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ABSTRACT 

 
THE INFLUENCE OF DIFFERENT DISTRIBUTIONS OF MINORITY REPRESENTATION ON 

THE DEVELOPMENTAL PERFORMANCE RATINGS OF WHITE MALE 

 

Amber-Rani N. Harris, M.S. 

 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2009 

 

Supervising Professor:  Nicolette Lopez   

 The purpose of this study was to examine whether varying distributions of direct report 

minority representation influenced the developmental performance ratings of White male 

managers. The archival data used for analysis were collected via a 360-feedback survey 

completed by managers and direct reports from various organizations. Results of this study 

revealed that varying percentages of direct report minority representation did not significantly 

impact the developmental performance ratings of White male managers. One explanation for 

the findings is that regardless of the direct reports’ race, they held homogeneous expectations 

of their White male managers. Results of post hoc analyses examining gender and other 

ethnicities are presented as well as limitations of the study and recommendations for future 

diversity research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Organizations are now more diverse in race, age, tenure, gender and values (Dose, 

1996). However, the dynamics of organizational diversity is still a subject of uncertainty. One 

reason for this is that many organizations and researchers shy away from diversity research, 

because it is deemed a sensitive or taboo subject (Chugh & Brief, 2008). Also, if organizations 

were to participate in diversity research it would bring to the forefront any potentially negative 

information revealed in the analyses. Thus, they might be expected to cultivate a climate that 

values diversity. However, acknowledging and respecting the unique perspectives and ideas 

that may result from a diversified workforce could ultimately result in gaining a competitive 

advantage over other organizations (Bassett-Jones, 2005). Hence, whether diversity is 

accepted will not impede the increase of minorities in the workforce. The more important issue 

is the resulting behavior of people within the organization regarding this inevitable increase of 

minorities in the workforce. 

Adequate research that addresses this augment of minorities in the workplace may help 

to better our understanding of how diversity affects organizations. According to Cox, Lobel, and 

McLeod (1991), diversity may reveal itself in a number of organizational behaviors that could 

have a direct influence on group and organizational outcomes. On the one hand, diversity within 

an organization can be thought of as a strength that should be respected by all employees in 

order to reap maximum organizational benefits. For example, Kirby and Richard (2000) 

speculated that organizations that welcome diversity would consist of the top talent across 

demographics. On the other hand, these organizational behaviors are potentially detrimental to 

organization and group performance. Avery, McKay, Wilson, and Tonidandel (2007) found that 

absenteeism was higher in Black employees who felt that their organization did not value 
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diversity compared to White employees. Before the current study addresses 

implications that diversity may have on organizations, a discussion of what diversity is follows. 

Diversity 

Depending on the research question being evaluated, definitions of diversity can vary 

widely. Diversity has been described as “the differences in race, gender, age, language, 

physical characteristics, disability, sexual orientation, economic status, parental status, 

education, geographic region, profession, lifestyle, religion, or position within the hierarchy of an 

organization” (Johnson & O'Mara, 1992, p. 51). Diversity can also refer to differences in values, 

beliefs, and cultural traditions (Phillips, Northcraft, & Neale, 2006). Following this logic, Harrison, 

Price, and Bell (1998) posited that there are two primary classifying dimensions of diversity: 

surface-level and deep-level diversity. Surface-level diversity refers to differences in visible 

characteristics such as race and gender, whereas deep-level diversity refers to differences in 

discrete characteristics such as cultural values and norms. These various definitions of diversity 

demonstrate that this term is not limited to overt features such as race and gender, but can also 

refer to subtle characteristics such as moral values and religious beliefs. Due to their relevance 

to the present study, surface-level diversity and its impact on group processes are discussed 

further.  

Implications of Surface-Level Diversity 

In a study conducted by Phillips et al. (2006), the impact of racial diversity on decision 

making was investigated. Phillips et al. recruited undergraduates who were instructed to 

examine a detective’s report about a crime and then discuss who they believed committed the 

crime out of a possible of four suspects. The students were grouped into groups of three 

consisting of either all females or all males to control for possible gender effects. A diverse 

group consisted of two Caucasians and one other race (i.e., Asian, African American, or 

Hispanic). A homogeneous group was comprised of Caucasians only. It was revealed that the 

homogeneous group perceived the information from the detective’s report to be less unique and 
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spent less time on the task than their diverse group counterparts. This implies that groups who 

share the same surface-level characteristics are likely to have higher group cohesion and task 

performance than groups who are more diverse. 

Jehn, Northcraft, and Neale (1999) examined the impact of surface-level diversity on 

intragroup conflict. A sample of 545 employees was administered a survey which used items 

from the intragroup conflict scale constructed by Jehn (1995) to assess the frequency and 

nature of the relationship and conflict in work groups (p. 749). The surface-level diversity 

measure collected participants’ age and sex. Regression analyses revealed that surface-level 

diversity increased relationship conflict in work units.  

The previous studies show that although there is some empirical evidence of the impact 

of surface-level diversity on group processes, Kravitz (2005) concluded that whether diversity 

positively or negatively impacts group performance remains an unclear issue. However, these 

studies evidence the negative implications that diversity may have on group dynamics. It should 

be mentioned that the aforementioned studies and the present study used subjective ratings 

when assessing the impact of diversity on group dynamics. The implication of using subjective 

ratings will be discussed in greater detail in a subsequent section. However, before the current 

study is presented, the definition of race will be discussed due to the fact that it is a variable of 

interest in the present examination.  

Race 

Because the present study includes an examination of the impact of race on employee 

perceptions, it is important to define what race is. Allen (1995) defines race in terms of 

“biological differences” between people (p.144). Most racial categories are categorized into 

ethnic groups. According to Allen, there are four main “ethnic minority groups in the United 

States: Hispanics, Blacks, Native Americans, and Asian Americans” (p.144). In accordance with 

this definition, minority members in this study are defined by and represent these four groups. 

Majority members of the present study represent White managers and direct reports.  
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The study at hand follows the notion that racial composition of groups should be seen 

as a continuum rather than as two distinct groups (i.e., majority vs. minority). This logic is 

adopted from Hoffman's (1985) proposed method of defining the racial composition of an 

organization into four different groups. Hoffman examined the impact of minority representation 

on group dynamics. Hoffman termed the first group the "uniform group." This group is described 

as consisting of one race (either minority or majority). The second group is referred to as the 

"skewed group" in which 1% to 15% of the group consists of minority individuals. The third 

group is called the "tilted group" consisting of 15% to 35% minorities. Finally, the fourth group is 

termed the "balanced group" in which the minority population ranges from 35% to 65% (p. 17). 

Hoffman used this model of racial composition to examine the effects of increasing minority 

representation (i.e., Blacks) on the total frequency of a group's interaction. Interaction was 

referred to as three different types of communication: interpersonal, organizational and 

interorganizational. The participants in Hoffman's study were presented with eight items 

measuring different forms of communication and were asked to report how many times the type 

of communication took place on a daily basis. Hoffman discovered that the balanced group 

(minority representation of 35% to 65%) reported less frequent interpersonal communication 

(i.e., in person communication with immediate peers and supervisors) than the skewed group 

(minority representation of 1% to 15%). On the other hand, the balanced group reported more 

organizational communication (i.e., formal meetings within management) than the skewed 

group. Generally speaking, the results of Hoffman's study contend that as Black representation 

increased, interpersonal communication decreased, but organizational-level communication 

increased. This implies that an increase in diversity is not only likely to affect communication at 

the group and organizational level, but may also have implications for other group and 

organizational dynamics such as interpersonal relationships, commitment, satisfaction and 

group cohesion. 
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There were some limitations to Hoffman's (1985) study that should be mentioned. First, 

Hoffman only included Black and White participants in the study thus limiting the minority 

representation of the current, modern day workforce. The current study sought to amend this 

limitation by examining real work groups, meaning that the definition of minority was not limited 

to Blacks only, but to all ethnic minorities as previously defined (i.e., Asian Americans, 

Hispanics, and Native Americans). Real work units are comprised of a myriad of ethnicities and 

these ethnic groups are encouraged to work together to facilitate the perception that their 

organization values diversity. In order to examine the true effect of racial diversity, work units 

were examined in their original state. Chattopadhyay (1999) defines work groups as "intact 

social systems consisting of members who report to the same supervisor" (p.273). Similar to the 

previous definition, work units in the present study are defined as a group of subordinates who 

share the same manager.  

