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Abstract

Predicting Attitudes to Diversity:

-The relationship between personal characteristics and prejudice towards diversity
By:

Johan Hildingsson

The aim of the current study was to evaluate the extent to which certain values, traits,
cognitive styles, and cultural dimensions can a predict diversity attitudes of individuals. A
sample of 104 respondents from a broad range of 39 nationalities represented answered a 5—
10 minutes survey testing respondents’ views using the shorter TIPI (ten item personality
index) of the Big Five personality traits dimension, SSVS (Short Schwartz’s Value Survey),
Gelfand’s tightness/looseness dimension, cognitive conformity style & Hofstede’s
masculinity dimension in addition to the attitudes to diversity scale focusing on two scales of
prejudice against females and foreign ethnics.

The study established strong links of findings clearly pointing to a distinct connection
between harboring fewer negative attitudes to diversity and openness to experiences,
benevolence, universalism, self-direction, and self-transcendence, whereas higher levels of
conformity, conservation, power, and tradition in addition to the male gender all were found
of harboring more negative attitudes to diversity.

Keywords: Attitudes to diversity, values, traits, tightness/looseness, cognitive style,
masculinity

Paper category: Master Thesis



Resumo

O objetivo do presente estudo foi avaliar como certos valores, tragos, estilos cognitivos e
culturas podem prever com precisdo os resultados de atitudes de diversidade. Uma amostra de
104 entrevistados de uma ampla gama de 39 nacionalidades representadas respondeu a uma
pesquisa de 5 a 10 minutos testando as opinides dos entrevistados usando o TIPI (indice de
personalidade de dez itens) mais curto da dimensao dos Cinco Grandes tragos de
personalidade, SSVS (Pesquisa de Valor Curto de Schwartz), A dimensao de rigidez /
frouxidao de Gelfand, o estilo de conformidade cognitiva e a dimensao de masculinidade de
Hofstede, além da escala de atitudes em relacao a diversidade com foco em duas escalas de
preconceito contra mulheres e etnias estrangeiras.

O estudo estabeleceu fortes ligagdes de resultados que apontam claramente para uma conexao
distinta entre abrigar menos atitudes negativas em relacdo a diversidade e abertura para
experiéncias, benevoléncia, universalismo, autodire¢do e autotranscendéncia, enquanto niveis
mais elevados de conformidade, conservagao, poder e tradi¢ao além do género masculino,
todos nutriram atitudes mais negativas em relacao a diversidade.

Palavras-chave: Atitudes em relacdo a diversidade, valores, tragos, rigidez / frouxiddo, estilo
cognitivo, masculinidade

Categoria de trabalho: Disserta¢do de Mestrado



1. Introduction

Diversity is a concept that has the potential of stirring up many mixed emotions in people
whether positive or negative and is also something that has many mixed meanings depending
on who’s asked. In today’s world, diversity is becoming an ever-important concept to deal
with for societies in general just as it is for companies specifically due to the ever intertwining

of our world with people of different backgrounds coming together at unprecedent rates

(USBLS, 2019).

The effects of the increased diversity for companies have been widely studied in previous
research. Research that has praised the effects of diversity for its many benefits like (Lorenzo
et al, 2018; Smith & Turner, 2015; Sakpal, 2019) establishing diversity to increase revenues,
increased productivity, and higher job satisfaction for companies, while others have criticized
diversity for bringing more miscommunication problems, and a more hostile work
environment leading to loss of productivity for companies (Kochan et al, 2003; Martin, 2014),
which in truth makes any real consensus of the implications of diversity clearly lacking.
Martin (2014) Armache, (2012) also concludes that diversity can be very positive for

companies just as it can be negative, depending on how it’s managed and perceived.

The previous mentioned lack of consensus of diversity effects on companies begs the
question, why? Why is it that diversity hasn’t been completely established as an either
positive or negative variable for companies to strive for? The answer is perhaps that diversity
in its definition is as different as its name entails (Roberson, 2016). Diversity is a complex
phenomenon, and many different types of diversity make it difficult to assess diversity as a
one construct especially considering that diversity also can have different meanings for
different people, entities, and at different levels in the organization. Its vague nature also
makes it difficult to determine what or when something actually is truly diverse which further

adds to the problem of establishing a positive or negative consensus of diversity implications.

This leaves us with a growing concept that can’t be easily comprehended and analyzed across
research fields and cultures, obstructing real insight of diversity effects. Diversity can indeed
prove very positive for companies, but it might as well be negative depending on who’s asked
and how diversity has been managed or treated in any given company and its underlying
workforce prejudices (Shemla et al, 2014; Martin, 2014; Armache, 2012). The effects of
diversity thus become less interesting in themselves and the attitudes to diversity among the

workforce become more important since the attitudes to diversity and their underlying



prejudices seem to be highly indicative if diversity will be a positive or negative attribute for a

company (Shemla et al, 2014).

1.1 Justification

Considering a more connected world with increasing diversity in populations, it becomes very
important indeed to establish the effects of diversity. Since effects of diversity seem to
differentiate from study to study, the perception of diversity becomes more important since
the effects of diversity and the perception of diversity might differ greatly. Ultimately
considering the fact that perceptions of diversity can indicate whether increasing diversity will
be more successful or not, this makes predicting and evaluating attitudes to diversity highly

interesting.

