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ABSTRACT

Workplace diversity has become a hot topic in organisations worldwide. Although many
organisations have expressed a commitment to diversity, the trade-off between the positive
and negative outcomes of diverse workgroups are creating challenges for organisations to
manage. As a result, very little progress has been made in terms of actual hiring of under-
represented groups. In New Zealand, the higher unemployment rates for those identifying as
Maori and Asian, and the under-representation of women in male-dominated occupations, are

major considerations for organisations striving to achieve diversity in their workgroups.

Names presented on resumes have been showed to act as cues to the ethnicity and gender of
the candidate, which trigger cognitive processes such as social categorisation, stereotypes, and
biases. This study aims to explore the cognitive processes that can affect selection decisions
during resume screening and whether these effects are related to participants’ perceived
diversity outcomes; whether they perceive diversity as beneficial or threatening to workgroup

outcomes.

A total of 233 participants from a New Zealand organisation completed an online hypothetical
resume screening task asking them to select 4 candidates from a list of 12, who varied in
gender, ethnicity, and level of experience. Participants completed 3 separate assessment
types: competence, social fit, and interview shortlist. Following on from this task, participants
indicated their agreement with a series of sentences designed to measure their perceptions
regarding cultural and gender diversity outcomes in the workplace, before providing their

demographic information.

The findings indicated that biases and stereotypes are still likely to exist during selection
decisions, in much subtler forms. Maori and Asian candidates are disadvantaged compared to
equally qualified NZ/European candidates, and men are likely to perceive less benefits and
more threats from diversity than women. Greater perceived benefits from diversity did
influence the preference for diversity when selecting candidates. These findings have
significant implications at an individual, organisational and societal level, and those tasked
with hiring need to be aware of the processes that can influence selection during resume

screening.
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CHAPTER 1: DIVERSITY

Diversity in the workplace has recently become a hot topic that is drawing the attention of
organisations from all around the world. Diversity, in its broadest sense, refers to differences
between individuals. These differences include both objective and subjective differences, that
may not necessarily be related to actual differences, and that group members are not
necessarily aware of (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Based on
this definition, diversity can be based on any attribute of interest such as ethnicity, gender,
age, marital status, sexuality, social status, religion, educational background, job attitudes, and
personal values (Brooks, Guidroz, & Chakrabarti, 2009; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Harrison & Klein,
2007; Kossek, Lobel, & Brown, 2005; Shen, Chanda, Monga, & D'Netto, 2009; Van
Knippenberg, Van Ginkel, & Homan, 2013). Workplace diversity is concerned with how
differences in individuals’ attributes within a work group affect group processes and
performance, as well as group member attitudes toward one another, and their subjective
wellbeing (Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). A diverse workforce is considered to be one
that comprises different beliefs, understandings, and values, that bring varied perspectives
and approaches to work (Shen et al., 2009). Although attributes can be either demographic or
non-demographic, demographic factors such as ethnicity and gender have typically been the
primary focus for diversity research; largely due to their historical association with
discrimination and their observable nature (Strauss, Connerly, & Ammermann, 2003; Tsusaka,

Reeves, Hurder, & Harnoss, 2017; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013).

Whether it be managing diversity (Houkamau & Boxall, 2011), striving to achieve diversity
(Kossek et al., 2005) or learning about the outcomes of diversity (Hofhuis, van der Zee, &
Otten, 2015, 2016), workplace diversity is on the research and practice agenda now more than
ever before (Van Knippenberg et al., 2013). Currently, not only has diversity research increased
by almost double every 5 years since 1988 (Harrison & Klein, 2007), but over 75% of
organisations globally state that diversity is gaining momentum in their organisation (Lorenzo,
Voigt, Tsusaka, Krentz, & Abouzahr, 2018). While the concept of diversity itself is not new
(originating back in the 1950s) (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), factors such as changing
demographics in the labour force, technological advances, internalisation, a change in societal
values, and rapid globalisation (Shen et al., 2009; Strauss et al., 2003), are causing new

challenges for managers and organisations worldwide. As organisations are recognising the



value of individual differences in the workplace, they are also increasingly recognising both the
positive and negative outcomes that can characterise diverse workgroups (Hofhuis et al., 2016;
Hostager & De Meuse, 2002; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). With little consensus
regarding how to best achieve positive outcomes (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; McMahon, 2010;
Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), organisations are left unsure
on best practice to manage diversity. What has gained consensus however, is that diversity can

offer a great opportunity for organisations, as well as a testing challenge.

Worldwide, gender diversity has been the oldest and most common diversity issue for
organisations; however, each country has their own predominant issues which are relevant to
their own labour force. Racial inequality is of particular importance in countries such as
America and South Africa due to the long-standing history of systematic discrimination against
ethnic minorities. Religion and ethnicity are distinguishing factors in India, and household
status often differentiates individuals in China. In New Zealand, and most other Western
countries, multiculturalism has always been an important dimension of diversity due to the
large number of international migrants with diverse cultural backgrounds (Jones, Pringle, &
Shepherd, 2000; Shen et al., 2009). In addition, the recognition and presence of Maori as the
indigenous people of New Zealand has driven many policies and legislation around equal
employment opportunities and continues to be a major consideration in diversity initiatives in

New Zealand (Jones et al., 2000).

The New Zealand context

Much like the rest of the world, gender diversity issues have been, and continue to be, a
persistent issue for New Zealand organisations. Historically, the under-representation of
women in the workplace led to traditional attitudes holding men as the breadwinners of the
household and women as being responsible for domestic household activities (Varuhas,
Fursman, & Jacobsen, 2003). Today, the New Zealand labour market has seen great
improvements in the representation of women in the labour force. The New Zealand
population is now made up of 51.3% women, with over 63% women in employment — the
highest recorded rate of employment to date (Statistics New Zealand, 2013, 2018). In addition,
women are almost as likely as men to work in managerial roles and outnumber men in
professional occupational groups; however, the New Zealand labour market continues to be

highly segregated by gender (Statistics New Zealand, 2015). A recent Women at Work report
2



issued by Statistics New Zealand (2015), highlighted this point, revealing that almost 50% of
women and men work in occupations in which 70% or more of the workers are the same
gender as them. Women are typically overrepresented in occupations such as clerical workers,
nursing and midwifery, primary and early childhood teaching, personal care work and social
work. Further, female-dominated occupations are typically lower paid, with findings showing
men’s median income as being 1.6 times that of women’s median income, and more than
twice as many men than women having an income over $70,000 (Statistics New Zealand,

2013).

As well as high levels of participation of women in the labour force, the New Zealand labour
market is made up of an increasingly diverse pool of workers (Houkamau & Boxall, 2011;
Statistics New Zealand, 2017, 2018). New Zealand’s rich history of emigration and immigration
dates back to the colonial era, where British and Irish settlers arrived in successive waves of
migration and settlement. Following on from this, immigration from neighbouring Pacific
Islands increased from the 1960s and from Asian countries from the 1990s (Coates & Carr,
2005). Today, New Zealand'’s population of approximately 4.7 million people is made up of
roughly 74% European, 15% Maori, 12% Asian, 7% Pacific, and 1% Other ethnicities. Further, a
quarter of the population were born overseas, with England, China and India being the most
common countries of birth - a 22.9% increase from 2006 (Statistics New Zealand, 2013). These
trends have been projected to continue, with population estimates reaching 5 million within
the next 2 years, and migration being the largest component of this growth. The Asian
population is expected to almost double over the next 20 years representing 22% of the total
population by 2038. This is expected to surpass the Maori population, which has been
projected to rise to 18% by 2038. Although the proportion of those identifying as ‘European’ is
growing, the overall representation of this group in the population has been projected to fall
to 66% due to the slower growth rate in comparison to Maori, Asian and Pacific ethnic groups

(Statistics New Zealand, 2017).

Since the early 1990’s, unemployment rates for Maori, Pacific and Asian ethnic groups have
been considerably higher than those for European/Other ethnic groups (Ministry of Social
Development, 2016). Currently, both unemployment rates and underutilisation rates remain
higher for those who identify as Maori (8.2%,20.7%), Pacific (8.5%,20.3%) and Asian
(4.3%,12.5%), compared to those who identify as Europeans (3.6%,11.4%) (Statistics New

Zealand, 2018). Further, representation of these social groups tend to be clustered in



particular industries, with ethnic minority groups typically underrepresented in well-paying,
high-level occupations and industries (Callister, 2007; OECD, 2015; Statistics New Zealand,
2015).

Both gender and ethnic diversity are major considerations for New Zealand organisations. As
the demographics of the labour force change, so too does the nature of work. Recent trends
have indicated long-term shifts away from full-time, ongoing employment arrangements,
toward flexible employment relationships, flexibility in work scheduling, and flexibility in
location of work (Guest, 2004; McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998; Spreitzer, Cameron, &
Garrett, 2017). Innovations such as activity-based workplaces (ABW) have created
environments fostering trust, responsibility, and increased productivity by allowing workers to
use different types of work settings depending on the type of activity at hand and their
personal preferences (Appel-Meulenbroek, Groenen, & Janssen, 2011). Diversity has become
an issue that affects all organisations, and managers are tasked with finding ways to best

manage these changes.

Since the early 1990s, the term ‘diversity management’ has become prominent in New Zealand
business, media, and government policy analysis (Houkamau & Boxall, 2011), but there seems
to be limited understanding of how to actually manage the increasing diversity in our
communities and workplaces. In relation to formal policies and initiatives, only 38% of New
Zealand organisations had one for bias, 42% for gender and 40% for ethnicity. Further, less
than 20 % of organisations actually measured the outcomes of these policies and programs
(Diversity Works NZ, 2018). A part of this dilemma is that a considerable amount of the
literature is based in America and may not be applicable to New Zealand organisations (Colella,
Hebi, & King, 2017 ). For example, in a case study conducted by Jones et al. (2000), a NZ
subsidiary of a United States multinational organisation found that the diversity values and
initiatives that were given to them to implement were not presented in language that applied
in a New Zealand environment, making initiatives difficult to support even at management
level. Further, studies based on contexts from abroad are unlikely to encompass the unique
status of Maori in New Zealand, and local perspectives on diversity management (Houkamau &
Boxall, 2011). This highlights the importance of recognising that diversity issues differ across
different countries, cultures, organisations, and even teams. Diversity initiatives should be
flexible in their approach and tailored to suit the needs of the organisation. In light of these

limitations, this study aims to contribute to the New Zealand literature to provide a real



workplace example of diversity theories at play, and to guide future diversity initiatives in New

Zealand organisations.

The New Zealand legislation

In New Zealand, employers are not entitled to ‘hire at will, and fire at will’ (Cook, 2009).
Introduced in the 1970’s, the term ‘employment discrimination’ has been used to refer to
occurrences when job irrelevant factors are taken into consideration when making an
employment decision (Colella et al., 2017 ; Wilson, Gahlout, Liu, & Mouly, 2005). To maintain
fairness in employment, legislation in New Zealand has shaped the selection practices of
organisations to ensure that there are equal employment opportunities for all individuals and
that employment relationships are fair and just. Legislation such as the Human Rights Act 1993
and the Employment Relations Act 2000 have de-legitimised discriminatory policies and
practices, and strengthened the requirements of employers to demonstrate that their
selection practices do not discriminate on non-job related variables (Jones et al., 2000; Taylor,
Keelty, & McDonnell, 2002). In this section, we will briefly summarise the two key statutes that

influence employment relationships in New Zealand.

Human Rights Act 1993

The Human Rights Act 1993 covers potential discrimination across the public and private
sectors, in relation to employment, public access, and the provision of goods and services
including housing, education and superannuation. According to this Act, discrimination occurs
when an individual is treated unfairly or less favourably than another person in the same or
similar circumstances (Human Rights Commission, 2019). The Act prohibits discrimination on
the grounds of sex, marital status, religious belief, ethical belief, colour, race, ethnic or
national origin (including citizenship), disability, age, political opinion, employment status,
family status (including pregnancy) and sexual orientation (Human Rights Act 1993).
Discrimination on these 13 grounds are prohibited at all stages of employment, including
recruitment, hiring, remuneration, training, promotion, transfers, retirement and termination

(Human Rights Act 1993).



The Employment Relations Act 2000

The Employment Relations Act 2000 provides a legal backdrop for all employment
relationships once employment has commenced. The Act complements the Human Rights Act
1993, by promoting fairness and good faith in all aspects of the employment relationship and
environment, particularly when resolving any employment problems. If either party has a
grievance to be resolved, the Employment Relations Act 2000 governs the process and

promotes effective enforcement of employment standards.

Disparate treatment and adverse impact

Under employment legislation, organisations need to be aware of two types of discrimination:
disparate treatment and adverse impact. Disparate treatment can be defined as direct
discrimination and occurs when different standards are applied to different groups of
applicants — this can be intentional or unintentional (Jacques, 1991). A well-known example is
from Goldin and Rouse (2000) who used naturally-occurring data to observe the difference in
hiring outcomes for male and female musicians when auditioning for an orchestra. In this
experiment, they found that the use of a screen to conceal the identity of the candidate
resulted in a higher number of women selected than when the screen was not used. This
example highlights an important point; while legislation prohibits discrimination on the basis

of non-job-related variables, such as gender, discrimination still exists in subtler forms.

The second form of discrimination, adverse impact, occurs when selection standards are
applied uniformly to all groups of applicants, but the overall effect produces differences in the
selection of various groups (Cook, 2009; Ryan & Tippins, 2004). For example, during the
selection process for becoming a police officer, candidates are required to pass a series of
physical agility tests, and this often results in an underrepresentation of women police officers
due to differences in physical ability between males and females (Colella et al., 2017 ;
Lonsway, 2003). To prove adverse impact, statistical analysis can be used to compare selection
rates of different gender and ethnic groups (Cook, 2009). Because no employer is likely to
have a perfect balance of gender and ethnicity groups in their workforce, a commonly adopted
rule is referred to as the 4/5%"’s Rule of Thumb which states that adverse impact exists when
the hiring rate of a protected group of people is less than 80% of the majority group (Jacques,

1991). Given the ease of proof via statistical analysis, adverse impact is a very powerful tool in
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the hands of those seeking to claim discrimination. Once adverse impact has been
demonstrated, it is up to the employer to provide good business reasoning regarding their
business selection procedure. This can be a difficult and expensive process, and one that
employers would be better off avoiding by removing risk of adverse impact in the first place
(Cook, 2009). As a result, it is recommended that organisations choose selection tools which
are based on a thorough job analysis and use structured and well-documented selection

procedures in order to minimise the potential for discrimination (Taylor et al., 2002).

The present study

This research is interested in the processes involved during organisational selection that are
preventing organisations from achieving positive outcomes of diversity at work; namely the
resume screening stage of the selection process. Due to greater presence of women in the
workforce and the increasing ethnic diversity of the selection pool, we have chosen to focus
this study on gender and ethnicity diversity. In addition, we are interested in the varying levels
of experience that complement a diverse workforce and the weight placed on candidates’
experience in selection decisions. Previous New Zealand research on the influence of gender,
ethnicity and experience on selection outcomes has looked at the adverse impact of
psychometric assessments (Guenole, Taylor, & Englert, 2003), and interview situations (Singer
& Eder, 1989b); however, there has been minimal research on the influence of gender,
ethnicity and experience during the resume screening phase of the selection process (Derous,
Nguyen, & Ryan, 2009; Jackson & Fischer, 2007). Those that have focussed on this area, have
used samples made up of students (Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005), resulting in

very limited findings involving real workplace settings.

This research aims to contribute to the diversity literature by investigating how resume
screening may contribute to the representation of women and ethnic minorities in New
Zealand organisations. Specifically, we are interested in the cognitive processes that are
present during resume screening and exploring if the way an individual perceives diversity
outcomes has an influence on their selection preferences. In the following sections, we offer a
review of the two main perspectives, social categorisation and information/decision making
perspective, which have guided the diversity literature. Second, we look at stereotypes and
biases and the challenges faced by those tasked with making hiring decisions. Next, we apply

Similarity Attraction Theory and Lack of Fit Theory to examine how differences between



workgroup members affects workgroup outcomes and apply findings from abroad to a New
Zealand context. Following on from this, we introduce perceived diversity outcomes and
explore the role these have in the choices people make when choosing who they would most
prefer to work with. Before sharing the findings, a brief summary of the case study
organisation will be provided, as well as the details of the present research. Finally, we will

discuss the findings and consider the implications for New Zealand organisations.



CHAPTER 2: THE DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD

Initially, the movement toward diversity began as a response to government and legal
requirements. Today, diversity has become a strategic priority to maintain/gain a competitive
advantage (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004). In today’s changing business environment, organisations
require continual innovation and creativity in their products, services and strategies in order to
remain competitive and become resilient to change (Cox, 1991; Richard, 2000). In principle,
diverse workgroups enable organisations to access a broader range of knowledge, skills, and
information, which more accurately reflect their target markets (Carrell, Mann, & Sigler, 2006;
Hostager & De Meuse, 2008), provide equal employment opportunities to an increasingly
diverse labour force, and present a positive image to the outside world regarding social
responsibility (Hofhuis et al., 2015). From a recruitment perspective, there is also greater
marketing capability to attract and retain the best talent (Avery & McKay, 2006; Cox, 1991) as
well as having access to a larger pool of talent to make filling vacancies easier (Hofhuis et al.,

2015).