A second limitation of Hoffman’s (1985) was that the study documented the results for 

the skewed and balanced groups only. The present study contributes in this regard by 

examining the effects for each racially composed group as adapted from Hoffman (i.e., uniform, 

skewed, tilted and balanced). 

  Comparable to Hoffman’s (1985) study, the current study examined the influence of 

varying distributions of minority representation on various dimensions of manager 

developmental performance ratings. Different from Hoffman’s study which only accounted for 

minority representation up to 65%, racial composition for this study was categorized into five 

groups. The first group is termed the majority uniform group and resembles Hoffman's uniform 

group in which all group members belong to the majority in terms of race. The second group is 

termed the skewed group and models Hoffman’s skewed group in which the minority population 

ranges from 1% to 34%. The third group is termed the balanced group and resembles 

Hoffman’s balanced group in which the minority population ranges from 35% up to 65%. The 

present study proposed a fourth group, termed the tilted group, in which the minority population 
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ranges from 66% to 99%. Finally, the fifth group also resembles the uniform group but from a 

minority perspective in terms of race and is termed the minority uniform group.  

The two studies share some similarities. First, both studies examine diversity based on 

a continuum rather than dissecting diversity into distinct racial groups (e.g., Whites vs. Blacks). 

This means that minority composition is examined on a scale of 0% to 100%. Second, the racial 

categorization of the present study models the racially composed groups in Hoffman's (1985) 

study (uniform group, skewed group, etc.). Finally, in line with Hoffman’s study, it is believed 

that an increase in diversity will have a negative impact on group dynamics, specifically on how 

groups rate the development of their managers. Generally speaking, groups consisting of 

individuals that are demographically farthest from the ratee will give lower developmental 

performance ratings than groups consisting of individuals that demographically closest to the 

ratee.  

Diversity and Organizational Implications 

 As described above, research has demonstrated both the detrimental and the positive 

impact that diversity can have on organizations. Research has also documented the favorable 

and unfavorable influences of diversity on organizational performance at the individual, group 

and organizational level. Investigating this phenomenon serves two specific purposes: (a) it 

provides empirical evidence of the impact of diversity at the group level, which is also the level 

of interest in the present study and (b) it bolsters the premise that diversity may negatively 

impact developmental performance ratings, especially when the ratee is demographically 

dissimilar from the raters. For each of the following sections that document the favorable and 

unfavorable outcomes of diversity, applicable individual research will first be addressed, 

followed by group research and lastly, organizational research. This will provide evidence to 

further emphasize that diversity has the potential to impact an organization at all levels. 

However, since the present study examined diversity at the group level, the group research 

provided below serves as the primary premise for the rationale of the study.   
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Favorable Outcomes 

De Dreu and West (2001) discovered that a diverse work environment results in 

improved decision making as well as increased innovation due to its array of job-related 

knowledge and experiences. In a study conducted by McLeod, Lobel, and Cox (1996), it was 

found that more diverse groups formulate superior ideas compared to homogeneous groups. 

This may be a result of the myriad of perspectives and experiences that come with diversity. 

Furthermore, Ancona and Caldwell (1992) found that diversity leads to a deeper understanding 

of group objectives and enhanced prioritization of group tasks. Diverse groups may increase 

task communication to reduce the likelihood of intragroup conflict and misunderstanding that 

may accompany group member dissimilarity. Lastly, research demonstrates that diversity leads 

to an increase in organizational communication (Hoffman, 1985). 

Unfavorable Outcomes 

 The degree of dissimilarity due to the demographic composition of the work group can 

influence an individual’s attitudes toward his or her work group, which in turn affects group 

performance. Group members who are less demographically similar to their coworkers will 

interact less frequently (Zenger & Lawrence, 1989) when working on tasks than will members 

who are more similar. Group diversity can also have potentially detrimental consequences for 

the group as a whole. According to Pelled (1996), as demographic dissimilarity increases, 

perceived group productivity decreases. Lastly, researchers have found that gender differences 

between subordinates and their supervisor are associated with higher levels of role conflict and 

lower performance ratings than subordinates who share the same gender with their supervisor 

(Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). This suggests that racial dissimilarity may negatively impact a group's 

perceptions toward its leader. Some theoretical frameworks that have been widely used to 

facilitate the understanding of how diversity may lead to negative outcomes in a group setting 

are discussed below. 
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Theoretical Background 

Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) suggests that social categories provide members 

with their self-concept along with their behavioral expectations. Social categories are also the 

foundation for the evaluation of others. According to self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, 

Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), people self-categorize when it relevantly applies to their 

environment, meaning that categorizing oneself into a certain group may give one certain 

advantages, such as superior treatment and being associated with positive stereotypes. This 

categorization leads to the perceived dichotomy of being part of the ingroup or outgroup. The 

ingroup consists of the majority status and is usually associated with positivity. The outgroup 

consists of the minority status and is associated with negativity. Plainly speaking, individuals 

considered to be in the outgroup are subjected to biases that may result in mistreatment of 

those individuals (Goar, 2007). Social-categorization has been the main explanation of why 

diversity negatively affects group productivity (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). 

Social categorization proposes that cooperation decreases as similarity decreases, because 

individuals are less willing to interact with those that are perceived to members of the outgroup. 

Superficial characteristics such as skin color are more probable to generate social 

categorization compared to deep-level characteristics, due to their overt and accessible nature. 

Because of this, surface-level diversity is believed to be the better reason for poor productivity in 

groups (Roberge, 2007).  

Another theory that coincides with self-categorization theory is similarity theory (Byrne, 

1961). This theory posits that attraction and the perception of similarity move in a linear 

direction. Furthermore, these two are driven by surface- and deep-level demographic elements. 

Yet, a certain amount of interaction is required in order to decipher whether one truly does 

share the similarities that were initially perceived (Harrison et al., 1998). Consequently, 

individuals utilize superficial indicators as the foundation for first impressions when deciphering 

their attraction towards another individual (Stangor, Lynch, Duan, & Glass 1992).  
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 Research has provided support for social categorization and similarity theory and their 

relationship with performance. For example, Tsui and O'Reilly (1989) revealed that performance 

ratings increased when subordinates and supervisors were of the same gender. Furthermore, 

Byrne (1961) found that subjects expressed more liking for individuals when they perceived a 

shared similarity in attitudes. Specifically, individuals who shared the same attitudes rated each 

other as having higher morals and being smarter than those who possessed different attitudes. 

 Due to the extensive research conducted on the aforementioned theoretical 

frameworks, credible explanations are available for the relationship between diversity and 

unfavorable outcomes. The theories generally state that the purpose for categorization is to 

provide an identity to individuals within a social context and to reinforce one’s belief system; 

also, categorization may be prompted by superficial or deep-level characteristics. In social 

settings where individuals perceive themselves to be dissimilar, perceptions of exclusion may 

manifest in behaviors such as mistrust, less frequent communication, and interpersonal conflict. 

In a business setting, the consequences of these perceptions may be a decrease in individual, 

group, or organizational performance. Performance in an organization is often assessed 

through individual performance ratings of employees and research has shown that performance 

ratings are subject to biases and prejudices held toward certain groups including racial groups. 

Additionally, feelings of dissimilarity can result in mistrust, decreased communication, and group 

conflict (Chatopadhyay, 1999; Hoffman, 1985; Jehn, Chadwick, & Thatcher, 1997). Conversely, 

similarity will lead to increased attraction, which in turn will increase performance ratings 

(Sytsma, Mount, Hazucha, & Holt, 1997). One area that has been referenced when attempting 

to explain discrepancies in performance ratings is racial bias. Individuals may hold negative 

stereotypes toward certain racial groups that they are unfamiliar with and will use these 

stereotypes as their source of information when rating a dissimilar individual. Consequently, 

performance ratings of the individual being rated will likely suffer. It is important to note that 

racial bias is not introduced as a possible explanation for the predicted results of the present 
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study since biases were not a variable of interest in the study, but rather as a historical 

perspective to show how discrepancies in performance ratings have been accounted for. 

Specific studies evidencing the influence of racial biases on performance ratings are explained 

in the next section.  