The world has become more diverse and at the same time in my perception, more and more
western countries have become more conservative and protective of their own countries seen
in the US with Trump, the UK with Brexit, and my own native country of Sweden with a
surging right conservative alliance and a rightwing party now one of the largest parties in the
country among others. The perception of diversity and especially that of cultural diversity in
the world seems to be pointing downwards and better understanding these perceptions as well
as better predicting them becomes important especially for companies not to lose out on

potential positive effects of diversity which makes this paper important.

Measuring attitudes to diversity is easier done than measuring the effects of diversity for
companies which can be done by simple anonymous questionnaires. When combined with
personality and values tests, it’s possible to determine certain traits or values to be more or
less appreciative of diversity which again makes measuring attitudes to diversity and
predicting outcomes more salient than trying to measure the effects of diversity for companies
on given metrics because it will always be more difficult to accurately account for all the

variables affecting companies other than diversity alone.

Considering the fact that attitudes to diversity also seems to indicate whether an increase in
diversity will be providing a more positive or negative outcome for teams (Shemla et al,
2014) it becomes of great importance to establish predictions of how people will likely view

diversity as it thus offers a chance for example managers to better combat the negativity and



gain the boost that diversity can indeed provide when increasing diversity in a company as

previously stated.

1.2 Objectives

The objective of this paper is to establish correlations between certain individual traits, values,
and other characteristics and attitudes toward diversity in order to better predict which
characteristics in people are related to their view of diversity as more or less favorable.
Understanding which types of personality characteristics of different traits and values that
hold a more positive attitude to diversity and which types that hold more negative attitudes to

diversity is thus the main objective of this study.

In order to achieve the main goal of the study, a questionnaire was made for respondents to
answer anonymously answering well-established tests of personality traits, values as well as
other items of more demographic nature together with items of attitudes to diversity and
tested using correlations and regressions with attitudes to diversity as the dependent variable
tested against the independent variables of traits, values etc. Other independent variables
included respondents’ cultural background from the Hofstede masculinity/femininity
dimension as well as respondents’ perception on their national culture on the tight/loose

culture scale to see if national culture can also a determining factor .
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2. Literature review

2.1 Diversity

Diversity is by its definition by Merriam-webster the following “..condition of having or

’

being composed of differing elements..” which is a rather easy and straightforward definition.
However, its vague nature by simply being of “differing elements” leaves undoubtedly several
different interpretations of what diversity actually is or when something actually can be called
diverse. Ironically this creates as diverse definitions of diversity as the diversity definition
itself and has led to the discussions of so called “true diversity” in workplace diversity

(Roberson, 2019; Areiqgat et al, 2020).

Diversity is also divided into aspects of “surface level” and “deep level” diversity. The major
differences between the two are the visual observability of attributes, i.e. things that can be
obtained by a person often simply by looking at another person such as, but not always,
characteristics like gender, age group, overt religion practices. These surface-level attributes
are also those that are usually associated with stereotypes and assumptions we all make about
other people without necessarily knowing them. Contrary to surface-level characteristics,
deep-level characteristics are less obvious and take more time to understand which can
include education, values, cultures, and beliefs among others. These are less
obvious/observable characteristics which we might make assumptions on by judging on the
surface level attributes but can’t at all really predict accurately without knowing and

observing the persons in question (Mannix & Neale, 2005; Harrison et al, 1998, 2002).

It’s important to note that the surface-level attributes might appear one way and we might
have any given stereotype about any given person depending on the surface-level attributes,
but these assumptions might very well be wrong all the same as some surface-level attributes
might lead to wrong predictions about deep-level characteristics. This also makes diversity a
more complex subject since diversity can appear very different at the surface level based on
the most observable attributes from the deep level that may not be easily observable. This
could lead to several types of compositions of a group of people who might look the same on
the surface level but might actually be diverse in their values and beliefs; similarly, a group of
people who might look very different at the surface level might have very similar values and

beliefs. The disconnect between mere appearances (i.e. surface-level attributes) and the less
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observable but powerful attributes that guide individual behavior (i.e. deep-level attributes)

makes diversity a complex issue.

While different ways of measuring diversity exist such as Simpson’s diversity index that can
determine the diversity of a group in singular elements such as gender or ethnic diversity of
groups, true diversity is often missed. Diversity is not just measured as easily as singular
numbers as if someone is male or female, Swedish or Brazilian because it doesn’t necessarily
translate into a true diversity number. Considering a group of 10 individuals and 5 of them are
male and the rest female, such a group would look well diverse and gain a high diversity score
as the group is mixed 50/50 with a diversity index calculation. If the group is actually
comprised of individuals all born in the same city, having received similar education and
otherwise have similar to near identical life experiences, the group suddenly is not as diverse
anymore because they are all people with similar background and experiences which is called
misrepresentation as the numbers are misleading/misrepresenting the actual diversity and

inclusion level.

