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ATTITUDES TO WORKPLACE DIVERSITY

Abstract

The current study assessed the predictive validity of broad and narrow measures of
personality, values, and cognitive ability on employee attitudes to workplace diversity.
Australian working adults (N = 731; 66% female; mean age = 43, SD = 12) completed the 200-
item HEXACO Personality Inventory, Schwartz's Portrait Values Questionnaire, ACER
measures of numeric, verbal, and abstract reasoning ability, the Attitudes Toward Diversity
Scale, and four scales measuring prejudice towards female workers, ethnic workers, older
workers, and workers with a disability. Results showed that Honesty—Humility, Extraversion,
Openness, and cognitive ability (especially verbal) predicted more positive attitudes to
workplace diversity. Valuing power, security, and tradition more, and valuing universalism less
was associated with more negative attitudes to workplace diversity.

Keywords: attitudes to diversity, HEXACO, personality, values, intelligence
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1 Introduction

Workplace diversity has become an increasingly important topic for both organizational
researchers and practitioners (for reviews, see Ashkanasy, Hartel, & Daus, 2002; Guillaume,
Dawson, Woods, Sacramento, & West, 2013; Harrison & Klein, 2007; Jonsen, Maznevski, &
Schneider, 2011). Female workforce participation continues to increase, and in many countries,
the workforce is becoming more diverse across a range of dimensions including race, ethnicity,
age, and inclusion of people with disability (Byars-Winston, Fouad, & Wen, 2015).
Globalization and the resultant movement of labour across national boundaries has led to
increasing interest amongst researchers and practitioners alike as to how to manage diversity
(Ashkanasy et al., 2002; Singh, Winkel, & Selvarajan, 2013). There is also a growing awareness
of the prevalence of overt and subtle forms of discrimination and the negative consequences that
flow from this (Colella, Hebl, & King, 2017; Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016).
Furthermore, legal obligations, ethical priorities, reputational concerns, and a desire to achieve
the performance benefits of a diverse workforce (Ashkanasy et al., 2002; Jehn, Northcraft, &
Neale, 1999) have motivated researchers to study, and organizations to implement, initiatives
aimed at better fostering diversity and inclusion (Avery & McKay, 2006; Newman, Nielsen,
Smyth, Hirst, & Kennedy, 2018; Pugh, Dietz, Brief, & Wiley, 2008; Sojo, Wood, Wood, &
Wheeler, 2016). This movement has focused attention on methods of selection, training, and
employee organization that might support a diverse workforce (Guillaume et al., 2014; Jehn et
al., 1999; Pendry, Driscoll, & Field, 2007; Stratemeyer et al., 2018; Strauss, Connerley, &
Ammermann, 2003).

For organizations to achieve their goals around fostering diversity, they need to

understand the cross-national, macro-economic, social, organizational, team-level, and personal
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factors that influence workers’ attitudes towards workplace diversity (Ashkanasy et al., 2002;
Burkard, Boticki, & Madson, 2002; De Meuse & Hostager, 2001; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Montei,
Adams, & Eggers, 1996). In the current study, we focus on individual-level predictors of
attitudes towards workplace diversity. More specifically, we evaluate three types of individual
differences, namely personality traits, values and cognitive abilities in relation to both broad
negative attitudes towards workplace diversity, as well as specific attitudes towards female,
ethnic minority, individuals living with a disability, and older workers. This study also provides
new insights about the predictive value of broad and narrow facets of the individual differences
evaluated, while remedying some of the limitations of previous research in this area.
1.1 Attitudes towards Workplace Diversity

Negative employee attitudes to workplace diversity are multifaceted (De Meuse &
Hostager, 2001) and include both workplace prejudice and the rejection of many initiatives used
to promote workplace diversity. Outside the workplace, prejudice including sexism and racism,
is any unjustified belief that a particular social group is inferior to another (Duckitt, 2001;
Ekehammar, Akrami, Gylje, & Zakrisson, 2004; Milliken & Martins, 1996), and has been
described as a general motivated cognitive style where the specific object of derision is of
secondary importance (Allport, 1954; Roets & van Hiel, 2011). Workplace prejudice is typified
by unreasonable beliefs that workers belonging to particular social groups are less capable, less
motivated, or cause more problems in the workplace. Such beliefs can be general, or may be
concerned with specific roles such as those involving leadership or technical skills, or specific
social groups such as women or ethnic minorities. The prejudiced belief system described above
is based, in part, on stereotypes about these stigmatized groups’ purported inherent attributes,

and how poorly these attributes are thought to match the behaviors required in specific roles or
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the workplace in general (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman & Caleo, 2018).

While prejudice, discrimination, and abuse are distinct, they often co-occur (Goldman,
Gutek, Stein, & Lewis, 2006). Prejudice has been consistently linked to workplace
discrimination and mistreatment towards women and members of minority groups (Colella et al.,
2017; Fiske, 1998; Fiske & Stevens, 1993; Jones et al., 2016; Roberts, Sojo, & Grant, 2019).
Discrimination leads to reduced occupational opportunities and well-being. It also helps to
reinforce the view that stigmatized groups are not a good fit for work in general, specific
occupations, and positions of leadership (Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, &
Liu, 1996). In turn, this situation increases the likelihood that stigmatized groups will experience
backlash when they enter those positions (Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012; Sojo,
Wood, & Genat, 2016), potentially perpetuating a vicious cycle.

Beyond prejudice, negative attitudes towards workplace diversity often involve workers
holding a number of inter-connected beliefs associated with the political right, conservatism, and
individualism. These beliefs can be seen expressed by right-leaning politicians, in newspapers,
and by commentators who identify with classical liberalism such as Jordan Peterson (Peterson,
2018). People with negative attitudes to workplace diversity may be particularly sensitive to
initiatives related to affirmative action including opportunity enhancement initiatives, quotas,
targets, and using social category membership to inform pay, selection, promotion, and retention
decisions (Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, & Lev-Arey, 2006). They may believe that
diversity-related policies are leading to reverse-discrimination and resulting in employees from
less qualified minority groups being promoted or hired (Wiersema & Mors, 2016). They may be
more likely to see historical differences in workplace outcomes of different social groups (e.g.,

the gender pay gap, gendered occupations, etc.) as natural, and resulting largely from (a)
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individual choices, (b) differences in underlying abilities, interests, and dispositions, and (c)
meritocratic decision processes (Jones, 2017). In the context of workplace harassment, they may
downplay the abuse and place greater emphasis on concerns about false accusations (De
Judicibus & McCabe, 2001; Ullman, 2010). They may see diversity of competency rather than
demographic diversity as the key to organizational performance benefits. They also often dispute
the science and implementation of unconscious bias training in organizations. They may raise
concerns about political correctness stifling freedom of speech when it comes to discussing
diversity-related issues. Some may also seek to defend the rights of workers to express
prejudiced views towards various minority groups including homosexuals, transgender people,
and religious minorities without this affecting their employment (Kitrosser, 2016).

In contrast, positive attitudes to workplace diversity often aligns with the political left.
People with positive attitudes often emphasize the benefits of diversity and inclusion and the
importance of creating a respectful and tolerant workplace. They may be particularly aware of
the role of historical and current social structures and policies that have limited the participation
of various social groups in the workplace (Dick & Nadin, 2006). They are more inclined to view
unequal outcomes across social groups to be the result of workplace discrimination, including
both conscious and unconscious biases, as well as broader social, cultural, and economic
structures (Fine & Sojo, 2019). They are also keen to redress past wrongs. They are typically
wary of making claims about group differences that might perpetuate the adverse treatment of
minorities. They may be more inclined to see group differences in work-relevant characteristics
as caused by social factors as opposed to reflecting enduring biological differences (Fine, 2005).
They may also be more willing to believe that social groups are equally competent or that the

increasing inclusion of minorities will yield performance benefits for teams and organizations.
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1.2 Personality, Values, and Cognitive Ability

Individual differences are widely recognized as important predictors of workplace
behaviors, attitudes, and outcomes (Hough & Connelly, 2013). In the current study, we focus on
three types of individual differences, namely personality traits, values and cognitive ability,
which have been recognized as relevant predictors of workplace behaviors and are routinely used
in personnel selection processes.