Hypothesis Development 

The previous theories have posited that perceptions of dissimilarity may lead to feelings 

of inferiority or superiority between the ingroup and outgroup. This, in turn, may manifest itself 

into negative prejudices and biases towards groups that are deemed the outgroup. One area in 

which the similarity paradigm has been extensively reviewed is the area of race. Racial bias is 

still widely considered as an explanation when accounting for discrepancies in performance 

ratings. For example, research has shown that raters assign more favorable ratings to 

individuals who are of the same race (Sytsma et al., 1997). Given this rating tendency, it is likely 

that the performance ratings of ratees will suffer if the rater bases his or her decision on 

negative stereotypes rather than on actual performance. Baltes, Bauer, and Frensch (2007) 

found support for this notion in that those who held negative biases toward Blacks gave Black 

managers lower performance ratings than White managers. Although existing research has 

contributed greatly in facilitating an understanding of the dynamic relationship between race and 

performance ratings, it is still premature and requires further examination to substantiate the 

claim that racial composition does in fact impact performance ratings. Some studies have 

examined this impact on the performance ratings of Black managers (Baltes et al., 2007). 

However, few studies have addressed the influence of subordinate racial composition on the 

performance ratings of White managers. One study conducted by Richards and Jaffee (1972) 

did reveal that White supervisors received higher performance ratings than Black supervisors 

when rated by White subordinates. In accordance with these findings, the following research 

questions and hypotheses are proposed:  
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Will different distributions of subordinate minority representation have an impact on 

managerial developmental performance ratings of White males? Specifically, will White 

managers who have fewer minority subordinates receive higher developmental performance 

ratings than White managers who have a larger minority representation in their subordinates? 

Hypothesis One is developed in accordance with similarity theory (Byrne, 1961), which 

states that individuals are more attracted to similar individuals. Following this theory, it is 

expected that as dissimilarity increases between the subordinates and their supervisor, the 

perceptions of the supervisor's capabilities will become increasingly negative. Lastly, as 

previously mentioned, research has evidenced the negative impact of diversity on 

communication (Hoffman, 1985), organizational relationships (Jehn et al., 1999), and 

commitment and productivity (Riordan & Shore, 1997; Wiersema & Bantel, 1993). The present 

study follows this logic and expects communication, strategic management and interpersonal 

skills to be impacted negatively as diversity increases. The factor, Strategic Management, used 

in the survey of the present study measures a manager’s ability to produce outcomes in his 

group; therefore, strategic management is used in the place of productivity, which previous 

research has shown to be negatively affected by diversity. Thus, Hypothesis One is presented:  

Hypothesis 1: After controlling for surface-level characteristics (e.g., age, educational 

status, and tenure) managers with a subordinate composition resembling the uniform majority 

group (i.e., all White subordinates) will be rated significantly higher on the developmental 

performance factors of Communication, Interpersonal Skills and Strategic Management than 

managers with a subordinate composition resembling the skewed, balanced, tilted and uniform 

minority group. Managers with a subordinate composition modeling the skewed group will be 

rated significantly higher on these factors than the managers with a subordinate composition 

modeling the balanced, tilted, and uniform minority group.  

 As noted previously, diversity literature has noted some positive relationships between 

diversity and certain organizational outcomes. For instance, organizations that welcome 



12 
 

diversity are perceived as obtaining top talent (Kirby & Richard, 2000) and valuing different 

perspectives that foster innovation (De Dreu & West, 2001; McLeod et al., 1996). The present 

study believes that as minority representation increases in work units, the minorities of those 

work units will perceive the organization as obtaining talent and valuing global perspectives. 

This perception will then be displaced on the supervisor of the work unit, thus positively 

impacting the developmental performance ratings of the supervisor. The factors, Thinking and 

Leadership in the survey of the present study, measure a manager’s ability to accept different 

perspectives and to foster the talent of all individuals regardless of any differences among 

subordinates. Hence, these dimensions represent the concept of valuing global perspectives 

and fostering talent. Thus Hypothesis Two is presented: 

Hypothesis 2: After controlling for surface-level characteristics (e.g., age, educational 

status, and tenure) managers with a subordinate composition modeling the uniform minority 

group (i.e., all minority subordinates) will be rated significantly higher on the performance 

factors of Thinking and Leadership than managers with a subordinate composition resembling 

the skewed, balanced, tilted and uniform majority group (i.e., all White subordinates). Managers 

with a tilted subordinate composition will be rated significantly higher on these factors than 

managers with a subordinate group resembling the balanced, skewed, and uniform majority 

group.
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants 

The archival data used in this study were collected via a 360-feedback survey that 

included data from bosses, peers, direct reports and self-ratings. The survey examined 

manager-level employees from first-line managers through upper-level management including 

beyond senior executive level to top-level management. The manager sample included 11,543 

participants (see Table 2.1) representing males and females of all levels of management (first 

line manager, middle manager, executive, top management, etc.) and all ethnicities (White, 

Black, Asian American Native American, Hispanic, etc.). The respondent sample included 

135,956 participants and represented developmental performance ratings from peers, bosses, 

direct reports and self-reports from all ethnicities and gender (see Table 2.2). Direct reports 

provided the ratings used for analysis in the current study; thus, self-ratings, peer ratings and 

bosses ratings were not included in the final data set. Total number of managers and direct 

reports used in the final data set is discussed below. 
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Table 2.1 Frequencies of Ethnicity, Organizational Level and Gender Variables for Self-
Respondent (Manager) Data 

 
Ethnicity N % 

White  8,475 73.4 

Asian American 224 1.9 

African American 285 2.5 

Native American 28 .2 

Hispanic 155 1.3 

Other 156 1.4 

Missing 

Total 

 

Organizational Level 

2,220 

11,543 

19.2 

100.0 

Top Management  982 8.5 

Senior Executive 2,108 18.3 

Executive 3,702 32.1 

Upper Middle Management 2,907 25.2 

Middle Management 775 6.7 

First Line Management 566 4.9 

 

  Gender 

  Male                                                              9430                                      81.7 

  Female                                                          1713                                      14.8 

  Missing                                                          400                                        3.5 

  Total                                                              11543                                    100.0
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Table 2.2 Frequencies of Relation to Manager, Ethnicity, and Gender Variables for Respondent 
Data Set 

 
Relation to Manager N % 

Self  11,401 8.4 

Boss 11,723 8.6 

Direct Reports 51,144 37.6 

Peers 46,322 34.1 

Other 15,042 10.8 

Missing 324 .2 

TOTAL 

 

Ethnicity 

White 

Asian American 

African American 

Native America 

Hispanic 

Other 

Missing 

TOTAL 

 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Total 

135,956 

 

 

90,033 

2,510 

2,261 

485 

1,854 

1,691 

37,122 

135,956 

 

 

84,327 

23,196 

135,956 

100.0 

 

 

66.2 

1.8 

1.7 

.4 

1.4 

1.7 

27.3 

100.0 
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Materials 

 Participants from various organizations were presented with the Executive Success 

Profilor from May, 1991 to April, 1999 as a part of Personnel Decisions International’s ongoing 

research. The survey measured managers on the performance factors of Leadership, 

Communication, Interpersonal Skills, Strategic Management, Thinking, Motivation, Self-

Management, and Breadth and Depth and was used to assess the developmental needs of 

managers, in order to improve performance (Frame, Roberto, Schwab, & Harris, in press). After 

an extensive literature review, the factors of Leadership, Communication, Interpersonal Skills, 

Strategic Management and Thinking emerged as having the strongest relationship (positive or 

negative) with diversity (De Dreu & West, 2001; Hoffman, 1985; Jehn et al., 1999; Kirby & 

Richard, 2000; McLeod et al., 1996; Riordan & Shore, 1997; Wiersema & Bantel, 1993). 