Misrepresentation can thus mean that certain groups of people albeit for example all male
should actually be considered more diverse if they are comprised of different nationalities
coming from different backgrounds and differing life experiences (Harries et al, 2018).
Another problem when measuring diversity as reported by eye witness account such as
employees in companies is that the employees perception of the diversity level at their
varying companies are often inaccurate to reality, either as too high or too low (Lindzon,
2017) making the perceived diversity not necessary representative of true diversity. All of this
thus becomes a problem for measuring diversity and inclusivity in companies as well as the
perceptions of companies and their varying structures of diversity. This also offers one of
many intriguing ways for companies to appear diverse “on paper” while not actually being it
in reality just as a situation of not appearing diverse on paper but being it in reality can exist

which again makes perception an important piece to reaching true diversity.

Tokenism is another term extending from the same problem where certain employees in
companies might have been hired to make their company appear more diverse on paper such
as females or foreign ethnic workers are hired in low value positions or otherwise away from
the core business of the company such as “diverse workers” are hired as security guards and
cleaning crews in a bank while all the actual bankers and management, etc in the core
business of the bank are male or from the same ethnic background making up the majority of
the employees. Research tackling this topic has shed light on the importance of understanding

12



the complexities of workplace diversity for example such that less than normal social
functioning was established among coworkers with few other-ethnic coworkers (Enchautegui-

de-Jesus et al, 2006)

Similarly, affirmative actions have had mixed results. Forcing people to be more appreciative
of diversity by various actions like mandatory training programs on diversity has actually had
the opposite effects and has instead reduced diversity among managers over a five year period
whereas when voluntary, managerial diversity increased over the same period (Dobbin &
Kalev, 2016). Quotas are another strong-arming affirmative action that doesn’t have any
desirable outcome. It is aimed at making it impossible for less diverse people to be considered
for certain positions despite them perhaps not being the better candidate and new hires can
often face a more hostile work environment and more prejudice stemming from them being
hired more for the diversity they bring and not for their competencies whether high or low

(Dover, Major, & Kaiser, 2016).

Much research has been conducted into the field of workplace diversity and many studies too,
have been made into calculating the effects of workplace diversity on all diversity
subcategories of organizational, group and individual diversity sections. Research seems to be
rather inconclusive however about the benefits or costs diversity bring despite much of it
pointing into a positive correlation between diversity and different measures such as
performance, creativity etc while much research also points to downright negative attributes
which might seem contradictory but can perhaps also be explained by the differing scenarios
and their unique situations every study has been applied to. One such study found that
diversity bring many benefits but also emphasize its many challenges and problems that can

potentially arise with increased diversity for different levels and situations (Armache, 2012).

2.2 Attitudes to workplace diversity

Attitudes to diversity are largely based on prejudices held against certain individuals or
groups of people. In the workplace, these prejudices and attitudes can manifest themselves as
certain people to be viewed as less capable to perform certain tasks or be more difficult to
work with just to mention two examples (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001). Often, those

prejudices are completely unfounded and untrue. Especially women and other minority
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groups like certain foreign ethnic groups have experienced to a greater degree more

mistreatment and discrimination over the past 100 years (Colella et al, 2017).

Attitudes to diversity can also very be important determinants of how successful workplace
diversity can be (Van Oudenhoven-van der Zee et al, 2009) which makes attitudes to diversity
an important factor of measuring the success of diversity in the work environment. A more
hostile attitude among the general coworkers in a company towards diversity yield a less
favorable outcome while a more positive attitude is more likely to be more favorable of

increased diversity and increase the performance or success of increased diversity (Shemla et

al, 2014).

In/out group biases can have a great impact on workplace diversity. The “in group” is
comprised of the idea of “us” which is construed of different elements that a group of people
share collectively which can be culture, education, gender etc. The “out group” is the idea of
“them” and can comprise any person that is of a different element other than the shared
elements of an “in group” such as again education, culture, language etc. These thus create
biases that arise for “in group” persons against persons belonging to an “out group” that are
different from our own “in group” and the biases can be implicit as well as explicit (Brewer,

1979).

We typically appreciate more the in group as we have something shared that we value
collectively. Similar to caring more for our close family (in group) compared to complete
strangers (out group). The same bias is found in the workplace and is thus a great hinder for
diversity since diversity means increasing heterogeneity creating stronger “out groups” that
are different from the major “in group” within a company. Trust and cooperation among “in
groups” are typically higher than “out groups” creating further obstacles for workplace
diversity to overcome (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner et al, 1987; Van Knippenberg et al
2013).

Merely increasing or decreasing diversity therefore does not by themselves determine a boost
or loss in any given metric such as productivity caused by diversity. The implementation of
increased diversity becomes important just as the core attitudes to diversity are since a higher
negative attitude to diversity is likely to yield a more hostile coworking environment if
diversity is increased and this will result in a performance loss rather than a boost from
increased diversity. Addressing such attitudes to try and change them to something more

favorable is therefore important (Aberson, 2007). Changing attitudes can however be difficult,
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and to at the very least extent be able to better predict where such negative or positive

attitudes exist, becomes ever more important (De Meuse & Hostager, 2001).