Although appealing, this strategic priority does not come without its challenges. The ‘double-
edged sword’ represents the trade-off between positive and negative outcomes of diverse
work groups. While diverse work groups can bring increased opportunities for knowledge
sharing, creativity, and innovation, this comes with the risk that group members may fail to
identify with the group, become dissatisfied, and leave the organisation (Milliken & Martins,
1996). This contrasting reality is well documented (Milliken & Martins, 1996; Van Knippenberg
& Schippers, 2007; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) and has raised
guestions such as: which diversity attributes lead to the greatest performance outcomes?
(Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; McMahon, 2010; Webber & Donahue, 2001), what sort of tasks are
diverse workgroups better suited to? (Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000; Lee, Pitesa, Insead, &
Pillutla, 2015), and what environments are required to support positive outcomes? (Gonzalez
& Denisi, 2009; Groggins et al., 2013; Guillaume, Dawson, Otaye-Ebede, Woods, & West, 2017;
Richard, 2000). Findings have been mixed and inconsistent, with a consensus that the
relationship between diversity in workgroups and outcomes is complex, and that the double-
edged sword is a likely reality for most organisations striving to achieve diversity (Bowers et

al., 2000; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).



While it is unclear exactly what is required to achieve positive diversity outcomes (Bowers et
al., 2000), it is clear that diverse workgroup composition does have an effect on group
processes and outcomes (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). The
key question in diversity research, is how differences between work group members affect
group process, performance, attitudes and wellbeing outcomes (Van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007). Two main perspectives have guided diversity research in this space: the social
categorisation perspective and the information/decision making perspective (Van Knippenberg
& Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). These perspectives offer contrasting outcomes
for diverse workgroups, presenting diversity both as a benefit and as a threat to group

processes and performance (Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).

Social categorisation

The social categorisation perspective assumes that variations in the demographic makeup of a
work group affect group processes, and these processes affect group performance (Williams &
O’Reilly, 1998). It rests on the assumption that individuals naturally engage in a process of
social comparison in order to satisfy their underlying desire to maintain a high level of self-
esteem. This process involves classifying themselves and others into social categories using
salient characteristics such as age, ethnicity, gender, or status, in order to distinguish between
similar ingroup members and dissimilar outgroup members (Tajfel & Turner, 1968; Van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). In
order to maintain a sense of positive self-identity within the group, individuals seek to
maximise inter-group distinctions, resulting in the perception that those belonging to the
ingroup are more attractive or superior based on certain criteria (Kramer, 1991; Tajfel &

Turner, 1968).

Complementing this perspective is the similarity attraction paradigm proposed by Byrne
(1971). Byrne (1971) suggested that similarity in attributes ranging from demographic
variables, to attitudes and values, would increase interpersonal attraction and liking between
individuals. This attraction is partly due to the ease of interaction as a result of sharing the
same life experiences but can also be viewed as an interaction which reinforces one’s beliefs
and attitudes to support a positive self-identity. Because it is difficult to learn about these life
experiences immediately, people assume similarity based on visible traits (Gonzalez & Denisi,

2009). This makes demographics differences, such as ethnicity and gender, particularly
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vulnerable to intergroup bias and negative outcomes, as a result of social categorisation

processes (Goldberg, 2005).

Diversity outcomes as proposed by Similarity Attraction Theory (SAT) and the social
categorisation perspective are centred around a preference to work with similar others due to
perceived threats that are associated with deviations from the status quo (Van Knippenberg &
Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). The introduction of unfamiliar norms, values,
beliefs and attitudes can provoke anxiety, resistance, and conflict amongst existing group
members toward having to change familiar behaviours and being confronted with a different
worldview (Hofhuis et al., 2015, 2016). As well as perceiving a threat to a positive self-identity
(Kramer, 1991; Tajfel & Turner, 1968), some individuals may perceive a threat to their career
opportunities, power, or the status quo of the current ingroup (Hofhuis et al., 2015, 2016). The
perceived ease of interaction with similar others can increase cooperation amongst groups
that are demographically similar (Chatman & Flynn, 2001) and result in more favourable
evaluations of ingroup members (Lau & Murnighan, 2005). As a result, individuals experience a
reluctance to interact with outgroup members (Hofhuis et al., 2015, 2016), causing the
isolation of members who are different, or more formal but less frequent communication
(Smith et al., 1994). With the resulting reduction in social cohesion, there is a greater risk of
productivity loss due to miscommunication and conflict (Hofhuis et al., 2015). Based on this
perspective, homogenous workgroups are expected to function more smoothly with flow-on
effects such as decreased absenteeism (Avery, McKay, Wilson, & Tonidandel, 2007; Carrell et
al., 2006), lower turnover (Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009; Sacco & Schmitt, 2005), and increased

morale and satisfaction (Ellison & Mullin, 2014).

Information/decision-making perspective

In contrast, the information/decision-making perspective proposes that variance in work group
composition can result in positive performance outcomes. This perspective views diverse
groups as likely to possess a broader range of knowledge, skills and abilities, which gives access
to a larger pool of resources that will be particularly helpful in non-routine situations (Tziner &
Eden, 1985; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). While the social
categorisation perspective emphasises the relational aspect of diversity and its effect on group

processes and interpersonal outcomes, the information/decision-making perspective focuses
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on task-related performance and the effect on group performance outcomes (Van

Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).

Diversity outcomes as proposed by the information/decision-making perspective are based
loosely on the disruption of group processes described by SAT. Based on this perspective,
diverse groups are expected to achieve more creative and innovative levels of group
performance due to the need to consciously reconcile differences and integrate diverse
information, rather than engaging in groupthink and reaching premature consensus without
careful consideration (Ely & Thomas, 2001; Hofhuis et al., 2015; Van Knippenberg & Schippers,
2007). For example, during brainstorming tasks, heterogeneous groups have shown wider
perspectives, generated a wider range of alternatives in problem-solving tasks (Watson,
Kumar, & Michaelson, 1993), and produced higher quality ideas (although the quantity of
unique ideas was no greater) when compared to homogenous groups (McLeod & Lobel, 1996;
Nakui, Paulus, & Van der Zee, 2011; Watson et al., 1993). Although diverse groups may
experience communication problems internally, the information/decision making perspective
proposes that members are able to communicate with a wider range of external groups to
bring in information that may not have been otherwise accessible (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).
In relation to performance outcomes, organisations with diverse workgroups report a greater
achievement of organisational goals (Carrell et al., 2006), increased productivity (Richard,
2000), and increased financial performance (Lorenzo & Reeves, 2018; Lorenzo et al., 2018).
Advocates of the information/decision-making perspective believe that heterogenous work
groups will have a positive impact on group performance through greater access to a larger
pool of resources, regardless of potential dysfunction within the group as proposed by SAT

(Tziner & Eden, 1985).

Although there is evidence to support the main effects proposed by both perspectives, the
overall consensus is that research examining the impact of diverse workgroups on group
processes and performance is mixed at best (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004; McMahon, 2010; Milliken
& Martins, 1996; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). In their
extensive review, Van Knippenberg and Schippers (2007) claim that neither the social
categorisation perspective nor the information/decision-making perspective should be
considered as clearly articulated theoretical frameworks; rather, they should be considered as
loosely defined preferences for either working with similar others, or for valuing diverse

knowledge, information, and perspectives.
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Organisational approaches to diversity

Diversity climates are defined as the aggregate employee perceptions around the formal
structures of an organisation, as well as the values that reflect daily life in the organisation
(Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009). Pro-diversity organisational climates, particularly those that foster
perceptions of trust and psychological safety (Guillaume et al., 2017), can safeguard against
the negative effects of diverse workgroups, improve social integration and enhance
performance outcomes (Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009; Groggins et al., 2013; Van Knippenberg &
Schippers, 2007). Employees are not presumed to be immune to social categorisation
processes or free from frustrations due to individual differences, but they are equipped with

individual and organisational capacity to overcome these challenges (Groggins et al., 2013).

There are strategies and practices that organisations have adopted in order to create positive
diversity climates (Konrad & Linnehan, 1995; Kossek et al., 2005; Windscheid, Bowes-Sperry,
Mazei, & Morner, 2017). One human resource (HR) practice is diversity training, which is used
to bring awareness to biases and to disconfirm stereotypes in order to support positive
personal relationships between groups (Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Noon, 2018). Other
approaches include mentoring, which involves teaming a successful senior team member with
a member of a minority group to help enable under-represented groups to overcome barriers
to advancement (Ragins, 2002). In terms of selection strategies, hiring quotas have been used
to meet pre-determined numbers of minority group representation (Shaughnessy, Braunt,
Hentschels, & Peuss, 2016; Windscheid et al., 2017), and hiring individuals high on personality
factors such as agreeableness, conscientiousness and emotional stability has been used to
increase the likelihood of positive interpersonal relationships (Guillaume et al., 2017; Nakui et
al., 2011; Strauss et al., 2003). Research in this area has generally shown that there is a positive
association between formalised HR practices and workgroup diversity outcomes (see Kossek et

al. (2005) and Shen et al. (2009) for a full review).

While some organisations have achieved positive outcomes as a result of their HR practices,
the research indicates that these initiatives are more likely to be ineffective and there is a lack
of clear evidence that they actually improve the achievement of diversity goals (Heilman &
Caleo, 2018; Hostager & De Meuse, 2002; Kossek et al., 2005). For example, training which

focuses on reducing stereotypes and unconscious bias can often reinforce stereotypic beliefs
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and normalise discriminatory behaviour (Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Hostager & De Meuse, 2002;
Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006), produce short-lived improvements (Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009),
and result in other undesirable impacts (Hostager & De Meuse, 2002; Noon, 2018). Similarly,
while quota systems may allow organisations to appear diverse (see Tsui, Egan, and O’Reilly
(1992) for a distinction between diversity and relational demography), they have been found
to negatively impact the perceived favourability of the organisation from the perspective of
employees (Shaughnessy et al., 2016; Windscheid et al., 2017), risk the successful candidate
being perceived as incompetent (Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, & Levarey, 2006), and have
often disregarded issues such as glass ceilings resulting in an overrepresentation of some
groups in lower level jobs (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Sauers, Kennedy, & O’Sullivan, 2002). In
addition, although many organisations have expressed their commitment to diversity and have
declared strategies and policies in place, very little progress has been seen in terms of actual
hiring of under-represented groups (Antwi-Boasiako, 2008; Ministry of Social Development,

2016; Shen et al., 2009; Statistics New Zealand, 2015).

In light of these findings, we focus this research on the first stage of the hiring process: resume
screening. Despite being the first point of contact between the prospective employee and the
organisation, the resume screening stage of the selection process is often not included in
diversity strategies (Antwi-Boasiako, 2008). Resume screening is considered as the first hurdle
in the selection process as it determines the quality and quantity of the applicant pool (Derous,
Pepermans, & Ryan, 2017; Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005). This study will explore
the cognitive processes that can affect selection decisions at this first point of contact,
examine how they may contribute to the actual hiring of under-represented groups, and use

the findings to inform future organisational initiatives.
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CHAPTER 3: COGNITIVE PROCESSES AND SELECTION

Ng and Sears (2010) state that one of the central challenges that managers and organisations
face in improving workplace diversity is adverse impact in their selection practices. Despite
legislation that prevents organisations from explicitly discriminating against candidates on the
basis of non-job-related variables, there are biases that might still operate during selection
(Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan, 2017; Jackson &
Fischer, 2007). Research has consistently found that irrelevant cues such as name and ethnic
affiliations can have dramatic consequences during hiring decisions (Blommaert, Coenders, &
Tubergen, 2014; Derous et al., 2017; Derous & Ryan, 2012; Hofhuis et al., 2016; Jackson &
Fischer, 2007; Ployhart & Holtz, 2008; Ward & Masgoret, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005). While
there is evidence that this occurs, the cause of this behaviour is hard to pin point as these
types of behaviours can occur in extremely subtle ways due to societal norms and legislative
restrictions (Harvie, Marshall-McCaskey, & Johnston, 1998; Skans & Aslund, 2012; Son Hing,
Chung-Yan, Hamilton, & Zanna, 2008; Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016). As stated by Kalev et al. (2006,
p. 580) ‘we know a lot about the disease of workplace inequality, but not much about the
cure’. To further complicate the pursuit of a cure, selection decisions are generally justified as
achieving specific business strategies or goals, allowing discriminatory behaviour to be
rationalised as just (Derous, Ryan, & Serlie, 2015; Hofhuis et al., 2016; Son Hing et al., 2008). As
a result, selection rates for minority groups are often lower than for majority groups —a
finding that has been consistent in New Zealand contexts as well as abroad (Bertrand &
Mullainathan, 2004; Hiemstra, Derous, Serlie, & Born, 2013; Hofhuis et al., 2016; Jackson &
Fischer, 2007; Ward & Masgoret, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005).

Bias and discrimination

Diversity is often viewed through an “us” and “them” lens (Van Knippenberg et al., 2013),
which can create a greater distinction between social groups and often lead to self-fulfilling
expectations (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). This makes differences in gender and ethnicity
particularly vulnerable due to their salient and observable nature, which can evoke responses
that are linked directly to biases, stereotypes, or prejudice, regardless of how true those links
may be (Eriksson & Lagerstrom, 2012; Milliken & Martins, 1996). This has major implications

for minority applicants who are facing disadvantage at the first selection ‘hurdle,” where
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screening presents a greater challenge for minority applicants trying to get a foot in the door

(Wilson et al., 2005).

A body of research in social psychology and cognitive neuroscience has shown that there are
numerous cognitive biases working against diversity (Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan, 2017).
Bias can be referred to as a cognitive “shortcut” that enables people to make decisions quickly
without having to pursue and weigh up all available evidence (Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan,
2017). It is a process that may sometimes be true, but will often be an inaccurate evaluation
based on a generalisation rather than a reflection of true qualities (Koch, Sackett, & D’Mello,
2015). For example, this “shortcut” is particularly useful when needing to make simple
decisions such as determining if an animal is dangerous or not, or which café is the most likely
to serve chai lattes, but can place an organisation at legal risk and result in the deprivation of
valuable sources of talent if employment decisions are made in the same way (Cole, Field, &
Giles, 2004). Stereotyping can be considered as one type of cognitive bias and can be defined
as the process of categorising people based on traits or attributes such as age, race, or religion
(Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan, 2017; Perry, Davis-Blake, & Kulik, 1994). Stereotypes are
based on accepted learned beliefs about the members of a group, which then drive
expectations about how members of the group will behave (Koch et al., 2015; Van

Knippenberg et al., 2013).

Zschirnt and Ruedin (2016) highlight the distinction between two types of selection
discrimination: taste-based discrimination and statistical discrimination. Taste-based
discrimination describes a scenario when an employer has explicit racial or gender-based
preferences (Becker, 1957). These types of racist or sexist preferences can cause an employer
to discriminate irrespective of the amount of information available to them (Zschirnt & Ruedin,
2016). In contrast, statistical discrimination describes when a specific group is discriminated
against due to a lack of relevant information available to decision-makers (Arrow, 1973), who
rely instead on stereotypes, past experiences and societal expectations to assist in decision
making (Derous et al., 2009; Derous et al., 2017; Derous & Ryan, 2012; Zschirnt & Ruedin,
2016). The resume screening process is particularly vulnerable to statistical discrimination as
the limited information contained in resumes may contain some indication of a candidate’s
competencies, but will never provide enough information to predict future job performance
with precision (Hofhuis et al., 2016). In addition, the time pressures and deadlines HR

professionals/hiring managers are typically faced with, make the screening process particularly
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vulnerable to biased decision-making based on incomplete information (Zschirnt & Ruedin,

2016).

It is important to note that this research is not focussed on the taste-based discrimination of
hiring managers/HR professionals. We are interested in diversity in organisations and the
processes that may be affecting their diversity goals. One of these processes being biases and
stereotypes during resume screening (Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan, 2017). My position is,
that if we do find bias in the behaviour of hiring managers, we are not suggesting that these
biases are intentional or originate from a conscious desire to disadvantage minority groups.
Rather, we recognise that biases and stereotypes are a product of our cultural backgrounds,
repeated observations of events, societal norms and social interactions, which are embedded
in our behavioural tendencies (Perry et al., 1994). In order to address the disadvantages faced
during selection by those belonging to minority groups, we must first acknowledge these
processes that shape our selection preferences, particularly when there is limited information
available. We must reflect on why we have those preferences and increase our awareness so
that we will stop and question our decisions and have those important, and sometimes

confronting, conversations.

