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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 CFl 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 CFl provides the
baseline for determining a referent item

4. ldentify the referent item. Iteratively
free one item from until you find ACFI <
.002 using CFl 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 CFl to the baseline CFl identified
In Step 2

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

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

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 (dy,c = --64 to -.13),
but weak racial effects (d, .. =-.08 to .34). In
contrast, the healthcare company had
relatively stronger racial effects (d, .. = -.62 to -
.35) than gender (d,,,c = --43 to -.01). The
information technology company had low
effects for both race (dy,,c = --29 to .04) and
gender (d\,,c = --20 to .09).

Table 1
Demographic Statiztics — Race and Ethnicity
IT Construction Healthcare
White 137 (68.16%) 131 (68.95%) 169 (64.02%)
Black O (4.48%) 10 (5.26%) 34 (12 B8%)
Latinx 19 (9 45%) O (4.74%) 7(2.65%)
Asian 6 (2.00%) 2 (1.03%) 0
Indigenous or Wative Alaskan 1{.3%) 0 0
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0 1(.38%)
Multiracial 3 (2.49%) 3 (1.58%) 6 (2.27%)
Prefer not to respond 23(11.44%) 35 (1842%) 45 (17.03%)
Prefer to self-describe 1 {.3%) 0 2 (.76%)
Table 2|
Demographic Statistics - Gender
IT Construction Healthcare
Men 122 (61%) 49 (25.93%) 212 ({80.92%)
Women 58 (29%) 111 (58.73) 14 (5.3%)
Non-binary 1(.5%) 1(.5%) 1(.3%)
Prefer not to respond 18 (9%%) 27 (14.29%) 34 (12.98%)
Self-identify 1(.5%) 1(.5%) 1(.3%)
Table 3
deale Means — Attitudes Towards DEI
Full Sample Men Women M Diff. White Fmployee: Racial Minoritie= M Diff.
M 5D M SfD M 5D Exp. True M S0 M S0  Exp. True
IT 2483 477 2501 485 2555 413 -42 96 2553 407 2403 585 -133 -20
Comstruction 24.70 463 2373 439 2564 385 -158 349 2450 437 238 359 T2 4
Healtheare 2255 541 2275 536 2450 390 -157 332 2346 507 2081 552 28 -17

Note. The expected and true mean differences are reported for each group companzon. Expectad mean differsnce rafers to the
differsnces m means canzed by measurement nonequivalence. True mean differsnce subtracts the expected mean differencs from the
obzerved mean differance.

Tahle 4
Seale Meanz — Career Development
Full Sample Men Women M Diff. White Employees Racial Minorities M Diff.
M 5D M SfD M 5D Exp. True M D M S$D Exp. True
IT 1638 307 1624 309 1681 263 -037 094 1644 283 1646 324 002 0.00
Construchion 1625 3.00 15435 34 1665 262 -110 232 16.33 2.92 16.29 3.1 -004 000
Healthcare 1549 376 1574 369 1614 298 032 072 16.1 344 1432 381 -1.89 (.11
Table &
aeale Memns — Diserimination and Harazsmens
Full Sample Men Women M Diff. White Employee: Racial Minorities M Diff.
M 5D M SfD M 5D Exp. Truoe M D M S$D  Exp. True
IT 2494 450 2502 465 2526 4.00 -0.18 042 2529 417 2438 527 -0.89 -0.03
Construction 24700 4.6 2200 548 2538 351 -228 566 2432 4.56 243 550 -001 -0.01
Healtheare 2330 498 2351 4935 2386 420 026 06l 24.1 4.79 213 463 251 029
Tahble &
seale Mean: — Hiving, Recvuitmens, and Rstention
Full Sample Men Women M Diff. White Employees Racial Minorities M Diff.
M 5D M D M 5D Exp. True M 5D M SD  Exp. True
IT 1604 340 1595 319 1613 353 017 0.01 1631 319 1538 411 -0.79 Q.06

Construction 1336 330 1674 285 145 386 234 010 1392 3.35 17.08 342 118 002
Healtheare  14.35 353 1419 3381 1432 402 023 000 15.07 3.60 12,64 453 -185 043

Table 7
Seale Means — Sense of Belonging and Inclusion
Full Sample Men Women M Diff. White Employees Racial Minorities M Diff.
M 5D M 5D M 5D Exp. True M 5D M SD  Exp. True

IT 2431 309 2419 507 2476 466 035 092 243 475 2368 562 -089 007
Construction 2447 410 2435 3195 2487 3179 022 074 24 20 it 243 3.05 026 -0.13
Healtheare  22.75 340 2378 514 2479 3578 -083 134 239 487 21.64 54  -181 044

Table 8|
Chrerved and Predicted Cohken'z D
IT Conztruction Healithcare
Cohen's D Dbzerved Predicted Corrected Obzerved Predicted Corrected Obzerved Predicted Corrected
Atrtndes
Crender 12 -47 39 Af -.54 1.15 33 - BE 1.01
Face =33 -58 023 25 sl -0.31 - 51 -T5 0.24
Discromination
Crender 5 Ad -0.39 R0 =78 1.58 a7 =57 L)
Facs 2l Al -0.30 Rl 34 -0.39 59 -T2 1.31
Career
Development
Crender 1a -6 k] A3 -56 ac A1 -4 S5
Face =01 35 036 A1 - 42 43 50 - T0 1.20
Hiringz
render -5 A7 -0.532 68 - 76 1.44 -6 -33 =27
Face A2 - 48 026 =34 55 -0.89 B3 - T4 1.37
Senze of
Eelonzme
render 12 -47 59 14 4 S0 19
Face 17 -1 %8 .11 44 54 A5 2 2]
Note. All predicted effact size nze the majority group as tha refarent.
Table 9
Seale Avevage [lyp. and Expected MNE Effeer
IT Healthcare Conztruction
Ave duyas % af Mean Ave dyas % of Mean  Ave diyae % of Mean
DEI Attitudes
Face =29 38% -.54 106% 26 68%
Gender - 11 T8% -43 0004 -44 33%
Career Development
Face 14 87% =56 108% - 13 102%
Crender =20 H3% =17 21% =35 a0
Dizerom. & Harass.
Face - 1% Q7% -49 00% 00 43%
Gender e Te%a =27 74% -38 67%
Hiring, Betent, & Eecruit.
Face -23 105% -.62 117%% 34 102%%
Gender 06 97% ) 100% - 65 104%
Senze of Belonz. & Ipclus.
Face =03 108% =35 31% =08 67%
Gender 12 61% -.22 32% - 13 43%

Nore. The “% of Maan™ reports what percentage of the observed mean difference 15 accounted for by RNE.
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