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Article

Is Diversity Management 
Sufficient? Organizational 
Inclusion to Further 
Performance

Meghna Sabharwal1

Abstract
This study focuses on the concept of organizational inclusion, which goes beyond 
diversity management, the dominant paradigm in the field of public administration. 
Although several studies in public administration mention the importance of inclusion, 
none of these studies have empirically tested its association with performance beyond 
diversity management. Data for this study comes from a survey conducted among 
public managers in Texas agencies. The study finds that diversity management alone 
is insufficient for improving workplace performance. What is required instead is an 
approach that promotes greater inclusion of employees in ways that takes their views 
into account and promotes self-esteem. The results show that productive workplaces 
exist when employees are encouraged to express their opinions, and their input is 
sought before making important organizational decisions. This requires supportive 
leadership and empowering employees with information and resources that will help 
them make important decisions about their jobs.

Keywords
organizational inclusion, diversity, diversity management, organizational performance, 
leadership

Introduction

Public organizations are hiring women and minorities to create a diverse workforce 
that reflects the demographics of the nation. Furthermore, they are providing diver-
sity training that focuses on handling sexual harassment, valuing differences (race, 
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ethnicity, gender, age, religion, disability, sexual orientation), and diversity manage-
ment (offering mentoring, coaching, family/employee friendly policies, alternative 
work arrangements; Bozeman & Feeney, 2009; Kellough & Naff, 2004; Pitts, 2006, 
2009; Pitts, Hicklin, Hawes, & Melton, 2010; Riccucci, 2002; Rice, 2004; Roberson, 
2006). These are functional and structural changes that are instituted to recruit and 
retain minorities and women into the organization. The issue is not about diversity 
itself, but the challenge lies in integrating and utilizing a diverse workforce toward 
achieving organizational goals (Pless & Maak, 2004). While title VII of the Civil 
Right Act of 1964, affirmative action, and equal employment legislation have helped 
diversify the workforce, they have not always helped in creating an environment of 
inclusion wherein the full potential of diverse employees is realized (Mor Barak, 
1999, 2011).

Several authors have stated that the concept of organizational inclusion is the crux 
of current diversity efforts (Broadnax, 2010; Miller, 1998; Rangarajan & Black, 2007; 
Riccucci, 2002; Wise, 2002). However, none of these studies have empirically mea-
sured organizational inclusive behaviors (OIB) and assessed its impact on perfor-
mance in the public sector. Thus, the key questions that this study aims to address are 
(a) do managing diversity efforts improve performance? and (b) what inclusive behav-
iors should organizations exhibit to enhance performance? While no unified theory of 
inclusion exists, social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978, 2010), social comparison theory 
(Festinger, 1954; Mullen & Goethals, 1987), and optimal distinctiveness theory (ODT; 
M. Brewer, 1991) have been used to advance the concept of OIB.

The social identity theory, developed by social psychologist Henri Tajfel (1978, 
2010), proposed that the groups that individuals belong to are a source of self-esteem. 
The belonging of an individual to a group provides social identity and a sense of fit-
ting in. This theory further posits that we normally divide the world into “them” and 
“us” in an effort to create distinct out-groups and in-groups. The in-group discrimi-
nates against the out-group to enhance self-image. Employee perception is thus on an 
inclusion–exclusion continuum in which individuals are part of an organizational 
system where they are involved in both formal and informal decision-making (Mor 
Barak, 2011).

The social comparison theory similarly assumes that individuals have a need to 
compare their own opinions and abilities with that of others. Individuals normally 
compare themselves with those they think are similar in an attempt to maintain a posi-
tive self-image. This constant comparison creates perceptions of inclusion or exclu-
sion based on the social interactions that individuals engage in. The ODT seeks to 
strike a balance between the need to find similarities with others while maintaining a 
unique identity (M. Brewer, 1991). To fulfill a basic need of belonging, individuals 
seek inclusion to a group where they are accepted and made to feel secure. The need 
that employees feel to belong to a group, and at the same time maintain a unique iden-
tity, has been argued to form the basis of inclusion literature (Shore et al., 2011).

Organizational Inclusive Behaviors (OIB) OIB is derived from the aforementioned 
theories of inclusion, and has been described in a variety of ways. Mor-Barak and 
Cherin (1998, p. 48), for example, defined it as “the degree to which individuals feel 
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part of critical organizational processes,” indicated by work group involvement, access 
to information and resources, and the ability to influence decision-making. Pelled, 
Ledford, and Mohrman (1999) assessed inclusion on the basis of people’s job security, 
their access to sensitive information, and their influence on decision-making. Gasorek 
(2000), in describing inclusion, considers the degree to which the following are suc-
cessfully achieved: How employees and their ideas are valued and utilized; how people 
partner within and across departments; how current employees feel that they belong 
and how prospective employees are attracted to the organization; how people feel con-
nected to each other and to the organization and its goals; and finally, how the organiza-
tion continuously fosters flexibility, choice, and diversity. When individual employees 
experience inclusion, they feel valued and recognized for their efforts in the organiza-
tion. This makes them feel safe and open to expressing their ideas and viewpoints. The 
experience of inclusion is comprised of various components: feeling valued, sensing 
that diversity matters in a positive way, being involved and engaged in the work group, 
being able to authentically bring the whole self to work, being able to influence deci-
sion-making, and feeling safe (Ferdman, Avigdor, Braun, Konkin, & Kuzmycz, 2010).