Personality traits represent relatively stable tendencies in thinking, feeling, and behaving.
Personality researchers generally conceptualize traits in a hierarchy where a set of broad
domains, such as the Big Five—neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Conscientiousness, and
Agreeableness— and alternatives like the six HEXACO factors, are each decomposed into
several narrow traits or facets (Anglim & Grant, 2014, 2016; Anglim & O’Connor, 2019;
Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, & De Vries, 2009; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Srivastava, 2013). The six
factor HEXACO model has emerged as an important extension and alternative to the Big Five.
Lexical studies in a range of cultures have provided support for the six-factor model (i.e., an
acronym for Honesty—Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness,
and Openness; (Ashton et al., 2004; De Raad et al., 2014; Saucier, 2009). The HEXACO model
reconfigures variance associated with Big Five Agreeableness and Neuroticism into Honesty—
Humility, Emotionality, and HEXACO Agreeableness (see Lee & Ashton, 2004). In particular,
HEXACO Agreeableness emphasizes low levels of anger and Emotionality includes facets of
dependence and sentimentality which are less aligned with the negative affect of neuroticism (for
a review, see Ashton, Lee, & De Vries, 2014). Honesty—Humility also has very strong negative
correlations with the Dark Triad (Hodson et al., 2018; Lee & Ashton, 2014). The six domains

have also been decomposed into four facets per domain along with the interstitial facet of
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altruism. While the Big Five remains the most established framework, the HEXACO model has
become increasingly popular in industrial and organizational psychology (Anglim, Morse, De
Vries, MacCann, & Marty, 2017; Hough & Connelly, 2013; McAbee, Casillas, Way, & Guo,
2019), due in part to the ability of Honesty—Humility to incrementally predict a range of
workplace deviance behaviors (e.g., De Vries & Van Gelder, 2015; Marcus, Lee, & Ashton,
2007; Oh, Lee, Ashton, & De Vries, 2011; Pletzer, Bentvelzen, Oostrom, & De Vries, 2019). In
the current study, we adopt the HEXACO framework, in part, because of the potential for
Honesty-Humility to provide increased predictive capacity of attitudes towards workplace
diversity and prejudice towards women and minority groups at work.

Personal values are broad evaluative criteria that assist people to prioritize goals and set
an agenda for what is important in their life (Schwartz, 1992). While various taxonomies have
been proposed, arguably the most established framework is that proposed by Schwartz
(Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz et al., 2012). The framework consists of ten basic values arranged in
a circumplex, which in clockwise order are labelled self-direction, stimulation, hedonism,
achievement, power, security, tradition, conformity, benevolence, and universalism. The ten
values can be represented by two broad dimensions of conservatism (conformity, tradition,
security) versus Openness (self-direction and stimulation) and self-enhancement (hedonism,
power, achievement) versus self-transcendence (universalism and benevolence).

Cognitive ability is typically conceptualized as a general higher-order construct—the
general intelligence factor (Schneider & McGrew, 2012). This g-factor is a robust result of the
first principal component that manifests from the correlations of a broad battery of ability tests.
While the dominant taxonomy of intelligence is the Cattell-Horn-Caroll model (Schneider &

McGrew, 2012), in the current study, we focus on overall intelligence and three narrow abilities
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that are popular in employee selection settings: numeric, verbal, and abstract reasoning ability.

In order to develop parsimonious models of the effect of individual differences, it is
important to acknowledge the correlations between values, personality, and cognitive ability. In
particular, several studies have found correlations between personality and Schwartz’s personal
values both in relation to the Big Five (Parks-Leduc, Feldman, & Bardi, 2015) and HEXACO
personality models (Anglim, Knowles, Dunlop, & Marty, 2017; Lee, Ashton, Ogunfowora,
Bourdage, & Shin, 2010b). Anglim, Knowles, et al. (2017) found that Honesty—Humility had a
strong negative correlation with self-enhancement (versus self-transcendence). Honesty—
Humility (Lee et al., 2013) and the value of self-enhancement (Duckitt, 2001) are also closely
related to social dominance orientation. Openness also correlates negatively with the value of
conservatism in both Big Five (Parks-Leduc et al., 2015) and HEXACO models (Anglim,
Knowles, et al., 2017). Meta-analytic results also indicate modest correlations between Openness
and cognitive ability (Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997). Some research suggests that much of the
correlation with Openness reflects its emphasis on self-rated intelligence, and that more pure
forms of Openness are mainly related to verbal ability (Deyoung, Quilty, Peterson, & Gray,
2014).

Another feature shared across personality, values, and cognitive ability is that traits can
be arranged hierarchically. Broad traits explain covariation in, and are defined by, a set of
narrower traits. Personality can be represented by domains and facets, values by broad and basic
levels, and intelligence by a general factor and narrow abilities. Researchers have debated the
relative importance of broad and narrow characteristics, particularly in the personality and
cognitive ability domains (Anglim & Grant, 2014; Anglim & O’Connor, 2019; Ashton, 1998;

Ashton, Paunonen, & Lee, 2014; Christiansen & Robie, 2011; O’Neill, Paunonen, Christiansen,
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& Tett, 2013; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; Salgado, Moscoso, &
Berges, 2013). In the current research, we explore the association of broad and narrow
operationalizations of personality traits, values and cognitive abilities in relation to negative
attitudes to workplace diversity.
1.3 Individual Differences and Attitudes to Workplace Diversity

Because only a few studies have examined how individual differences predict attitudes to
workplace diversity (Strauss & Connerley, 2003; Thompson, Brossart, Carlozzi, & Miville,
2002), it is helpful to summarize research from the broader literature on social prejudice. In
general, the research on the correlates of personality and values has highlighted two main classes
of individual differences with general prejudice. First, low Openness and conservatism predict
higher levels of prejudice. Second, low levels of Big Five Agreeableness and low levels of
HEXACO Honesty—Humility are correlated with values related to self-enhancement, and both
predict greater prejudice. For instance, Duckitt (2001) argued that the two broad values of
conservatism and self-enhancement align closely with the concepts of right-wing
authoritarianism and social dominance orientation, respectively. Duckitt (2001) proposed a dual-
process theory which broadly suggests that social conformity and tough-mindedness lead to a set
of world views and social attitudes that culminate in prejudicial views. Sibley and Duckitt (2008)
suggested that prejudiced individuals are more likely to see their environment as socially
competitive, valuing power and being conscious of situations where competition is a possibility,
such as when there are limited resources.

Research on personality and general prejudice has typically used the Big Five framework
and has found that Openness and Agreeableness are associated with lower levels of right-wing

authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and prejudice towards minorities (Duckitt, 2001;
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Ekehammar et al., 2004; Flynn, 2005; Hodson, Hogg, & Maclnnis, 2009; Sibley & Duckitt,
2008; Sibley, Harding, Perry, Asbrock, & Duckitt, 2010). A few studies have considered
HEXACO and prejudice-related outcomes (Bergh & Akrami, 2016; Lee, Ashton, Ogunfowora,
Bourdage, & Shin, 2010a; Liu, Ludeke, & Zettler, 2017; Sibley et al., 2010). Bergh and Akrami
(2016) found that Honesty—Humility was strongly correlated with generalized prejudice, whereas
HEXACO Agreeableness showed limited correlations with prejudice.

Only a few studies have examined the predictive validity of complete hierarchical
instruments of personality such as the NEO-PI-R in relation to attitudes to diversity (Thompson
et al., 2002). While these studies have flagged narrow traits such as Openness to values, warmth,
and tender-mindedness as potentially important, the multiplicities involved in facet-level analysis
mean that sample sizes in existing studies of under 200 are insufficient for robust conclusions
(for a methodological review of facet-level analysis, see Anglim & Grant, 2014).