Therefore, these particular five factors represented the dependent variables utilized in the 

current study. The factors consisted of two or more underlying dimensions (see Table 2.3). The 

dimensions were comprised of items that participants rated on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

not developed to 5 = outstanding). The choice of N/A (Don't know or Not relevant) was also 

presented as an option. The last section of the survey measured demographics such as 

educational level, age, gender, race, tenure, type of industry, time with manager, and 

relationship with manager.  
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Table 2.3 Executive Factors and Underlying Dimensions Examined in the Study 
 

Factors # of 
Items 

Dimensions Example of Dimension 
Items 

Leadership 28 Attracting and Developing 
Talent, Empowering Others, 
Influencing and Negotiating, 
and Leadership Versatility 

Attract and Select High 
Caliber Talent; Nurture 
Commitment to a common 
vision and shared values; 
Promote and sell ideas 
persuasively; Use a 
participative leadership 
style when appropriate 

Strategic Management 15 Shaping Strategy and Driving 
Execution  

Focus the organization on 
efforts that add significant 
value; Take decisive 
action in crisis 

Thinking 25 Seasoned Judgment, 
Visionary Thinking, Financial 
Acumen, and Global 
Perspective 

Come to a decision at the 
right time; Challenge 
status quo thinking and 
assumptions; Readily 
identify soft spots in 
budgets and profit plans; 
Have wide-ranging 
curiosity and interests 

Interpersonal Skills 11 Building Organization 
Relationships and Inspiring 
Trust 

Relate well to peers; Treat 
others fairly and 
consistently 

Communication 10 Fostering Open Dialogue and 
High Impact Delivery 

Keep others well informed; 
Use vivid language and 
illustrations to convey key 
ideas 
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Procedure 

As stated earlier, this study examined different distributions of minority representation 

and how those distributions might influence the developmental performance ratings of White 

male managers. To facilitate the statistical analyses, managers were recoded according to the 

minority representation of their subordinates. Managers who supervise a uniform majority group 

(0% minority representation) were labeled "1," managers who supervise a skewed group 

(minority representation of 1% to 34%) were labeled "2," managers who supervise a balanced 

group (minority representation of 35% to 65%) were labeled “3,” managers who supervise a 

tilted group (minority representation of 66% to 99%) were labeled “4,” and managers who 

supervise a uniform minority group (100% minority representation) were labeled “5.” 

Frequencies were conducted for group composition to examine how many managers fit the 

criteria for the uniform minority and majority, skewed, balanced and tilted group (see Table 2.4). 

As can be seen from Table 4, there was prevalence for managers supervising a uniform 

majority group, while managers supervising a uniform minority group were the smallest 

manager group. In addition, crosstabs were conducted to see the ethnic and gender breakdown 

within each racial group (see Tables 2.5 & 2.6). Prior to testing the hypotheses, the data were 

cleaned and thoroughly screened. In order to analyze the hypotheses, merging the three 

separate data sets was necessary. Therefore, the first step of cleaning the data entailed 

merging three separate SPSS files. File one contained the subordinate minority percentages for 

each manager. File two contained the direct reports’ ratings of their managers. File three 

contained the managers’ demographic data. 
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Table 2.4 Frequencies for Group Composition in White Male Data Set                  
(Manager N = 6709) 

 
Group Composition Minority % Manager Direct Reports Average # of DR 

Uniform Majority 0% 4847 26100 5.38 

Skewed 1% - 34% 1449 10095 6.97 

Balanced 35% - 65% 288 1865 6.48 

Tilted 66% - 99% 66 496 7.52 

Uniform Minority 100% 59 574 9.73 

 

 
Table 2.5 Frequencies for Ethnic Breakdown in each Racial Group Composition 

(Manager N = 160) 
 

Group Composition White Black Asian Native 
American 

Hispanic N 

Uniform Majority 130 0 0 0 0 130 

Skewed 127 7 7 14 4 159 

Balanced 73 19 14 5 13 124 

Tilted 32 10 16 6 22 86 

Uniform Minority 0 5 32 2 21 60 
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Table 2.6 Frequencies for Gender Breakdown in each Racial Group Composition 
(Manager N = 160) 

 
Group Composition Male Female N 

Uniform Majority 94 34 128 

Skewed 135 31 166 

Balanced 96 44 140 

Tilted 94 35 129 

Uniform Minority 99 21 120 

 

Before merging the files, aggregation of the direct report data was necessary. Because 

each manager was rated by a group of subordinates, it was necessary to create one group 

mean score for each factor being analyzed. Aggregation calculates an average score for a 

group of individuals so that they may be analyzed as one unit. To justify the use of aggregation, 

Rwg was calculated using a syntax based on James, Demaree, and Wolf’s (1984) formulas. 

This was done to assess interrater agreement for each direct report unit. According to James et 

al., .70 indicates an acceptable level of agreement. The Rwg’s for managers used in analysis 

ranged from .71 to .97. Once the Rwg was examined for each manager, aggregation was 

conducted in SPSS using the aggregate command under the Data option. The break variable 

used were the managers’ identification numbers in order to collapse the direct reports’ 

responses into a group mean score for their managers. The direct report data set was then 

merged with the managers’ demographic data which included gender, tenure, ethnicity, age, 

and educational level.  

 Because the present study was interested in examining direct report responses for 

White male managers, the next step was to group the data so that only White male managers 
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were included. Managers of other ethnicities (i.e., African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic, 

and Native American) and female managers were deleted and a data set was created for White 

male managers only and their direct reports. After deleting all missing cases, the final data set 

used in the analyses included a total of 6,709 cases (see Table 2.4). This data set represented 

direct report minority percentages as defined by the racially composed groups (i.e., uniform 

majority, skewed, balanced, tilted, and uniform minority) for each manager, the direct reports’ 

ratings of their managers and the manager demographic data.  

A power analysis was conducted in order to examine the number of groups needed to 

obtain the standard power of .80 (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007) and an effect size of .50. According 

to Tabachnik and Fidell (2007), studies examining perceptions tend to have larger effect sizes 

than clinical and personality studies that typically mirror the effect size guidelines as presented 

by Cohen (1988), small effect: η² = .01, medium effect: η² = .09, large effect: η² = .25. Because 

the present study examined subordinates’ perceptions of the development of their managers, a 

larger effect size of .50 was used per the preceding findings set forth by Tabachnik and Fidell. 

Power analyses revealed that the total sample needed was 86 groups. After truncating the data 

to all White male managers, the minimum number of groups was 32 in the uniform minority 

group after excluding cases with missing performance data. This resulted in a total of 160 

groups.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

A MANCOVA is appropriate for examining group differences on multiple dependent 

variables, while controlling for the effect of covariates. The current study included five 

dependent variables (Communication, Interpersonal Skills, Strategic Management, Thinking, 

and Leadership) and three covariates (age, education level, and tenure); thus, a MANCOVA 

was chosen for analysis. A multiple analysis of variance is more robust when the sample sizes 

for each group included in the analyses are relatively equal (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). Because 

the minimum number of groups in the uniform minority group was 32, the remaining racial 

composition groups were truncated to 32 groups. As a result, the truncated data set contained 

160 groups. The means and standard deviations for the five factors (Communication, Strategic 

Management, Leadership, Interpersonal Skills and Thinking) were conducted for each racial 

composition group (see Tables 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, & 3.5). Correlations between the five factors 

are presented on Table 3.6. 

Table 3.1 Means and Standard Deviations for Five Factors for Uniform Majority Group 
(Manager N = 32) 

 
Dimensions     M         SD 

Leadership 3.749 .558 

Strategic Management 3.756 .495 

Thinking 3.876 .456 

Interpersonal 3.892 .526 

Communication 3.710 .580 
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Table 3.2 Means and Standard Deviations for Five Factors for Skewed Group (Manager 
N = 32) 

 
Dimensions    M        SD 

Leadership 3.789 .374 

Strategic Management 3.688 .500 

Thinking 3.783 .449 

Interpersonal 3.979 .319 

Communication 3.760 .374 

 
 

Table 3.3 Means and Standard Deviations for Five Factors for Balanced Group 
(Manager N = 32) 

 

Dimensions   M       SD 

Leadership 3.814 .389 

Strategic Management 3.753 .390 

Thinking 3.876 .456 

Interpersonal 3.906 .406 

Communication 3.835 .438 
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Table 3.4 Means and Standard Deviations for Five Factors for Tilted Group                   
(Manager N = 32) 

 
Dimensions     M        SD 

Leadership 3.672 .481 

Strategic Management 3.605 .463 

Thinking 3.734 .410 

Interpersonal 3.836 .507 

Communication 3.666 .508 

 
 

Table 3.5 Means and Standard Deviations for Five Factors for Uniform Minority Group       
(Manager N = 32) 

 
Dimensions   M       SD 

Leadership 3.676 .566 

Strategic Management 3.679 .534 

Thinking 3.835 .505 

Interpersonal 3.826 .570 

Communication 3.693 .593 
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Table 3.6 Correlations between Five Factors (Manager N = 160) 
 

 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 

Management 

Leadership 

Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.904** 

.714** 

.904** 

1 

.721** 

.714** 

.721** 

1 

.759** 

.775** 

.918** 

.898** 

.916** 

.839** 

Strategic 

Management 

.759** .775** .918** 1 .889** 

Leadership .898** .916** .839** .889** 1 

      

** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 level 

 

The next step was to examine if the covariates were continuous variables and if they 

shared a relationship with the five factors. This was done to justify the use of covariates in the 

analyses. If the covariates are not continuous then they are inappropriate as covariates and if 

no relationship exists between the covariates and the factors, the covariates have no impact on 

the scores and are not needed as control variables. Educational level was a categorical variable 

and age and tenure shared no significant relationship with the five factors (see Table 3.7). 