In line with previous research (Bendick, Egan, & Lanier, 2010; Davidson & 
Ferdman, 2002; Ferdman et al., 2010; Gasorek, 2000; Holvino, Ferdman, & Merrill-
Sands, 2004; Miller, 1998; Mor-Barak & Cherin, 1998; Pelled, Ledford, & Mohrman, 
1999; Shore et al., 2011), the proposed study conceptualizes OIB into three broad 
areas: (a) commitment from top leadership to foster inclusion, (b) ability of employees 
to influence organizational decisions, and (c) fair/equitable treatment from manage-
ment. Each of these concepts is measured on several dimensions that compose the OIB 
scale. Just being asked for input creates openness, inclusion, and indeed, diversity of 
opinions that can be hypothesized to lead to greater performance (Ferdman et al., 
2010). Recognizing differences and having policies that promote employee friendly 
workplaces are important, but these guidelines do not necessarily translate into an 
organization that is inclusive and empowers members of all groups (Holvino et al., 
2004). How does management create an environment that fosters inclusion and goes 
beyond just following the rules? This study argues that the focus needs to change from 
an overreliance on policies and structural changes to fostering an environment that 
promotes inclusiveness.

OIB in the Workplace

One of the essential factors that contribute toward creating inclusive environments is 
committed leadership that supports individual and cultural differences among employ-
ees (Miller, 1998; Pless & Maak, 2004; Ryan & Kossek, 2008; Shore et al., 2011). 
Such committed leadership would also utilize the talents of all members irrespective 
of their gender, race/ethnicity, age, sexual orientation, and so on. Simply by hiring a 
workforce for the sake of increasing representation is actually counter-productive 
(Bendick et al., 2010); leaders in the organization must devise strategies to eliminate 
systemic barriers and create avenues in which all employees are able to contribute to 
their fullest potential.
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Building an inclusive environment is thus a combination of commitment from the 
top employers, respect for diverse opinions and perspectives, and an institution that 
fosters equitable policies (Bendick et al., 2010). Organizations that use an inclusive 
framework will consequently have better output (Stewart & Johnson, 2009). Such 
organizations go beyond hiring for diversity as a legal cover, but rather recognize that 
each individual is unique and has the potential to contribute toward the goals of the 
organization. Inclusive work environments are eager to tap into the differences of 
individuals by offering them a platform where employees are treated as an asset versus 
a liability. Workplaces that value employees for their opinions use a synergistic 
approach to problem-solving and decision-making (Sabattini & Crosby, 2008). 
Inclusion is neither affirmative action nor diversity, but a concept in which “different 
voices are sought and utilized as opportunities for added value. Different perspectives 
and frames of reference offer competitive advantages in teamwork, service delivery, 
product quality and work output” (Miller, 1998, p. 160). A productive organization 
recognizes this important difference and includes employees in decision-making, 
thereby making them a critical part of the organization (Mor-Barak & Cherin, 1998).

Moving Beyond Diversity Management

In 1990, Thomas first introduced diversity management as a way of creating an envi-
ronment toward an objective of enabling employees to reach their full potential in 
pursuit of organizational objectives. Similarly, Ivancevich and Gilbert (2000, p. 75) 
defined it as “the systematic and planned commitment by organizations to recruit, 
retain, reward, and promote a heterogeneous mix of employees.” Pitts (2006, p. 235) 
argues “that diversity management is a multifaceted concept” and, as such, includes 
three components: recruitment programs, programs aimed to increase cultural aware-
ness, and pragmatic management policies.