Research on cognitive ability has generally found a negative correlation between
intelligence and general prejudice (Brandt & Crawford, 2016; Onraet et al., 2015). One theory is
that lower cognitive ability leads people to be more sensitive to threat, which in turn leads to
more conservative political attitudes, which in turn lead to prejudice (Brandt & Crawford, 2016).
Another theory is that cognitive ability allows for greater tolerance of ambiguity and less need
for closure, which may reduce reliance on negative stereotypes towards minorities. An
alternative perspective is that cognitive ability leads to greater education and political liberalism,
which in turn encourages more positive views towards some groups and more negative views
towards others. For example, Brandt and Crawford (2016) found that the correlation between
cognitive ability and prejudice varied based on the focal group, with negative correlations

emerging for prejudice towards traditionally disadvantaged groups like blacks and Hispanics and
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positive correlations with prejudice towards groups associated more with right-wing
conservatism, such as Christians, conservatives, and big business. While some research suggests
verbal ability may be particularly relevant (Brandt & Crawford, 2016), a previous meta-analysis
did not find significant variation based on ability type (Onraet et al., 2015).
1.4 The Current Study

In summary, very little research has examined how individual differences in personality,
values, and cognitive ability predict employee attitudes to workplace diversity (Strauss &
Connerley, 2003; Thompson et al., 2002). While research on general social prejudice has a long
history in relation to personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Stanford, 1950;
Allport, 1954; Hodson & Dhont, 2015), personal values (Lee et al., 2010a; Sibley et al., 2010),
and cognitive ability (Brandt & Crawford, 2016; Onraet et al., 2015), it is unclear how well this
generalizes to the workplace. In particular, McAbee et al. (2019) reviewed the literature and
highlighted the paucity of research examining the relationship between HEXACO personality
and employee attitudes. Research has also rarely synthesized findings about the role of individual
differences across personality, values, and cognitive ability. This integrated assessment is
particularly important for practitioners considering using such information in selection, training,
and professional development settings. Furthermore, while some research has examined
predictors of attitudes to female and racial minority workers, less research has considered
attitudes towards other marginalized workers such as older workers (Taylor & Walker, 1998;
Van Dalen, Henkens, & Schippers, 2009), and workers with a disability (Ju, Roberts, & Zhang,
2013; Kregel & Tomiyasu, 1994). Finally, research has typically focused on broad traits and has
rarely considered narrow traits measured by comprehensive hierarchical measures (Anglim &

Grant, 2014; Paunonen & Jackson, 2000).
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In order to address these gaps in the literature, the present study aimed to provide a
comprehensive assessment of the predictive validity of broad and narrow measures of
personality, values, and cognitive ability on employee attitudes to workplace diversity. To
achieve this aim, a large database of job applicants who had completed measures of HEXACO
personality, Schwartz personal values, and cognitive ability were invited to complete a
confidential low-stakes survey where their attitudes to workplace diversity were measured. The
study examined the relative predictive validity of broad and narrow characteristics represented
by (a) 6 domains and 25 facets of HEXACO personality, (b) 2 broad dimensions and 10 basic
values from Schwartz's personal values framework, and (c) intelligence and three specific
cognitive abilities.

Based on the findings and theories from the general prejudice literature, our main
hypotheses in relation to negative attitudes to workplace diversity are set out in Figure 1. This
model combines personality traits, values, and abilities that are both intercorrelated and expected
to have a common effect on negative attitudes to diversity. Specifically, we propose the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Honesty—Humility will predict less negative attitudes to workplace

diversity.

Hypothesis 2. Valuing self-enhancement (valuing power more and universalism less)

will predict more negative attitudes to workplace diversity.

Hypothesis 3. Openness to experience will predict less negative attitudes to workplace

diversity.

Hypothesis 4. Valuing conservatism will predict more negative attitudes to workplace

diversity.
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Hypothesis 5. Cognitive ability will predict less negative attitudes to workplace

diversity.

More generally, the research sought to obtain a detailed empirical assessment of how
personality, values, and cognitive ability combine to predict negative attitudes to diversity. It also
sought to assess the degree to which narrow representations of traits in these three domains
provide incremental prediction. Research on the overlap of personality and values (Anglim,
Knowles, et al., 2017; Parks-Leduc et al., 2015) suggests that much of the prediction of negative
attitudes to diversity will be shared between personality and values. In contrast, cognitive ability
should be a relatively independent predictor. Research on the incremental prediction of narrow
traits suggests that modest but meaningful increases in prediction are to be expected (Anglim,
Bozic, Little, & Lievens, 2018; Anglim & Grant, 2016; Anglim, Morse, et al., 2017; Anglim,
Morse, Dunlop, Minbashian, & Marty, 2019).

2 Method
2.1 Participants and Procedure

Participants were recruited from a database maintained by a consulting company that
provides online psychometric testing services to client organizations. Client organizations used
the online platform to assess job applicants for job vacancies at their organization. Job applicants
completed measures of HEXACO personality, Schwartz Personal Values, and cognitive ability.
Individuals who had completed these measures were emailed an invitation in mid-2017 to
participate in a study looking at employees’ attitudes to diversity in the workplace. The time
difference between the baseline selection measures and the follow-up research study varied
between six months and 3 years. Participants were informed that if they completed all items in

the survey, they could win one of three travel vouchers valued at AUD $3,000, $2,000, and



ATTITUDES TO WORKPLACE DIVERSITY 14

$1,000. The survey included a range of additional items used by the consulting company for
internal validation of their selection tools. Items used in the present research consisted of the
Attitudes towards Diversity Scale and Domain Specific Diversity Items.

The final sample consisted of 731 participants (66% female). Ages were broadly
representative of the working adult population: 18 to 24 (5%), 25 to 34 (24%), 35 to 44 (25%),
45 to 54 (27%), 55 to 64 (16%) and 65 to 74 (3%), with a mean of 43.0 years (SD = 12.0).
Around half (57%) of participants had children. Consistent with the Australian population, 70%
were born in Australia, and for 11%, English was not their first language. The sample was
slightly more educated than the Australian population: 1% did not complete high school, 5%
only completed high school, 21% had a pre-bachelor qualification, 44% had a bachelor's degree,
26% had a Master's degree, and 2% had a doctoral qualification. Most were currently employed
(92%) with 69% in full-time, 15% in part-time, and 9% in casual roles, and most that were not
employed had been employed in the last two years. Of the sample, 5% reported having a
disability, of which 82% described it as moderate or mild and 18% categorized it as profound or
severe. This final sample was based on an initial sample of 750 participants, where 19 cases were
removed due to signs of non-conscientious survey completion (i.e., two or more contradictory
responses on diversity items that were direct opposites; high levels of consistent response choice
selection across items; high levels of long sequences of the same response).

The sample size in the present study was determined by the response rate of the
underlying database. We sought to obtain precise estimates of correlations between individual
differences and attitudes to diversity. The obtained sample size provides the following power to
identify given true correlations (alpha = .05): 80% power for .10 correlations, 90% power for

.12correlations, and 99% power for .16 correlations. Given the emphasis on identifying patterns
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in correlations, the present sample size enabled suitably small standard errors for correlations.
Specifically, the standard error was no larger than .036.
2.2 Materials
2.2.1 Attitudes towards Diversity Scale

Negative attitudes to workplace diversity were measured using an adapted version of the
Attitudes Toward Diversity Scale (ATDS, Montei et al., 1996). The original version of the
ATDS had 30 items and was designed to measure whether a worker had a positive or negative
attitude to diversity in relation to three domains (a) coworkers who are a minority, (b)
supervisors who are a minority, (c) hiring and promoting of minorities. In terms of social
categories, items generally concerned race (i.e., Black, Hispanic, White) or gender (i.e., male,
female), or used more general terms including "minority" (sometimes contrasted with White and
sometimes with non-minority) or "prejudice™ in general. Because our study was conducted in an
Australian context, it was necessary to adapt the items. Australia has a different racial and ethnic
profile to the United States, where the scale was originally developed. Australia has experienced
many waves of immigration with 28.5% of the population born overseas as of 2016. The top 10
countries of foreign birth were the United Kingdom, New Zealand, China, India, Philippines,
Vietnam, Italy, South Africa, Malaysia, and Germany (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2017).
For further discussion of the workplace diversity context in Australia, see Hartel (2004). ltems
on the scale were adapted, changing items such as "minority" into "female or ethnic™ and "Black”
or "Hispanic" into "ethnic"”. The original study by Montei et al. (1996) did not present an
exploratory factor analysis, but when we conducted exploratory factor analysis, we found that
one factor explained the data well. The percentage variance explained of the first eight unrotated

factors were 30.4, 6.9, 4.9, 4.3, 3.8, 3.6, 3.5, and 3.3. When two factors were extracted, items 2,
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4,6,7,8,17, 21, and 22 loaded most on a second factor. This seemed to detect a small
distinction between workplace prejudice and positive attitudes to more proactive initiatives to
address diversity. However, it also appeared to partially reflect a method-effect related to
reversed-items. This second factor was highly correlated with the first factor (r = -.50) and
exhibited the same pattern of correlations with individual differences, albeit the correlation with
Openness was slightly higher. Consequently, we decided to use negative attitudes to diversity as
a single variable comprising all the items (alpha = .89; average inter-item r = .25). Table 1
reports item-level descriptive statistics and factor loadings (maximum likelihood estimation) for
the Attitudes towards Diversity Scale. Items were rated on a scale: 1 = very inaccurate, 2 =
moderately inaccurate, 3 = neither accurate nor inaccurate, 4 = moderately accurate, 5 = very
accurate. The scale was scored as the mean of items after any item reversal.
2.2.2 Workplace Prejudice against Female workers, Ethnic Minority workers, Older

