ISSN 1941-899X

\\ M acrot h i n k Journal of Management Research
A Institute™ 2017, Vol. 9, No. 2

Theoretical Perspectives to Diversity in Management

Research

Dr. Erhan Aydin
Usak University, Turkey

E-mail: erhan.aydin@usak.edu.tr

Dr. Mushfiqur Rahman
Brunel University London, UK

E-mail: mushfiqur.rahman@brunel.ac.uk

Received: Feb. 12, 2017 Accepted: April 8, 2017 Published: April 8, 2017
doi:10.5296/jmr.v9i2.10715 URL: https://doi.org/10.5296/jmr.v9i2.10715

Abstract

The aim of this research is to explore the common theoretical perspectives in diversity
research. The need for such a research comes from the lack of literature on understanding and
emphasising theoretical differences amongst diversity research based on the focus of the
studies that can be either performance or non- performance based. For this reason, having
adopted this aim, we discuss the categorisation of “business case for diversity” and “ethical
case for diversity” as a comprehensive discussion. Thus, we provided a conceptual
contribution to the diversity literature through indicating the need for awareness of research
focus.
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1. Introduction

Research on diversity in management demonstrates different insights for scholars within the
field. Since the research mainly focuses on exploring the role of diversity in organisations,
the scholars conduct research regarding organisational performance (Siciliano, 1996),
creativity (Vezzali et al., 2016), inclusion and exclusion of minorities such as religion (Uygur
and Aydin, 2015) and gender (Aydin, 2016) in relation to diversity. For this reason, the
literature fails to categorise the meaning of diversity based on the conducted research. In
order to overcome this problematique, we aim at exploring the theoretical perspectives to
diversity in management research. Thus, it will be possible to demonstrate philosophical
approaches for diversity.

In this paper, based on the positivist and interpretivist studies, we categorise the literature that
has performance based and non-performance based research. The concept of performance
based studies has been used to point out considering profit as a central goal to conduct
diversity research. On the other hand, non-performance based studies demonstrate
interpretivist arguments that explore positive or adverse experiences of disadvantageous
groups in a diverse environment. This focal point brings the categorisation of “business case
for diversity” as utilitarian argument and “ethical case for diversity “as a deontological
argument. Following on the demonstrating this diverse pillars of diversity research, we
discuss the concept of diversity in management research. In order to achieve aforementioned
purpose, we will examine “business case for diversity” and “ethical case for diversity”,
respectively in order to combine the perspectives in the discussion section.

2. Understanding “Business Case for Diversity” in Management Research

The concept of diversity brings a multi-ethnic, multi-racial, and multi-cultural perspective to
organisations because that concept creates an awareness of diverse populations both in
workplaces and commercial markets. After raising issues of diversity through the Workforce
2000 Report, organisations determined diversity by using a cost-benefit analysis because they
believed that diversity provided benefits for businesses (Singal, 2014). This notion brought
the idea of the business case for diversity in the 1980s. It was an important realisation in
terms of understanding that there is no need to exclude women or ethnic minorities from the
workplace, especially since they could provide beneficial business outcomes such as profit
and efficient productivity. In addition to these benefits, the common approach towards the
business case for diversity was that of providing the inclusion of minorities and the
non-discrimination of different identity groups (Kalonaityte, 2010). Some scholars (e.g.
Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Parotta et al., 2012), however, have presented
counter-arguments to the business case approach. Therefore, there is no consensus regarding
the business case for diversity. Thus, in this section, we firstly discuss mainstream arguments
for the business case for diversity's approach, and then secondly, the arguments against such
an approach. Fathoming these approaches allows one to better understand the business case
for diversity. Based on the various operational ranges of organisations, it is possible to
compile business case arguments on three grounds. These are listed as follows: (i) customer
relations and market share (Powell and Johns, 2015; Gotsis and Kortezi, 2015a; Gotsis and
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Kortezi, 2015b; Herring, 2009); (ii) labour relations and reducing labour costs (Slatter et al.,
2008; Herring, 2009), and (iii) quality and performance of the internal workforce (Ortlieb et
al., 2014; Chapple and Humphrey, 2014; Ricco and Guerci, 2014; Robinson and Dechant,
1997). These mainstream arguments have explained the importance of diversity awareness
with relation to business profits.