There is recent consensus that diversity management needs to move from a passive 
(valuing diversity) to an active (diversity management) approach. This active approach 
should include mentoring programs, succession planning, family-friendly programs, 
alternative work arrangements, training, and accountability (Bozeman & Feeney, 
2009; Kellough & Naff, 2004; Morrison, 1992; Pitts, 2006, 2009; Pitts et al., 2010; 
Riccucci, 2002; Rice, 2004; Roberson, 2006; Strachan, Burgess, & Sullivan, 2004). 
While these efforts are critical to the success of an organization, they do not necessar-
ily translate into an inclusive work environment (Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012). 
While policies such as instituting mentoring and including alternative work arrange-
ments are important management efforts, they are not always successful if they are not 
part of a larger organizational initiative headed by top-level management. Employees 
making use of work/life balance programs or alternative work arrangements report 
backlash and are often singled out as receiving preferential treatment (Gornick & 
Meyers, 2003; Rapoport, Bailyn, Fletcher, & Pruitt, 2002; Sabattini & Crosby, 2008; 
Sabharwal, 2013; Stone & Lovejoy, 2004; Tower & Alkadry, 2008). These programs 
will not be successful as long as they are viewed as “accommodations” that benefit one 
group more than the others. Employees taking advantage of such policies are deemed 
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to work in less desirable jobs. Single mothers taking advantage of alternative work 
arrangements are labeled to be on the “mommy track,” are taken less seriously, and are 
often passed over for promotions (Saltzstein, Ting, & Saltzstein, 2001). Very few men 
use such policies for fear of career derailment or of being labeled as “uncommitted” 
(Eaton, 2003; Cunningham, 2001; Wayne & Cordeiro, 2003). Such perceptions are 
strengthened by unsupportive organizational culture in which supervisors do more to 
create an exclusionary, rather than an inclusionary, work environment. Even mentor-
ing programs have their challenges; women and minorities often gravitate around 
mentors of similar demographic backgrounds. This gravitation can have unintended 
negative consequences because the mentors themselves are often excluded from 
important networks and are less aware of the resources available within an organiza-
tion (Sabattini & Crosby, 2008). Diversity management should thus go beyond exist-
ing rules and policies often created as a reaction to the shifting demographics in the 
workplace.

Are diversity management and inclusion different concepts? Inclusion, as a con-
cept, goes beyond diversity management, which remains the dominant paradigm in the 
field of public administration (Choi & Rainey, 2010; Kellough & Naff, 2004; Pitts, 
2006, 2009; Pitts et al., 2010; Riccucci, 2002; Rice, 2004; Roberson, 2006). Roberson 
(2006) empirically shows that diversity and inclusion are two different but overlap-
ping concepts. In many ways, diversity management is the first step (or a precursor) 
toward creating inclusive environments. Inclusion goes beyond diversity manage-
ment, wherein a certain group or demographic category is not the target for recruit-
ment, training, or any other organizational activity (Pless & Maak, 2004). Pless and 
Maak (2004) argue that an inclusionary approach values the differences in individual 
employees and leverages diversity in creating a playing field that is not leveled but 
raised so that everyone feels supported and performs at his or her best. Different per-
spectives are heard, respected, understood, and integrated in the decision-making pro-
cesses; differences in opinions and voices are further seen as legitimate avenues for 
problem-solving and improving organizational performance. Inclusion is on a contin-
uum from exclusion on one end to inclusion on the other. The exclusive workplace is 
based on pre-established norms and values that dictate the day-to-day operations in the 
workplace, whereas inclusive attitudes are constantly evolving in accordance with the 
different perspectives within the organization with mutual trust and respect at its cen-
ter (Cox, 2001; Mor Barak, 2011). Diversity management, although an integral aspect 
of inclusion, ignores the dynamics and outcomes of exclusion (Groeneveld & Verbeek, 
2012). Furthermore, diversity management focuses on improving recruitment and 
training for mainly women and minorities in the workplace, whereas inclusion focuses 
on the removal of barriers to enable high performance from all employees (Miller, 
1998; Mor-Barak & Cherin, 1998; Roberson, 2006).

Diversity Management and Performance

Several studies have examined the impact of diversity and diversity management on 
organizational performance (Adler & Gundersen, 2008; Aghazadeh, 2004; Pitts, 2005, 
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2009). Policies such as alternative work arrangements, mentoring, flextime, and tele-
work currently serve as the cornerstone of diversity management initiatives that are 
deemed important in improving performance (Choi & Rainey, 2010; Pitts, 2009). 
These programs can have an adverse impact on employee satisfaction and perfor-
mance when not managed effectively (Sabattini & Crosby, 2008; Tower & Alkadry, 
2008). However, hiring a diverse workforce is seen as a competitive advantage that 
results in increased organizational performance. In particular, Pitts (2009) found that 
diversity management had a positive impact on the performance of racial minorities in 
the federal workforce. Similarly, studies report that diversity positively impacts the 
productivity and commitment of employees (Cox & Blake, 1991; Ely, 2004; Ely & 
Thomas, 2001; McLeod & Lobel, 1992; Richard, 2000). Improved performance in 
diverse groups often is attributed to the problem-solving skills and varied perspectives 
diverse employees bring to the challenge at hand.

Another stream of research nonetheless indicates that diversity lowers performance 
or has no significant relationship (Chatman & Flynn, 2001; Foldy, 2004; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986). Typically, heterogeneous groups take longer time to come together and 
often have conflicting ideas. These issues consequently result in an adverse impact on 
performance, and, as such, diversity management becomes challenging (Steiner, 
1972). Further evidence suggests that employees belonging to diverse groups are 
likely to be excluded from important networks and decision-making processes (Choi 
& Rainey, 2010; Cox, 1994; Ibarra, 1993). The lack of consensus on the impact of 
diversity and diversity management on performance is one of the reasons why inclu-
sion has promise as an area of study, both as a concept and as a lens through which 
organizations can encourage full participation from the individuals rather than focus 
on a certain group or demographic.