Workers, and Workers with a Disability

A set of 16 items were developed to measure prejudicial attitudes in the workplace
towards women, ethnic minorities, older workers, and workers with a disability. Specifically, the
four items for a given social group (e.g., female workers) asked whether that group is (a) less
effective, (b) less productive, (c) causes more difficulties, or (d) causes no more difficulties
(reversed) than the alternative group (e.g., male workers). Items were rated on a scale: 1 = very
inaccurate, 2 = moderately inaccurate, 3 = neither accurate nor inaccurate, 4 = moderately
accurate, 5 = very accurate. Prejudice towards each of the four social groups was measured as the
mean of the four items after reversing the “causes no more difficulties” item. Cronbach'’s alpha
reliability was .65, .80, .69, and .73 for female, ethnic, older, and disability prejudice

respectively. Average inter-item correlations were .31, .50, .36, and .40 for female, ethnic, older,
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and disability prejudice respectively. A set of confirmatory factor analysis models of these items
are reported in the online supplement.
2.2.3 Demographic indicators

To mirror the social categories examined above, we created five binary variables to
approximate category membership. These were all coded 0 for not in social group, and 1 for in
the social group. These variables were gender identity (male = 0, female = 1); English as a
second language (no ESL =0, ESL = 1) and being foreign born (no =0, yes = 1) were both used
as approximate indicators of being an ethnic minority in the Australian context; Older worker
(aged under 55 = 0, aged 55 or over = 1; correlations for continuous age are provided in the
online supplement); and disability status (no reported disability = 0, reported disability = 1).
2.2.4 HEXACO Personality

Personality traits were measured using the 200-item version of the HEXACO Personality
Inventory-Revised (Ashton, Lee, et al., 2014; Lee & Ashton, 2004). Use of this long-form
version of the HEXACO is particularly important for reliable facet-level measurement. The
questionnaire measures 6 broad domains and 25 narrow facets. Each broad trait is defined by
four narrow facets and there is one interstitial facet, altruism. Participants responded to items on
a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Scale scores were obtained as the mean
of items after any necessary item reversal. Mean domain alpha reliability was .88 (range: .84,
.90) and mean facet reliability was .76 (range: .64, .84) (see online supplement for details). Mean
inter-item correlations were .19 (range: .14, .23) for domains and .29 (range: .18, .40) for facets.
2.2.5 Values

Schwartz's values were measured using the Portrait Value Questionnaire-PVQ 5X

(Schwartz et al., 2012). The questionnaire includes 57 positively-keyed items which yield scores
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for 10 basic values. Each basic value is measured with between 3 and 9 items. Each item of the
PVQ uses a third person perspective, where the statement describes the value of another person
of the same gender as the participant (e.g., "it is important to her to have all sorts of new
experiences"). Participants rate the importance to them of the value captured by the item from 1
= opposed to my principles to 6 = of great importance. When analyzing values, researchers need
to make a choice about whether to ipsatize or not. We chose not to ipsatize because the focus of
analyses was on the overall prediction of regression models. When scales are ipsatized, it is only
possible to include nine of the 10 basic values as predictors in regression models, because the
tenth is perfectly predicted by the other nine. However, we do present ipsatized values in the
correlation matrix in the online supplement. We also computed two broad values of conservatism
(versus Openness to change) and self-enhancement (versus self-transcendence), calculated as
follows: conservatism = (tradition + conformity + security) - (self-direction + stimulation); self-
enhancement = (hedonism + achievement + power) - (universalism + benevolence). This
corresponds to the placement of these values on the two broadly orthogonal dimensions of
Schwartz's values circumplex. It also corresponds broadly to the factor loadings obtained in Lee
et al. (2009). Mean alpha reliability for the 10 basic scales was .75 (range: .50, .84) (see online
supplement for details). Mean average inter-item correlations for the 10 basic scales was .40
(range: .25, .64).
2.2.6 Cognitive Ability

Three tests were used to measure cognitive ability and overall intelligence. Abstract
reasoning was measured using the 20-item ACER APTS test (alpha = .68). VVerbal reasoning was
measured using the 34 item ACER ML (alpha = .81). Numerical reasoning was measured using

the 34-item ACER ML (alpha = .89) (Australian Council of Educational Research, 2003). The
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correlations between the three measures were .59 (numerical-verbal), .56 (numerical—abstract),
and .46 (verbal—abstract). Overall intelligence was measured by z-score standardizing the three
tests, taking the sum, and z-score standardizing the sum.

2.3 Data Analytic Approach

In addition to reporting bivariate correlations, the overall and relative predictive validity
of demographics, personality, values, and ability was assessed through a series of regression
models. Regression models were estimated for each of the five outcome measures, although
negative attitudes to diversity was the main outcome of interest. Models involving different
predictor sets were considered to allow for a range of comparisons. In particular, each class of
predictor was considered on its own (e.g., values, personality, intelligence). In addition, models
with broad versus narrow predictors within a class were estimated separately. Overall predictive
power was indexed using adjusted r-squared. It is essential to use adjusted r-squared as this
provides an unbiased estimate of the variance explained in the population, using the population
regression equation (Anglim & Grant, 2014). Using adjusted r-squared is particularly important
when comparing models with different numbers of predictors, such as when comparing models
with 25 HEXACO facet predictors to one with 6 HEXACO domain predictors. Confidence
intervals on adjusted r-squared change was assessed using bootstrap double adjusted-r-squared
confidence intervals (Anglim & Grant, 2014).

In addition to reporting regression coefficients, we also report a dominance analysis.
Dominance analysis partitions the overall r-squared of the model over the set of predictors and
provides a fairer assessment of relative importance of each predictor when predictors are
correlated (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011). We used the "relaimpo" package in R (Grémping,

2006). For models with fewer than 18 predictors we used the "Img" estimate that averages
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variance explained over predictor orderings. For models with 18 or more predictors we used the
computationally tractable "car" estimate (Zuber & Strimmer, 2011).

Because the sample size is relatively large, correlations were estimated with a relatively
high degree of precision. For instance, the standard error of correlations was 0.036, 0.034, 0.027,
and 0.016 for correlations of 0, .25, .50, and .75 respectively. Thus, we focus interpretation on
the key patterns, which are almost all highly significant (p <.001). We used the paired.r
function from the psych package to compare correlations (Revelle, 2018).

3 Results
3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Descriptive statistics and the complete correlation matrix for demographics, personality,
values (including raw and ipsatized), cognitive ability, and outcomes is presented in the online
supplement. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and correlations between the outcome
measures. The strong correlations are consistent with negative attitudes to diversity and
workplace prejudice representing a broader dimension. In general, the correlation between
negative attitudes to diversity and prejudice towards specific groups of workers was significantly
higher (all p-values <.0001) for ethnicity (r =.79) than for the other social groups (r = .57 to
.65). In general, there was slightly more prejudice towards older workers and workers with a
disability than towards female and ethnic workers (d = 0.20, p < .001).

Table 3 presents the correlations between demographics and broad predictors (i.e.,
intelligence, HEXACO domains, and broad values). Consistent with the proposed categories,
self-enhancement had a strong negative correlation with Honesty—Humility (r = -.60), and
conservatism was moderately correlated with Openness (r = -.24), although conservatism also

showed moderate correlations with Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and a negative correlation
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with intelligence. Demographic differences in ability, personality, and values were generally
small. Females were higher on Emotionality (r = .23), ESL participants reported higher levels of
Conscientiousness (r = .18), conservatism (r = .19) and lower performance in the cognitive
ability test (r = -.16), and people aged over 55 reported lower levels of Conscientiousness (r = -
.15) and self-enhancement values (r = -.17).