Implicit and explicit bias

Although people are often aware of bias and stereotyping in others’ behaviour, they may
believe they are personally immune (Himmelstein & Gopalakrishnan, 2017). In reality, every
person is vulnerable to the effects of biases and stereotypes, and even small biases can have
significant effects in employment decisions due to their compounding effects (Martell, Lane, &
Emrich, 1996). Further, there are often discrepancies between people’s behaviour and their
self-reported attitudes (Blommaert et al., 2014). In a relatively new strain of research, the
distinction between implicit and explicit bias has been explored in order to understand these
discrepancies (Blommaert et al., 2014; Derous et al., 2015; Rooth, 2010; Son Hing et al., 2008).
The idea behind this distinction is that a person’s attitudes and stereotypical behaviour can
operate in an automatic, impulsive, and less conscious process which taps into implicit biases
(Stanley, Phelps, & Banaji, 2008) as well as in a more active, deliberate and conscious process
which taps into explicit biases (Nosek, 2007; Ranganath, Smith, & Nosek, 2006). Both of these

have been supported, with evidence suggesting that they are distinct processes (Rooth, 2010).
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Explicit bias has in the past been measured by self-report reflections in response to a series of
attitude questions toward a specific social group. In explicit bias research, researchers are
faced with two common problems: firstly, social desirability in self-reported responses and
secondly, a lack of awareness of personal biases/ attitudes. Implicit bias on the other hand
circumvents these problems, with the assumption that the person is unaware of the
underlying processes that may influence their behaviour (Rooth, 2010). Measurement tools
such as the Implicit Association Test (IAT) have been used to assess the strength of
associations between concepts and associations, and studies have found that participant
response rates are quicker when stimuli fit their implicit stereotypes (Fazio & Olson, 2003;
Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Rooth, 2010). For example, in Greenwald’s (1998) first
experiment, participants were overwhelmingly faster at responding when the racial concept of
“black” was paired with “unpleasant” evaluations/attributes compared to “pleasant”
evaluations/attributes (Fazio & Olson, 2003; Greenwald et al., 1998). Since then, the IAT has
been applied to a wide range of other concepts and has been commonly used in both research
and training; however, as a measurement tool, some concerns have been expressed about its
predictive validity and suitability as a scientific tool. Critics argue that there is no way of
guaranteeing that the participants are unaware of their implicit attitudes as measured by the
IAT, and that there is a distinction between participants being unaware that their attitudes are
being assessed versus participants being unaware that they possess those attitudes (Fazio &

Olson, 2003).

There is a body of research studying which type of bias is more prominent during selection
decisions; however, findings have been mixed. Some studies have found that explicit bias has
no effect on job suitability ratings (Derous et al., 2009), call-back rates (Rooth, 2010), or hiring
recommendations (Son Hing et al., 2008), and implicit bias has an effect only in certain
contexts, for example: for jobs of low social status and no client contact (Derous et al., 2009),
in ambiguous situations when the candidate was not well qualified for the position (Son Hing
et al., 2008), or for women in low-demand jobs (Derous et al., 2015). One study found that
while only explicit bias influenced job suitability ratings, both implicit and explicit attitudes
played a role in the selection of those who they would like to invite for an interview
(Blommaert, Tubergen, & Coenders, 2012). The difficulty in making these distinctions lies in
the possibility that individuals who appear to not have explicit bias may simply be exerting
control over the expression of their beliefs. Using stereotypes to assist in making decisions

may risk the label of ‘racist’ or ‘sexist’, two very unacceptable terms which individuals may
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avoid revealing despite their private views (Harvie et al., 1998). Further, Fazio and Olson
(2003) state that a difference between explicit and implicit measures “should not, in and of
itself, be taken as evidence that the implicitly measured construct is an unconscious construct”

(Fazio & Olsen, 2003, p.302).

III

When asking which bias reveals “real” attitudes and will influence selection decisions, it is
important to consider the context that decisions are being made in and the kinds of people in
charge of making those decisions (Fazio & Olson, 2003). For example, tendencies to fall back
on implicit or explicit processes may change depending on motivations, opportunities to
deliberate, time restraints, attentiveness to the task, deliberateness of behaviour and
ambiguity of the situation (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Fazio & Olson, 2003; Son Hing et
al., 2008). Based on these reviews and the mixed findings in this area, we continue this
discussion referring to bias as an ‘umbrella’ term encompassing both implicit and explicit bias,

recognising that discrimination in the hiring process could be a result of both consciously

controlled preferences as well as automatically activated associations (Rooth, 2010).

Diversity-validity dilemma

Research to date has primarily focused on bias and potential for discrimination in the context
of selection interviews and psychometric testing (Derous et al., 2009; Guenole et al., 2003;
Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Singer & Eder, 1989b). Used properly, interviews are considered one
of the most valid tools for predicting future job performance (Gatewood, Field, & Barrick,
2016; Jacques, 1991; Ryan & Tippins, 2004), yet also have the highest risk of becoming a
source of potential liability for employers (Gatewood et al., 2016). Although selection
interviews have high predictive validity, there are an array of biases and stereotypes that can
affect the accuracy of an interviewer’s judgements (Gatewood et al., 2016; Jacques, 1991).
Despite data highlighting these processes, hiring managers continue to claim that they can
trust their “gut instincts” about a person and the “chemistry” felt when deciding who would be
best suited for a role (Gatewood et al., 2016; Miles & Sadler-Smith, 2014; Ryan & Tippins,
2004). When looking in the New Zealand context, it was difficult to find any recent literature
on the effects of ethnicity on selection interview decisions. One study, from Singer and Eder
(1989b), found that Chinese applicants were rated significantly more favourable than
comparable Maori applicants across 4 decision dimensions (fit, competence, likeability and
self-assurance). This contrasts with more recent research which found that those belonging to

Asian ethnic groups were most likely to experience discrimination in New Zealand (Callister,
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2007; Statistics New Zealand, 2012) and to be disadvantaged in terms of finding work that
matches their skillset (Callister, 2007; Coates & Carr, 2005; Ward & Masgoret, 2007).

Cognitive ability tests are another commonly used selection tool, that measures mental
abilities such as logic, reading comprehension, verbal or mathematical reasoning, and
perceptual abilities. These tests are the best predictor of job performance; however, they are
also most likely to cause adverse impact toward ethnic minorities in selection processes
(Guenole et al., 2003; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). In the United States, the use of cognitive
ability tests has shown differences in mean test scores between ethnic groups. African
American people score approximately one standard deviation lower than White people in
guantitative ability, verbal ability and comprehension (Roth, Bevier, Bobko, Switzer, & Tyler,
2001). Asian people have been typically found to score higher than Whites on measures of
guantitative ability, but lower on measures of verbal ability and comprehension (Sackett,
Schmitt, Ellingson, & Kabin, 2001). In New Zealand, the use of cognitive ability tests in the
selection process is greater than in many other countries; however, research on the effects of
their use on ethnic minorities in New Zealand has been scarce. Guenole et al. (2003) compared
cognitive test scores of NZ European and Maori job candidates. In line with findings from
abroad, significant differences in mean test scores emerged for verbal reasoning and
numerical business reasoning, with the mean scores for Maori lower than Europeans for both

tests. These differences were not found for general numerical reasoning.

The diversity-validity dilemma is well established, particularly concerning the use of
psychometric assessments and interviews during selection (Gatewood et al., 2016). This
dilemma highlights the challenge that HR professionals are faced with, of simultaneously
striving to achieve diversity in the workplace and maintaining the ability to predict future job
performance (Gatewood et al., 2016; Ryan & Tippins, 2004). Research so far has suggested
that selection methods that work toward one goal (e.g. predictive validity), can work against
another goal (e.g. diversity) (Guenole et al., 2003). Because interviews and cognitive ability
have received much research attention, there is a range of strategies that HR professionals can
adopt to modify their processes, broaden their measures and adjust their criteria to reduce the
risk of disparate treatment or adverse impact during selection. Strategies include the use of
structured interviews, training of hiring managers, incorporation of non-cognitive related
performance measures and score-banding (Gatewood et al., 2016; Guenole et al., 2003; Ryan

& Tippins, 2004). However, these may do little to improve diversity within an organisation if
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candidates cannot get past the resume screening stage. Much less attention has been given to
the role of biases and stereotypes during the screening of resumes and the strategies that can
be adopted to counteract these processes (Derous et al., 2009; Derous & Ryan, 2012; Jackson

& Fischer, 2007).
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CHAPTER 4: RESUMES AND SELECTION PREFERENCES

Resumes are an important source of information when initially screening applicants (Derous et
al., 2009). When applying for a job in New Zealand, each candidate will typically submit a
resume which contains information such as a personal statement, educational background,
qualifications, work experience, skills, and interests. Many resumes do not contain
photographs, but they will usually contain a name and contact details of candidates. Resumes
allow the organisation to provide an initial screen of applicants, identifying those that appear
suitable for an interview, those that do not meet hiring criteria and, usually, a third group to
be considered if none in the first group turn out to be suitable. Although not usually
considered as a ‘tool’, resume screening is considered as the first hurdle in the selection
process and it determines both the quality and quantity of the applicant pool, as well as all
subsequent opportunity for employment (Derous et al., 2017; Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Wilson

et al., 2005).

Selection processes and person-job fit

Recruiters focus on two types of performance when making hiring decisions (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1997; Eriksson & Lagerstrom, 2012; Hofhuis et al., 2016). Firstly, they are
concerned with the competence of the candidate to perform their assigned duties. Secondly,
they assess the candidate’s ability to contribute to the organisational, social and psychological
work environment. The final interview shortlist is usually based on a combination of these two

assessments (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Hofhuis et al., 2016).

Competence fit

In this study, the task performance component is referred to as a competence ranking (CR),
which represents the relative ranking of the candidates based on the selectors’ perception of
their competence and ability to fulfil the required duties. An assessment of competence will
typically consider attributes such as knowledge, skills, abilities and experience which can be

usually found in a resume (Bowers et al., 2000; Ericksson & Lagerstrom, 2012).

Candidate experience is a significant factor when it comes to making selection decisions
(Hofhuis et al., 2016; Hsiao & Kleiner, 2002). While more experience is generally favoured, it

can both positively and negatively impact group performance (Hsiao & Kleiner, 2002; Huckman
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& Staats, 2011; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). On one hand, candidates with greater
job-related experience are more likely to have the necessary knowledge to perform work tasks
and may be faster in establishing interpersonal trust with team members (Hofhuis et al., 2016),
while those with less experience may be less likely to express their opinions, more hesitant to
seek information from team members, and their views may be given less weight by others
(Bowers et al., 2000). On the other hand, candidates with less experience may be more
trainable, innovative, and open to new approaches than those with more experience (Hsiao &
Kleiner, 2002). Although experienced candidates are generally favoured during selection, this
does not guarantee their success (Faraj & Sproull, 2000; Pfeffer & Sutton, 2000; Van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Despite this, candidate experience level is considered a key

criterion in assessing candidates (Hofhuis et al., 2016).

Social fit

The social component in this study is referred to as social fit ranking (SFR), which represents
the relative ranking of the candidates based on the selectors’ perception of who would fit
socially in their team. An assessment of social fit considers non-task related attributes such as
cooperation, altruism, perceived integrity, and conscientiousness (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997;
Ericksson & Lagerstrom, 2012; Hofhuis et al., 2016). Unlike competence assessments where
job-related attributes such as knowledge, skills, abilities and tenure can be found in the
resume, attributes related to social fit are not as readily observable (Bowers et al., 2000;
Ericksson & Lagerstrom, 2012). For this reason, assessments of social fit may be based on
perceived similarity between the recruiter and the candidate (Goldberg, 2005; Hofhuis et al.,
2016), in line with SAT. When assessing the social fit of a candidate, job-related attributes are
less salient during selection decisions (Webber & Donahue, 2001). Because of the
unobservable nature of social fit attributes on most resumes, cues such as gender and
ethnicity may act as proxy indicators for recruiters, regardless of how valid this may be

(Eriksson & Lagerstrom, 2012).

Names as cues to ethnicity

Names are an important part of an individual’s identity and can convey information about the
sex, age, and race of a person (Derous et al., 2009; Wilson et al., 2005). Many ethnic groups

have distinct names (Wilson et al., 2005). For example, the name “Xiao Li” conveys that the
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person is both a female and of Asian ethnicity, compared to the name “Michelle Jones” which

conveys the person is female and of White/European ethnicity.

There are two main methods adopted when testing whether names trigger biases and
stereotypes during resume screening: field experiments and laboratory experiments. Field
experiments involve sending carefully-matched hypothetical resumes to recruiters or
employers in real world settings and comparing the call-back rates for each group of
candidates (Riach & Rich, 2006; Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016). These field experiments capture the
contemporary, subtle preferences that can emerge in selection processes (Colella et al., 2017 ).
The other method is to use fictional candidates and hypothetical job scenarios in an
experimental setting, and commonly involves concealing the real focus of the study from
participants to minimise social desirability responding (Colella et al., 2017 ). In both methods,
names in the resumes are manipulated while other information is held constant (Hiemstra et

al., 2013). In general, the findings are troubling.

Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004) contrasted Anglo-American sounding names with African-
American sounding names in 5,000 hypothetical resumes sent out in response to real job
advertisements in the United States. Candidates with African American sounding names were
50% less likely to get a call-back for an interview compared to their Anglo-American
counterparts. Derous and Ryan (2012) found similar patterns in the Netherlands where the
odds of rejection were 4.86 times higher for applicants with Arabic names compared to those
with Dutch names. These findings have been repeated all over the world, with differing
degrees of discrimination between countries and ethnic groups (Eriksson & Lagerstrom, 2012;

Kaas & Manger, 2012; Skans & Aslund, 2012; Wilson et al., 2005; Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016).

In New Zealand, the same effects have been found when comparing Chinese and Maori named
candidates with European/Pakeha named candidates. Wilson et al. (2005) found that
candidates with Chinese names (especially those with non-Anglicised names) were significantly
less likely to be shortlisted when compared to those with European/Pakeha names, regardless
of whether candidates were presented as an immigrant or not. Ward and Masgoret (2007)
sent resumes with the names Brian Miller (native-born New Zealand) and Hau-lJie Li (China-
born immigrant) to recruiters in 3 major cities in New Zealand. All employment details,
content, format and language in resumes were identical. They found that the New Zealand

candidate was directly contacted to follow up the selection process 28% of the time, compared
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to 9% of the time for the Chinese candidate. Only 3% of the NZ candidates were told there
were no job opportunities available and were not added to a database for future
opportunities, compared to 27% for the Chinese candidate. For Maori in New Zealand, there
was no main effect of ethnicity on applicant ratings compared to Pakeha/European applicants

(Jackson & Fischer, 2007)

Similarity-Attraction and Ethnicity

These studies show that irrelevant cues such as ethnic names can influence selection decisions
(Jackson & Fischer, 2007). Given that quality, presentation, and qualifications of the candidates
were held constant, the research indicates that assessments were driven by factors other than
objective differences in applicant characteristics (Wilson et al., 2005). In line with social
categorisation processes and Similarity Attraction theory (SAT), the categorising of similar
ingroup members (“us”) and dissimilar outgroup members (“them”) can trigger the formation
of stereotypes, biased behaviour, and discriminatory behaviour (Byrne, 1971; Colella et al.,
2017 ; Goldberg, 2005; Hofhuis et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2015; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013).
These categorisations can represent perceived or actual differences in attitudes and values,
concerns about communication issues, past experiences, or on a combination of the above

(Wilson et al., 2005; Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016).

Because resumes provide only limited information on applicant attitudes and values, recruiters
may use available information such as ethnicity cues for additional information (Arrow, 1973;
Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016). A presumed similarity of attitudes, values and beliefs leading to a
greater attraction and more favourable outcomes is predicted by SAT, but creates a serious
risk of bias and discrimination (Brooks et al., 2009; Goldberg, 2005; Ployhart & Holtz, 2008;
Schneider, 1987; Schneider, Smith, & Paul, 2001). Over time, this can nudge the organisations
towards internal homogeneity rather than diversity (Schneider et al., 2001). In the New
Zealand context, there is limited research testing the effect of similarity between the recruiter
and candidate. One study found that Pakeha raters were more likely to favour Maori
candidates of high merit (as shown by the match between applicant attributes and required
candidate attributes) over Pakeha candidates of high merit; however, Maori candidates of low
merit were at a greater disadvantage compared to Pakeha candidates of low merit (Jackson &
Fischer, 2007). Another study found that Asian raters rated both Asian and European/Pakeha
candidates similarly, while European/Pakeha raters exhibited rating behavior consistent with

SAT (Wilson et al., 2005). In another study, the overall mean preference rankings of HR
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professionals for candidates decreased as perceived similarity (based on ways of living,
systems of belief, and social status) between the candidate and HR professional decreased;
candidates from Asia and the South Pacific were viewed as most dissimilar to New Zealand and
were less preferred for a job opening than their counterparts from more culturally similar

countries (Coates & Carr, 2005).

Asian and Maori people are the largest ethnic minority groups in New Zealand (Statistics New
Zealand, 2013), and both groups experience disadvantage in the New Zealand labour market
(Statistics New Zealand, 2018). Further, distinguishable surnames may cue stereotypes or
biases. In line with existing New Zealand studies (Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Ward & Masgoret,
2007; Wilson et al., 2005), it is expected that candidates with Asian or Maori surnames would
be at a greater disadvantage during resume screening than those with Anglicised surnames.
Further, levels of experience will be the most salient factor during competence assessments,
while ethnic similarity between participant and candidate will be an influence in the social fit

selection.