OIB and Performance

Diversity management programs were largely a response to several legislative man-
dates; organizations also made a case for diversity as a business imperative for suc-
cess. However, diversity management programs will not be successful if they are 
unable to truly value the diversity employees bring to their work (Pless & Maak, 
2004). Inclusion goes beyond diversity management wherein “people with multiple 
backgrounds, mindsets and ways of thinking to work effectively together and to per-
form to their highest potential in order to achieve organizational objectives based on 
sound principles” (Pless & Maak, 2004, p. 130). Research has shown that perceptions 
of inclusion predict job commitment and performance (Cho & Mor Barak, 2008; 
Miller, 1998; Pless & Maak, 2004; Ryan & Kossek, 2008; Shore et al., 2011; Stewart 
& Johnson, 2009). Additional work demonstrates that an inclusive organizational 
environment enables participation from a diverse range of members, each with their 
unique perspectives and skills, and therefore, results in a better-performing and suc-
cessful organization (Miller, 1998). Inclusive environments require strong and com-
mitted leadership wherein individuals are treated with fairness and are encouraged to 
participate in decisions that impact their individual and organizational productivity 
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(Miller, 1998; Pless & Maak, 2004; Ryan & Kossek, 2008; Shore et al., 2011). In fact, 
the quality of support that employees receive from their leaders is positively related to 
performance, suggesting that leaders who work well with employees from all back-
grounds increase overall output (Stewart & Johnson, 2009).

Shore et al. (2011) argue that uniqueness and belongingness work in concert toward 
creating an inclusive work environment, which ultimately drives performance, job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship, intention to stay, 
and overall well-being of employees. Most literature on organizational inclusion con-
cedes that willingness to engage in positive interactions, building a vision and an 
active strategy for inclusion, information sharing, recognition of employee contribu-
tion, creating a sense of belongingness among employees, and open communication 
are all ways to create an environment that positively impact performance (Mannix & 
Neale, 2005; Miller, 1998; Pless & Maak, 2004; Ryan & Kossek, 2008; Shore et al., 
2011; Stewart & Johnson, 2009).

Organizational performance is the only outcome that this study will measure, given 
the emphasis on performance-based organizations in the public sector. Employee pro-
ductivity can be lowered through exclusion from important networks or from informa-
tion and resources that will help individuals make decisions about their jobs. 
Furthermore, a person who feels excluded and treated unfairly loses job interest, 
resulting in poor job performance (Ferdman et al., 2010; Wasserman, Gallegos, & 
Ferdman, 2008). Individuals who have a voice are more engaged and likely to work 
harder, thereby furthering performance. Thus, based on this research, the study 
hypothesizes:

Hypothesis 1: Diversity management positively influences organizational 
performance.
Hypothesis 2: Diversity management negatively influences organizational 
performance.
Hypothesis 3: Controlling for all factors, diversity management has no influence 
on organizational performance.
Hypothesis 4: Inclusive organizational behaviors that foster commitment from top 
leaders positively impact organizational performance.
Hypothesis 5: Inclusive organizational behaviors that involve employees in indi-
vidual and organizational decision-making processes positively impact organiza-
tional performance.
Hypothesis 6: Inclusive organizational behaviors that treat employees with fair-
ness and equity positively impact organizational performance.

Data and Methodology

Data for this study come from a survey of Texas public managers. The survey sample 
consists of senior employees, supervisors, and lower managers largely found in grades 
B23-B30. Five different departments were contacted: (a) Texas Department of 
Transportation (TXDoT), (b) Texas Education Agency (TEA), (c) Texas Department 
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of State Health Services (DSHS), (d) Texas Work Commission (TWC), and (e) State 
Governor’s Office. The human resources (HR) department in the state of Texas is 
decentralized; two agencies that have employees working on state level HR issues are 
employed in TWC and the State Auditor’s Office (SAO). A total of 815 employees 
from five agencies were contacted, out of which only 198 surveys were usable, result-
ing in a response rate of 24.3%.

Texas is a good example of a majority–minority state wherein the Caucasian popu-
lation alone, not Hispanic or Latino, constitute less than half of the states’ population 
(44.5%; United States Census Bureau, 2012). Data were collected using Qualtrics, the 
software for online surveys.1 Despite informing participants about the upcoming sur-
vey and the two follow-ups, the response rates were low, which is documented as the 
biggest challenge of online surveys (Sheehan & Grubbs-Hoy, 1999; Yun & Trumbo, 
2000). Over 1152 closed-ended questions focused on measuring individual percep-
tions and experiences related to leadership, job performance, diversity, and job aspira-
tions of public sector employees.