Table 4 shows the correlations between demographics and the broad predictors with
attitudes to workplace diversity. In general, lower levels of intelligence were associated with
negative attitudes to diversity (r = -.24, supporting Hypothesis 5). For personality, Honesty—
Humility (r = -.24, supporting Hypothesis 1) Extraversion (r = -.22) and Openness (r = -.22,
supporting Hypothesis 3) all had significant negative correlations (p < .001) with negative
attitudes to diversity. The values of both conservatism (r = .27, supporting Hypothesis 4) and
self-enhancement (r = .15, supporting Hypothesis 2) were associated with greater levels of
negative attitudes to diversity. Interestingly, the correlations between demographics and negative
attitudes to diversity were low. Although the correlations were small, females showed less
prejudice towards female workers (r = -.15), and older people showed less prejudice towards
older workers (r = -.12). Focusing on other differences, the correlation between agreeableness
and disability prejudice was significantly larger than those for other outcomes variables (p-values
of difference ranged from.01 to .0004).

Table 5 presents correlations of narrow predictors with attitudes to diversity. In several
cases, the correlation with the narrow predictor was substantially larger than the corresponding
broad predictor. For instance, verbal ability had a significantly larger negative correlation with
negative attitudes to diversity than the other two ability measures (both significance tests

comparing correlations were p <.0002). Modesty, Social self-esteem, and Altruism stood out as
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strong HEXACO facet predictors. Residualized correlations of attitudes to diversity with
personality facets after overlap with the 6 HEXACO domains is removed are reported in the
online supplement. These residualized correlations suggested that after controlling for overall
Honesty—Humility (and the other personality domains), Modesty was related to less negative
attitudes whereas Fairness was related to more negative attitudes. The residual correlation for
Social self-esteem was statistically significant and suggested that it incrementally predicted less
negative attitudes. The values of power, security, and tradition showed moderate positive
correlations, and universalism showed a moderate negative correlation with negative attitudes.
3.2 Regression Models Predicting Workplace Prejudice

Table 6 presents the adjusted r-squared values for regression models predicting each
outcome variable from various predictor sets. Regression coefficients and dominance analysis for
all models are provided in the online supplement. It should be noted that demographics yielded
only modest prediction and the prediction of the substantive models generally changed little with
the inclusion of demographics. We focus our interpretation on the prediction of negative attitudes
to diversity. First, inclusion of narrow traits improved prediction: personality went from .129 (6
factors) to .167 (25 facets) Ap? = .038 (95% CI [.008, .076]), F (19, 705) = 2.73, p < .001; values
went from .099 (2 broad dimensions) to .197 (10 basic values), Ap® = .098 (95% CI [.058, .142]),
F (8, 720) = 12.10, p < .001; and cognitive ability went from .057 (overall 1Q) to .084 (3
abilities) , Ap? = .027 (95% CI [.006, .054]), F (2, 727) = 11.78, p < .001. This was most
prominent in the case of the 10 narrow values. Second, adding values to a model with HEXACO
and the three ability measures notably improved adjusted r-squared from .181 to .265. Finally,
substituting facets for domains in a model with HEXACO, three abilities and 10 values improved

prediction only modestly from .265 to .278.
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Table 7 presents the standardized coefficients and dominance weights for the model with
the nine broad traits as predictors. In this combined model, negative attitudes was predicted by
lower intelligence, Honesty—Humility, Emotionality, and Extraversion, and greater conservatism.
In contrast to the zero-order correlations, Openness and self-enhancement were no longer
significant predictors, and Emotionality became a significant predictor. Dominance analysis
suggested that conservatism was the most important predictor followed by intelligence, Honesty-
Humility and Extraversion. The emergence of Emotionality as a significant coefficient is
presumably caused by removing some of the negative affect variance shared with Extraversion
and other factors and leaving a more pure measure of the facets related to dependence and
sentimentality. It should also be noted from the predictor correlations shown in Table 3 that
several predictors were correlated in expected ways and may inform differences between zero-
order correlations and regression coefficients. For example, self-enhancement correlated highly
with Honesty—Humility (r = -.56) and Openness correlated moderately with intelligence (r =
.15) and conservatism (r = -.28).

4 Discussion

The current study examined the predictive validity of HEXACO personality, values, and
cognitive ability on employee attitudes to workplace diversity. Several important findings
emerged. First, the HEXACO model of personality predicted negative attitudes to workplace
diversity well. As expected, Honesty—Humility and Openness predicted less negative attitudes to
workplace diversity. Extraversion also emerged as a good predictor. Second, Schwartz's values
aligned with conservatism and self-enhancement provided the best set of predictors of negative
attitudes to diversity. In particular, valuing power, security, and tradition, and not valuing

universalism predicted negative attitudes to diversity. Third, higher cognitive ability, and verbal
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ability in particular, was associated with lower levels of negative attitudes to diversity. Fourth,
narrow representations of personality and cognitive ability provided modest but meaningful
incremental prediction of negative attitudes to diversity. Finally, consistent with strong
correlations between negative attitudes to workplace diversity and prejudice towards specific
categories of workers (e.g., females, ethnic, older, those with a disability), the pattern of
predictor correlations were similar across outcome measures. Collectively, these findings
supported the proposed model of three major categories of individual differences predicting
negative attitudes to workplace diversity. The strong prediction by HEXACO Extraversion, and
the facet of Social self-esteem in particular, further suggested a fourth major category of
individual differences, potentially related to ego-threat. Detailed examination of the results
provides a more nuanced understanding of the mapping of individual differences on negative
attitudes to workplace diversity.
4.1 Negative Attitudes to Diversity

It is worth first considering how many workers were prejudiced or hostile to workplace
diversity initiatives. In general, the level of agreement with items reflecting overt prejudice
towards specific groups of workers was less than 10% and often less than 5%. Furthermore, for
some items, it is possible to construe a non-prejudicial interpretation to item agreement. For
example, while 19% of participants felt that “some of the women [they] work with need to be
more assertive to be effective supervisors”, it may be that some of these participants are making
a statement about the specific people at their workplace or would agree to equivalent statements
about male workers. More common was workers indicating that they "neither agree nor disagree”
that female or ethnic workers are less effective. For many such statements, endorsement of the

neutral response was around 20%. However, the meaning of this neutral response is less clear. It
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may indicate that such people see the relative effectiveness of social groups as an empirical
question for which they do not know the answer. Or they may see disagreement with such
statements as affirming the opposite, where for example they interpret disagreeing that women
are less effective as implying that women are more effective. In summary, much of the variance
in attitudes to diversity is captured by the variance in the degree of rejection of negative attitudes
to women and minorities.

In general, we see the greatest divergence of opinion for the few items that address more
pro-active beliefs about encouraging diversity. Specifically, only 31% believe that hiring more
women and ethnic individuals would increase the creativity of the workforce. Presumably, the
majority of people hold beliefs that either gender and ethnicity are unrelated to organizational
effectiveness or that they are unable to evaluate that claim. Similarly, 60% believed that workers
who are prejudiced have no place in an organization. These responses mirror current debates in
Western societies about the degree to which employers should punish employees or job
applicants who share prejudicial views outside work, often in the context of social media, but
who are otherwise professional in their actions in the workplace.

4.2 Individual Differences in Predicting Negative Attitudes to Diversity

Social Dominance Traits. Consistent with the broader literature on prejudice, there was
good support for the finding that self-enhancement values and low Honesty—Humility predicted
negative attitudes to diversity. Self-enhancement and Honesty—Humility also exhibited a strong
negative correlation (r = -.60) suggesting that they captured similar predictive variance. Of all
the values on the broad self-enhancement dimension, it was the negative correlation of
universalism (r = -.26) that best predicted negative attitudes to diversity, although valuing power

was a modest predictor (r = .13). When examining the facets of Honesty—Humility, it was
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modesty that had the strongest negative correlations with negative attitudes to diversity. These
traits all align with a disposition and a value system that emphasizes self-interest and
competition. It suggests that such workers are more willing to let the market, merit, and the
prevailing social structures, prejudicial or otherwise, determine outcomes. They are likely to be
less concerned with more progressive social justice issues.