Negative attitudes to workplace diversity are derived from different prejudices such as
prejudice against people of certain skin color or ethnicity, cultural affinity, gender, handicap,
age and much more. Persons might have more prejudice towards certain groups and thus
generally a more negative attitude to diversity as a whole, but it’s therefore also important to
break down diversity into different segments since this also means that certain persons can
have no prejudice against certain no groups and very high to others which can result in a less

(or higher) overall negative attitude to diversity (Shaefer, 2007).

Previous research has found certain groups of people to have both more and less prejudice to
other particular groups of people and more (or less) negative attitudes to diversity as a whole.
This includes studies that have determined males to having increased prejudice against female
leaders/managers (Case et al, 2008) just as increased prejudice against foreigners by people

having achieved lower educational levels (Haegel, 1999; Winkler, 1999;).

2.3 Predictors of Attitudes toward Diversity and Hypotheses Generation

Considering the objective of the study and the previous literature review of what has been
studied about diversity, its effects and how it is related to perceptions and attitudes based of
personal characteristics, values cultures etc. I propose the following hypotheses based of the

different variables as follow below.

Values

Values have been widely used as predictors of attitudes to diversity in previous research and
have been used as determinants of evaluating things prioritized and appreciated in people’s
lives as well as their behaviors and approaches to things. Values are a sense the guiding
principles of persons and are often social constructs dictating how people view certain things
and accordingly live their lives. Any given person can have many values represented in their
life just as it’s possible to have few values. Universal values are values shared cross culturally
while other values exist as well. Values can often be shared as well as differentiated from

person to person even within cultures (Schwartz, 1992).
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The Schwartz value survey (SVS) has been commonly used to determine respondents’
personal values. The SVS is comprised of around 56 items aimed at measuring ten specific
universal values recognized globally. The values measured are universalism (understanding
and appreciative, seeking equality and justice), benevolence (helpful, honest and taking care
of others), conformity (obedience and politeness, restraining from seeking things to upset
others), tradition (respecting of what has been and being humble), security (safety and
harmony, emphasizing belonging), power (status and prestige seeking wealth & recognition),
achievement (succeeding by demonstrating competence, being ambitious and capable),
hedonism (self-indulgency, seeks pleasure and enjoyment of life), stimulation (seeks
excitement and challenges), and self-direction (emphasis on freedom and independence, want

to choose and act independently)( Schwartz, 1992).

The 10 specific values simultaneously make up four broad values on a circular pie chart or 2-
dimensional graph which are “conservation” (conformity, tradition, security) versus
“openness to change” (stimulation, self-direction) and “self-transcendence” (universalism,

benevolence) versus “self-enhancement” (power, achievement, hedonism) (Schwartz, 1992).

Previous studies like Sawyerr et al (2005) and Anglim et al (2019) have rather expectedly
found specific values with a high score in especially universalism and benevolence to be
correlated with less negative attitudes to diversity since kindness is linked with benevolence
wanting to care for others and to fight injustice just as universalism is linked with a higher
appreciation for everyone and everyone’s equal worth thus indicting fewer negative attitudes
to diversity from such persons. While higher scores in values such as tradition, security, and
power have been found to be correlated with higher negative attitudes to diversity since these
focus on the protection of the self, for things to be as they are and to a higher extent prioritize
the self-interest over others, unsurprisingly leaving little room to appreciate diversity

(Sawyerr et al, 2005; Anglim et al, 2019).

The specific values thus also transition some of their affects into the four broader values. This
should thus be true for “self-transcendence” resulting in less negative attitudes to diversity
because it is completely comprised of the two specific values that are already correlated to
less negative attitudes to diversity of universalism and benevolence. While higher
“conservation” scores have been linked to more negative attitudes to diversity (Grigoryan &

Schwartz, 2020) albeit not unanimously (Sawyerr et al, 2005).
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The broader values should thus summarize up the specific values into four groups that are
more easily interpreted than the ten specific values separately, but the effects on the broad
values should not be significant without them also being at least partially significant for the
specific values separately as well. Persons of more traditional and power-seeking values
should result in more broad conservation values which will show an increased negative
attitude to diversity. Whereas persons of more universalistic and benevolent values making up
more the broad value of self-transcendence should be more appreciative of diversity and show

fewer negative attitudes to diversity.

Hypothesis H. 1: Values will influence attitudes to diversity.

Specific hypotheses:
Hla: Persons of higher conservation values will show more negative attitudes to diversity

H1b: Persons of higher self-transcendence values will show fewer negative attitudes to
diversity.

Personality traits

Personality traits are distinctive characteristics indicative to how people are and act but is
more uncontrollable in that people for the most part can’t actively choose the traits to possess
or not. Traits are similar to values indicating how people live, but traits are more descriptive
of how people are whereas values act more as guiding principles for people’s lives of what
they appreciate in life. Values also don’t have to be shared in that people don’t have to have
many values in life whereas all humans have some personality traits indicating the kind of

person they are from the descriptive point of view (Parks-Leduc et al, 2014).