Dependent Variable

The study uses employee perceptions of overall quality and skill level to measure 
organizational performance. The survey items used to measure performance have been 
derived from past studies (G. A. Brewer & Selden, 1998; Choi & Rainey, 2010; Pitts, 
2009) and include (a) The skill level in my work unit has improved in the past year, (b) 
A spirit of cooperation and teamwork exists in my work unit, (c) My work unit’s cus-
tomers are satisfied with the quality of our work, (d) My work unit places emphasis on 
doing the job right the first time, (e) The overall quality of work done by my work 
group is high, (f) The overall quality of work done by my immediate supervisor/team 
leader is high, (g) We frequently develop innovative programs, and (h) Workplace 
productivity is high. The Cronbach’s alpha for these items is .81. All items are on a 
7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”

Key Independent Variables

Diversity management and OIB are the key independent variables used in this study. 
The diversity management index is comprised of five items that have been used in past 
studies (Ivancevich & Gilbert, 2000; Pitts, 2006, 2009; Thomas, 1990), which include 
(a) informs employees of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 
policies related to recruitment, (b) incorporates diversity into the organization’s vision 
or mission statement, (c) has policies that are aimed at improving work/life balance 
(e.g., family-friendly policies like flexible hours, telecommuting, alternative work 
arrangements), (d) provide opportunities for informal mentoring, and (e) link diversity 
initiatives to the organization’s strategic plan or performance plan. The Cronbach’s 
alpha is .80.

OIB is measured using three key indices: (a) commitment from top leadership 
to foster inclusion, (b) ability of employees to influence work group decisions, and 
(c) treating employees fairly. Items under each of these indices are adopted from 
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past studies on inclusion (Bendick et al., 2010; Davidson & Ferdman, 2002; 
Ferdman et al., 2010; Gasorek, 2000; Holvino et al., 2004; Mor-Barak & Cherin, 
1998; Pelled, Ledford, & Mohrman, 1999; Shore et al., 2011). The Cronbach’s 
alpha for commitment from top leadership to foster inclusion is .91, for ability to 
influence organizational decisions is .95, and for organizational fairness/equitable 
treatment is .93. The questions used to construct the OIB index are detailed in 
Table 2.

Controls

Several controls are used in the study that include results-oriented, organizational cul-
ture (Choi & Rainey, 2010; Lawrence, 1988; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999), avail-
ability of resources (Fernandez, 2005; O’Toole & Meier, 1999; Pitts, 2005, 2009), 
employees’ expectations for merit rewards (Kim, 2010), employees’ expectations for 
opportunities (Kim, 2010), and demographics. Demographics include variables that 
measure minority status (minorities are coded as 0 and non-minorities as 1), gender 
(females as 0 and males as 1), years in the organization and the government, age, 
degree level (associates, bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate). An additional variable 
was included as a control that measured if employees experienced any discrimination 
at work (0 for no discrimination experienced and 1 for experiencing discrimination).

Methodology and Model Specification

The current study uses hierarchical regression to test a model of the effects of diversity 
management and inclusion on organizational performance. This form of regression is 
well-suited to determine individual effects of independent variables on the criterion 
variable without entering all the predictors simultaneously in the model. The key inde-
pendent variables (diversity management and indexes that measure OIB) are entered 
at every step of the model followed by interaction terms. The current study tests the 
main moderating effects of diversity management and inclusion using the hierarchical 
regression model. The interaction terms can have high multicollinearity problems due 
to its multiplicative effect. To check for this problem, collinearity diagnostics were 
run: none of the variance inflation factor (VIF) values were above 3.5, which is much 
below 10, the diagnostic commonly used to detect multicollinearity (Hair, Anderson, 
Tatham, & Black, 1995). Correlations also were reported as an additional check to 
detect multicollinearity. If the correlation values between the variables used in the 
interactions is not very high, there is less likelihood for problems with multicollinear-
ity. There was no problem with multicollinearity or high correlations for these data.

Results

The average number of years respondents worked in their current organization was 
13.5 years and 19 years in the government. The majority of the employees were female 
(60.6%), owing to the high response rates from DSHS, which typically hires more 
numbers of females than males (Guy & Newman, 2004; Kelly & Newman, 2001; 
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Table 1.  Demographics.

Overall % (N = 198)

% Male 39.4
% Age
  Under 35 3.1
  35-44 18.7
  45-54 36.8
  55 and over 41.5
% Race/ethnicity
  Asian 5.8
  Black 6.3
  Hispanic, non-White 14.8
  American Indian/Alaskan Native 1.1
  Other 1.6
  White, non-Hispanic 70.4
% Degree type
  Associates 10.8
  Bachelor’s 39.2
  Master’s 34.4
  Doctoral 15.6
% Familiaritya 98.5
Mean years in the organization 13.51
Mean years in the government 19.03
% Supervisory role 75.8
% Staff 76.9
% Line 23.1
% Experienced any form of discrimination at workb 17.5

aVery familiar or familiar with operations and performance in work unit.
bTypes of discrimination experienced at work are as follows: race, gender, sexual orientation, and age.