Conservatism Traits. The findings showed that high conservatism and low Openness
predicted negative attitudes to diversity. In particular, valuing tradition showed a particularly
strong correlation, although the values of security and conformity were also significant. There
are several explanations for this finding. First, embracing conventional values and traditional
authority may be associated with the derogation of groups that may be perceived as subverting
that traditional order. Individuals with a preference for strict and definite moral rules that explain
how people should function in society may be more likely to display prejudice (Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008; Sibley et al., 2010). Second, they may be more inclined to adopt a set of beliefs
that perceive differential outcomes across groups as natural. They may perceive attempts to pro-
actively increase or support diversity in the workplace as running counter to treating each person
on their merits and letting the natural order of things determine the outcomes.

These findings regarding the importance of HEXACO Openness and Honesty—Humility
are also consistent with the Big Five literature which suggests that Agreeableness and Openness
are the strongest predictors of attitudes towards diversity (Duckitt, 2001; Ekehammar et al.,
2004; Flynn, 2005; Hodson et al., 2009; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008; Sibley et al., 2010). In general,
the HEXACO model repartitions variance associated with Big Five Agreeableness and
neuroticism into HEXACO Honesty—Humility, Emotionality, and Agreeableness (Ashton, Lee,

et al., 2014). It seems that Honesty—Humility likely captures some of the predictive validity of



ATTITUDES TO WORKPLACE DIVERSITY 27

Agreeableness from the Big Five model. However, it is also likely to introduce variance of its
own that captures traits related to the avoidance of prejudice. In one of the few differences
between the prejudice measures, Agreeableness did appear more strongly negatively correlated
with prejudice towards workers with a disability, which may link more closely with interpersonal
than value-based forms of Agreeableness.

Low Cognitive Complexity Traits. Consistent with past research predicting general
prejudice (Onraet et al., 2015), cognitive ability was negatively correlated with negative attitudes
to workplace diversity. This correlation was larger for verbal ability than for abstract reasoning
or numeric ability. More generally, education and intelligence are associated with liberal and
progressive political values. For example, the correlation between intelligence and conservatism
was -.28 in the current study. However, the regression coefficient for intelligence was still
noteworthy after controlling for personality and the broad values that included conservatism.

Several explanations can be offered for this finding. First, intelligence, and verbal ability
in particular, may enable workers to have greater sensitivity when statements, beliefs, and
attitudes exhibit prejudicial content. Second, intelligence is correlated with tertiary education
and professional careers which may lead to greater exposure to pro-diversity related
perspectives. For example, Brandt and Crawford (2016) found that the correlation between
cognitive ability and prejudice varied based on the focal group, with negative correlations
emerging for prejudice towards traditionally disadvantaged groups like blacks and Hispanics and
positive correlations with prejudice towards groups associated more with right-wing
conservatism, such as fundamentalist Christians, conservatives, and big business. Third, the
correlations between intelligence, Openness, and liberal political views may further lead workers

to support more progressive views on diversity. Finally, cognitive ability may allow for greater
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tolerance of ambiguity and less need for closure, which may reduce reliance on negative
stereotypes towards minorities.

Ego-Threat. A fourth category of individual differences that emerged from the results
was the prediction by HEXACO Extraversion and social-self-esteem in particular. Compared to
Big Five Extraversion, HEXACO Extraversion appears to contain somewhat more well-being,
social effectiveness, and reversed neuroticism (Gaughan, Miller, & Lynam, 2012) which
manifests in stronger correlations with well-being (Aghababaei & Arji, 2014) and trait emotional
intelligence (Veselka, Just, Jang, Johnson, & Vernon, 2012). The facet of Social self-esteem
captures the degree to which a person feels that he or she is a worthwhile person who is valued
by others. Some research has suggested that a lack of social skills and emotional intelligence
may lead to projecting frustration and disapproval onto other social groups (Fein & Spencer,
1997; Onraet, Van Hiel, De Keersmaecker, & Fontaine, 2017), a trait that is correlated highly
with HEXACO Extraversion (Veselka et al., 2012). Thus, one explanation for this finding is that
workers who are insecure in their position in society may project this negativity onto minorities.
Nonetheless, this finding has rarely been highlighted in research on general social prejudice, so
more research is needed to assess the robustness and meaning of this finding.

Demographics. When considering the above findings, it is also worth noting that
demographics were generally poor predictors of negative attitudes to workplace diversity. There
was a small alignment whereby females had less prejudice towards female workers and older
adults had less prejudice towards older workers. Similarly, people who spoke English as a
second language or were foreign born also had slightly more negative attitudes to diversity.
Nonetheless, overall, the results suggest that negative attitudes to diversity are much better

explained by worker's fundamental traits and values than whether they belong to a particular
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social category.
4.3 Optimal Prediction: Broad and Narrow Traits

The current research also sought to assess the degree to which personality, values, and
cognitive ability could be combined to predict negative attitudes to diversity and the degree to
which narrow traits provide incremental prediction. In general, narrow measures led to
meaningful incremental prediction for cognitive ability, personality, and values. First,
incremental prediction by personality facets appeared to result from the combination of many
subtle facet-level effects. For example, after controlling for the HEXACO domains, the facets of
Fairness and Organization predicted more negative attitudes to diversity, whereas the facet of
patience predicted less negative attitudes. Second, while the broad values of conservatism and
self-enhancement were related to negative attitudes to diversity, the specific values provided
superior prediction. For instance, the self-transcendence value of benevolence, which often
reflects concern for family and friends, was only weakly related to negative attitudes to diversity.
In contrast, the value of universalism, which reflects a more global concern for humanity that
transcends the in-group—out-group distinction, was a strong predictor of lower levels of negative
attitudes to diversity. Third, the incremental prediction of cognitive ability can be attributed to
the greater importance of verbal ability.

Overall, personality, values, and cognitive ability each provided unique predictive
validity of negative attitudes to diversity. Predictive validity was slightly higher for Schwartz's
values than HEXACO personality, and this was achieved with a measure with only 57 items
compared to the HEXACQO's 200. This may suggest that values may be more proximal causes of
attitudes to workplace issues that connect with political and moral orientations. Furthermore,

incremental prediction of Schwartz's values may have been greater had a Big Five inventory
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been used given the particularly strong overlap between Honesty—Humility and values (Anglim,
Knowles, et al., 2017). More generally, regression models that combined personality, values, and
cognitive ability did achieve meaningful increments in predictive validity.

4.4  Practical Implications

While research on organizational and societal factors driving prejudice, discrimination
and mistreatment at work is important (e.g., Kéhler, Gonzéalez-Morales, Sojo, & Olsen, 2018;
O'Neil, Sojo, Fileborn, Scovelle, & Milner, 2018), the individual differences perspective adopted
in the current study also has several important practical implications. First, findings have
implications for recruitment. The psychometric indicators of workplace prejudice overlap with
those predicting some forms of counterproductive work behaviour (e.g., honesty-humility,
conscientiousness, etc.) and job performance (e.g., cognitive ability). Thus, the present results
show how psychometric assessment of prospective hires can provide additional insights about an
applicant’s likely attitudes to diversity in the workplace.

Second, findings may inform remediation at the individual level. Increasingly
organizations, when faced with negative performance or behaviours from an employee, will use
psychometric assessment to find out why. If an employee has significant cognitive ability or
personality indicators that underpin these negative behaviours, such as intolerance, then this may
suggest that remediation will be more difficult (e.g., Kulik, Pepper, Roberson, & Parker,

2007). It may also need to take a different form than if these psychometric indicators are not
present, especially given concerns about the efficacy of standard diversity training programs
(e.g., Jones, King, Nelson, Geller, & Bowes-Sperry, 2013; King, Gulick, & Avery, 2010). If no
psychometric indicators are present, for instance, positive behaviour change might be achieved

through education and guidance. If the psychometric indicators are present then it may require a
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more intense form of coaching, involving a focus on self-awareness and self-regulation, as the
motivators of the negative behaviours can be considered to be more intrinsic and internally
motivated.