2.1 Customer Relations and Market Share

Drawing on data from a national sample of for-profit organisations (National Organization
Survey), and based on the testing of eight hypotheses related to the business case for diversity,
Herring (2009) posits that diversity contributes to the increase of a company's sales revenues,
its attaining more customers, its increasing its market share, and its enjoying greater relative
profits. O’Leary and Weathington (2006) also stipulate that employing a diverse workforce
leads to companies' having better customer relations. Bendick et al. (2010) explain as well
that diversifying a company's workforce leads to the company having better customer
relations and a growing market share. According to them, their employees having different
life experiences, notions, and cultural backgrounds, in turn, provides their having a better
understanding regarding diverse customers because diversity amongst employees creates a
broad market in terms of covering the needs of an increasing range of diverse customers.
Thus, customer satisfaction has been examined as an important component for obtaining a
higher market share. Therefore, some studies (Bhadury et al., 2000; Cox, 1991; Cox and
Blake, 1991) specifically focus on creating a relationship between customer satisfaction and
market share by employing a diverse workforce.Table 1. The capitals, assets and revenue in
listed banks.

2.2 Labour Relations and Reducing Labour Costs

Human capital is a factor that should be considered as being a form of competitive advantage
for organisations because it is the collection of all of the intelligence, experience, and insights
of organisational members. Within human capital theory, companies try to employ highly
skilled people in order to cover their strategic needs—something pivotal for their
organisational survival (Wright et al., 2001; Wright et al., 1994) because labour turnovers,
absenteeism, and discrimination lawsuits are common problems in companies if they do not
have any policies preventing them (Cox, 1991; Morrison, 1992). Therefore, the business case
for diversity claims that managing diversity achieves better business results in terms of labour
relations and reducing labour costs (Herring, 2009; Niederle et al., 2013; Koys, 2001). The
main reason why one should adopt this point-of-view is because it would increase
productivity, reduce the turnover rate, and avoid the costs of new recruitments and training
(McKay et al., 2009).

2.3 The Quality and Performance of Internal Workforce

This dimension of mainstream arguments considers organisational outcomes in terms of
profitability, productivity, innovation and group performance (Gotsis and Kortezi, 2013).
Businesses have recognised that increasing the creativity and innovation in the workplace is
one way of gaining a greater share of the marketplace (Burgess et al., 2009). Robinson and
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Dechant (1997), for example, propose that promoting the business case for diversity is
beneficial for businesses because it provides their “improving marketplace understanding,
increasing creativity and innovation, producing high quality problem solving, enhancing
leadership effectiveness, and building effective global relationships” (Cassell, 2000: 9). The
increased quality and performance of the workforce are a part of the indicated results of the
business case for diversity. The main points related to this argument are that it: creates a
competitive advantage by creating an appropriate corporate image (Nyambegera, 2002);
improves group performance at the organisational level (Benschop, 2001; Williams and
O’Reilly, 1998); appeals to high quality personnel (Cox and Blake, 1991; Ng and Burke,
2005); increases organisational flexibility by developing problem-solving capabilities at the
group level; and encourages creativity and innovation (Cox and Blake, 1991; Milliken and
Martins, 1996; Heres and Benschop, 2010). These perspectives of the business case for
diversity provides cost reduction, high organisational effectiveness, and increasing business
growth and profits (Singh and Point, 2004; Robinson and Dechant, 1997; Heres and
Benschop, 2010; Dijk et al., 2012; Thomas and Ely, 1996; O’Leary and Weathington, 2006;
Singal, 2014; Ozbilgin, 2008).

In spite of the benefits of the business case for diversity, some scholars emphasise the
negative impact that it has on business performance in terms of higher labour turnover;
ambiguity; confusion and communication problems; decreased organisational attachment;
conflict and tension; and the lack of cohesion amongst the workforce (e.g. Tatli, 2008;
Chevrier, 2003; Williams and O'Reilly, 1998; Milliken and Martins, 1996; Nemetz and
Christensen, 1996; Cox, 1991.

The main reason for the business case for diversity is the surface-level perspective of
managing diversity. This perspective postulates that diversity is an asset and that, therefore,
organisations should have a diverse workforce (Dijk et al., 2012). DM and the business case
approach to diversity are not as basic as discussed here. For instance, in their critical review
of diversity studies, Zanoni et al. (2010) clarify that the business case approach is not
sufficient for representing and preserving minority groups because they posit that minority
groups have been historically ignored by the business case approach. Furthermore, they claim
that there are still prevailing inequalities both in organisations and in society. Noon (2007)
supports Zanoni et al.'s (ibid) argument by suggesting that the business case approach does
not manage diversity ethically.