Lowi, 1985; Saidel & Loscocco, 2005; Sneed, 2007). Two fifths were ages 55 years 
and over (41.5%), and three fourths of the employees were staff and in supervisory 
roles. Nine out of the 10 respondents had a bachelor’s degree and higher, and close to 
one third of the respondents belonged to a minority group, which replicates the demo-
graphic of the United States. Less than one fifth of the respondents reported that they 
experienced any form of discrimination at work. These results are reported in Table 1.

The main predictor—OIB—is a measure of three indices with means and frequen-
cies are reported in Table 2. The results suggest that five out of the seven variables 
used to measure commitment from top leadership to foster inclusion have a high per-
cent agreement (50% and above) when asked if senior managers were committed to 
hiring a workforce that represents all segments of society, promotes diversity in the 
workplace, works well with employees of different backgrounds, incorporates diver-
sity into the organization’s vision or mission statement, and creates awareness and 
appreciation of individual and cultural differences among employees. Only 23.8% 
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Table 2.  Mean, Frequency Distribution, and Cronbach’s Alpha for Measures of 
Organizational Inclusion Behaviors.

Organizational inclusion behavior M
Strongly 
agree% Agree%

Somewhat 
agree% Disagree%

Don’t 
know%

aCommitment from top leadership to foster inclusion: In my organization, senior management . . .
  Is committed to hiring a workforce that is 

representative of all segments of society
5.29 14.4 42.3 17.0 8.2 18.0

  Has policies and programs in place to promote 
diversity in the workplace

5.40 18.0 41.2 16.5 8.2 16.0

  Works well with employees of different backgrounds 5.59 22.2 44.8 15.5 8.2 9.3
  Incorporates diversity into the organization’s vision 

or mission statement
5.06 13.0 36.3 18.1 15.0 17.6

  Tries to create an awareness and appreciation 
of individual and cultural differences among 
employees

5.34 16.0 42.3 19.1 11.8 10.8

  Helps employees understand their own feelings and 
attitudes about people who are different

4.41 4.1 19.7 26.9 23.9 25.4

  Is held responsible for getting high performance from 
all their staff

4.63 7.3 30.1 22.3 24.9 15.5

bAbility to influence organizational decisions: My supervisor . . .
  Involves me in decisions about my job 5.58 26.7 42.1 16.4 13.9 1.0
  Encourages all employees to express their opinions 5.39 22.1 39.0 20.5 14.9 3.6
  Creates a synergistic approach to problem-solving 

and decision-making
5.18 17.5 35.6 23.7 17.6 5.7

  Seeks my input before making important 
organizational decisions

5.09 15.9 36.9 22.6 20.5 4.1

  Provides me with all information and resources that 
will help me make decisions about my job

5.22 11.8 45.1 22.1 16.4 4.6

  Involves me in decisions about ways to improve 
productivity

5.34 18.5 42.6 18.5 15.9 4.6

  Involves me in decisions about ways to improve 
quality of the work environment

5.24 16.0 40.7 21.1 17.1 5.2

cFairness/equitable treatment: My supervisor . . .
  Evaluates employees fairly 5.42 22.6 41.0 13.3 11.3 11.8
  Has a track record of promoting employees 

objectively
4.74 13.3 29.7 7.2 18.5 31.3

  Takes action when employees show disrespect for 
each other

4.89 15.5 30.4 17.0 20.0 17.0

  Assigns tasks based on the knowledge, skills, and 
abilities possessed by individual employees

5.38 14.4 45.6 20.5 10.9 8.7

  Has fairly rewarded me considering my 
responsibilities

4.73 12.8 33.3 19.0 26.2 7.7

  Has fairly rewarded me considering the amount of 
experience I have

4.49 12.4 27.3 19.1 32.9 8.2

  Has fairly rewarded me when I consider the amount 
of effort that I have put forth

4.49 12.8 26.7 17.9 35.4 7.2

  Has fairly rewarded me for the work well done 4.59 12.8 29.7 17.4 32.8 7.2
  Has fairly rewarded me considering the stresses and 

strains of the job
4.30 11.3 23.7 18.0 36.6 9.3

Note. The responses to the above questions are on a 7-point scale with 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat 
disagree, 4 = don’t know/can’t say, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree. Somewhat disagree, disagree, and 
strongly disagree are combined into one group disagree.
aCronbach’s alpha for commitment from top leadership to foster inclusion = .91.
bCronbach’s alpha for ability to influence organizational decisions = .95.
cCronbach’s alpha for organizational fairness/equitable treatment = .93.
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agreed or strongly agreed that their supervisor helped employees understand their own 
feelings and attitudes about people who are different. More than half of the respon-
dents agreed or strongly agreed on all questions that measured the ability of employees 
to influence important organizational decisions. The percentage agreement on the 
equity/fairness scale is lower than the other two indices, that is, higher percentages of 
employees (approximately one third) disagree that they received fair compensation for 
the effort, work performed, and experience they bring to their jobs. Table 3 describes 
the correlations of variables with organizational performance. The largest correlation 
between organizational performance and the predictor variables is .62 (results-ori-
ented, organizational culture). Except minority status, age, gender, and degree level, 
all other predictors have a significant relationship with organizational performance.