Hypothesis 1: Candidates with Maori and Asian surnames will a) appear less frequently than
candidates with Anglicised surnames in participant’ top 4 selection preferences for the final
interview shortlist and b) receive lower rankings within the top 4 for the final interview

shortlist.

Hypothesis 2: a) During assessments of competence, candidates with higher levels of
experience will be directly favoured over candidates with lower levels of experience and
b) During assessments of social fit, NZ/European participants will select candidates with

anglicised surnames more frequently than Maori or Other participants, Maori participants
will select candidates with Maori surnames more frequently than NZ/European and Other
participants, and Asian participants will select candidates with Asian surnames more

frequently than Maori or NZ/European participants.
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Names as cues to gender

There is a long history of research on the effects of gender in hiring decisions (Colella et al.,
2017 ; Koch et al., 2015). Findings consistently show that women are disadvantaged when
applying for leadership/management roles (Colella et al., 2017 ; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Koenig,
Mitchell, Eagly, & Ristikari, 2011) or roles in male-dominated industries (Heilman & Caleo,
2018), and do not on average attain the same salaries as their male counterparts (Colella et al.,
2017 ; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Much like ethnicity, gender provides a strong basis for social
categorisation and produces stereotypes which are activated during processes with limited
information such as resume screening (Davison & Burke, 2000; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Gender
triggers pre-conceptions regarding what women and men are like (referred to as descriptive
beliefs), and often create expectations of what females and males should be like (referred to
as prescriptive beliefs) (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Koenig et al., 2011).
Gendered expectations form a backdrop to social interaction, act as a form of social standard,
and colour the judgments made about people in workplace contexts (Goldberg, 2005; Wood &
Eagly, 2010). For example, when a woman is successful in a male-dominated role, she is
typically perceived as unfeminine (Kaiser & Wallace, 2016), is less liked (Elsesser & Lever,
2011), and is more likely to be penalised during performance evaluations (Heilman & Chen,

2005; Kaiser & Wallace, 2016).

The origin of gender stereotypes is complex but can be attributed to a combination of
gendered social roles (Eagly & Karau, 2002), historical gender-based discriminatory practices,
and an era of research that “was discriminatory in itself” (Colella et al., 2017 p. 2). As a result,
gender stereotypes have become deeply embedded in society and have proved resistant to
change despite decades of social progress (Biernat & Fuegen, 2001; Booth & Leigh, 2010;
Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, & Graham, 2012). They remain evident in pay structures and
promotions which reflect a traditional, rather than contemporary, valuation of skills and
performance (Walby & Olsen, 2002). In addition, women are typically found in lower status
occupations, with restricted opportunities for career development and training (Davison &
Burke, 2000; Jawahar & Mattson, 2005; Statistics New Zealand, 2015; Walby & Olsen, 2002).
Gender stereotypes can lead to discrimination during resume screening which, as women
assume a larger role in the labour force, has implications for the design and effectiveness of

work teams (Bowers et al., 2000; Cole et al., 2004; Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Perry et al., 1994).
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Gender stereotypes and lack of fit

In contrast to the well-documented relationship of ethnic similarity between the hiring
manager/recruiter and candidate, SAT as an explanation for the influence of gender cues in
hiring decisions has not provided similar insights. In line with SAT, some researchers have
suggested that an increase in female hiring managers would increase the hiring and promotion
of women (Bagues & Esteve-Volart, 2010; Perry et al., 1994); however there is little evidence
for this (Colella et al., 2017 ). Research has produced mixed findings of the relationship
between the gender of hiring managers and their selection decisions. Women hiring managers
may actually show a preference for selecting male managers (Bagues & Esteve-Volart, 2010;
Biernat & Fuegen, 2001; Davison & Burke, 2000), while mens’ hiring behaviour may favour
women (Goldberg, 2005), or may not actually differ based on gender of the candidate (Cole et
al., 2004), and often there are no differences between the gender of the hiring manager and
their selection decisions (Booth & Leigh, 2010; Carlsson, 2011; Harvie et al., 1998; Moss-

Racusin et al., 2012).

The Lack of Fit model proposed by Heilman (1983) and Heilman and Caleo (2018), proposes
that the disadvantages faced by women in the labour force are a result of a mismatch between
the attributes that women are perceived to possess, and the attributes seen as necessary to be
successful in male-dominated positions. This mismatch forms the basis of negative
expectations about women'’s performance, and biases hiring decisions (Cole et al., 2004;
Heilman & Caleo, 2018; King, Madera, Hebl, Knight, & Mendoza, 2006; Koch et al., 2015;
Koenig et al., 2011). In a meta-analytic review, Koch et al. (2015) found that stereotypes
relating to gender fell into two categories: communal and agentic. Communal stereotypes
associate women with traits such as dependence, nurturance, emotional expression, and
communality, while agentic stereotypes associate men with traits such as assertiveness,

confidence, independence, and competitiveness.

Alongside these assumptions, certain occupations and industries are commonly accepted as
being female-dominated or male-dominated (Statistics New Zealand, 2015). For example,
occupations in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) industries are
considered male-dominated (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Statistics New Zealand, 2015). When
women apply for roles such as engineers (Biernat & Fuegen, 2001; Riach & Rich, 2006) or
technicians (Weichselbaumber, 2004), they are disadvantaged when compared to male

applicants (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). If an occupation is female or male dominated, the
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image of a successful worker in that role is likely to match the assumed attributes of the

gender that typically occupies it (Koch et al., 2015).

Based on the Lack of Fit Model, it appears that women would have greater success when the
gender of the candidate matches the gendered job attributes (i.e. a qualified woman applying
for a female-dominated job) (Booth & Leigh, 2010; Heilman & Caleo, 2018). There is some
evidence for this: Davison and Burke (2000) found that women received higher ratings than
men for selection into female-dominated jobs, regardless of the sex of the rater, and that men
were more successful when applying for ‘male’ jobs. In an Australian study, a man wishing to
work as a waiter would need to submit 31% more applications to receive the same number of
call-backs as a woman, and for a data-entry position he would need to submit 74% more
(Booth & Leigh, 2010). Similar findings have emerged in accounting (Riach & Rich, 2006),
secretarial work (Riach & Rich, 2006; Weichselbaumber, 2004), and pre-school teachers
(Colella et al., 2017).

Gender stereotypes also apply to leadership roles. In a global overview of women in
management, it was stated that “probably the single most important hurdle for women in
management in all industrialised countries is the persistent stereotype that associates
management with being a male” (Berthoin Antal & lzraeli, 1993, p. 63). The ‘think manager
think male’ bias described by Schein in the early 1970s, is based on the perception that
attributes associated with managerial success are more likely to belong to males than females
(Sauers et al., 2002; Schein, 2001). When selecting applicants for a managerial position, the
perception of task competence is an important consideration for hiring managers and there is
evidence that men are generally viewed as being more competent than women (Biernat &
Fuegen, 2001; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Elsesser & Lever, 2011; Heilman & Caleo, 2018). Despite no
actual differences in competence of men and women in male and female dominated
occupations (Elsesser & Lever, 2011), women may need to perform at a higher level than men
in order to receive the same judgement of competence (Sauers et al., 2002; Schein, 2001).
Women applying for leadership roles in male-dominated occupations experience even greater
disadvantage. For example, women applying for a science laboratory manager position were
rated as less competent (by both male and female raters) than equally qualified males, and
were offered lower starting salaries and less career mentoring (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). This
hurdle experienced by women has been named the “glass ceiling”- a subtle yet solid barrier

that blocks women from higher management positions (Sauers et al., 2002).
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The ‘think manager think male’ bias continues to exist globally (Sauers et al., 2002; Schein,
2001); however, the increase of women in managerial roles has shifted the degree of
association between gender and managerial attributes. For example, in New Zealand, both
men and women considered the attributes required for managerial success to strongly
resemble those associated with males; however, New Zealand males also associated female
attributes with managerial success — a result not shared amongst other countries (Sauers et al.,
2002; Schein, 2001). In a meta-analysis of over 40 studies involving the ‘think manager, think
male’ paradigm, Koenig et al. (2011) states that there has been progress in the increasing
associations between women and leadership attributes, while associations with males and
leadership remain unchanged. The preference for female managers has been found to be
greater when individuals currently report to a female manager or have worked with women
managers before (Elsesser & Lever, 2011). (Ely & Thomas, 2001; Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Van

Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013)

In New Zealand, almost 50% of women and men work in occupations in which 70% or more of
the workers are the same gender as them (New Zealand Council for Educational Research,
2008). Women are clustered in occupations such as clerical workers, nursing and midwifery,
primary and early childhood teaching, personal care work and social work (Statistics New
Zealand, 2015). In male dominated industries such as mathematical and engineering sciences,
women make up only 21%, while in manual occupations including skilled trades women make
up only 1% of all workers (Statistics New Zealand, 2015). In relation to management roles,
women are almost as likely as men to be a manager, but these roles are clustered in female-
dominated industries such as education (69% women managers) and health and community

services (77% women managers) (Statistics New Zealand, 2015).

With this context in mind, it is predicted that female candidates applying for a female-
dominated role (such as an administrator) will be perceived as more competent than equally
qualified male candidates. In relation to management roles, the preference for male or female
managers will be largely influenced by whether or not the candidate is applying for a role in a
female or male-dominated occupation. Based on the gender segregation of the New Zealand
labour force and the lack of fit theory, it is expected that women will experience some form of

positive bias for managerial roles when perceived as ‘fitting’ the gendered occupation.
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Hypothesis 3 — Candidates with female names applying for an administrator role will a) be
selected more frequently in the top 4 selections for competence assessments compared to
their equally qualified candidates with male names and b) receive higher average rankings

within the top 4 for competence assessments.

Hypothesis 4 - a) Candidates with female names will be selected more frequently in top 4
selections during the competence assessment for the team leader role in divisions which
women predominate (Customer operations)

b) Candidates with male names will be selected more frequently in top 4 selections during
the competence assessment for the team leader role in divisions which men predominate

(Production and Business Solutions).
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CHAPTER 5: PERCEIVED DIVERSITY OUTCOMES

There are two main reasons why organisations choose to prioritise diversity: 1) to achieve
positive outcomes such as creativity and innovation and 2) to comply with laws and
regulations against discrimination. However, positive outcomes do not automatically result
from diverse workgroups (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007,
Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Further, despite legislation restricting the use of demographic
variables in employment decisions, research suggests that gender and ethnicity cues are used
when reviewing resumes. The inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between
diversity and performance have called for the exploration of moderator variables such as
diversity beliefs and perceived diversity outcomes (Ely & Thomas, 2001; Kossek & Zonia, 1993;

Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013).

Diversity beliefs

Diversity is a topic that can elicit a broad range of emotional, cognitive and behavioural
responses. Those who do not support diverse workgroups may react by expressing prejudicial
attitudes, viewing diversity initiatives as unfair, refusing to cooperate with members of a
particular group, or viewing diversity as a threat to the outcomes of the organisation and/or
themselves (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001). These behaviours can affect the organisations’
ability to retain and realise the potential of diverse workgroups even if they are successful in
hiring diverse candidates (Kossek & Zonia, 1993). In contrast, those who support diverse
workgroups may respond by embracing individual differences, utilising diversity as a source of
learning and creativity, interacting with people from all groups, and viewing diversity as an

opportunity for growth and improved organisational outcomes (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001).

Not surprisingly, ethnic majority and ethnic minority individuals differ in whether they believe
that diversity is valued by others, and this influences the likelihood of positive intergroup
contact. Tropp and Bianchi (2006) found that majority group members believed that they
valued diversity to the same extent as minority group members, while minority group
members felt they valued diversity more than majority group members. The perceived
attitudes of majority group members are a strong predictor of minority group members’ sense

of belonging and interest in intergroup contact (Hofhuis et al., 2015; Tropp & Bianchi, 2006).
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Differences in gender have also been found, with women more likely to value diversity than

men (Hofhuis et al., 2015; Hostager & De Meuse, 2008).

Perceived Diversity Outcomes

Diverse workgroups are more likely to result in positive outcomes when team members
believe in the value of diversity (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001; Van Knippenberg, Haslam, &
Platow, 2007) and when the organisational climate supports diversity (Cox, 1991; Gelfand,
Nishii, Raver, & Schneider, 2005; Kossek et al., 2005; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013). Positive
views of diversity can enhance a workgroup’s ability to benefit from the presence of differing
viewpoints, leading to increased creativity and innovation (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001;
Homan et al., 2008; Nakui et al., 2011; Van Knippenberg et al., 2013). When group members
respond positively to diversity initiatives, are more comfortable with intergroup interactions,
and find diverse workgroups to be more attractive than those who do not view diversity
positively (Hofhuis et al., 2015; Nakui et al., 2011; Van Knippenberg et al., 2007), diversity was
positively related to group identification (Van Knippenberg et al., 2007), performance (Homan,

Van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007), quality of ideas (Nakui et al., 2011).

In contrast, when individuals do not have positive views of diversity, this can lead to
perceptions that some groups are receiving preferential treatment unrelated to performance
outcomes, or that minority groups are using unfair tactics to achieve workplace advantages
(Brief & Barsky, 2000; Hofhuis et al., 2016; Kossek et al., 2005). Further, if pro-diversity efforts
are dominated by white men in leadership positions, they may be seen as ‘cosmetic diversity
activities’ (Kossek & Zonia, 1993) and will actually reinforce negative intergroup processes and
continue to result in an underrepresentation of minority groups in the workplace. Important
considerations, such as the support of employees, has been identified as a key determinant of

the success of diversity initiatives (Wentling, 2004).

Perceived diversity outcomes (PDO) are relevant to recruitment and selection in workplace
settings. In New Zealand, a study which surveyed 100 employers regarding their attitude
toward hiring and managing new migrants found that despite being aware of skill shortages,
employers were reluctant to employ those from different cultural backgrounds. The reasons
provided were related to the perceived challenge of managing diverse work-groups and the

different working styles, language barriers, cultural misunderstandings and attitudinal
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differences (Houkamau & Boxall, 2011; Podsiadlowski, 2007). Hofhuis et al. (2016) found that
while minority candidates received lower assessment ratings when they showed greater
expression of their cultural background, this negative effect was moderated by whether or not
the recruiter belonged to the positive or negative perceived diversity outcomes group in the
experiment. In other words, recruiters who perceive diversity to lead to negative outcomes
may view cultural diversity as something to be avoided, resulting in lower assessment ratings
of minority candidates. In contrast, those who perceive diversity as a source of productivity for
the organisation may welcome diversity in the organisation and give higher assessment ratings
to minority candidates even if they choose to express their cultural backgrounds. This was the
case for both social ratings and task-performance ratings (although only for those candidates

who had higher experience).

With perceptions playing a major role in the way we interpret, process, and enact information
(Groggins et al., 2013), this study focuses on how perceived diversity outcomes can influence
selection preferences. Our study proposes that organisations must evaluate how people
perceive diversity before implementing diversity initiatives. Based on the existing literature
around perceptions of diversity, it is expected that disadvantage of under-represented
candidates during the selection process may be reduced if recruiters see the positive benefits
of diversity. Those who view greater benefits of diversity will be more likely to actively seek
out and value diverse workforces independent of feeling the need to comply with employment

legislation (Hofhuis et al., 2016).

Hypothesis 5 — Participant PDO scores will be related to participants’ preference for
diversity in overall selection decisions as follows:
a) High PDO scores for benefits of diversity will be negatively related to preference
for homogeneity in selection decisions
b) High PDO scores for threats of diversity will be positively related to preference for
homogeneity in selection decisions
c) High PDO score for gender diversity will be positively related to preference for

homogeneity in selection decisions
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CHAPTER 6: METHOD

Participating organisation

The participating organisation is a New Zealand company which provides a range of household
services to its customers. The industry is characterised by a highly competitive market subject
to ongoing technological, structural, environmental and regulatory changes. The organisation’s
long-standing reputation in the industry has been a result of their continual innovation in their
products and business strategies, which has allowed them to maintain their competitive

advantage.

The organisation is made up of five divisions: Business Solutions, Corporate, Customer
Operations, Production, and Markets, which vary in the representation of men and women
currently in leadership roles. With some divisions being largely male-dominated with 68%
(business solutions) and 90% (production) male managers, others are largely female-
dominated with 70% (customer operations) female managers. The organisation did not have

data on the ethnicity demographics of the organisation.

Currently, the organisation has over 800 full time equivalent employees working throughout
New Zealand. Their selection decisions are made by a decentralised recruitment team who are
the team leaders in each of their divisions. These hiring managers have full authority when
making selection decisions and are involved in the shortlisting, interviewing and hiring of new
staff. The human resources function is available to advise and provide resources when
required. Itisimportant to note that none of the hiring managers receive official selection

training from the organisation.

