures are fair and equitable for all employees; (b) employees are
encouraged to participate in decision-making process and when opinions are expressed, they are taken into account;
mentoring programs are introduced and everyone has access to those programs; the communication between
employees and managers is open; social networks are encouraged; and (c) employees and managers treat each other
with respect and are tolerant of each other’s background, customs, traditions, culture.

LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The findings of the current study shed some light on important questions for future research studies to
address. First, as the current study is the first in Australia, future studies can be extended to similar other Australian
public sector as well as private sector organizations to validate the findings of this study. Secondly, although the
four variables (status, treatment, fairness, inclusion) accounted for 63 per cent of the variance for PMRDM ratings,
it nonetheless leaves some amount of unexplained variance (37%), which should be the focus of future research
efforts. ldentifying other variables (e.g. job characteristics) can provide a framework that will assist management in
gaining employees’ trust. Thirdly, the current study was limited in the scope of demographic questions, identifying
only respondents’ gender, ethnicity, age, status and organizational tenure. Future research could be extended to
include other dimensions of diversity such as the length of Australian residency or education as possible important
control variables. Finally, the lack of significant differences in PMRDM between majority (n=303) and minority
(n=88) groups, another fruitful direction for future research would be to consider the importance of ethnicity to
PMRDM by ensuring larger and more balanced samples within the subgroups (i.e. Caucasians, Asians, Hispanic,
Blacks, Indigenous & Torres Strait Islanders) and examine the differences between these subgroups.
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