Personality traits such as the “big 5 personalities have been historically used in research as a
determinant of different personalities using a 60 item large inventory (Costa Jr & McCrae,
1978) and has offered a link in studies of determining attitudes to diversity based of these
traits. Studies like (Ackermann & Ackermann, 2015; Miville et al, 1999; Han & Pistole,

29 ¢

2017) found among the big 5 traits made up of “extraversion”, “agreeableness”,
“conscientiousness”, “neuroticism” (or sometimes “emotional stability”), and “openness to
experiences” that high agreeableness and openness to experiences held greater appreciation
for diversity while (Anglim et al, 2019) also found extraversion as an important trait

correlated with less negative attitudes to diversity.
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Extraversion is defined as a person being talkative and socially outgoing, often more energetic
and sociable as well as forceful. Agreeableness define persons who are more forgiving, kind
and considerate of others often showing more modesty and higher trust of others.
Conscientiousness defines persons who are more efficient and organized as well as thorough
and not acting carelessly. Neuroticism or emotional stability define persons who are more
moody and easier irritable as well as more vulnerable and tends to worry a lot and be more
nervous than others. Openness to experiences define persons who are more curious and
imaginative and are often artistic with an active imagination and original ideas inventory

(Costa Jr & McCrae, 1978).

The Hexaco personality trait test differs from the original big 5 as it adds a 6™ personality trait
to the already established “big 5 which is “honesty-humility”” where a high score aims to
signify people who are less manipulative with less temptations to break rules or otherwise
enrich themselves unfairly (Ashton & Lee, 2007). The Hexaco test has become increasingly
popular among researchers and while the original big 5 remain most highly used, the Hexaco
test has been deemed the better predictor of deviance in the work environment or otherwise

classified as negative attitudes to diversity (Pletzer et al, 2019).

Personality traits should thus influence attitudes to diversity but only openness to experiences
seems to be correlating of statistical significance continuously in previous research and only
that one trait will be tested as a hypothesis although the others will naturally be used and

presented in the study as well.

Hypothesis H. 2: Personality traits will influence attitudes to diversity.

Specific hypothesis: H2a: Persons more open to experiences will show fewer negative
attitudes to diversity

Tight/loose cultural orientation

Tightness/looseness of cultures measures how societies view divergent behavior. Tighter
cultures are more conformity in that in such societies, people are expected to act in certain
ways and deviant behaviors outside of the norm are more frowned or looked down upon.
Looser cultures are the complete opposite of the tighter ones in that such societies are more
acceptive of deviant behavior. People who act in different/divergent ways or behaviors are not

frowned down upon, at least not to the same extent as in tighter cultures. (Gelfand et al,
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2011). Tightness/looseness have been used in studies such as determining perceptions on
leadership for both type of cultures (Aktas, Gelfand, Hanges, 2015). How tight/loose cultures
act in times of crises such as attitudes and responses to the covid-19 pandemic which found
rather expectedly tighter cultures to face fewer cases and deaths from faster cooperation than

in looser cultures (Gelfand et al, 2021).

Tightness/looseness cultures have also been found to vary greatly within countries, thus
potentially making the tool less reliable for specific predictions on individual levels as these
are more adapted from local or regional environments as compared to countrywide
generalizations (Harrington & Gelfand, 2014). The study also concluded that tighter cultures
(in the US) among other things have higher social stability but also higher inequalities than
looser cultures. The tightness/looseness doesn’t necessarily mean the same thing across

nations.

A Chinese study (Chua, Huang, Jin, 2019) found that Chinese tight culture provinces are more
developed and show a higher tolerance for diversity such as higher gender equality than their
looser counterparts. Such a result seems highly counterintuitive to previous research and
therefore highlights a potential weakness of the tight/loose culture tool, as it alone cannot
fully explain metrics like “attitudes to diversity”” and that other supplemental indicators or

moderators are probably needed to fully capture these effects.

Despite the contradicting research about tight/loose cultures on attitudes to diversity, the
hypothesis saying persons of tighter cultures to show more negative attitudes to diversity will
be tested. Few Chinese respondents are likely to answer the survey and establishing where in
China or exactly which other regions within countries respondents report from is simply not
possible for this study. Therefore, the more general approach will be used and here the
research seems indicative that tighter cultures should indicate more negative attitudes to

diversity.

Hypothesis H. 3: Tightness/looseness cultures will influence attitudes to diversity.

Specific hypothesis: H3a: Persons of a tighter culture will show more negative attitudes to
diversity.

Cognitive conformity
Because the tight/loose culture tool use items that might indicate more towards values for

countries on a national level which is not necessarily shared by individual respondents’
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beliefs, the tool might not be as an important indicator/moderator linked to attitudes to
diversity. Cognitive conformity could better depict individual personal beliefs as indicators of
how tight/loose people/respondents actually are themselves. Since tighter cultures are linked
to higher conformity levels and looser cultures are associated with lower levels of conformity
(Gelfand et al, 2011). Cognitive conformity, therefore, can potentially offer a greater tool of
determining personal tightness/looseness cultures than the more general and countrywide

tight/loose cultural tool do.

The cognitive style of people determines the way any given person perceive things as well as
dealing with how they act in certain situations, think, and learn. The cognitive style can thus
have a great impact on how people function in teams versus work alone as well as how
persons take in and use information they perceive (Ausburn & Ausburn , 1978; Messick ,

1984).