Due to the highly competitive nature of the industry, the organisation has identified that
diverse ways of thinking are particularly important in order to keep up with the continual
changes and advances which characterise the industry. The organisation has expressed its
commitment to incorporate diversity objectives into the strategic plan and was interested in
the current research in order to assist planning for upcoming change initiatives.

Representatives from the organisation were involved during all stages of planning the current
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research, with regular interaction during the development of the survey. To protect the

identity of the organisation, it will be referred to as “Organisation X”.

Survey design

This study aims to contribute to the limited New Zealand research available on gender,
ethnicity, and experience cues during resume screening. As this research should be treated as
a starting point for future research, it is not concerned with the multiplicative effect of gender
and ethnicity or the double jeopardy involved in belonging to two minority groups (Derous et
al., 2009; Derous et al., 2015). For this reason, gender and ethnicity are treated separately for
clarity; however, the experience levels of the candidates will be considered in combination

with gender and ethnicity variables.

Following the previous research of Hofhuis et al. (2016), a survey was designed to identify
preferences based on gender, ethnicity, and level of experience in Organisation X, and
whether the perceived diversity outcomes of staff are related to the assessment and selection
of candidates. However, this study differs from theirs in a few ways. Firstly, their study was
primarily concerned with cultural diversity, but based on the literature suggesting that women
also experience disadvantage in resume screening, a separate measure of perceived gender
diversity outcomes has been included in our study. Secondly, their study used participants
recruited through informal networks, involved deception, and required one hour of their time.
In order to recruit voluntary participants in a real workplace setting, the task in this study has
been adapted to be user and time friendly, and increased transparency to reduce risk for
Organisation X. Finally, their study involved the manipulation of participants’ perceived
diversity outcomes. This study is an exploratory study and is interested in the existing
perceptions of staff employed at Organisation X and whether or not this has an influence on

their selection preferences.

The data were collected by means of an online survey hosted by Qualtrics, a secure online
survey hosting site. The survey was a cross-sectional self-report survey. In order to minimise
any risk of harm to the organisation and staff, the survey was designed to contain no “right” or

“wrong” answers. Participation was anonymous and voluntary.
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Procedure

Pilot Study

To test the functionality of the survey, a pilot study was conducted on 13 individuals (4 males,
9 females) who were known to the researcher. Mean age was 36, ranging from 21 to 57 years
of age. Mean time taken to complete the survey was 20 minutes, ranging from 10 to 30
minutes. Feedback from the pilot study revealed that participants found it difficult to complete
the ranking exercise, felt that it was very confronting, and that they would have liked more
information. However, despite this feedback, 77% of participants were still able to complete
the survey and provide valuable insights into their reasoning around their selection

preferences.

With the feedback from the pilot study being taken into consideration, the survey was
modified in order to provide greater emphasis on the voluntary nature of the survey and the
participants’ ability to stop at any time or leave out any questions they did not feel
comfortable answering. Questions were simplified to reduce completion time and risk of ‘over
thinking’, and the instructions were altered in order to provide guidance on how to approach
the questions. Pilot study feedback was shared with Organisation X and the modified survey
was shared with the organisations’ representatives before it was decided to proceed with the

survey.

The final version of the online survey was made up of two major sections. The first section was
designed to look at whether or not there were any preferences amongst participants when
selecting staff to work in their organisation. The second section was designed to determine

their perceived diversity outcomes associated with both gender and cultural diversity.

Final survey

Prior to beginning the survey, participants were instructed not to overthink their responses
while answering, and to choose based on their first reactions. It was stressed that all answers
were anonymous and that there were no right or wrong answers. It was decided to not

specifically mention the words ‘cultural or gender diversity’ despite the nature of the study
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appearing relatively obvious once the survey began. Participant consent was attained by

asking participants to indicate if they had read and understood all information provided.

The first section presented each participant with a summarised job description for either a
fictional ‘administration’ or a ‘team leader’ role. Each role provided six broad key requirements
of a successful candidate, with the intention of keeping requirements broad to allow the
participants to apply these roles to their specific division, team, or a past experience. Although
the job descriptions were for fictional roles, the simplified descriptions were based on actual

job descriptions for those roles within Organisation X.

Next, each participant was presented with 12 fictional candidates, presented in random order,
who were all of similar age, had the same qualifications, and worked in similar jobs at present,
but varied in their gender, ethnicity and level of experience. Participants were instructed to
imagine that the list of 12 candidates were applying for the job, and to help shortlist the
candidates for an interview. They were asked to select and rank the top 4 and bottom 4
candidates in order of preference based on who they thought would be the most likely to be
competent for the job, who would fit well socially in the team, and who they would like to
shortlist for an interview. After the final shortlist, participants were given the opportunity to
explain briefly why they shortlisted those candidates. The second section asked participants to
indicate their level of agreement on a range of statements relating to cultural and gender
diversity. Finally, the last page of the survey asked for the participants’ demographic data and
gave them the opportunity to receive a copy of the research findings and/or to enter the draw
for a chance to win one of five $50 Pressy Cards for completing the survey (see Appendix B for

a full copy of the survey).

Participants

All staff in the organisation were invited to participate in the study. Participants were recruited
via email sent by an internal HR manager. The email contained information which showed the
organisations support for the research and encouraged participation both verbally and by way
of incentive (chance to win one of five $50 Pressy Card vouchers). The email invited staff to
participate in an online survey which would take roughly 15 minutes to complete and could be
completed at any time during an eight-day period. In the debrief, staff were explicitly told that

it was part of a research project concerned with the factors which people in New Zealand
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organisations think are important when selecting staff and were made aware that this study
was seeking their personal opinions based on past observations and experiences in the
workplace. All responses would be anonymous, and only summarised data, which would not

risk identification of individuals, would be reported back to the organisation.

Table 1
Participant demographics

Number %
Gender
Male 74 31.8%
Female 113 48.5%
Unspecified 46 19.7%
Ethnicity
European 147 63.1%
Maori 7 3.0%
Asian 1 0.4%
New Zealander 13 5.6%
Other 13 5.6%
European/Maori 5 2.1%
Unspecified 47 20.2%
Age
Under 25 12 5.2%
25-35 66 28.3%
36-45 49 21.0%
46 + 60 25.8%
Unspecified 46 19.7%
Division
Corporate 29 12.4%
Business Solutions 24 10.3%
Customer Operations 73 31.3%
Production 28 12.0%
Markets 30 12.9%

Unspecified 49 21.0%




In total, 376 staff responded to the survey. After conducting a missing data analysis, those
participants who did not complete the selection exercise in the survey were removed. This left
233 responses which were suitable for analysis. One hundred and nineteen had been given the
Team Leader job description and candidates, and one hundred and fourteen had been given
the Administrator description and candidates. As shown in Table 1, nearly half of the sample
were female (48.5%) and were mostly aged between 25-35 (28.3%) years and 46+ (25.8%). A
large majority of participants identified as European (63.1%) with very few from other
ethnicities. For the purposes of maintaining anonymity, the ethnicity of participants have been
grouped into four broader categories: European/New Zealander (68.7%), Maori/European
Maori (5.2%), Other (6%), Not Specified (20.2%). Table 1 shows the ethnicity categories prior
to being grouped. The Customer Operations division provided over a third of participant

response.

Ethics

The current study was peer reviewed and assessed as low risk by the researchers and
registered using a Low Risk Protocol with the Massey University Human Ethics Committee

(appendix A).

Measures

Job type

Two roles have been chosen which are typically present in most organisations and differ by
gender representation based on existing New Zealand gender segregation statistics; an
administrator, and a team leader role (Statistics New Zealand, 2015). The administrator role
was chosen as the typically female-dominated role. In contrast, the team leader role does not
represent a typically male-dominated role, rather it is a role that can be male, or female
dominated depending on the industry. Each participant was presented with either the
administration role or the team leader role to base their assessments on once the survey link

was clicked. Figure 1 shows the role descriptions provided to participants.
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Team Leader

The successful candidate in this role will be required to:

- drive and implement key strategies that support your team’s key functioning and
goals

- have a strong alignment with the organisation’s values

- have high motivation and ability to perform

- show excellent written and verbal communication skills

- effectively lead a team

- be responsible for team engagement, staff development, coaching and mentoring.

Administrator

The successful candidate in this role will be required to:

- support and coordinate the key functioning requirements of the team

- actively support the organisation’s strategies and goals

- have excellent written and verbal communication skills

- manage and plan their workload independently in order to meet deadlines

- deliver, encourage and be able to receive open and honest feedback

Figure 1. Job descriptions of each role provided to participants at the beginning of the survey.

Ethnicity, Gender and Experience cues

The three within-subject variables resulted in 12 different candidates available for selection. In

a 2x3x3 mixed-factor design, the candidates varied in their gender (male or female), ethnicity

(NZ/European, Maori or Asian), and amount of experience (low or high). Table 2 shows the

resulting 12 hypothetical candidates presented to each participant.
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Table 2
Combination of ethnicity, gender, and experience variables producing 12 fictional candidates
for selection

Ethnicity Gender Experience Candidates
Male High Daniel Brown
New Zealand/ Male Low Michael Smith
European Female High Jessica Taylor
Female Low Sarah Williams
Male High Wiremu Hamuera
Maori Male Low Tama Ropata
Female High Aroha Henare
Female Low Marama Kingi
Male High David Zhang
Asian Male Low Kevin Wang
Female High Jenny Li
Female Low Amy Liu

Gender and ethnicity of the candidates could be distinguished from their surnames. The
names were chosen based on popular names from the three ethnicities from the years 1978-
1988 in order to represent similar aged candidates (Department of Internal Affairs, 2014,
2017; Harvard University, 2009). Prior research has indicated that there is a greater
disadvantage for candidates who are perceived as immigrants (Coates & Carr, 2005; Wilson et
al., 2005), so Anglicised first names were used for the Asian candidates in this study. This
avoids suggesting immigration status as a variable, supporting the assumption that candidates

could have been born in NZ.

Experience was varied via a short sentence next to each candidate name. Highly experienced
team leaders had 36 months experience; low experienced team leaders had 24 months. Due to
the typically lower experience required for an administrator compared to a team leader, high
and low experienced administrator candidates had 24 and 12 months, respectively.

Participants in both the administrator and team leader groups were provided with identically
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named candidates, with only the level of experience differing between the groups. Examples

are shown in Figure 2.

Team Leader

Sarah Williams: 24 months experience in a team leader role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 36 months experience in a team leader role.

Administrator

Sarah Williams: 12 months experience in an administration role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 24 months experience in an administration role.

Figure 2. Examples of candidate descriptions for each job type.

To minimise time required to complete the survey, from feedback in the pilot study, no further
information was provided for each candidate, but it is recognised that real-life hiring decisions

are made with more information.

Selection preferences

Out of the twelve candidates presented, each participant was asked to rank their four most
preferred and four least preferred candidates. This provided two forms of data: selection/not
selection of each candidate into a top or bottom four group, and ranking within the groups for

those candidates that were selected.

The ranking exercise was repeated three times: once for competence ranking (CR), once for
social fit ranking (SFR), and once for the final interview shortlist (IS). CR and SFR reflect the two
types of anticipated performance that recruiters focus on when making selection decisions —
the potential for the candidate to perform his/her assigned duties, as well as the candidates’
broader contribution to the workplace environment. The interview shortlist is typically a
combination of these assessments and represents the candidates chosen to progress to the
next selection stage (Hofhuis et al., 2016). Rankings rather than rating scales were used in

order to reflect what real selectors typically do in practice (Coates & Carr, 2005).
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The following instructions were provided:

For Competence Ranking (CR): “From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the
names of the 4 most preferred candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of
all) and the 4 least preferred candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all)

based on who you think is most likely to be competent for the job.”

For Social Fit Ranking (SFR): “From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the
names of the 4 most preferred candidates where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of
all) and the 4 least preferred candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all)

based on who you think is most likely to be expect to fit well socially within the organisation.”

For Interview Shortlist (1S): “From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names
of the 4 candidates you would like to shortlist for an interview (where 1= the candidate you

would prefer most of all)”

This was followed by “Please explain briefly why you shortlisted these candidates for an

interview.”

Perceived diversity outcomes

Perceived diversity outcomes (PDO) were measured using two scales. Cultural diversity was
measured with the Benefits and Threats of Diversity Scale (BTDS) developed by Hofhuis et al.
(2015) and gender diversity was measured using a sliding scale adapted from Van Knippenberg

et al. (2007).

Benefits of diversity were measured using a 20 item scale (Hofhuis et al., 2015). Scale anchors
were 1 = completely disagree and 5 = completely agree. Principal component analysis (PCA)
identified 5 factors, each comprising 4 items, accounting for a total of 69.61% of the variance.
The factors were as follows: factor 1 was Understanding Groups (e.g. “helps us to better
understand new developments in society”, a=.82), factor 2 was Creative Potential (e.g. “makes
us better at solving complex problems”, a=.87), factor 3 was Image of Social Responsibility
(e.g. “is good for our image towards the outside world”, a=.84), factor 4 was Job Market (e.g.
“leads us to having more choices when recruiting and selecting new people”, a=.77), and

factor 5 was Social Environment (e.g. “has a positive effect on the work atmosphere”, a=.84).
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Five benefits subscales were computed using the mean scores of the items relating to each

factor identified; subscale scores ranged from 1-5.

Threats of diversity were measured using a 16 item scale (Hofhuis et al., 2015). Scale anchors
were 1 = completely disagree and 5 = completely agree. Principal component analysis (PCA)
identified 4 factors, each comprising 4 items, accounting for a total of 74.2% of the variance.
The factors were as follows: factor 1 was Realistic Threat (e.g. “leads to fewer career
opportunities for other people”, a=.87), factor 2 was Symbolic Threat (4 items, e.g. “forces
employees to adjust to a different culture”, a=.77), factor 3 was Intergroup Anxiety (e.g.
“makes it more difficult for colleagues to understand each other”, a=.89), and factor 4 was
productivity loss (e.g. “makes our work processes run less smoothly”, a=.89). Four threats
subscales were computed using the mean scores of the items relating to each factor identified;

subscale scores ranged from 1-5.

Through discussion and review with Organisation X, some wording in the scale was adapted in
order to suit the language used in their organisation. We replaced the words ‘minority,’

‘majority,” and ‘personnel,” with ‘people.’

Gender Diversity was measured on a sliding scale from Van Knippenberg et al. (2007).
Participants were asked to indicate their position on the scale in response to the question “A
team like ours performs better if it consists of...”. Scale anchors were 0 = more women than
men, 5 = roughly equal number of women and men, 10 = less women than men. This was
coded so that <5 = preferences for women, 5 = equal preferences, and >5 = preference for

men.

Data Analysis

Preliminary analysis

Before the testing of hypotheses, we tested whether or not there were differences in the
perceived diversity outcomes of participants based on their gender, ethnicity, age, and
division. Bivariate relationships were tested using correlation, and demographic differences

were tested by using ANOVA and t-tests.
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Selection Preferences

Participants were asked to select their top and bottom four candidates out of the list of twelve
candidates and to rank each of them in order of preference, for each assessment type

(competence, social fit, and interview shortlist).

For each participant, the number of times they chose a female or male candidate, a New
Zealand/European, M3ori, or Asian candidate, and a high or low experienced candidate was
computed. This gave each participant 7 new variables for each assessment type (competence,
social fit, and interview shortlist), totalling 21 new variables per participant. Each variable had
a range of 0-4. Given the large number of variables needed for analysis, and the relatively
limited sample size, this process was not repeated for the number of times candidates were

chosen for the bottom four placements.

Next, the mean rank for each candidate when they were selected within the top four was
computed. Ranks ranged from 1-4 and resulted in little variance once averaged, which did not
allow us to meaningfully analyse average rankings. Accordingly, we did not proceed with

analysing the ranks data.

T-tests and one-way ANOVA were used to compare selections of candidate attributes in
relation to participant gender, ethnicity, and division. Chi-square analysis was used to explore
if there were any associations between the administrator and team leader roles. Continuous

variables were analysed using bivariate correlation.
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Preference for homogeneity

To assess participant preferences overall, a preference for homogeneity score was computed

as follows:

PrefHomogeneity = PrefMale + PrefAnglo

Where:

PrefMale = number of times a male candidate was selected minus the number of times a
female candidate was selected

PrefAnglo = number of times a candidate with an anglicised surname was selected minus the

number of times a candidate with a non-anglicised surname was selected

A preference for male candidates and candidates with anglicised surnames was chosen to
represent an overall preference for homogeneity because these attributes are typically well
represented in the workplace, compared to women and ethnic minority candidates (Bertrand
& Mullainathan, 2004; Colella et al., 2017 ; Statistics New Zealand, 2018). Accordingly, it is
expected that participants who prefer homogeneity will be more likely to select male
candidates and those with non-Anglicised surnames than participants who prefer diversity.
Scores ranged from -3 to 4, with higher scores representing a greater preference for

homogeneity (non-diversity).

Regression analysis was used to analyse the effect of participant PDO scores on their

preference for homogeneity scores.