Consequently, the covariates that were originally hypothesized to have an impact on the ratings 

of White male managers were not included in the analyses. 
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Table 3.7 Correlations of Five Factors and Covariates (Manager N = 160) 
 

 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 

Management 

Leadership Age Tenure 

Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.904** 

.714** 

.904** 

1 

.721** 

.714** 

.721** 

1 

.759** 

.775** 

.918** 

.898** 

.916** 

.839** 

-.095 

-.038 

-.129 

-.077 

.072 

-.011 

Strategic 

Management 

.759** .775** .918** 1 .889** -.073 -.013 

Leadership .898** .916** .839** .889** 1 -.063 -.003 

Age -.095 -.038 -.129 -.073 -.063 1 .526** 

Tenure -.077 -.072 -.011 -.013 -.003 .526** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 level 

 

The five factors were explored for normality via histograms and boxplots. 

Communication, Interpersonal Skills and Leadership were slightly negatively skewed with one 

outlier. Strategic Management was slightly negatively skewed with two outliers. Square root 

transformations were conducted and successfully corrected for outliers for Communication, 

Thinking and Strategic Management. Interpersonal Skills and Leadership were still left with one 

outlier, but the skewness statistic was brought closer to zero (see Table 3.8). In an attempt to 

remove the outliers, log transformations were conducted. The outliers were not removed with 

the log transformation and the skewness statistics did not move closer to zero. Therefore, the 

square root transformed variables of Leadership and Interpersonal Skills were used. The 

assumptions of linearity and homogeneity of variance-covariance (Box’s M = .611) were not 

violated. MANOVA results revealed that group racial composition did not have a significant 

effect on any the five factors, Wilks’ Λ = .881, F(20, 501.76) = .978, p =.488, providing no 

support for Hypothesis One and Two. 
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Table 3.8 Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics for Five Factors (Manager N = 160) 
 

Factors Skewness Skewness** Kurtosis Kurtosis** 

Communication -..487 .177 .-.011 -.162 

Interpersonal -..439 .157 -.199 -.418 

Thinking -..312 .037 -.274 -..359 

Strategic Management -.488 .204 -.171 -.295 

Leadership -.484 .192 -.080 .-.237 

** Indicates statistic for square root transformed variable. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

 Although predicted to be covariates in the original hypotheses, age, educational level, 

and tenure were not included in the analysis as covariates because educational level was a 

categorical variable and age and tenure were not significantly correlated with the five factors. It 

was of interest then to examine the relationships between the factors and the remaining 

demographic variables (i.e., time with manager, and relationship with manager) to see if there 

were any other possible covariates that might affect the relationship between group composition 

and subordinate ratings of White male managers. As indicated on Table 3.9, Relationship With 

the Manager shared significant correlations with Interpersonal Skills (r = -.202) and Leadership 

(r = -.157). Because of these significant relationships, a MANCOVA was performed on the 

factors of Interpersonal Skills, and Leadership. MANCOVA results revealed that after controlling 

for the effects of Relationship With The Manager, subordinate racial composition did not 

significantly impact the ratings of White male managers, Wilks’ Λ = .967, F(8, 306) = .646, p = 

.739. 
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Table 3.9 Correlations of Five Factors and Covariates for Post Hoc Analysis, White Male Managers (Manager N = 160) 
 

 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 

Management 

Leadership Age Tenure Relationship 

with 

Manager 

Time 

with 

Manager 

Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.904** 

.714** 

.904** 

1 

.721** 

.714** 

.721** 

1 

.759** 

.775** 

.918** 

.898** 

.916** 

.839** 

-.095 

-.038 

-.129 

-.077 

.072 

-.011 

-.139 

-.202* 

-.085 

-.109 

-.044 

-.055 

Strategic 

Management 

.759** .775** .918** 1 .889** -.073 -.013 -.049 -.064 

Leadership .898** .916** .839** .889** 1 -.063 -.003 -.157* -.041 

Age -.095 -.038 -.129 -.073 -.063 1 .526** -.181* .278* 

Tenure -.077 -.072 -.011 -.013 -.003 .526** 1 -.224** .260** 

Relationship 

with Manager 

-.139 -.202* -.085 -.049 -.157* -.181* -.224** 1 -.588** 

Time with 

Manager 

.109 -.044 -.055 -.064 -.041 .278** .260** -.588** 1 
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 As noted on Table 3.6, the five factors initially hypothesized were very highly correlated. 

This implies that the factors are not distinct but in fact, shared considerable overlap in what they 

were measuring. Because each of these factors were represented by one or more underlying 

dimension (see Table 2.3), an examination of the correlations between each dimension was 

performed to assess whether the relationships between dimensions would reveal more 

moderate correlations. As can be seen on Table 3.10, the correlation matrix showed Financial 

Acumen to share low to medium correlations (r = .29 - .56) with High Impact Delivery, Fostering 

Open Dialogue, Versatility, Attracting and Developing Talent, Empowering Others, Building 

Organizational Relationships, and Inspiring Trust.  Also, the dimension Fostering Open 

Dialogue shared moderate correlations with Visionary Thinking (r = .51), Global Perspective (r = 

.42), and Shaping Strategy (r = .54). An examination was undertaken to assess whether the 

different racially composed groups rated White male managers significantly different on these 

particular dimensions. However, ANOVA results revealed that there were no significant 

differences in how the groups rated their managers (see Table 3.11).
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Table 3.10 Correlations between Dimensions for Post Hoc Analysis, White Male Managers (Manager N = 160)  
 

 Seasoned High Impact Fostering Visionary Financial Global Shaping Driving Versatility Attracting Empowering Building Inspiring 

Seasoned  

High Impact  

Fostering 

1 

.763** 

.580** 

.763** 

1 

.587** 

.580** 

.587** 

1 

.877** 

.768** 

.512** 

.643** 

.458** 

.294** 

.753** 

.646** 

.419** 

.895** 

.723** 

.539** 

.917** 

.719** 

.643** 

.866** 

.848** 

.757** 

.797** 

.684** 

.766** 

.773** 

.746** 

.786** 

.758** 

.739** 

.825** 

.708** 

.674** 

.841** 

Visionary 

Financial 

Global 

Shaping 

Driving 

Versatility 

Attracting 

Empowering 

Building 

Inspiring       

.877** 

.643** 

.753** 

.895** 

.917** 

.866** 

.797** 

.773** 

.758** 

.708** 

.768** 

.458** 

.646** 

.723** 

.719** 

.848** 

.684** 

.746** 

.739** 

.674** 

.512** 

.294** 

.419** 

.539** 

.643** 

.757** 

.766** 

.786** 

.825** 

.841** 

1 

.602** 

.804** 

.896** 

.842** 

.861** 

.768** 

.784** 

.728** 

.645** 

.602** 

1 

.663** 

.628** 

.603** 

.556** 

.465** 

.444** 

.434** 

.400** 

.804** 

.663** 

1 

.771** 

.722** 

.721** 

.649** 

.636** 

.611** 

.474** 

.896** 

.628** 

.771** 

1 

.893** 

.848** 

.809** 

.771** 

.722** 

.658** 

.842** 

.603** 

.722** 

.893** 

1 

.868** 

.842** 

.818** 

.782** 

.701** 

.861** 

.556** 

.721** 

.848** 

.868** 

1 

.881** 

.900** 

.897** 

.816** 

.768** 

.465** 

.649** 

.809** 

.842** 

.881 

1 

.899** 

.847** 

.805** 

.784** 

.444** 

.636** 

.771** 

.818** 

.900** 

.899** 

1 

.865** 

.825** 

.728** 

.434** 

.611** 

.722** 

.782** 

.897** 

.847** 

.865** 

1 

.839** 

.645** 

.400** 

.474** 

.658** 

.701** 

.816** 

.805** 

.825** 

.839** 

1 
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Table 3.11 Analysis of Variance Summary for Dimensions, Post Hoc Analysis, White Male Managers (Manager N = 160) 
 