Cognitive conformity style is about how persons try to fit in within societies and groups by
changing and adapting to what is expected of them. The expectations are and given person’s
own perceived expectations and can differ from person to person even within groups or
cultures. Persons with less cognitive conformity styles will likely not care so much about
adapting to what is expected of them, either because they don’t think certain things are
expected of them or they don’t care about it and will likely engage more in “deviant behavior”

compared to persons of higher cognitive conformity styles (Crutchfield, 1955).

The cognitive conformity part of the larger conformity-creativity (Kirton, 1976; Miron et al,
2004) examines how personal characteristics affect innovation and quality/performance and
found that innovation and performance can indeed go hand in hand and does not have to
exclude each other pending on the initiative level of creative coworkers. Which further adds
to the previous established research found in tight/loose cultures, that more conformity
cultures do not have to be any less innovative than looser ones and also that a person of a
higher conformity level therefore does not have to be any more or less negative to diversity

than persons of less conformity.

The hypothesis 4 thus will test if respondents of a higher cognitive conformity style will show
more negative attitudes to diversity since they are likely to frown upon deviancies that
increases of diversity and new ways of thinking and doing can bring. This as persons of
higher cognitive conformity will likely prefer things to be as they have always been and thus

not appreciate diversity.
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Hypothesis H. 4: Cognitive Conformity Style will influence attitudes to diversity.

Specific hypothesis: H4a: Respondents of higher conformity cognitive style will show more

negative attitudes to diversity.

Feminine/Masculine Cultural Orientation

The Hofstede national culture “6-D” model offers the most, in previous research, dominant

tool of measuring interculturally values ranging from 20 to around 40 items and it’s made up
of Power distance, individualism versus collectivism, masculinity vs femininity, uncertainty
avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence versus restraint (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede

& Bond, 1988; Hofstede, 2001).

The dimensions are as noted by Hofstede himself not to be used as an individual person’s
views but should be used as a general indicator for countrywide views overall shared by the
general public of any nation. Thus, using it as a kind of predictor for individuals’ personal
views can indeed be completely erroneous just as it can be correct, making it less than
desirable for individual predictions of smaller samples but achieve a higher validity in larger

samples predicting more general views (Hofstede & Minkov 2013).

The masculinity vs femininity dimension determines how societies view ideas of success &
cooperation. Masculine orientated cultures strive more for personal success through
achievements and material rewards by competing while feminine orientated cultures strive
more for cooperation seeking modesty and balance to achieve higher equality in their societies

seeking consensus (Hofstede, 2001).

There have been several studies comparing Hofstede’s 6-D with the SVS (Ng, Lee, Soutar,
2007) and at least one have especially looked and found convergence for higher femininity
scores from Hofstede correlated with the broader value of higher self-transcendence from the
SVS (Gouveia & Ros, 2000) since femininity means more empathy and desire for social
equality directly linked to the specific values of benevolence and universalism. Masculinity is
instead the opposite, valuing more personal gain and prioritizing self-interests first just as the
broader self-enhancement value is comprised of specific values of power and achievement

that value the same thing (Hofstede, 1984; Schwartz, 1990).
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Respondents of more feminine defined cultures will likely show fewer negative attitudes to
diversity since they tend to come from societies valuing equality and justice similar to the

values of universalism and benevolence. Hypothesis 5 will thus test this assumption.
Hypothesis H. 5: Hofstede masculinity dimension will influence attitudes to diversity.

Specific hypothesis: H5a: Feminine cultural orientation will show fewer negative attitudes to

diversity.
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3. Methodology

In the following section, the methodology for the current study will be presented. It will describe
how the current study has been conducted including details for its different parts for each

variable and these measurements as well as the different sample demographical elements.

3.1 Procedure

The underlying goal of the study was to explore the relationship between attitudes to
diversity, especially negative ones, in relation to different characteristics such as personal
values & traits, cultural values and personal cognition. Such characteristics would be gathered
from established research already discussed in the literature review. Thus, the study aimed to
predict attitudes to diversity, such that predictions about certain people of a certain value, trait
or similar would likely feel a certain way about diversity. The real goal was to test and
potentially solidify certain values and traits as strong predictors of attitudes to diversity
whether negative or positive, from already established research in addition to also identifying
new indicating predictors that have not been used as much before or otherwise not found to be

strongly correlated.

A hybrid of both primary and secondary data collection was used. Primary data was collected
from a quantitative survey made of international respondents. Secondary data was collected from
already established comparison sources, combined in part with primary data of survey
respondents’ answers. Specifically, the secondary data was collected from Hofstede, but also the

“big 5 personalities” and Gelfand’s’ tight/loose culture dimensions.

In respect for the outstanding pandemic times with its many restrictions, a quantitative survey
was deemed the best approach to receiving substantial responses on a global scale. Interviews
were deemed too time consuming and potentially much more limited to conduct due to the
pandemic. Such an approach would likely also only focus on one culture and wouldn’t therefore
necessarily provide valuable insights since national culture might eschew findings in certain
directions and would also render any attempt at establishing links between national cultures and
attitudes to diversity impossible without taking into consideration other cultural values. The
survey method approach also enables easier analysis of testing the relationships between

variables and their strength.
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The survey was constructed using the survey program “Qualtrics” and data was from there
exported and analyzed using “Excel” as well as the data analytics program “SPSS 28”. The
survey was distributed via social media as social media offers a great global distribution
network. The survey was answered in full anonymity offering survey responders a more secure
way to reply with full honesty reducing some possible biases potentially otherwise caused from
feeling pressure or fear from answering in any certain way that a monitored survey could inflict.
A smaller survey was deemed the most effective since a longer survey would likely make survey
respondents lose interest and result in incomplete surveys or at the very least result in untrue
replies from the loss of interest respondents could face as documented in previous

research(Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009).