Qualitative data

Qualitative data collected were beyond the scope of this research and are not reported due to

time and space requirements.
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CHAPTER 7: RESULTS

Participant Demographics and Perceived Diversity Outcomes

Women reported more perceived benefits of diversity in terms of creative potential, job
market and social environment, but not for understanding diverse groups in society or image
of social responsibility. Men generally reported more threats of diversity, except for
productivity losses. In relation to gender diversity, men were more likely than women to have
a preference for equal numbers of men and women in workgroups (t(175)=2.41, p<.05) (Table

3).

Table 3
T-test Results Comparing Differences in Mean Scores on Perceived Diversity Outcome Subscales
between Male and Female Participants

Perceived Diversity Outcomes Male Female

M (SD) M (SD)

Benefits (range 1-5)
Understanding Diverse Groups in Society 3.78 (0.78) 3.97 (0.64) t(183)=-1.86, n.s.

Creative Potential 3.44(0.92) 3.86(0.79) t(183)=-3.39***
Image of Social Responsibility 3.63 (0.71) 3.67 (0.76) t(184)=-0.35, n.s.
Job Market 3.04 (0.83) 3.33(0.76) t(184)=-2.44**
Social Environment 3.52 (0.80) 3.89 (0.65) t(184)=-3.47***

Threats (range 1-5) 7

Realistic Threat 2.44 (0.93) 2.06 (0.78) t(183)=3.01**
Symbolic Threat 3.08 (0.73) 2.70(0.81) t(183)=3.18**
Intergroup Anxiety 2.66 (0.89) 2.33(0.78) t(183)=2.63**
Productivity Loss 2.15(0.87) 1.93 (0.69) t(183)=1.90, n.s.
Gender Diversity (range 0-10) 5.02 (1.9) 4.42 (1.47) t(175)=2.41*

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.
"For Benefits and Threats subscales, higher scores represent greater agreement with items on
the scales. For Gender diversity, scores 0-4 = preference for women, 5 = equal representation

of men and women, 6-10 = preference for men.
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A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the relationship of participant ethnicity to PDO
scores. The only significant difference found was on the “Understanding Diverse Groups in
Society” item on the benefits scale (Table 4). Post hoc comparisons using the LSD test
indicated that the largest differences were between European/NZ participants and Other
participants (Mdiff = 0.48, SE= 0.19), and Maori/European Maori participants and Other
participants (Mdiff = 0.84, SE= 0.27). This suggests that participants belonging to the ‘Other’
ethnicity group generally showed less agreement with the ‘Understanding Diverse Groups in
Society’ sub-scale on the benefits scale compared to European/NZ and Maori/European Maori

participants.

One-way ANOVA was conducted to compare mean scores of participants from each division
and found significant differences across 2 out of 5 benefits subscales, all threats subscales, and
the gender diversity scale (Table 5). Post Hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that
differences were particularly present between participants from the production division and
other divisions. Compared to all other divisions, those working in the production division
reported less agreement on the benefits subscales, greater agreement on the threat subscales,

and a greater preference for working with male candidates.
The only significant relationship with age was with the benefits sub-scale: ‘image of social

responsibility’ (r=-.15, n=186, p<.05). Older participants were less likely to perceive diversity as

being beneficial for the organisations’ image of social responsibility (Table 6, pg.52).
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Table 4

ANOVA Results Comparing Differences in Mean Scores on Perceived Diversity Outcome Subscales between Participant Ethnicity Groups

Perceived Diversity Outcomes European/NZ Maori/ Other
M (SD) European Maori M (SD)
M (SD)
Benefits (range 1-5)
Understanding Diverse Groups in Society 3.91 (0.65) 4.27 (0.63) 3.43 (1.08) F(2,181)=5.01**
Creative Potential 3.66 (0.83) 4.15 (0.73) 3.66 (1.27) F(2,181)=1.85, n.s.
Image of Social Responsibility 3.66 (0.73) 3.5(0.81) 3.68 (0.80) F(2,181)=0.27, n.s.
Job Market 3.22(0.81) 3.38 (0.59) 3.00(0.77) F(2,181)=0.74, n.s.
Social Environment 3.72 (0.73) 3.81(0.77) 3.98 (0.76) F(2,181)=.85, n.s.
Threats (range 1-5)
Realistic Threat 2.21(0.78) 2.37(0.84) 2.05 (1.09) F(2,181)=0.45, n.s.
Symbolic Threat 2.85(0.78) 2.98 (0.63) 2.75(1.09) F(2,181)=0.26, n.s.
Intergroup Anxiety 2.48 (0.84) 2.46 (0.68) 2.34(1.04) F(2,181)=0.17, n.s.
Productivity Loss 2.03(0.77) 2.10(0.93) 1.80 (0.71) F(2,181)=0.64, n.s.
Gender Diversity Scale (range 0-10) 4.68 (1.68) 3.80(1.81) 5.07(1.50) F(2,173)=1.72, n.s.

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.

"For Benefits and Threats subscales, higher scores represent greater agreement with items on the scales. For Gender diversity, scores 0-4 = preference for

women, 5 = equal representation of men and women, 6-10 = preference for men.
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Table 5
ANOVA Results Comparing Differences in Mean Scores on Perceived Diversity Outcomes Subscales between Participant Divisions

Corporate Business Customer Production Markets
M (SD) Solutions Operations M (SD) M (SD)
M (SD) M (SD)
PDO Scales
Benefits (range 1-5)°
Understanding Diverse Groups in Society 3.83(0.65) 4.07(0.70) 3.95(0.66) 3.63(0.70) 4.00(0.66) F(4,177)=1.88, n.s.
Creative Potential 3.91(0.74) 3.94(0.93) 3.73(0.79) 3.24(0.72) 3.67(0.97) F(4,177)=3.18*
Image of Social Responsibility 3.54(0.71) 3.64(0.70) 3.81(0.69) 3.46(0.88) 3.56(0.75) F(4,178)=1.55, n.s.
Job Market 3.25(0.66) 3.28(0.84) 3.39(0.80) 2.96(0.74) 2.95(0.86) F(4,178)=2.54*
Social Environment 3.89(0.60) 3.75(0.76) 3.84(0.64) 3.39(0.84) 3.73(0.86) F(4,178)=2.24,n.s.
Threats (range 1-5) *
Realistic Threat 2.07(0.76) 2.33(0.92) 2.08(0.75) 2.69(1.03) 2.14(0.86) F(4,177)=3.05*
Symbolic Threat 2.94(0.87) 295(0.61) 2.70(0.82) 3.27(0.70) 2.65(0.78)  F(4,177)=3.46**
Intergroup Anxiety 2.54(0.83) 2.52(0.62) 2.34(0.80) 2.93(1.01) 2.23(0.80) F(4,177)=3.37**
Productivity Loss 2.03(0.62) 195(0.84) 1.93(0.68) 2.47(0.90) 1.86(0.81) F(4,177)=3.21**
Gender Diversity Scale (range 0-10) 3.89(1.78) 4.77(0.92) 4.46(1.5) 6.04 (1.87) 4.48(1.70) F(4,169)=7.05***

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.
"For benefits and threats scales, higher scores represent greater agreement with items on the scales. For Gender diversity, scores 0-4 = preference for

women, 5 = equal representation of men and women, 6-10 = preference for men



Table 6

Pearson Correlations Table Showing Relationship between Participant Age and Perceived Diversity Outcome Subscales

Subscales 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Age -.02 -.08 -15* .05 -.06 -11 =12 -.02 -.03 .08
2. Benefits: Understanding diverse groups in society - 62%*  40%*  31**  47** 13 .07 -12 -20%*  -17%*
3. Benefits: Creative potential - 38*%*  44*%*  e0** -15* .03 -.13 -22*%  -.07
4. Benefits: Image of social responsibility - 31%*  45%* - 07 .07 .01 -.05 -.10
5. Benefits: Job market - 40** .06 .19*%* .06 .06 -11
6. Benefits: Social environment - -25%* 01 -29%* - 40** -18*
7. Threats: Realistic threat - 50**  58**  p4**  15*
8. Threats: Symbolic threat - .60**  52** 03
9. Threats: Intergroup anxiety - J1*¥* 14
10. Threats: Productivity loss - .09

11. Gender Diversity

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01
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Hypothesis Testing

Ethnicity cues and resume screening

Hypothesis 1 predicted that candidates with Maori and Asian surnames would appear less
frequently in final interview shortlists than candidates with Anglicised surnames. First, a chi-
square analysis was conducted, comparing the data from the team leader role with the
administrator role to determine if there were any associations between these two roles and
the ethnicity of the candidate. No significant association was found (chi-square =.03, p>.05), so
the two roles have been combined in order to increase the sample size for the analysis of

hypothesis 1.

Using a one-sample t-test, the average number of times participants chose a candidate with a
Maori or Asian surname in their top 4 selection choices, was compared to a candidate with an
Anglicised surname. Overall, the mean number of times Maori candidates (M=1.11, SD=.89)
were selected was lower than the mean number of times European candidates (M=1.24,
SD=.97) were selected (t(232)=-2.27, p<.05), and the mean number of times Asian candidates
(M=.79, SD=.81) were selected was lower than European candidates (t (232)=-8.40, p<.001).
When comparing the two minority ethnicity groups, Maori candidates were selected more

often than Asian candidates (t(232)=-5.957, p<.001). This provides support for hypothesis 1.

In the hypothetical applicant pool containing an equal percentage of European, Maori and
Asian applicants, if there was no bias, then all ethnicity groups would be represented equally
in an interview shortlist of four. In our sample, 73.5% of participants chose a European
candidate in their top four at least once, 68.3% of participants chose a Maori candidate in their
top four at least once, and 58.8% of participants chose an Asian candidate in their top four at
least once. Overall, the average number of times a Maori and Asian candidate was selected in
the top four was lower than that of a European candidate despite having the same number of

qualified candidates in the applicant pool.

Competence and Social Fit assessments

Hypothesis 2a predicted that candidates with higher levels of experience would be directly
favoured over candidates with lower levels of experience during the competence assessment.

This was tested using the number of times more experienced candidates were chosen in the
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top four versus the number of times less experienced candidates were chosen in the top four
during the competence assessment. Again, no differences were found between administrator

and team leader roles (chi-square =0.01, p>.05), so the groups were combined.

Candidates with higher levels of experience (M=3.32, SD=1.22) were selected significantly
more often than those with low (M=.46, SD=.92) levels of experience (t(232)=-47.49, p<.001)
(Table 7). Hypothesis 2a was supported. Further analyses found that this difference was also
apparent during social fit assessments (£(232)=-25.05, p<.001) and interview shortlisting
(t(232)=-33.99, p<.001).

Table 7
Mean Number of Times a Candidate with High or Low Experience Group was Chosen in the Top
Four during the Three Assessment Types

High experience Low experience

M (SD) M (SD)
Competence 3.32(1.22) 0.46 (0.92) t(232)=-47.49**
Social Fit 2.47 (1.58) 0.74 (1.06) t(232)=-25.05**
Interview shortlist 2.63 (1.65) 0.51 (0.95) t(232)=-33.99**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01

Hypothesis 2b predicted that during assessments of social fit, NZ/European participants would
select candidates with anglicised surnames more frequently than Maori or Other participants
would; Maori participants would select candidates with Maori surnames more frequently than
NZ/European and Other participants would; and Asian participants would select candidates
with Asian surnames more frequently than Maori or NZ/European participants would. As
testing Hypothesis 2a had found experience to be such a strong factor when making selection
decisions, each experience group were analysed separately, but the administration and team

leader roles remained combined.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the average number of times participants from
each ethnicity group chose a candidate from each ethnicity group. For experienced candidates,
both NZ/European and Maori participants were more likely to choose a candidate with an
anglicised surname than a participant in the ‘Other’ ethnicity group for assessments of social
fit (F(2,183)= 3.488, p<.05). For low experience candidates, participants belonging to the
‘Other’ ethnicity were more likely to choose a candidate with a Maori and Asian surname

compared to European and Maori participants (Table 8). Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.
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The same relationships were found for the competence assessment (Table 9) and interview

shortlist (Table 10).

Table 8

ANOVA Results Comparing Mean Number of Times Participants from Each Ethnicity Group
Selected a Candidate from each Ethnic Group in the Top Four in the Social Fit Assessment

Participant ethnicity

NZ/European Maori/Maori  Other
M (SD) European M (SD)
M (SD)
Candidate ethnicity
High experience
NZ/European 1.15(0.76) 0.83(0.72) 0.64 (0.93) F(2,183)=3.49*
Maori 1.08 (0.78) 1.33(0.89) 0.78 (0.80) F(2,183)=1.58, n.s.
Asian 0.63 (0.71) 0.58 (0.67) 0.50 (0.65) F(2,183) =0.24, n.s.
Low experience
NZ/European 0.53(0.77) 0.17 (0.39) 0.43 (0.65) F(2,183)=1.36, n.s.
Maori 0.14 (0.38) 0.25 (0.62) 0.57(0.76)  F(2,183)= 6.58**
Asian 0.13 (0.35) 0.17 (0.39) 0.50 (0.76) F(2,183) = 5.78**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01
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Table 9
ANOVA Results Comparing Mean Number of Times Participants from Each Ethnicity Group
Chose a candidate from Each Ethnic Group for their Top Four in the Competence Assessment

Participant ethnicity
NZ/European  Maori/Maori  Other

M (SD) European M (SD)
M (SD)
Candidate ethnicity
High experience
NZ/European 1.33(0.71) 1.17 (0.72) 0.64 (0.75) F(2,183)= 6.08**
Maori 1.23(0.77) 1.50 (0.80) 1.00 (0.88) F(2,183)= 1.33, n.s.
Asian 0.82 (0.70) 0.75 (0.62) 0.50 (0.65) F(2,183) = 1.39, n.s.
Low experience
NZ/European 0.26 (0.57) 0.17 (0.39) 0.57 (0.85) F(2,183)= 2.05, n.s.
Maori 0.05 (0.25) 0.08 (0.29) 0.35(0.63) F(2,183)=7.07***
Asian 0.09 (0.31) 0.00 (0.00) 0.36 (0.50) F(2,183) = 5.07**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.

Table 10
ANOVA Results Comparing Mean Number of Times Participants from Each Ethnicity Group
Chose a Candidate from Each Ethnic Group for their Top Four in an Interview Shortlist

Participant ethnicity
NZ/European  Maori/Maori  Other

M (SD) European M (SD)
M (SD)
Candidate ethnicity
High experience
NZ/European 1.24 (0.76) 0.83 (0.72) 0.64 (0.84) F(2,183)= 5.26**
M3ori 1.16 (0.78) 1.08 (0.90) 0.93 (0.83) F(2,183)= 0.56, n.s.
Asian 0.76 (0.69) 0.58 (0.51) 0.57 (0.78) F(2,183) = 0.77, n.s.
Low experience
NZ/European 0.28 (0.57) 0.17 (0.39) 0.29 (0.47) F(2,183)= 0.24, n.s.
Maori 0.08 (0.27) 0.33 (0.65) 0.50 (0.65) F(2,183)= 11.56%**
Asian 0.15 (0.43) 0.00 (0.00) 0.50 (0.76) F(2,183) = 4.75**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.



Gender cues and gender stereotypes

For hypothesis 3, it was predicted that women would appear more frequently than men in the
top 4 selections for competence assessments for an administrator role. This analysis used the
subgroup of participants who saw the administrator job description and candidates. Each
participant’s scores for the number of times they chose a highly experienced woman, a low
experienced woman, a highly experienced man, and a low experienced man for the role were
the basis of this analysis. The mean number of times men were selected (M=0.12, SD=0.48)
was significantly lower than the mean number of times women were selected (M=0.23,
S$D=0.55), but only for low experience candidates for the administration role (Table 11). There
was no difference in the selection of male and female candidates of high levels of experience.

Hypothesis 3 was partially supported.

For the team leader role, women candidates with more experience (M=1.79, SD=0.75) were
selected more often than men candidates with more experience (M=1.66, SD=0.63) (Table 11).

This finding was unexpected and will be discussed in Discussion.

Additional analysis compared whether male and female participants showed a preference for

male or female candidates but found no significant differences for either role (Table 12).

Table 11
T-test Results Comparing Mean Number of Times Participants Chose Women or Men
Candidates in the Top Four for a Competence Assessment

Candidate gender

Women Men

M (SD) M (SD)
Administration
High Experience 1.67 (0.88) 1.52 (0.84) t(113)=-1.89, n.s.
Low Experience 0.23 (0.55) 0.12 (0.48) t(113)=-2.52**
Team Leader
High Experience 1.79 (0.75) 1.66 (0.63) t(118)=-2.33*
Low Experience 0.30(0.60) 0.25 (0.54) t(118)=-1.02, n.s.

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.
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Table 12

T-test Results Showing the Effect of Participant Gender on Selection Choices of Male and
Female Candidates for Competence Assessment

Participant Gender

Male Female
M (SD) M (SD)
Candidate gender
Administration role
Male 1.26 (0.74) 1.25 (0.77) £(93)=0.04, n.s.
Female 1.97 (0.92) 1.85(0.94) t(93)=0.61, n.s.
Team leader role
Male 2.00 (0.61) 1.81(0.48) t(90)=1.66, n.s.
Female 2.00 (0.61) 2.19(0.48) t(90)=1.66, n.s.