 
Source 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of Freedom 
Between Groups          Within Groups 

 
Mean Square 

 
F 

 
Significance 

Seasoned Judgment .550                       4                                 155                                         .137 .576 .680 

High Impact 1.558                       4                                 155 .390 1.324 .264 

Fostering .094                       4                                 155 .024 .068 .992 

Visionary .509                       4                                 155 .127 .519 .722 

Financial 2.349                       4                                 155 .587 2.069 .087 

Global .461                       4                                 155 .115 .576 .680 

Shaping .673                       4                                 155  .168 .691 .599 

Driving .403                       4                                 155 .101 .419 .795 

Versatility .596                       4                                 155 .149 .657 .623 

Attracting .474                       4                                 155 .118 .432 .785 

Empowering .665                       4                                 155 .166 .627 .644 

Building .510                       4                                 155 .128 .525 .717 

Inspiring .530                       4                                 155 .132 .536 .710 
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Because there were no differences in ratings between the different racially composed 

groups for White Males managers, additional post hoc analyses were conducted to examine 

whether differences existed in developmental performance ratings for Black managers 

according to their direct report racial composition. This was done because diversity research 

has evidenced a positive relationship between the race of the rater and ratee, meaning that 

raters give higher performance ratings to ratees of the same race (Sytsma et al., 1997). The 

present study sought to determine if the preceding dynamic existed for the developmental 

performance ratings of Black male managers. Specifically, would Black male managers with 

direct reports demographically farthest from them (i.e., uniform majority group) receive lower 

ratings than the managers with a larger minority representation within their direct reports? The 

five factors (Communication, Thinking, Strategic Management, Leadership and Interpersonal 

Skills) were explored for normality via histograms and boxplots. For Communication, Thinking, 

and Strategic Management, the histograms displayed a relatively normal bell-shaped curve and 

the boxplots produced no outliers. Interpersonal Skills was slightly negatively skewed with one 

outlier and Leadership was slightly negatively skewed with two outliers. Square root 

transformations were conducted and the transformed Interpersonal Skills and Leadership 

variables were used for analysis, because the skewness and kurtosis statistics moved closer to 

zero (see Table 3.12). The outliers were removed for Interpersonal Skills and the transformation 

left one outlier for Leadership. There were no covariates in the Black male data set, because 

there were no significant relationships between the factors and the demographic variables (see 

Table 3.13). Therefore, a MANOVA was performed and results showed that group racial 

composition did not impact the ratings of Black male managers, Wilks’ Λ = .119, F(20, 20.85) = 

.937, p = .556. It must be stated that the group sizes for each racially composed group fell well 

below the defined criteria of a total 86 groups for an effect size of .50 and a power of .80. 

Specifically, there were only three groups in the uniform minority group and the remaining racial 

groups were truncated to three groups so that there would be equal cell sizes, leaving a total 
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sample size of 15 groups. Because of this very small sample size, significant differences may 

not have been determined when, in fact, they did exist; therefore, the interpretation of the 

results should be made with caution. 

 
Table 3.12 Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics for Five Factors for Black Male Manager Data 

(Manager N = 15) 
 
 

Factors       Skewness        Skewness**       Kurtosis         Kurtosis** 

Communication -.668  -.214  

Interpersonal -1.088 .865 .578 -.061 

Thinking .303  1.044  

Strategic Management -.035  -.115  

Leadership -.569 .203 .557 .549 

                               ** Indicates statistic for square root transformed variable. 
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Table 3.13 Correlations of Five Factors and Covariates for Black Male Manager Data (Manager N = 15) 

 
 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 

Management 
Leadership Age Tenure Relationship 

with 
Manager 

Time 
with 

Manager 
Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.932** 

.846** 

.932** 

1 

.701** 

.846** 

.701** 

1 

.844** 

.698** 

.974** 

.944** 

.870** 

.899** 

-.199 

-.132 

-.352 

-.046 

-.064 

-.032 

-.333 

-.313 

-.458 

-.079 

-.040 

-.008 

Strategic 

Management 

.844** .698** .974** 1 .902** -.292 -.023 -.506 -.058 

Leadership .944** .870** .899** .902** 1 -.264 -.059 -.499 -.013 

Age -.199 -.132 -.352 -.292 -.264 1 .816** .086 .078 

Tenure -.046 .064 -.032 -.023 -.059 .816** 1 -.208 .316 

Relationship 

with Manager 

-.333 -.313 -.458 -.506 -.499 .086 -.208 1 -.165 

Time with 

Manager 

-.079 -.040 -.008 -.058 -.013 .078 .316 -.165 1 
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 Previous research has demonstrated differences in performance ratings 

between White and Black managers, with White managers receiving higher ratings (Richards & 

Jaffee, 1972). Thus, post hoc analyses also examined the effect of the ethnicity of managers to 

see if there were significant differences in the ratings of White, Black and Asian male managers. 

Asian managers were included in the analysis, because they were the third largest sample of 

managers with a total of 142 managers and organizational research focusing on Asian 

managers has been scarce (Baron & Sackett, 2008). As previously stated, multivariate analysis 

of variance is more robust when the cell sizes for each group are approximately equal. There 

were a minimum number of three groups in the uniform minority group for Black male 

managers; therefore, the remaining groups for Black, Asian, and White managers were 

truncated to three groups so that there would be equal cell sizes. This left a total sample size of 

45 groups. The five factors (Communication, Thinking, Interpersonal Skills, Leadership and 

Strategic Management) were explored for normality via histograms and boxplots. The 

histograms for Communication, Thinking, Interpersonal Skills, and Leadership displayed a 

relatively normal bell-shaped curve and the boxplots produced no outliers indicating a normal 

distribution. The histogram for Strategic Management displayed a relatively normal bell-shaped 

curve indicating a normal distribution, but the boxplot produced one outlier (see Table 3.14 for 

skewness and kurtosis statistics).  A square root transformation was conducted and corrected 

for the outlier; therefore, the square root transformed Strategic Management variable was used 

for analysis. Relationship With the Manager was used as a covariate, because it shared a 

significant relationship with all five factors (see Table 3.15). A 3 (ethnicity) X 5 (group 

composition) factorial MANCOVA was performed but revealed no significant effect of the 

managers’ ethnicity on the ratings of White, Black and Asian managers, Wilks’ Λ = .556, F(20, 

83.87) = .811, p = .693. Again, the sample size fell well below the defined criteria of a total 86 

groups for an effect size of .50 and a power of .80. Therefore, interpretation of the results 

should be made with caution.  
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Table 3.14 Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics for Five Factors for White, Black, and Asian Male 
Manager Data (Manager N = 45) 

 
Factors          Skewness          

Skewness** 
        

Kurtosis 
        

Kurtosis** 

Communication -.204  -.614  

Interpersonal -.293  -.548  

Thinking .218  .034  

Strategic Management -.149 -.154 -.082 -.066 

Leadership -.014  -.270  

** Indicates statistic for square root transformed variable. 
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Table 3.15 Correlations of Five Factors and Covariates for White, Black, and Asian Male Manager Data (Manager N = 45) 
 

 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 
Management 

Leadership Age Tenure Relationship 
with 

Manager 

Time with 
Manager 

Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.813** 

.758** 

.813** 

1 

.677** 

.758** 

.677** 

1 

.756** 

.629** 

.886** 

.905** 

.874** 

.861** 

.157 

.183 

.149 

.217 

.216 

.220 

-.393** 

-.429** 

-.404** 

.067 

.168 

.269 

Strategic 

Management 

.756** .629** .886** 1 .848** .087 .129 -.332** .121 

Leadership .905** .874** .861** .848** 1 .134 .190 -.470** .165 

Age .157 .183 .149 .087 .134 1 .773** .182 .356** 

Tenure .217 .216 .220 .129 .190 .773** 1 -.343** .499** 

Relationship 

with Manager 

-.393** -.429** -.404** -.332** -.470** -.182 -.343** 1 -.502** 

Time with 

Manager 

.067 .168 .269 .121 .165 .356** .499** -.502** 1 
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Women in senior-level positions often face discrimination for going against the 

traditionally male-dominated arena (Krishnan & Park, 2005). Said discrimination could exhibit 

itself in promotions, selection and performance appraisals (Cejka & Eagly, 1999). Because all 

participants of the present study were in the managerial level, it was of interest to examine if 

there was a significant difference in the ratings female and male managers received. 