Naturally, certain questions had to be asked in the survey to gather data for the hypotheses
testing and a too short survey would otherwise not gather enough answers. Open ended questions
were avoided for easier analysis of the results. Items were derived from established tests and
surveys using Likert scales for results. Therefore, a survey of around 5-10 minutes was deemed
the most effective length of survey while still receiving substantial replies enough to analyze
over the dataset. The completion time ended up varying between survey responders from 22
minutes at most to 2 minutes at the lowest. The median time it took responders to finish the
survey was however 6 minutes which seemed like the most credible completion time across the

sample.

A survey sample of 10 students was also tested before launching the survey and it took them
about 10 minutes to complete which was deemed too long to make the survey efficient in
completion time in regard to useful measurements. The survey was thus cut shorter by removing
some wording, sequencing, and other less useful questions in particular related to demographics

that didn’t add any real value to the survey.

Another problem that arose through the testing phase was the simplicity to guess and understand
what the survey aimed at testing from the responder’s views. This was solved by the sequencing
and randomization of questions from dividing certain groups of questions into smaller groups.
This problem could otherwise have made respondents answer questions dishonestly from their
actual thoughts because they could have easier understood what the survey aimed to achieve and
thus answered a certain way to “fit” the expected answer which naturally would have been a

problem creating untrue answers.
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3.2 Measurements

The survey used 5 different scales for measuring survey respondents’ different values, traits,
attitudes, 1 of these was a dependent variable which is the “attitudes to diversity” also broken
down into 2 sub-groups of “female” & “ethnic” prejudice, with the other 4 being independent
variables related to the dependent variable of “attitudes to diversity”. On top of
aforementioned scales, a sixth dimension of an independent variable was used as derived from
respondents’ demographics of nationality pre-classified by Hofstede’s cultural dimension of
“masculinity”. Other demographics were also measured such as gender, education, country of
residence, and more. The 5 scales were derived from existing literature (covered in the
literature review section previously) and were used for different reasons to be discussed in the

next paragraphs.

Attitudes to diversity

Measuring attitudes to diversity was the core of the whole thesis and to measure it a strong scale
was needed. The attitudes to diversity scale was derived from existing research (Montei et al,
1996; Anglim et al, 2019) in order to measure attitudes to diversity in the survey responding
sample. The scale comprises 18 items, measured on a 1-5 Likert scale with 1 meaning very
inaccurate and 5 meaning very accurate with 10 non-reversed items and 8 reversed items. These
items were especially taken from the Anglim et al 2019 report but not in their entirety. The
current report focused on female and ethnic items while the Anglim report included other items

of disability and elders too which again was not the aim of the current study.

Certain items were also rephrased after the testing phase for the current study had some reports
of misunderstandings/confusions. This was particularly true for the word “ethnic” as used in the
Anglim paper which was reported unclear whether it focused on which type of ethnic group that
was concerned. The Anglim report also focused only on Australia whereas the current study took
a more global view. For this reason too, the word “ethnic” was better rephrased to “foreign
ethnicity” or “other ethic group” were used to make the distinction clear that it was a foreign
group other than the respondents own ethnic group that was in question. The items gathered a

strong reliability nonetheless with a Cronbach alpha of 0,893109.
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Values

The SVS is a well-used and established tool of measuring intercultural values that are
shared/recognized globally (Weeden, 2011; Spini, 2003). The SVS has however also faced
validity criticism for values having different meanings across cultures despite being
recognized globally which has resulted in the SVS suffering potential validity losses in certain
scenarios cross culturally when the SVS is relied on solely (Peng et al, 1997). The SVS has
also been made into the Short Schwartz Value Survey (SSVS) which aims to capture the same
values as the original SVS but by a shorter 10 item survey and has achieved high validity
scores compared to the original SVS (Lindeman, Verkasalo, 2005) making the SSVS a more

efficient tool for shorter surveys.

In order to measure respondents® values, the “Short Schwartz’s Value Survey” (SSVS)
(Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005) was used using a 10 item test ultimately derived from the
“SVS” (Schwartz’s Value Survey), (Schwartz, 1992, 1996) as mentioned previously. The
scales were used on a Likert scale from 0-8 with 0 meaning “opposed to my principles” and 8
meaning “of supreme importance”. There are 10 values existing in the Schwartz value survey
and each item signified a different value where respondents thus indicated the level of
importance each value meant to them making each item synonymous to a specific certain

value.