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that participants’ division would be related to the selection of male
and female candidates for a competence assessment for a prospective team leader. This

analysis used the subgroup of participants who saw the team leader job description and

candidates. Each participants’ scores for the number of times they chose a highly experienced

woman, a low experienced woman, a highly experienced man, and a low experienced man for

the role were the basis of this analysis, alongside which division the participant belonged to at

Organisation X. No significant relationships were found (Table 13). Hypothesis 4 was not

supported. Less experienced candidates were not generally nominated into the top 4 choices

for any division.
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Table 13

ANOVA Results Comparing Mean Selection Rates of Participants from Each Division for the Team Leader Role

Participant Division

Corporate Business Customer Production Markets
M (SD) Solutions Operations M (SD) M (SD)
and Tech M (SD)
M (SD)
High Experience
Female 1.91(0.70) 2.13(0.35) 1.74 (0.66) 1.44 (0.78) 1.94 (0.71) F(4,90)=2.02, n.s.
Male 1.72 (0.65) 1.88 (0.35) 1.66 (0.68) 1.72 (0.67) 1.47 (0.70) F(4,90)= 0.66, n.s.
Low Experience
Female 0.27 (0.65) 0.00 (0.00) 0.34 (0.64) 0.39 (0.61) 0.42 (0.77) F(4,90)=0.70, n.s.
Male 0.09 (0.31) 0.00 (0.00) 0.26 (0.56) 0.44 (0.51) 0.16 (0.50) F(4,90)= 1.66, n.s.

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.
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Perceived diversity outcomes

Hypothesis 5 predicted that participants’ PDO score would be related to their preference for
homogeneity (non-diversity). Table 14 shows the bivariate correlations between benefit and
threat subscales, gender diversity, and preference for homogeneity. At the bivariate level,
preference for homogeneity correlated positively with all threat subscales but not with any of

the benefits subscales or the gender diversity scale.

As there were differences in perceived benefits and threats by participant gender and division
(see Tables 3 and 5 earlier), regression analyses were run with participant gender and division
as control variables. Participant gender predicted unique variance across both regressions,
with men showing a higher preference for homogeneity at work than women. One benefits
subscale predicted unique variance in preferences for homogeneity: higher agreement with
the benefit of ‘understanding diverse groups in society’ was related to lower preferences for
homogeneity at work. None of the other benefits subscales were significant (Table 15). For

threats, none of the subscales predicted preference for homogeneity (Table 16).

The relationship between preferences for gender diversity (a self-report variable) and
preference for homogeneity (a computed variable from actual selection choices) was also
explored with participant gender and division as control variables. A greater preference for
homogeneity was related to preferring more men than women in workgroups (Table 17).
Unlike earlier regressions, participant gender was not a significant predictor in this analysis.

There was only very limited support for Hypothesis 5.

Additional analysis examined whether preference for homogeneity varied by ethnicity (Table

18), no differences were found (F(2,183)= 1.619, p>.05.).
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Table 14
Pearson Correlation Table Showing the Relationship between Perceived Diversity Outcomes Subscales and Participants' Preference for Homogeneity Scores

Subscales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Benefits: Understanding diverse groups in society -

2. Benefits: Creative potential 62** -

3. Benefits: Image of social responsibility A0**  38%* -

4. Benefits: Job market 31¥* 44x* 31*%* -

5. Benefits: Social environment A7**  60**  45*%*  40%* -

6. Threats: Realistic threat -13 -.15* -.07 .06 25%* .

7. Threats: Symbolic threat .07 .03 .07 19** .02 .50**

8. Threats: Intergroup anxiety -12 -13 .01 .06 -.29%*%  5g**  g0** -

9. Threats: Productivity loss -20%*  -22%*  -05 .06 -40**  e4**  G2¥* 7ok

10. Gender diversity -17* -.13 -.07 -.09 -.11 .18* .01 .09 .04 -

11. Preference for Homogeneity -.14 -.08 .07 .06 -.09 A5%  1e* .23**% 22*%* 08 -

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
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Table 15
Regression of Preference for Homogeneity on Division, Gender, and Perceived Benefits of
Diversity

B SEB Beta
Participant division 17 13 13
Participant gender -.70 .34 -.22%
Benefits: Understanding diverse groups in society -1.00 .29 -42%
Benefits: Creative potential -.04 .26 -.02
Benefits: Image of social responsibility .19 .24 .09
Benefits: Job market 42 .23 21
Benefits: Social environment .10 .30 .05
R 47
R? 22
AdjR? .15
F(7,82) 3.29**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.

Table 16
Regression of Preference for Homogeneity on Division, Gender, and Perceived Threats of
Diversity

B SEB Beta
Participant division .09 13 .07
Participant gender -.67 .33 -.21%
Threats: Realistic threat -13 .26 -.07
Threats: Symbolic threat -.10 .26 -.07
Threats: Intergroup anxiety .29 31 .16
Threats: Productivity loss .45 .35 .23
R 40
R? 17
AdjR? 11
F (6,83) 2.73*

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.



Table 17
Regression of Preference for Homogeneity on Division, Gender, and Preference for Gender
Homogeneity

B SEB Beta
Participant division .06 13 .05
Participant gender -59 .34 -.18
Preference for gender diversity .25 .08 .33%*
R A4
R? .19
AdjR? .16
F (3,84) 6.69%**

Note. * = p<.05; ** = p<.01; *** = p<.001.

Table 18
ANOVA Results Showing Differences in Participant Preference for Homogeneity Scores

Preference for

homogeneity *

M (SD)
Participant ethnicity
NZ/European 0.15(1.52) F(2,183)=1.62, n.s.
Maori -0.64 (1.43)
Other -0.01 (0.83)

"Scores ranged from -3 to 4, with higher scores representing a greater preference for

homogeneity (non-diversity).
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CHAPTER 8: DISCUSSION

This study explored the processes involved during resume screening that may be preventing
organisations from successfully achieving positive outcomes of diversity in the workplace.
Participants at Organisation X were invited to complete an online survey which was designed
to identify their perceptions of benefits and threats of diversity, and selection preferences

based on gender, ethnicity, and level of experience of a set of hypothetical candidates.

The finding that candidates with anglicised surnames were preferred over candidates with
Maori and Asian surnames is consistent with previous New Zealand research (Singer & Eder,
1989a; Ward & Masgoret, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005; Wilson & Parker, 2007). Given that the
Asian candidates possessed the same qualifications and were presented the same as the
NZ/European and M3aori candidates, the results suggest that selection decisions may be partly
driven by negative stereotypes and biases associated with the categorisation of candidates by
ethnicity cues, rather than any objective differences in candidate characteristics. This supports
the argument that stereotypes and biases are used to supplement the information provided in
resumes, particularly when information is limited or when all candidates are similarly qualified

for the role (Hofhuis et al., 2016; King et al., 2006).

An outcome termed the “ethnic penalty” describes reduced job outcomes for applicants of
ethnic minorities (Wilson & Parker, 2007). The notably large disadvantage for candidates with
Asian surnames can be understood in a broader historical context, where since the late 19t
century, Asian people have been disadvantaged in New Zealand (Pearson, 2005). Even today,
Asian candidates may face the most discrimination in New Zealand, and skilled workers often
find it difficult to obtain work that matches their skillset (Callister, 2007; Statistics New
Zealand, 2012; Ward & Masgoret, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005). It is also possible that candidates
with Asian surnames were particularly disadvantaged because the roles chosen in this study
(administrator and team leader) did not match the stereotyped roles that Asian candidates are
typically favoured for, such as finance or information technology (Berdahl & Min, 2012; King et

al., 2006; Lee et al., 2015; Wilson & Parker, 2007).
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Candidate experience was a significant factor during selection. This indicates that although
there may be a disadvantage for ethnic minority candidates during resume screening, they
may be less disadvantaged when compared to a majority group member of lower experience.
Given limited information, level of experience appears to be the first selection criterion, ahead

of cues such as ethnicity and gender.

Some support was found for the Similarity Attraction Theory (SAT), in terms of similarity
between the participant and candidates in terms of ethnicity. Perceived similarity between
recruiter and candidate can trigger more interpersonal attraction and increase the chance of
receiving a favourable assessment (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Goldberg, 2005; Hofhuis et
al., 2016). However, similar to Wilson et al. (2005) and Goldberg (2005), this relationship was
only evident for NZ/European participants. The Maori and Other participants in this study did
not show a preference for candidates of similar ethnicity, which may be due to sample size.
SAT was not supported for gender, consistent with the findings of Booth and Leigh (2010) and
Carlsson (2011).

Although women were selected more than men for an administrator role amongst the low
experience candidates, this finding was out-weighted by the importance placed on experience.
Candidates with low experience were rarely selected in the top four. Overall, these results do
not support the Lack of Fit Model or previous research which demonstrates an advantage for
women when applying for traditionally female-dominated roles (e.g., (Davison & Burke, 2000;
Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Riach & Rich, 2006; Weichselbaumber, 2004). It is possible that the
gendered occupational segregation characterising the New Zealand labour market may reflect
the candidate pool that applies for those roles, rather than a preference for men over women

(Statistics New Zealand, 2015).

Interestingly, the participants in our study favoured the perceived competence of women as
candidates for a team leader role, regardless the division the participant belonged to. It is
possible that the increased presence of female managers in New Zealand has reduced negative
stereotypes around women as leaders and contributed to a societal shift in gendered
stereotypes. In addition, with the societal emphasis on gender pay parity, representation of
women on leadership boards/committees, and empowerment of women, it is likely that

women may experience positive discrimination which directly acts to oppose the stereotypes
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that traditionally have prevented them from achieving these positions in specific industries.
Alternatively, due to the transparency of the current study, in combination with the recent
women in leadership initiatives run at Organisation X, it is plausible that participants

consciously chose women for the team leader.

Male participants perceived greater threats and less benefits from diversity than female
participants, and were more likely to prefer homogeneity (male, Anglicised surnames) when
selecting candidates. Gender differences in perceived diversity outcomes are well-established
in the literature (Hofhuis et al., 2015; Hostager & De Meuse, 2008; Kossek & Zonia, 1993;
Strauss et al., 2003). Within a work context, men have traditionally been less discriminated
against than women. Given that diversity initiatives aim to redistribute power and rewards
across different groups, men are most likely to be the group that will be most negatively
affected by diversity, which may contribute to them perceiving fewer benefits and more
threats than women (Kossek & Zonia, 1993). In addition, women have been traditionally
viewed as being members of a minority group, which may cause them to identify more
strongly with other minority groups and react more positively to diversity (Hostager & De

Meuse, 2008).

Limitations and Future Research

Based on the findings of this study, there are some suggestions for researchers wishing to
extend this study. First, while we aimed to randomise the order of candidates within the list,
this resulted in an unintentional lower placement of the candidates with Asian surnames.
Future studies need to be mindful of the placement of all candidate names in a list. Secondly,
the sample size for non-European participants was very small in comparison to the
NZ/European group. Future research should aim for larger samples from these ethnicity
groups to explore differences further. Third, the ranking exercise did not provide useable
information for the analyses. Due to time and practicality constraints, participants were asked
to select only their top and bottom 4 candidates out of the 12 presented, and to rank within
those groups. To use a ranking task in workplace settings, participants need to have ample
time, a smaller candidate pool, or the number of tasks need to be reduced (e.g. overall job
suitability as opposed to separate competence, social fit, and interview shortlist assessments).
For samples and settings similar to our study, it may be more effective to use rating scales as
opposed to ranking (Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Wilson et al., 2005; Wilson & Parker, 2007).

Fourth, the inclusion of a typically male-dominated job such as engineering could provide a
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comparison with the administration role to determine if the glass escalator effect is present
(Harvie et al., 1998). Finally, further research could analyse the effect of participant
industry/division on ethnicity cues. This research only anticipated the participants’ division to
influence gender selection choices for the team leader role, but the findings indicate that

ethnicity cues may be more prone to stereotypes than gender cues.

Future research could look at qualitative research examining participants’ reasoning for their
selection choices, to explore if participants are able/willing to recognise and understand their
own biases. Given the sensitivity of these issues, particularly in the context of hiring, social
desirability is a serious consideration. The use of gender and ethnicity-based stereotypes can
result in the user being negatively labelled as “sexist” or “racist” so while some may hold
stereotypical views, the impact of social norms nudges them to actively reduce their public
endorsement of them (Harvie et al., 1998). Some New Zealand studies have circumvented this
by asking participants to answer from the perspective of another person (e.g. from the
applicant (Harvie et al., 1998), or another HR professional (Coates & Carr, 2005) and found that

this approach was effective in revealing actual gender and ethnicity-based beliefs.

Participants’ perceptions of the benefits and threats of diversity were related to selection
preferences. Future research could be conducted which groups participants based on their
existing PDOs to see if those who perceive more positive PDOs show less disadvantage toward
minority candidates. Given the complex nature of diversity attributes and outcomes, main
effects approaches have reached their limits and moderating variables are being used to

explain the when and why of diversity (Van Knippenberg et al., 2007).

The use of hypothetical candidates and a hypothetical job screening scenario limited the
generalisability of findings. Further, the sample was not restricted to only include those
actually tasked with hiring within the organisation, so the results do not reflect any actual
barriers that applicants to Organisation X might face. There was intentionally little information
provided regarding each candidate to reduce the time required from participants, and to avoid
introducing confounding variables such as age, inferred class distinctions, university attended,
and presentation of resume, which can influence selection (Derous & Decoster, 2017;
Hiemstra et al., 2013). As a result, the selection task did not reflect a realistic hiring scenario.
Future research could replicate a realistic hiring situation by providing full versions of resumes

and job descriptions, and examining how the combination of ethnicity, gender, and experience
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affects selection decisions. However, the sample may need to be restricted to HR professionals

as opposed to participants organisation-wide.

The survey did not replicate the likely pool of real-world applicants. It is not expected that
Maori and Asian applicants would make up two thirds of the total applicants for these roles,
nor would it be realistic to expect equal distributions of men and women applicants for both
roles. However, considering the differences between these hypothetical applicants, any real-
world effects are likely to be magnified as they represent a much smaller proportion of the

applicant pool in reality.

This research highlights the challenges that are present when conducting research using
workplace samples. In order to further this field of research, provide tangible foundations and
strategies for organisations, and improve employment outcomes for women and ethnic
minority groups in New Zealand, | encourage researchers to move beyond student samples

and design research which is practical and relevant for New Zealand organisations.

Implications for businesses

To the best of my knowledge, this study is the first in New Zealand to use hypothetical hiring
scenarios with a broad workplace sample, to explore the effect of biases and stereotypes on
selection decisions. The most important implication of these findings is that gender and
ethnicity are used in initial resume screening, suggesting that biases and stereotypes may still
drive workplace decision-making. Due to progress in the empowerment of women and
increased opportunities for ethnic minorities, a common perception is that gender and
ethnicity-based discrimination is a thing of the past (Harvie et al., 1998; Kossek et al., 2005;
Son Hing et al., 2008). This research suggests that biases and stereotypes still exist, although in

subtler forms.

Recruiters and hiring managers need to be aware of the processes that can influence selection
decisions during resume screening, as this has significant implications (Wilson & Parker, 2007).
At an individual level, selection biases lower the likelihood of being offered a job despite
having the required qualifications; particularly for ethnic minority candidates. At an

organisational level, organisations limit their access to broad pools of talent with a range of
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beneficial knowledge, skills, and insights (Hofhuis et al., 2015). At a societal level, these biases
can distort labour markets and reduce the efficiencies of sourcing appropriate labour and
distributing relevant skills (Wilson & Parker, 2007). While there are no simple rules or solutions
to managing diversity, some areas to look at based on the findings of this study have been

provided.

Anonymous resume screening

The first step organisations may consider is a critical analysis of current selection and
recruitment procedures, selection criteria, selection tools, and accessibility of job
opportunities (Shen et al., 2009). The removal of candidates’ names from resumes could avoid
gender or ethnicity cues triggering social categorisation based on candidate name. This
strategy has shown some improvement in outcomes for women and ethnic minorities (Aslund
& Skans, 2012), but organisations must ensure that barriers are not simply being moved to
later stages such as the interview, training and development, or promotion (Heilman & Caleo,
2018; Kossek et al., 2005). Further, organisations need to ensure that gender and ethnicity
cues are not sought through other means such as social media, or other information in the

resume (Black & Johnson, 2012; Heilman & Caleo, 2018).

Broaden the criteria for a successful candidate

Candidates’ level of experience carries a large weighting when assessing job suitability. The
challenge for organisations is to shape selection and recruitment processes so that new
employees are selected on the basis of both their level of competence and their broader
contribution to the workplace (Hofhuis et al., 2016; Ryan & Tippins, 2004). Recognising the
importance of broad range of behaviours will increase the range of successful applicants and

assist organisations in creating a pro-diversity climate.