Effects of Diversity Management

Results in Table 4 suggest that the effect of diversity management on perceived orga-
nizational performance was positive, thus supporting Hypothesis 1, which states that 
diversity management positively influences organizational performance (unstandard 
β = .601, p < .001). The results do not support Hypothesis 2. Diversity management 
by itself explains 27.2% of the variance in organizational performance. In other 
words, organizations that use diversity management strategies that include recruiting 
in accordance to the EEOC policies, linking diversity initiatives to the organizations’ 
strategic and performance plan, and providing several work/life balance initiatives 
and opportunities for informal mentoring can expect improved performance from its 
employees.

However, controlling for all other factors, diversity management no longer predicts 
organizational performance in Model 2, thus supporting Hypothesis 3. While not sig-
nificant, the variable has a negative sign. Among the OIB measures, commitment from 
top leadership (unstandard β = .207, p < .01) and ability to influence work group deci-
sions (unstandard β = .23, p < .01) are positively associated with perceived organiza-
tional performance. Perceived fairness is not associated with performance. The study 
confirmed Hypotheses 4 and 5, whereas Hypothesis 6 remained unconfirmed. Thus, in 
organizations that effectively manage diversity, commitment from top leadership and 
ability to impact decisions in a work group is positively associated with organizational 
performance. The moderating effects of diversity management on commitment from 
top leadership (unstandard β = .016, p < .05) and ability to influence work group deci-
sions (unstandard β = .029, p < .01) positively impact perceived organizational perfor-
mance. Overall, the full model explains close to 53% of the variance in organizational 
performance, an improvement of 26% over Model 1.

Effect of Control Variables

Result-oriented, organizational culture (unstandard β = .527, p < .001) and availability 
of resources (unstandard β = .202, p < .01) are both positively associated with per-
ceived organizational performance. Employees’ expectations for merit rewards and 
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employees’ expectations for opportunities were not associated with perceived organi-
zational performance. Interestingly enough, none of the demographic variables was 
significantly associated with the criterion variable. Minority status and gender had no 
significant association with the perceived organizational performance. Overall, the 
full model explained 52.8% of the variance in perceived organizational performance.

Discussion and Conclusion

Diversity research in the past has been replete with studies that focused on discrimina-
tion, affirmative action, reverse discrimination, as well as valuing and managing 
diversity (Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 1991; Kellough & Naff, 2004; Morrison, 1992; 
Naff & Kellough, 2003; Pitts, 2006, 2009; Riccucci, 2002; Thomas, 1990; Wise & 
Tschirhart, 2000). Current research in public sector is limited in assessing the influ-
ence diversity and diversity management policies have on outcome measures such as 

Table 4.  Organizational Inclusive Behaviors and Its Impact on Organizational Performance.

Model 1 Model 2

Constant 29.724*** 8.673**
Diversity management (DM) .601*** −.084
Organizational inclusive behaviors
  Commitment from top leadership to foster inclusion .21**
  Ability to influence work group decisions .23***
  Fairness/equitable treatment −.051
  DM × Commitment from top leadership to foster 
inclusion

.061*

  DM × Ability to influence work group decisions .029**
  DM × Fairness/equitable treatment −.018
Other controls
  Results-oriented organizational culture .527***
  Availability of resources .202*
  Employees’ expectations for merit rewards .038
  Employees’ expectations for opportunities .046
Demographics
  Non-minorities .42
  Male −.064
  Years in the organization .031
  Years in the government .032
  Age years .672
  Degree level .528
  Experience discrimination −.203
R2 .276 .637
Adjusted R2 .272 .528
F change 65.862*** 9.119***

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

 at UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS DALLAS on April 30, 2014ppm.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ppm.sagepub.com/


Sabharwal	 15

job performance, satisfaction, and turnover rates (Choi, 2009; Pitts, 2005, 2006, 2009; 
Soni, 2000; Wise & Tschirhart, 2000). Although most scholars mention the impor-
tance of inclusion, none of the public sector studies have empirically tested its impact 
on performance beyond diversity management.