As has been stated in this section, the business case for diversity is mainly justified, not only
on the grounds of their economic and financial benefits to organisations, but also because
they increase companies' competitive advantage in their targeted markets (Morgan and Vardy,
2009). Thus, this perspective regarding the business case is a pragmatic rather than an ethical
one. The pragmatic perspective includes the outcomes of businesses which do not have
ethical concerns, such as equality and social justice (Gotsis and Kortezi, 2010). Broadly
speaking, the deontological and utilitarian paradigms consider these ethical and pragmatic
approaches (Ladkin, 2006; Macdonald and Beck-Dudley, 1994).
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3. Deontological Arguments for Diversity in ”Ethical Case for Diversity”

In this section, we examine the deontological and utilitarian arguments for diversity. In order
to do this, we will discuss three deontological approaches to diversity: viz., Kantian
deontology, Virtue Ethics, and the Ethics of Care conception of differences. Discussing both
arguments for diversity will provide one with a holistic perspective when continuing to
discuss diversity issues at different levels of context (i.e. national, international and global).

3.1 Kantian Deontology

Kantian deontology examines our actions based on some principles (e.g. being morally right,
having good intentions) (Gotsis and Kortezi, 2013). These principles claim that individuals
should not consider the consequences of their actions when they adopt those principles. This
feature of Kantian deontology emphasises that employees who are in a specific group or
minority deserve equality in terms of esteem and respect (Bowie, 1998). This notion does not
consider competitive advantage as being determined for the business case for diversity
because Kantian deontology posits it prevents pressures, intimidates and manipulates—all of
which are unethical in the eyes of Kantian deontology (Ciulla, 2012).

3.2 Virtue Ethics Views for Diversity

Utilitarian approach in “business case” examines diversity as a tool which creates opportunity
to attain desirable organisational ends. Virtue ethics, on the other hand, depicts organisational
virtue—something which is an Aristotelian ethical framework. Aristotle posits the notions of
the good life, happiness, and integrity rather than that of the utilitarian's perspective of
organisational efficiency (Solomon, 2003; Solomon, 2004, Gotsis and Kortezi, 2013). This
ethical view has been indicated as the most convincing one in contrast to rule-based theories
of Kantianism and utilitarianism (McPherson, 2013). Also, in McPherson's conceptual paper
(2013:288), he emphasises that virtue ethics views regarding businesses encompass ‘general
justice’ (i.e., promoting the common good) and ‘practical justice’ (i.e., giving what is due to
others and avoiding overreaching in benefits for oneself). Thus, he summarises two criteria
for virtue ethics in his study as follows:

“The virtues must be exercised (1) for the sake of the good of our lives
considered as a unitary whole, and (2) for the common good for communities of
which we are a part and the individual good of their members (McPherson, 2013:
289).

Based on McPherson (2013), Gotsis and Kortezi (2013) emphasise that virtues such as
forgivingness, meekness and benignity as valued ends; and that they can reduce bias and
prevent rigid social categorisation. This provides decreasing the level of stereotypes
regarding any type of diversity. Such results of virtue ethics may eliminate the conflicts of
employing a diverse workforce.

3.3 Ethics of Care for Diversity

This approach is an ethical rationale which encompasses valuing relationships and accepting
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each individual’s uniqueness (Wallace et al., 2014). Ethics for care is different from utilitarian
and deontological ethics. For instance, whilst utilitarian ethics considers outcomes and
cost-benefit analyses for businesses, deontological ethics emphasises universal moral
principles in general. However, the ethics for care approach considers the unique abilities of
the employees for the purpose of providing an ideal orientation to the organisation (O’Brien,
2013). The approach emphasises that organisations must value each person with his/her own
characteristic abilities (Lorbiecki and Jack, 2000; Gotsis and Kortezi, 2013).

The ethical frameworks which are stressed in this section explain why organisations value
diversity. The deontological approach considers universal principles and good will. Therefore,
that approach emphasises the duties of organisations as creating working environments with
regards to universal principles. The utilitarian approach, which supports the business case for
diversity, focuses on innovation and better problem solving in order to increase the efficiency
of organisational outcomes (Wallace et al., 2014). All approaches mentioned in this section
regard how organisations can manage diversity. The perceptions of all arguments mainly
focus on for-profit organisations with different organisational ends, such as profit ends and
employee-based ends.

4. Conclusion

In this conceptual paper, we discussed two different theoretical perspectives to diversity in
management research. In order to point out the main features of theoretical perspectives, we
categorised them into different sub- sections. Based on the perspectives, the concept of
diversity is considered as a tool that either creates positive outcomes for organisations or
provides a peaceful environment due to the importance of moral values in life. Even though
these two perspectives have different purposes, they all aim at providing inclusion of
minorities to the workforce. Whilst some scholars focus on the profit based understanding of
organisations, other scholars raise the importance of ethical perspective in organisations. This
situation demonstrates that diversity scholars focus on the issues that the organisations care.
For instance, if an organisation focuses only on profit, it does not consider the values and
ethics. It only considers how profit can be increased. On the other hand, if an organisation
realises the importance and impact of society in a context, it focuses on well-being of
employees since they need to cover the expectation of society.
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