Specifically, would the developmental performance ratings of the female managers support the 

notion that female managers face resistance and ultimately receive lower ratings than male 

managers? The total number of female managers was 1,713 (see Table 2.1). The minimum 

number of groups was 17 in the tilted group. So all cell sizes would be equal, each remaining 

racially composed groups for the female data set and male data set were truncated to 17 

groups. This left a total sample size of 170 groups. The five factors (Communication, Thinking, 

Strategic Management, Leadership and Interpersonal Skills) were explored for normality via 

histograms and boxplots. The histograms displayed a slight negative skewness and each factor 

had outliers. To correct for skewness and outliers, square root transformations were conducted 

and corrected for the negative skewness and outliers for Thinking and Strategic Management, 

but there was still the presence of outliers for Communication, Interpersonal Skills, and 

Leadership. A log transformation was then conducted, but it did not eliminate the outliers. 

Therefore, the square root transformed variables were used for analysis, because the skewness 

and kurtosis statistics were closer to zero (see Table 3.16). Relationship with the Manager was 

used as a covariate, because it shared a significant relationship with all five factors (see Table 

3.17). A 2 (gender) x 5 (group composition) factorial MANCOVA was conducted but revealed no 

significant difference in the developmental performance ratings of female and male managers, 

Wilks’ Λ = .973, F(5, 155) = .860, p = .509. 
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Table 3.16 Skewness and Kurtosis Statistics for Five Factors for Gender Analysis Data 
(Manager N = 170) 

 
Factors     Skewness        

Skewness** 
        Kurtosis         Kurtosis** 

Communication -.765 .379 .994 .398 

Interpersonal -.812 .431 1.002 .256 

Thinking -.350 .070 -.111 -.299 

Strategic Management -.248 -.079 .025 -.081 

Leadership -.690 .313 .850 .390 

** Indicates statistic for square root transformed variable. 
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Table 3.17 Correlations of Five Factors and Covariates for Gender Analysis Data (Manager N = 170) 

 Communication Interpersonal Thinking Strategic 
Management 

Leadership Age Tenure Relationship 
with 

Manager 

Time 
with 

Manager 
Communication 

Interpersonal 

Thinking 

1 

.913** 

.775** 

.913** 

1 

.766** 

.775** 

.766** 

1 

.794** 

.774** 

.906** 

.926** 

.921** 

.867** 

.057 

.021 

.088 

-.030 

-.068 

-.001 

-.197* 

-.182* 

-.283** 

.088 

.074 

.092 

Strategic 

Management 

.794** .774** .906** 1 .888** .067 -.011 -.259** .111 

Leadership .926** .921** .867** .888** 1 .032 -.037 -.237** .095 

Age .057 .021 .088 .067 ..032 1 .606** .008 .190* 

Tenure -.030 -.068 -.001 -.011 -.037 .606** 1 -.199** .232** 

Relationship 

with Manager 

-.197* -.182* -.283** -.259** -.237** -.008 -.199** 1 -.562** 

Time with 

Manager 

.088 .074 .092 .111 .095 .190** .232** -.562** 1 
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                                                             CHAPTER 4 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of subordinate racial composition 

on the developmental performance ratings of White male managers. Subordinate racial 

composition was measured as a continuum as adopted from Hoffman (1985). Based on the 

percentage of minorities under each manager, five racially composed groups were created. The 

uniform majority group resembled a subordinate group comprised of Whites only. The skewed 

group included 1% to 34% minorities. The balanced group included a minority representation 

from 35% to 65%. The tilted group resembled a subordinate group with 66% to 99% minorities 

and the uniform minority group consisted of minorities only. Hypothesis One predicted that 

managers with a subordinate racial composition resembling the uniform majority group would be 

rated significantly higher than the skewed, balanced, tilted, and uniform majority group on the 

Communication, Interpersonal Skills, and Strategic Management factors, and managers 

supervising a skewed group would be rated significantly higher than the balanced, tilted, and 

uniform minority group on these factors. Hypothesis Two predicted that managers supervising a 

uniform minority group would be rated significantly higher than the tilted, balanced, skewed, and 

uniform majority group on the Thinking and Leadership factors, and managers supervising a 

tilted group would be rated significantly higher than the balanced, skewed, and uniform majority 

group on these factors. MANOVA results revealed that there was no significant impact of group 

racial composition on the developmental performance ratings of White male managers. Post 

hoc analyses using MANOVA and MANCOVA revealed that subordinate racial composition did 

not impact the ratings of White male managers at the dimension level and that subordinate 

racial composition and the ethnicity of the managers also had no effect on the developmental 

performance ratings between White, Black and Asian managers. Furthermore, there was no
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 effect of gender on developmental performance ratings. A discussion regarding the original 

hypotheses is presented followed by some possible explanations for the results of the 

exploratory analyses. 

There are some postulations as to why direct report racial composition did not 

significantly impact the ratings of White male managers. First, the analyses were limited to one 

ethnicity and gender. Due to the identical demographic nature of the managers, the reason for 

the insignificant findings may be that the subordinates may have the same expectations in their 

leader and ultimately, process supervisory behaviors in a congruent manner, which 

consequently leads them to rate their managers harmoniously. Previous research revealed that 

different ethnic groups based their job satisfaction on different factors. Specifically, Blacks look 

to hygiene factors such as pay for their satisfaction and Whites look to motivation factors such 

as achievement for their satisfaction (Bloom & Barry, 1967; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 

1959). With the progression of economic equality between ethnic groups, the attributes that 

once led to culturally different organizational perceptions may not be as salient as they once 

were. Factors that drive organizational perceptions may now be the same for subordinates 

across cultures.  

Another reason for the finding of no significant differences may be that the subordinates 

have a relationship with their manager in which they are able to overlook any biases they may 

hold toward their managers’ ethnic group. The Relationship With the Manager variable 

specifically asked, “How well do you know this person?” and was rated on a Likert type scale, 

with 1 = very well, 2 = quite well, 3 = fairly well, and 4 = not very well. Descriptive analyses in 

the White male manager data set revealed that the mean statistic for Relationship With the 

Manager was 2.12 out of a possible maximum of 4, which revealed that, on average, the groups 

felt they knew their managers quite well. The maximum statistic was 3.33 which showed that all 

groups felt they knew their managers at least fairly well. The mean statistic for groups being 

supervised by Black males was 2.37 with a maximum statistic of 3.00; the White, Black, and 
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Asian male manager data set had a mean statistic of 2.25 with a maximum statistic of 3.00; and 

the gender data set produced a mean statistic of 2.17 with a maximum of 4.00.  ANOVAs were 

conducted to assess whether group racial composition would impact how well the groups felt 

they knew their managers (see Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, & 4.4). This was done in each data set 

created for the original hypotheses (i.e. White male managers) and post hoc analyses (i.e. 

Black male managers; White, Black, Asian male managers; female and male managers). As 

indicated by Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, there were no significant differences between the 

racially composed groups and their feelings of familiarity with their manager. This implies that 

on average the subordinate groups, regardless of the manager’s ethnicity or gender, felt they 

knew their manager fairly well. This may explain the finding of non-significance across all 

analyses. All groups may have had a comfortable relationship with their managers in which 

biases and stereotypes were no longer activated, consciously or subconsciously. 