Third, findings have implications for remediation at the group level. If it becomes known
that a group of employees are showing low levels of inclusion it may be worthwhile to find out if
the workgroup has intrinsic psychometric characteristics inclining it toward these
behaviours. Organisations can psychometrically assess entire workgroups in order to see if there
are group-level indicators of traits related to intolerance. The current results provide guidance
regarding what to look for.

4.5 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations should be noted. First, levels of endorsement of statements reflecting
negative attitudes to diversity were relatively low. It is likely that the observed correlations
would be stronger in social contexts where there is more variance in beliefs. Second, although
prejudicial attitudes were measured in a confidential low-stakes research setting, social
desirability may still lead some people to distort their honest responses. That said, results suggest
that any tendency to respond in a more socially desirable way in a job applicant setting does not
carry-over to the follow-up confidential surveys (Anglim, Lievens, Everton, Grant, & Marty,
2018). Third, the measures of workplace prejudice were worded relatively directly. Future
research should also explore more indirect and subtle forms of prejudice such as responses to
vignette studies around CV selection, promotion decision-making, project allocation, and
workplace requests (Telwatte, Anglim, Wynton, & Moulding, 2017). Similarly, future research
should seek to obtain measures of attitudes to workplace diversity using well-acquainted

informants such as spouses, close friends, and family members. Future work could also seek to
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refine measures of attitudes to diversity that better capture the multidimensional structure of such
attitudes by for example measuring attitudes to specific diversity related policies (e.g., quotas,
affirmative action, sexual harassment policies, parental leave policies, etc.). Finally, future
research could examine additional social categories of workers such as sexual orientation, gender
identity, religious affiliation, and political orientation.
4.6 Conclusion

Overall, this study provides the first comprehensive estimate of the relative importance of
broad and narrow measures of personality, values, and cognitive ability in predicting negative
employee attitudes to workplace diversity. The current study had several strengths. First, the
assessment of broad and narrow characteristics of personality, values, and cognitive ability using
full-length measures in a large community sample of working adults, arguably makes this the
most comprehensive assessment of the role of individual differences in predicting attitudes to
workplace diversity, to date. Second, we hope that the model of four categories of individual
differences provides a useful synthesizing framework for conceptualizing the effects of
individual differences on negative attitudes to workplace diversity. Third, given the assessment
context, the findings should generalize well for practitioners interested in predictive validities of
psychometric tests used in selection settings, which are then used to predict subsequent attitudes
in the workplace. Finally, the study adds further support for the benefits of measuring Honesty—
Humility in workplace settings. These results can help organizations achieve their diversity goals
by informing selection, training, and performance management, and ultimately improve harmony
and respectful relations at work.
5 Open Practices Statement

Data, data analysis scripts, supplementary materials, and item-level information is
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provided at https://osf.io/xdfq8/?view_only=8c2f286d8699428998a07c4e7df18192
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Table 1

Item Statistics and Factor Loadings for Attitudes to Diversity Items

% % %
Item M SD D N A r

Non-Reversed Items

20. | find that ethnic workers seem to be less productive on average 18 078 .80 .18 .01 .78

16. It seems that ethnic individuals in supervisory positions are ineffective 18 08 .80 .18 .03 .73
relative to other supervisors

12. Relative to male supervisors, female supervisors seem to be less effective 1.8 081 .81 .17 .02 .71

24. Sometimes | have to compensate for the lack of productivity of ethnic workers 1.9 083 .81 .16 .03 .69

13. I would feel less comfortable with a female supervisor than | would with a 19 088 .78 .19 .04 .66
male supervisor

25. Some of the workers in my previous organisations were only hired because 20 093 .74 20 .07 .64
they were of an ethnic origin

23. | know some workers who would be fired if they were not of an ethnic origin 1.8 0.81 .82 .16 .02 .63

10. The ethnic individuals in my organisation have a greater degree of difficulty 21 086 .69 .27 .04 .58
getting along with others

5. Under most circumstances, | would prefer a male supervisor 24 093 .50 .43 .07 .56

14. Some of the members of my previous organisations were hired just because 21 097 68 .24 .08 .54
they are women

9. | feel that women have a more difficult time handling positions of authority 20 094 .72 20 .08 .53
relative to men

19. The most qualified workers in my job seem to be male 21 101 .70 .21 .08 .53

1. I have known many more qualified non ethnic individuals who should have 23 095 52 42 .06 .44
been hired instead of some of the ethnic individuals that have been hired
previously

18. | have often picked up the slack for some of my female co-workers who are 24 109 57 24 .18 42
less productive

11. It seems as if some of the women | work with need to be more assertivetobe 2.5 1.02 .53 .28 .19 41
effective supervisors

Reversed Items

2. We would have a more creative work environment if more women and ethnic 32 093 .15 54 31 -17
individuals were hired

4. Workers who are prejudiced have no place in an organisation 36 112 .16 24 .60 -19

7. If a member of my work group were prejudiced, he or she would be less likely 3.8 091 .10 .21 .69 -24
to fitin

8. If one of my co-workers were racist, | would confront that person and let him 39 092 .09 .18 .73 -30
or her know of my disapproval

17. Most of the women in management positions do an outstanding job 38 088 .05 .36 .59 -38

21. | do not feel comfortable with co-workers who are racist 42 083 .04 .10 .86 -.38

3. All in all, I would say that ethnic workers are just as productive as other 43 088 .03 .11 .85 -43
workers

6. | feel that diversity is good for an organisation even if it means | will have a 44 082 .02 .08 90 -44
supervisor who is of a different ethnic origin

22. | feel that increasing the hiring of women and ethnic individuals can only help 3.7 087 .05 .38 .57 -46
an organisation

26. 1 would feel just as comfortable with an ethnic supervisor as | do with a non 43 079 .03 .08 .89 -60
ethnic supervisor

15. Most of the ethnic supervisors in my organisation possess the same leadership 4.0 0.86 .04 .24 .72 -64

qualities as do those supervisors who are not

Note. %D is proportion disagree or strongly disagree; %N is proportion neither agree nor
disagree; %A is proportion agree or strongly agree; r is loading on first factor.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between Measures of Attitudes to Workplace Diversity

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Negative attitudes to diversity 2.06 0.48
2. Female prejudice 1.81 0.65 .62
3. Ethnic prejudice 1.88 0.67 79 .59
4. Older prejudice 1.97 0.64 57 .52 .63
5. Disability prejudice 1.98 0.65 .65 49 .65 .59

Note. All correlations are significant at .001.
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Table 3
Correlations between Demographics, and Broad Measures of Cognitive Ability, Personality, and
Values
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Female
2. ESL -.09
3. Foreign born -12 47
4. Aged 55+ -07 -05 .01
5. Disability .04 -04 -05 -01
6. Intelligence -11 -16 -13 -08 .00
7. Honesty—Humility A4 -10 -07 .07 .04 -02
8. Emotionality 23 -02 -05 .04 .01 -03 -07
9. Extraversion -01 -03 -03 -09 .00 .04 .21 -22
10. Agreeableness -02 09 03 -09 01 -09 41 -17 4
11. Conscientiousness .06 .18 .03 -15 .04 -12 28 -05 41 44
12. Openness -04 07 O7 04 00 .15 .10 -05 29 21 .21
13. Conservatism -05 19 06 .03 -04 -28 .12 15 -04 25 28 -24

14. Self-enhancement -06 .09 .03 -17 -06 -01 -60 -02 .05 -28 -07 -12 -.09

Mean 0.66 0.11 030 0.19 0.05 0.00 412 298 398 3.63 396 362 343 0.71
SD 047 032 046 039 0.21 1.00 039 037 037 038 036 043 237 1.77

Note. Female, ESL, Foreign born, Aged 55+, and Disability are all binary variables where 0 not
the category, and 1 equals in category (e.g., male = 0, female = 1). ESL = English as Second
Language. Absolute correlations equal to or greater than .15 are bolded. Correlations equal to or
greater than .08, .10, and .13 are significant at .05, .01, and .001 respectively.
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Table 4
Correlations of Demographics and Broad Measures of Cognitive Ability, Personality, and
Values with Employee Attitudes to Workplace Diversity

