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Diversity Movement Finding: 

Multiple diversity measures were 

found to be nonequivalent across 

gender and race, explaining most of 

the observed mean difference 

between groups.

Takeaway: 

The use of effect sizes can provide 

corrected group mean differences

Introduction
Surveys help organizations assess employee 
attitudes, particularly regarding employee 
reactions to new organizational initiatives 
(Saari & Judge, 2004; Saari & Scherbaum, 
2011). When addressing diversity, equity, 
and inclusion initiatives, organizations often 
focus on group differences in attitudes to 
identify areas for improvement (Grice et al., 
2021). However, groups do not always 
interpret surveys in the same way, causing 
measurement nonequivalence (Somaraju et 
al., 2022). Measurement nonequivalence 
makes it difficult, if not impossible, to 
compare group differences (Nye et al., 2019) 
presenting a problem for organizations.

Method
We assessed measurement invariance 
across five diversity-related measures. Data 
were collected across three organizations (N 
= 732) from different industries (i.e., 
healthcare, construction, information 
technology). We used 5 steps outlined by 
Somaraju et al. (2021) to examine measure 
nonequivlance:

1. Estimate the CFA model fit for each 
individual group. If each individual 
model has good fit, move to step 2

2. Estimate the CFA model fit for a 
multigroup model. The CFI will be used 
as the base fit score when determining 
item-level nonequivalence

3. Estimate a constrained CFA model fit 
(i.e., intercepts and loadings are 
constrained). The CFI provides  the 
baseline for determining a referent item

4. Identify the referent item. Iteratively 
free one item from until you find ΔCFI < 
.002 using CFI from Step 3

5. Assess item-level nonequivalence. 
Specify models in which one item, in 
addition to the referent item, are 
separately fixed to be equal. Compare 
model CFI to the baseline CFI identified 
in Step 2

Analyses were run in R Studio using the 
lavaan package for estimating CFA fit and 
dmacs to estimate dMAC effect sizes

Results
Results indicate that for all five measures, 
there was significant measurement 
nonequivalence across organizations such that 
all but the referent item were found to be 
nonequivalent. We also examined 
measurement invariance across race and 
gender where all measures in all organizations 
were nonequivalent. Interestingly, these 
effects were not similar across organizations. 
The construction company had strong gender 
effects across measures (dMAC = -.64 to -.13), 
but weak racial effects (dMAC = -.08 to .34). In 
contrast, the healthcare company had 
relatively stronger racial effects (dMAC = -.62 to -
.35) than gender (dMAC = -.43 to -.01). The 
information technology company had low 
effects for both race (dMAC = -.29 to .04) and 
gender (dMAC = -.20 to .09). 
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