 

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Group Composition and Relationship with Manager, White 
Male Managers (N = 160) 

 
Group Composition      Mean         SD        SE 

Uniform Majority 2.316 .490 .087 

Skewed 2.828          3.519 .622 

Balanced 2.190 .579 .102 

Tilted 2.247 .487 .086 

Uniform Minority 2.311 .521 .092 

*F(4, 155) = .782,p = .539 
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Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics for Group Composition and Relationship with Manager, Black 
Male Managers (N = 15) 

 
Group Composition     Mean        SD         SE 

Uniform Majority 2.667 .577 .333 

Skewed 2.57 .287 .166 

Balanced 2.192 .313 .180 

Tilted 2.500 .500 .289 

Uniform Minority 1.917 .382 .220 

*F(4, 10) = .1.580,p = .254 
 
 

Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics for Group Composition and Relationship with Manager, White, 
Black, Asian Male Managers (N = 45) 

 
Group Composition     Mean        SD         SE 

Uniform Majority 2.435 .404 .135 

Skewed 2.173 .472 .157 

Balanced 2.197 .450 .150 

Tilted 2.439 .331 .110 

Uniform Minority 2.000 .530 .177 

*F(4, 40) = 1.617,p = .189 
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Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Group Composition and Relationship with Manager, Gender 
Data (N = 170) 

 
Group Composition     Mean        SD        SE 

Uniform Majority 2.182 .555 .095 

Skewed 2.288 .607 .104 

Balanced 2.000 .530 .091 

Tilted 2.232 .459 .079 

Uniform Minority 2.169 .542 .042 

 

The statistical nature of the data also provides important implications for the finding of 

non-significance. Researchers suggest that aggregation of individual responses to provide a 

group unit for analysis may eradicate the individual differences that exist in work groups. 

Supporting this notion, it has been found that the explanation for variance is tripled when using 

individual level variables rather than group level variables (Mossholder & Bedeian, 1983). 

Accordingly, it has been suggested that it may be more informative to analyze group unit size as 

a function of individual perceptions and reactions, especially when assessing real (varying) work 

groups (Porter & Lawler, 1965).  

It is important to state that the finding of non-significant differences based on ethnicity is 

not necessarily a dire finding. With the increasing importance and expectation of diversity 

tolerance, the finding that minority representation does not influence how direct reports view 

their managers may mean that organizations are taking the proper strides to cultivate a healthy 

climate for all workers, regardless of their background. Researchers, organizations, and lay 

persons may view this finding as social progression. Yet, this statement can only truly be made 

when mediators (i.e., feelings of supervisory support) and moderators (i.e., group unit size) are 

introduced in analyses. 
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Post Hoc Analyses 

 Post hoc analyses revealed that having different amounts of minorities in subordinate 

work groups did not significantly impact the ratings of White male managers at the factor or the 

dimension level.  As stated above, these findings show that the subordinates may have known 

their managers well enough to be able to rate them with an objective mind, disregarding any 

biases.  

Furthermore, it was revealed that the gender of the managers does not influence the 

ratings they receive from their direct reports. Due to the fact that women are increasing in 

management positions, direct reports may hold a positive perception toward them, leading to no 

difference in the scores female managers receive compared to male managers. Women in 

management positions may be seen as the forefront of generating gender equilibrium in the 

workforce, which could lead to favorable ratings based on this perspective.  

It was also revealed that the racial composition of the direct reports did not impact the 

ratings of Black male managers. Specifically, the number of minorities under each Black 

manager did not affect how the direct reports viewed the developmental progress of each 

manager. Furthermore, there were no significant differences in the ratings between White, Black 

and Asian managers. The ethnicity of the managers did not significantly impact the feelings the 

direct reports had for their managers. 

The analyses support the notion that the effect of demographic variables may have 

waned due to the social expectation and practice of equal opportunities and treatment. With the 

rise and stressed importance of diversity training, managers are able to communicate more 

effectively with direct reports across all backgrounds and in turn, subordinates view the 

behaviors of their managers in a positive perspective. Demographic research is decreasing and 

may continue to decrease as values and norms are becoming increasingly integrated. As a 

result, diversity research may need to realign its focus on deep-level variables such as moral 

values and political beliefs.  
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Limitations 

 Like any other study, the present study was not immune to certain limitations. The first 

limitation was the lack of moderators available for analyses. The present study supports the 

examination of the impact of demographics on subordinate processes; however, the data used 

for assessment lacked the process variables. It may have benefited the study to include 

moderators such as autonomy and perceived supervisory support. Examining demographics 

only provides partial insight into the thinking of the subordinate population. It is necessary to not 

only know if certain groups differ, but why groups differ. Without the reason for differentiation, 

analyses are premature in nature. Moderators may have provided insight into what attitudes and 

beliefs that are driving the favorable ratings managers received. If organizations know what is 

important to their employee population, they may be able to fashion their training and selection 

practices in a manner that support the beliefs and attitudes of their employee population, and 

consequently create a work environment that represents the values of their workforce. 

Furthermore, selection techniques could be geared toward hiring individuals that generally 

share the same attitudes and feelings and in doing so there would be satisfactory person-

organization fit.  

Another limitation was that covariates originally chosen for analyses did not meet the 

requirement of being correlated with the dependent variables. Therefore, the original 

hypotheses which predicted that age, tenure, and educational level would affect the ratings that 

White male managers received were only capable of being partially supported. Relationship 

with the Manager was included in the post hoc analysis as a covariate, because it did share a 

significant relationship with the factors. However, after controlling for the effect of this variable, 

there was still no impact of subordinate racial composition on the ratings of White, Black, Asian, 

and female managers. 

Lastly, the present study examined group level processes, which called for aggregation 

of individual responses. Although useful and practiced in research, aggregation does not 
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provide the true feelings of individuals. This may have skewed the results of the outcome 

variables, and interpretation must be made with caution. It can not be stated for certain that the 

feelings of each individual subordinate were adequately represented in the analyses.  

Future Research 

 This study reintroduces the importance of examining diversity as a continuum. 

Traditional diversity research dissects racial variation into dichotomies; however, using scaled 

means for examining racial composition may provide a more accurate representation of the 

diverse nature of work groups. Although the present study contributed to diversity research by 

examining subordinate racial composition as a continuum and its effect on developmental 

performance ratings, diversity research may need to direct its attention to underlying processes.  

It is known that demographics such as ethnicity can not be a causal factor; therefore, 

more research needs to examine internal attitudes and beliefs that may differentiate how 

ethnicities view their managers. One step may be to measure work environment facets (i.e., 

autonomy, leader/member relationships and empowerment) that have been shown to be directly 

correlated with job attitudes such as satisfaction. Examining underlying process may provide 

helpful information as to what facets are more important to certain ethnicities.  

Another area of area that may need to be explored further is the examination of 

relationship differences between organizations who implement diversity training and those who 

do not. This research may be particularly helpful to organizations that thrive on work groups and 

teams. Is there higher productivity for organizations who utilize diversity training? Do group and 

team members of these organizations have a higher level of comfort when working with others 

from different background? Research questions such as the preceding may allow organizations 

insight into the importance of diversity training and/or provide information on whether the 

diversity programs are being implemented correctly and, in turn, allow organizations to see a 

return on investment (i.e., higher productivity and satisfaction).  
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Lastly, alternative statistical methods should be considered when examining a nested 

design. Multilevel modeling, a relatively new area of research, is robust in assessing nested 

designs without the need for aggregating individual responses. This way, group analyses are 

possible while simultaneously keeping the individual data. Because organizational research 

usually consists of nested data, institutions may need to increase statistical training in the area 

of multilevel modeling. Once training is increased to fully comprehend the potential of multilevel 

modeling, organizations may be provided with a hierarchical view of their underlying attitudes 

and feelings, and utilize training and selection methods that foster and encourage the values 

they hold. In the absence of increased statistical instruction, traditional methods such as 

aggregation will be implemented and ultimately, the true feelings that represent each level 

within an organization may be lost. 

Applications in a Real World Setting 

 This study is relevant to the workforce, because is it shows that individuals from various 

backgrounds are capable of not letting their demographic differences impact the feelings they 

hold for their managers. This provides support for the positive impact that diversity can have on 

organizations. It also provides support for the need for organizations to implement diversity 

training, not only at the managerial level, but the subordinate level as well. Organizations must 

implement training and selection practices that result in a tolerance and respect of diversity, so 

that interpersonal relationships are nurtured and employees are comfortable working with others 

from various backgrounds. Organizations that are hesitant to accept the idea of diversity, 

because they feel it will negatively impact interpersonal relations, can now see that diverse 

workgroups do not perceive the development of their managers any differently than 

homogeneous workgroups. This implies that workgroups who are demographically farthest from 

their managers are capable of having a positive relationship with their managers and holding 

optimistic perceptions of their managers’ performance areas.  
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