Negative
Attitudes
to Female Ethnic Older Disability

Variable Diversity  prejudice  prejudice  prejudice  prejudice
Demographics

Female -.09 -.15 -11 -.03 -12

ESL 11 10 .08 .06 .03

Foreign born 10 .05 .04 .02 .03

Aged 55+ .01 .02 .03 -12 .03

Disability .01 .03 .03 .04 .00
Cognitive Ability

Intelligence -.24 -17 -.18 -.06 -.07
Personality

Honesty—Humility -.24 -.16 -21 -21 -.25

Emotionality -.06 -.06 -.08 -.06 -.06

Extraversion -.22 -.08 -.18 -17 -21

Agreeableness -.08 -.05 -.08 -.10 -.19

Conscientiousness -.05 -.01 -.08 -.05 -11

Openness -.22 -.10 -12 -12 -.15
Broad Values

Conservatism 27 .16 A7 .06 .09

Self-enhancement 15 12 12 .18 15

Note. Female, ESL, Foreign born, Aged 55+, and Disability are all binary variables where 0
equals not the category, and 1 equals in the category (e.g., male = 0, female = 1). ESL = English
as Second Language. Absolute correlations equal to or greater than .15 are bolded. Correlations
equal to or greater than.08, .10, and .13 are significant at .05, .01, and .001 respectively.
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Table 5
Correlations of Narrow Measures of Cognitive Ability, Personality, and Values with Employee
Attitudes to Workplace Diversity

Variable Negative Female Ethnic Older Disability
Attitudes to prejudice prejudice prejudice prejudice
Diversity

Cognitive Ability
Numerical ability -.16 -.08 -11 -.01 -.02
Verbal Ability -.29 -.23 -.22 -17 -14
Abstract Ability -.15 -11 -12 .03 -.01

Personality
H1: Sincerity -.18 -.08 -14 -12 -.16
H2: Fairness -12 -.08 -11 -11 -.16
H3: Greed-Avoidance -.19 -14 -.15 -17 -.22
H4: Modesty -.25 -19 -.25 -.23 -.25
E1: Fearfulness .05 .01 .00 .02 .03
E2: Anxiety .03 .01 .02 .05 .06
E3: Dependence -13 -.09 -13 -11 -11
E4: Sentimentality -.16 -11 -14 -.15 -.18
X1: Social Self-Esteem -.22 -.06 -.20 -.19 =21
X2: Social Boldness -.15 -.06 -13 -12 -.13
X3: Sociability -17 -.05 -14 -11 -.16
X4: Liveliness -14 -.06 -12 -.13 -.16
Al: Forgiveness -.05 -.03 -.07 -.06 -.16
A2: Gentleness -.02 -.01 -.03 -.06 -11
A3: Flexibility -.05 -.05 -.08 -.07 -15
A4: Patience -13 -.07 -.09 -12 -.16
C1: Organization .05 .06 .01 -.02 -.03
C2: Diligence -.09 -.03 -.09 -.05 -12
C3: Perfectionism -.04 -.02 -.06 .00 -.06
C4: Prudence -11 -.05 -11 -.10 -14
O1: Aesthetic Appreciation -.19 -12 -12 -12 -17
02: Inquisitiveness -.18 -.06 -11 -.09 -.10
O3: Creativity -13 -.06 -.07 =11 =11
O4: Unconventionality -.16 -.05 -.08 -.05 -.05
I: Altruism -21 -14 -.19 -.20 -.27

Values
Self-direction .00 .06 .00 .04 -.01
Stimulation -.05 .01 -.01 .01 -.06
Hedonism -01 .04 .00 .02 -.05
Achievement .00 -01 -01 .07 -.02
Power A3 A0 A2 A2 A5
Security .16 12 .10 .02 .01
Conformity A1 .08 .08 .06 -.02
Tradition .32 21 .22 .08 14
Benevolence -.06 -01 -.05 -.10 -.10
Universalism -.26 -.18 -.18 -.20 -.27

Note. Absolute correlations equal to or greater than.15 are bolded. Correlations equal to or
greater than .08, .10, and .13 are significant at .05, .01, and .001 respectively.
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Table 6
Adjusted R-Squared for Regression Models predicting Attitudes to Workplace Diversity from
with Different Combinations of Personality, Values, and Cognitive Ability
Negative
attitudes
to Female Ethnic Older Disability
Predictor Set Name Predictors k  diversity prejudice prejudice prejudice prejudice
One-domain models
Demographics Demog5 5 .015 .026 .013 013 .008
Ability broad IQ 1 .057 027 .030 .002 .004
Ability narrow CA3 3 .084 .056 044 .046 024
Personality broad H6 6 129 .035 .080 073 105
Personality narrow H25 25 167 .043 103 .089 118
Values broad V2 2 .099 .040 .045 .035 031
Values narrow V10 10 197 .094 .093 .070 103
Composite Models
Broad 1Q, H6, V2 9 215 075 129 .080 119
Ability-HEXACO CA3, H6 9 181 .079 113 .106 122
HEXACO-Values H6, V10 16 244 105 138 .097 139
Mixed CA3,H6,V10 19 .265 128 151 121 151
Abilities-Facets CA3,H25 28 198 077 123 117 132
Narrow CA3, H25, V10 38 278 123 158 124 156

Note. k = number of predictors. Predictor sets are as follows: Demog5 = Female, ESL, Foreign
born, Aged 55+, Disability; 1Q = intelligence; CA3 = 3 cognitive ability measures; H6 = 6

HEXACO domains; H25 = 25 HEXACO facets; V2 = two factors of values; V10 = 10 basic
values. Bolded values are statistically significant p < .05.
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Table 7
Standardized Betas and Dominance Weights for Regression Models Predicting Attitudes to
Workplace Diversity from Intelligence, Broad HEXACO Traits, and Broad Values.

Negative
Attitudes Female Ethnic Older Disability
to prejudice  prejudice  prejudice prejudice
Predictor Diversity
Standardized Beta
Intelligence -.16* -.13* -13* -.02 -.04
Honesty—Humility -21% -.14* -.18* -.13* -.20*
Emotionality -.16* -11* -.16* -11* -.15*
Extraversion -17* -.05 -.15* -.18* -.15*
Agreeableness -.01 -.04 -.02 .01 -.10*
Conscientiousness .00 .01 -.03 .05 .01
Openness -.06 -.01 .01 -.04 -.03
Conservatism .26* 16* 19* .06 14*
Self-enhancement .04 .04 .02 2* .02
Dominance Weight
Intelligence .040 021 .023 .002 .003
Honesty—Humility .039 .018 .030 024 .038
Emotionality .015 .008 .016 .008 .013
Extraversion .031 .003 .023 .024 .025
Agreeableness .004 .002 .003 .003 016
Conscientiousness .002 .001 .003 .002 .004
Openness .019 .003 .005 .006 .008
Conservatism .062 .023 .030 .004 .013
Self-enhancement 012 .007 .007 .019 .010

*p < .05



Figure 1

1. Social Dominance
*  Personality: Low honesty-humility (H1)

*  Values: Self-enhancement (H2)

Negative Attitudes to Workplace Diversity

2. Conservatism . gsgfsri?; negative attitudes to workplace
*  Personality: Low openness (H3) . o .
*  Values: Conservatism (H4) \I;:)ertjedrlsc.eet(;wards specific groups of

— - + Female workers
3. Low Cognitive Complexity - Ethnic minority workers
»  Ability: Low intelligence (H5) e Older workers
*  Personality: Low openness (H3) «  Workers with disabilities

__________________________________________

i 4. Ego-threat (exploratory finding) i
'« Personality: Low HEXACO extraversion .
i * Personality: Low social self-esteem !



Supplemental Files for Online Publication
Click here to download Supplemental Files for Online Publication: hexaco-diversity-supplement-30-aug-2019.docx


http://ees.elsevier.com/yjrpe/download.aspx?id=124604&guid=857cb46d-6c22-4e11-9c10-e42104b2dc24&scheme=1

Correlation Matrix
Click here to download Supplemental Files for Online Publication: full-correlation-matrix-hexaco-diversity.xlsx


http://ees.elsevier.com/yjrpe/download.aspx?id=124599&guid=34e9b4b3-ef07-45fe-bca4-bcc61bf45979&scheme=1

Regression Coefficients
Click here to download Supplemental Files for Online Publication: regression-coefficients.xlsx


http://ees.elsevier.com/yjrpe/download.aspx?id=124600&guid=21b09a7d-d5e1-44be-90f4-9ed666ec31fc&scheme=1