Suggestions for job seekers

As New Zealand becomes increasingly diverse, individuals’ names may not match established
gender associations or ethnicity stereotypes. Surnames do not always reflect ethnicity, cultural
identity, or linguistic skills. Candidates whose surnames may trigger established biases may

need other ways to get their foot in the door, as reporting qualifications and experience may
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not be enough to counteract the effects of social categorisation. Proactive approaches such as
phoning recruiters, or arranging face-to-face meetings to discuss the job may need to be

adopted.

Training

Many initiatives for training, retaining and promoting women and minorities have not been
successful (Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Hostager & De Meuse, 2002; Kossek et al., 2005; Noon,
2018). In particular, those aimed at reducing stereotypes and biases have resulted in virtually
no benefit, and often created worse outcomes (Heilman & Caleo, 2018; Hostager & De Meuse,
2002; Kalev et al., 2006). Alternatively, perceptions of the threats and benefits of diversity can
be manipulated even by simple tasks prior to a selection exercise and have been found to
influence selection decisions (Hofhuis et al., 2016). Taken in combination with the findings
from the present study, organisations should focus training initiatives on the real threats and
benefits of diversity for workgroups in order to provide a realistic view of diversity. Existing
differences in perceptions of diversity should be incorporated into training to ensure that the
content is tailored for each organisation, division, team, or individual, while also working in

line with the overall organisational strategy (Hostager & De Meuse, 2008; Shen et al., 2009).

Conclusion

The current research is based on the premise that biases and stereotypes are a naturally
occurring cognitive process, which are a product of our cultural backgrounds, repeated
observations of events, societal norms, and social interactions. During selection processes such
as resume screening where information and time are limited, these processes are likely to
support decision-making in order to fill in gaps and make a timely decision. The ethnic
disadvantage found in this research supports behaviour as predicted by Similarity Attraction
theory, however similar results were not found to confidently support gender role stereotypes
as predicted by the Lack of Fit theory. There is evidence to suggest that perceptions of
diversity are related to selection decisions, and this may be a productive strategy for
organisations to adopt in training initiatives. Further research is required in order to further
define these relationships, but | hope that this research provides a platform for other New
Zealand researchers to build upon, and that organisations will use these findings to review

their selection processes and inform future training.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: Ethics Approval Notification

HoU Review Group
A/Pro Ross Flett

Ethics Notification Number: 4000020303
Title: Diversity in New Zealand organisations: A Case Study

Thank you for your notification which you have assessed as Low Risk.

Your project has been recorded in our system which is reported in the Annual Report of the
Massey University Human Ethics Committee.

The low risk notification for this project is valid for a maximum of three years.

Please note that travel undertaken by students must be approved by the supervisor and the
relevant Pro Vice-Chancellor and be in accordance with the Policy and Procedures for Course-
Related Student Travel Overseas. In addition, the supervisor must advise the University's
Insurance Officer.

A reminder to include the following statement on all public documents:

"This project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk. Consequently it has
not been reviewed by one of the University's Human Ethics Committees. The researcher(s)
named in this document are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research.

If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you want to raise with
someone other than the researcher(s), please contact Professor Craig Johnson, Director
(Research Ethics), email humanethics@massey.ac.nz. "

Please note that if a sponsoring organisation, funding authority or a journal in which you wish
to publish require evidence of committee approval (with an approval number), you will have to
complete the application form again answering yes to the publication question to provide
more information to go before one of the University's Human Ethics Committees. You should
also note that such an approval can only be provided prior to the commencement of the
research.

You are reminded that staff researchers and supervisors are fully responsible for ensuring that
the information in the lowrisk notification has met the requirements and guidelines for

submission of a low risk notification.

If you wish to print an official copy of this letter, please login to the RIMS system, and under
the Reporting section, View Reports you will find a link to run the LR Report.

Yours sincerely
Professor Craig Johnson

Chair, Human Ethics Chairs' Committee and
Director (Research Ethics)
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APPENDIX B: Survey

Note. Depending on which group the participant was in, they were presented with
either the team leader description, or the administrator description. Both have been
included for your reference.

Selecting staff in New Zealand organisations

Information Sheet

My name is Jess Voon and | am a Masters’ student currently completing my thesis at Massey
University. My research project is concerned with the factors which people in New Zealand
organisations think are important when selecting staff. | am seeking your personal opinions
based on past observations and experiences in the workplace and would like to invite you to
participate in this study.

What'’s in it for you?

e An opportunity to contribute to the shaping of current selection processes so that they
are efficient in finding the right people to work in your organisation.
e Anentryin the draw to win one of five $50 Pressy Cards.

What is involved?

e Anonline survey which will take roughly 15 minutes to complete.

e Participation is completely voluntary and anonymous; your name will not be linked to
your answers.

e |[fthere are questions you do not want to answer, you can leave them out.

e  Only summary data will be reported to the organisation concerned, and no
information which could identify individuals will be reported.

e Once you have completed the survey, you will be directed to an external, independent
web-page, which will provide you with details on how to win a $50 Pressy Card.

If you would like to participate in this study, please click on the “Next” button below which will
take you to the online survey.

Thank you for your time,
Jess Voon

Contact information
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact myself or my supervisor.

Researcher
Jess Voon
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Supervisor

Dr Dianne Gardner

School of Psychology

Massey University

Palmerston North New Zealand
+64 6 3569-099 ext 43441
D.H.Gardner@massey.ac.nz

Massey University School of Psychology — Te Kura Hinengaro Tangata
Palmerston North, New Zealand
T +64 6 3569-099 ext 85071 : W psychology.massey.ac.nz

This research project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk.
Consequently, it has not been reviewed by one of the University’s Human Ethics Committees.
The researchers named above are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research.

If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you wish to raise with
someone other than the researchers, please contact Professor Craig Johnson, Director(Research
Ethics),email humanethics@massey.ac.nz.

Consent

Respondent Consent

Thank you for participating in this questionnaire.

Your participation implies consent.

You have the right to decline to answer any particular question.

| have read and understood the information sheet for this study and consent to collection of
my responses.

(Please click on the 'Yes' choice if you wish to proceed.)

Yes
No
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[TEAM LEADER DESCRIPTION]

Selecting staff in New Zealand organisations

Please review the below excerpt from a job description for a Team Leader role in order to
answer the questions that follow.

Team Leader
The successful candidate in this role will be required to:

e drive and implement key strategies that support your team’s key functioning and goals
have a strong alignment with the organisation’s values

have high motivation and ability to perform

show excellent written and verbal communication skills

effectively lead a team

be responsible for team engagement, staff development, coaching and mentoring.

On the next page are 12 fictional candidates. Please imagine that they are all applying for this
type of job in your division and you have been asked to help shortlist the candidates for an
interview.

Please rank the 4 most preferred candidates and the 4 least preferred candidates by dragging
and dropping each of their names into the boxes in the opposite column. You will be asked to
do this twice, each time with the same candidates, but thinking about different ways that they
might fit with your workgroup.

When answering, please go off your first reaction and do not ‘overthink’ your responses. It is
also important to keep in mind that there are no “right” or “wrong” answers.

Please note: once you start the survey, you will not be able to go back once you click “Next”.
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[TEAM LEADER DESCRIPTION]

Part 1: Competence

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same

qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 most preferred
candidates (where 1=the candidate you would prefer most of all) and the 4 least preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all) based on who you think is
most likely to be competent for the job.

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to

rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Aroha Henare: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Amy Liu: 24 months experience in a
team leader role.

Jessica Taylor: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Michael Smith: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Jenny Li: 36 months experience in a
team leader role.

Daniel Brown: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Tama Ropata: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Kevin Wang: 24 months experience
in a team leader role.

Marama Kingi: 24 months
experience in a team leader role

David Zhang: 36 months experience
in a team leader role.

Most preferred candidates

Least preferred candidates
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[TEAM LEADER DESCRIPTION]

Part 2 - Social fit

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same
qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 most preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of all) and the 4 least preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all) based on who you think is

most likely to be expect to fit well socially within the organisation.

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to

rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Aroha Henare: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Amy Liu: 24 months experience in a
team leader role.

Jessica Taylor: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Michael Smith: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Jenny Li: 36 months experience in a
team leader role.

Daniel Brown: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Tama Ropata: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Kevin Wang: 24 months experience
in a team leader role.

Marama Kingi: 24 months
experience in a team leader role

David Zhang: 36 months experience
in a team leader role.

Most preferred candidates

Least preferred candidates
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[TEAM LEADER DESCRIPTION]
Part 3: Interviews

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same
qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 candidates you
would like to shortlist for an interview (where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of all).

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to
rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 24 months
experience in a team leader role. Interview shortlist

Wiremu Hamuera: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Aroha Henare: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Amy Liu: 24 months experience in a
team leader role.

Jessica Taylor: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Michael Smith: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Jenny Li: 36 months experience in a
team leader role.

Daniel Brown: 36 months
experience in a team leader role.

Tama Ropata: 24 months
experience in a team leader role.

Kevin Wang: 24 months experience
in a team leader role.

Marama Kingi: 24 months
experience in a team leader role

David Zhang: 36 months experience
in a team leader role.
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[TEAM LEADER DESCRIPTION]
Part 3 - Interviews

Please explain briefly why you shortlisted these candidates for an interview.
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[ADMINISTRATOR DESCRIPTION]

Selecting staff in New Zealand organisations

Please review the below excerpt from a job description for an Administrator role in order to
answer the questions that follow.

Administrator
The successful candidate in this role will be required to:

e support and coordinate the key functioning requirements of the team

e actively support the organisation’s strategies and goals

e have excellent written and verbal communication skills

e manage and plan their workload independently in order to meet deadlines
e deliver, encourage and be able to receive open and honest feedback

On the next page are 12 fictional candidates. Please imagine that they are all applying for this
type of job in your division and you have been asked to help shortlist the candidates for an
interview.

Please rank the 4 most preferred candidates and the 4 least preferred candidates by dragging
and dropping each of their names into the boxes in the opposite column. You will be asked to
do this twice, each time with the same candidates, but thinking about different ways that they

might fit with your workgroup.

When answering, please go off your first reaction and do not ‘overthink’ your responses. It is
also important to keep in mind that there are no “right” or “wrong” answers.

Please note: once you start the survey, you will not be able to go back once you click “Next”.
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[ADMINISTRATOR DESCRIPTION]

Part 1: Competence

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same
qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 most preferred
candidates (where 1=the candidate you would prefer most of all) and the 4 least preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all) based on who you think is
most likely to be competent for the job.

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to

rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Aroha Henare: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Amy Liu: 12 months experience in
an administrator role.

Jessica Taylor: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Michael Smith: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Jenny Li: 24 months experience in
an administrator role.

Daniel Brown: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Tama Ropata: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Kevin Wang: 12 months experience
in an administrator role.

Marama Kingi: 12 months
experience in an administrator role

David Zhang: 24 months experience
in an administrator role.

Most preferred candidates

Least preferred candidates
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[ADMINISTRATOR DESCRIPTION]

Part 2 - Social fit

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same
qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 most preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of all) and the 4 least preferred
candidates (where 1= the candidate you would prefer least of all) based on who you think is

most likely to be expect to fit well socially within the organisation.

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to

rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Aroha Henare: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Amy Liu: 12 months experience in
an administrator role.

Jessica Taylor: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Michael Smith: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Jenny Li: 24 months experience in
an administrator role.

Daniel Brown: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Tama Ropata: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Kevin Wang: 12 months experience
in an administrator role.

Marama Kingi: 12 months
experience in an administrator role

David Zhang: 24 months experience
in an administrator role.

Most preferred candidates

Least preferred candidates
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[ADMINISTRATOR DESCRIPTION]
Part 3: Interviews

All of the fictional candidates presented below are of a similar age, have the same
qualifications and are working in similar jobs at present.

From the list of candidates below, please drag and drop the names of the 4 candidates you
would like to shortlist for an interview (where 1= the candidate you would prefer most of all).

Just drag and drop four of the names into each of the ranking boxes and then move them to
rank according to preference.

Items

Sarah Williams: 12 months Interview shortlist
experience in an administrator role.

Wiremu Hamuera: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Aroha Henare: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Amy Liu: 12 months experience in
an administrator role.

Jessica Taylor: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Michael Smith: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Jenny Li: 24 months experience in
an administrator role.

Daniel Brown: 24 months
experience in an administrator role.

Tama Ropata: 12 months
experience in an administrator role.

Kevin Wang: 12 months experience
in an administrator role.

Marama Kingi: 12 months
experience in an administrator role

David Zhang: 24 months experience
in an administrator role.
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[ADMINISTRATOR DESCRIPTION]
Part 3 - Interviews

Please explain briefly why you shortlisted these candidates for an interview.
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[ALL PARTICIPANTS]
Part 4: Your views
Using the scale provided, please indicate your views on each of the following statements.

Cultural diversity...

Completely Disagree Neutral Agree Completely
disagree agree

... enables us to adjust
our policies to different Q Q
groups in society

... gives us better
insight in the needs of
different groups in
society

O

... allows us to reach a
larger part of the
community with our
policy

... helps us better
understand new
developments in society

... makes us better at
solving complex
problems

... enables us to come
up with more original
ideas

... makes us more
innovative

... leads colleagues to
learn more from each
other’s’ knowledge and
experience

... is good for our image
towards the outside
world

o o O o o o o O
o o O o o o o O
o o O o o o o O O
o o oo o o O O O
o o O o o o o O
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Cultural diversity...

Completely
disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Completely
agree

... makes the outside
world look at our
department in a more
positive way

... makes all groups in
society look at our
organization in a more
positive way

... is good for our
department’s image
amongst more groups in
society

... is needed to fill all
vacancies in our
department

... is necessary for
recruiting enough new
people

... leads us to have more
choices when recruiting
and selecting new people

... is necessary for
anticipating changes in

the job market

... has a positive effect on
the work atmosphere

... leads to a pleasant
work environment

...is fun

... makes this an
interesting place to work

O

oo o o o o o o O

O

oo o o o o o o O

oo o o o o o o O

O OO0 o O o O O

O

oo o o o o o o O
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Cultural diversity...

Completely Disagree Neutral Agree Completely
disagree agree

... leads to fewer career

opportunities for some O Q

people

... diminishes the status
of some employees

... reduces the attention
given to the needs of
some employees

... causes some
employees to feel less
recognized

... causes friction
between colleagues
with different norms
and values

... causes the
department’s culture to
change strongly

... leads to a situation in
which some employees
are forced to adjust

... forces employees to
adjust to a different
culture

... makes it more
difficult for colleagues
to understand each
other

... leads to
uncomfortable
situations

... makes it hard to
judge what others are
thinking

o o o o o o o O O O
o o O o o o o O O O
o o o o o o o O o O O
o o o o o o o O o O O
o o o o o o o O o O O
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Completely
disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Completely
agree

... causes
insecurity in
interactions with
co-workers

... causes
managers to
spend more time
on individual
coaching

... makes our
department
difficult to
manage

... makes our
work processes
run less smoothly

... reduces the
overall quality of
employees

O

O

O

O
O

A team like ours performs better if it consists of ...

... more women
than men

number of women and

4

... a roughly equal

men
5 6

...less women than
men

9 10
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Demographics

Information that could identify individuals will not be reported in the final summary of results.
How old are you?

Under 25

25-35

36-45
Older than 46

O O O O

What is your gender?

o Male
o Female
o Other

Which ethnic group do you belong to?

European
Asian
Maori
Other

O O O O

Which Division do you work in?

Corporate

Business Solutions
Customer Operations
Production

Markets

O O O O O

End

Thank you for completing my survey.
Clicking the Submit button below will lodge your responses and transfer you automatically to
another independent form to enter your email address if you would like to enter the draw for
a $50 Pressy Card voucher and/or a personal copy of this research study's research findings.

SUBMIT
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Selecting staff in New Zealand organisations

Thank you for your answers!

As this is the end of our research, we have a special draw for the participants who answer the
entire survey. We will make a random selection using the email addresses of participants
wishing to enter the draw, and five winners will each receive a $50 Pressy Card.

This section of the survey is separate from your earlier answers. If you want to go in the draw,
remember to give us your email address in the page which follows.

Thank you for your time,

Jess Voon

Contact information

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact myself or my supervisor.

Researcher
Jess Voon

Supervisor

Dr Dianne Gardner

School of Psychology

Massey University

Palmerston North New Zealand
+64 6 3569-099 ext. 43441
D.H.Gardner@massey.ac.nz

Massey University School of Psychology — Te Kura Hinengaro Tangata
Palmerston North, New Zealand
T +64 6 3569-099 ext. 85071 : W psychology.massey.ac.nz

This research project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk.
Consequently, it has not been reviewed by one of the University’s Human Ethics Committees.
The researchers named above are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research.

If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you wish to raise with

someone other than the researchers, please contact Professor Craig Johnson, Director(Research
Ethics),email humanethics@massey.ac.nz.
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Results

Would you like to receive a summary of the findings of this research project?

o Yes
o No

Do you wish to enter the draw for a S50 Pressy Card?

o Yes
o No

If you answered 'Yes' to receiving a summary of results OR entering the draw, please provide
your email address.
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