The current study supports the rationale for moving beyond diversity management 
to creating an environment that is inclusive for all employees. The premise of this 
research is that creating inclusive environments leads to greater job performance. This 
study conceptualizes OIB into three broad concepts: (a) commitment from top leader-
ship to foster inclusion, (b) ability to influence organizational decisions, and (c) fair 
treatment. While diversity management alone can positively impact performance 
when included with OIB, it has no significant impact on organizational performance.

The results show that improving organizational performance requires leadership 
which is dedicated to fostering inclusion and that can empower employees so they 
can influence work group decisions. When an agency offers only structural and pol-
icy changes to accommodate diverse groups without creating an inclusive environ-
ment, the agency still may not be fully successful in increasing productivity. The 
lesson here is that organizations need to have dedicated leadership that aims to foster 
inclusion at all levels of the organization (Miller, 1998; Pless & Maak, 2004; Ryan & 
Kossek, 2008; Shore et al., 2011). In addition, individual employees must be empow-
ered to create an inclusive environment which enables them to contribute to their 
fullest potential (Bendick et al., 2010; Sabattini & Crosby, 2008). Individuals feel 
accepted and secure when they are part of the decision-making process, which forms 
the basis of the ODT. Further, the results show that creating a results-oriented culture 
and providing resources to employees improved the perceived organizational perfor-
mance (Choi & Rainey, 2010; Fernandez, 2005; Lawrence, 1988; O’Toole & Meier, 
1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Pitts, 2009). The OIB framework recognizes 
the differences and uniqueness of group members and capitalizes on it to improve 
performance.

The findings have several implications. First, organizational performance is most 
effective when diversity management is coupled with support from leaders and when 
employees are empowered in making decisions. Second, recognizing differences and 
having policies that promote employee friendly workplaces are important, but do not 
necessarily translate into an organization that is inclusive and empowers members of 
all groups. Third, diversity management and inclusion are inherently related; they are 
two parts of a whole that must both be present to create a strong workforce. The find-
ings of this study indicate that to create a productive workforce, an overreliance on 
policies and structural changes is in itself not sufficient; leaders must foster an envi-
ronment that promotes inclusiveness and empowers individuals to achieve their fullest 
potential. Thus, inclusive management appears to hold greater potential for workplace 
harmony and improved productivity than diversity management alone.

The current study is not without limitation. Because the current data are limited to 
a few agencies in Texas, the study has a mono-data bias; thus, these results should be 
interpreted with caution. Future studies should replicate this study using larger and 
diverse data sets. Studies also have pointed to the challenge of using self-assessments 
to measure perceptions of organizational performance—the key argument being that 
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individuals usually overestimate their performance in organizations (Bazerman, 2005; 
Meier & O’Toole, 2013). Most of performance- and diversity-related questions can 
have elements of social desirability associated with them, adding to potential for bias. 
However, Meier and O’Toole (2013, p. 435) acknowledge that “in public manage-
ment, data sets with both subjective and objective measures of performance are rare, 
and an ideal data set to compare various detection techniques and solutions is 
nonexistent.”

Given these challenges, future studies should develop more objective measures of 
performance. However, perception-based measures have been used in several past 
studies and have been considered of great value (G. A. Brewer, 2006; Choi & Rainey, 
2010). In fact, in studies related to diversity, it is argued that perception is reality 
(Allen, Dawson, Wheatley, & White, 2007; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; 
Harrison & Sin, 2006). Allen et al. (2007, p. 22) argue that “even if demographic 
diversity exists on paper within an organization, if the employees do not perceive their 
workplace to be diverse, the organization is unlikely to derive the attitudinally and 
behaviorally based benefits of diversity.” In addition, the results of this study are a 
snapshot of experiences of diversity management in the United States; it might not 
apply in international settings, especially in non-Westernized countries (especially 
Asian cultures), wherein the concept of inclusion can be quite foreign in the public 
sector (Sabharwal & Berman, 2013). Future studies can break down the analyses by 
minority status, gender, and past discrimination to understand the processes that 
underlie organizational performance.
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Notes

1.	 A pilot was conducted from the list of employees provided by each agency. A total of 25 
employees from five agencies were contacted to pilot the study. The surveys were sent in 
waves over a period of 3 months (June-September, 2011) with two follow-ups for each wave 
a month apart. These individuals were eventually deleted from the database to make sure 
they were not part of the final sample. None of the individuals reported any problems with 
the survey. The pilot helped estimate the time taken to complete a survey, which ranged 
between 17 to 20 min. Respondents across all waves were informed about the upcoming sur-
vey a week in advance. Such practice has been documented to increase the survey response 
rate (Babbie, 2012). Midway through data collection, Texas Department of Transportation 
and Texas Education Agency decided to discontinue the survey due to re-organization insti-
tuted in both these agencies. As a result, the majority of the respondents belong to Texas 
Department of State Health Services (67%).
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2.	 While the survey had 115 questions related to various human resources practices, only 46 
were questions that measured diversity management and organizational inclusive behaviors.
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