There were also a 2-dimensional broader value chart made up of the 10 different specific
values of which 4 broad values were construed. These 4 broad values were calculated from
the 10 items in regards to the specific values and didn’t need any further items to be tested.
These were as previously stated, conservatism vs openness to change and self-transcendence
vs self-fulfillment. The alpha value for the SSVS items was a reported 0,732725 which is

considered a reliable result.
Personality traits

Shorter measurements of the big 5 personality traits such as the SIMP (Wood & Hampson,
2005), TIPI (Gosling et al, 2003), short version of big 5 (Rammstedt & John, 2007) have been
constructed to offer easier methods of measuring the big 5 personality traits and have been
found to reach a similar relationship with the original big 5, 60 item inventory measurement.
The TIPI achieved a somewhat stronger validity score when compared of the three shorter

measures (Furnham, 2008) with the three being otherwise similar in completion time.
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The short completion time and high validity score indicates a great use for the TIPI in the
field of correlating personality traits with negative attitudes to diversity as it’s arguably faster
yet valid as an instrument compared to the longer 60 (or 100) items comprised of the Hexaco
or original big 5 testing. However, in my own literature review research, surprisingly few
studies seemed to have actually used the TIPI as a moderator between personality traits and
negative attitudes to diversity as opposed to the more popular Hexaco and the original big 5

tests.

10 Items were thus used to measure respondents character traits. These items were tested
using the TIPI test (Gosling et al, 2003) as mentioned above. The items were measured on a
1-7 Likert scale with 1 meaning “strongly disagree” and 7 meaning “strongly agree”. The 10
items determine 5 different personality traits known as “the big 5 and these are derived from
5 pairs of the 10 items of one reversed item and one non-reversed. This much shorter 10 item
test indicates a much effective personality tool rather than the longer 200 item HEXACO test

or others.

The individual alphas for each pair of items signifying 5 different traits with 5 different alphas
were 0,637 for “Extraversion”, 0,102 for “Agreeableness”, 0,645 for “Conscientiousness”,
0,631 for “Emotional Stability”, and 0,212 for “Openness to Experiences”. Which makes the
alphas for “agreeableness” and “openness to experiences” highly unreliable according to the
Cronbach alpha test. Low alphas are nonetheless not very surprising for a short item survey
and 1s also noticed by Gosling (the creator of the TIPI test) who argues that “the aim of the
TIPI is not to achieve a high alpha score but rather high validity”. A low alpha reliability has
also been discussed heavily in research in that alphas can be misleading especially for scales
using fewer items (Kline, 2000; Hinton et al, 2004; Wood & Hampson, 2005). Therefore, the
low alphas point to a poor reliability of the TIPI but also that the low alphas are not

necessarily indicative of a poor and unreliable test considering its size.

Tight/loose cultural orientation

6 items were used to measure the tightness/looseness of respondents using the tight/loose
scale from existing literature (Gelfand et al, 2011) as mentioned in the literature review. The
scale also used a Likert scale but of values ranging from 1-6 with 1 meaning “strongly
disagree” and 7 meaning “strongly agree”. One of the items was reversed and the rest non-

reversed which was justified by Gelfand as otherwise having many reversed items doesn’t
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have much meaning and could otherwise “introduce method factors that supersede
substantive factors”. The scales were used to measure respondents’ views in light of their
own countries of residence that was otherwise unclear from the original formatting of the
items. The items scale reached an alpha of 0,652578 which makes it less reliable but using the
same logic and argument as previously for the TIPI, the alpha is not necessarily crucial for

shorter item scales while the alpha above 0.6 being nevertheless acceptable albeit weak.

Cognitive Conformity

4 items were used to measure the cognitive conformity of survey respondents using the
subcategory conformity scale of cognitive style (Miron et al, 2004) as already mentioned in
the literature review. The scale consisted of a 1-7 Likert scale with 1 meaning “strongly
disagree” and 7 meaning “strongly agree”. The items is the subcategory of cognitive style as
mentioned and originally consists of 2 other subcategories of “attention to detail”” and
“creativity”, each consisting of 4 items on a similar scale. However, only the “conformity”

category was used as the others didn’t add value in a desired way.

The conformity aspect was used to measure induvial conformity from a set of items, which is
different from the “conformity value” derived from a single item from the “SSVS”. It was
also used as a compliment to the tight/loose scale offering a more personal reflection of each
of the respondent’s individual views which the more general tight/loose cultural tool might
otherwise not capture. The conformity items reached an alpha of 0,628799 which is similar to
the tight/loose culture items alpha which again is acceptable for the same reasons as before

while only using 4 items.

Demographics & Hofstede Masculinity

Several single demographical items were also used in the survey, but without any previous
research to back them up. These were “gender”, “educational level”, “national identity”,
“country of residence”, and “industry of profession”. It’s against the nationality demography
where the last scale using Hofstede’s masculinity/femininity dimension was used as
mentioned in the literature review and was not a set of items respondents otherwise answered

to specifically in the survey. The reported nationality by each of the survey responders was

calculated afterwards using the score each nationality scores in “masculinity” according to
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Hofstede from 0-99 and converted to a Likert scale of 0-9 with 0 meaning more feminine
culture and 9 meaning more masculine culture since the original dimension measures
“masculinity” with a high score indicating masculine culture, and a low, feminine (Hofstede,

1980, 1988, 2001, 2021).

3.3 Sample
The sample of survey responders gathered a sample of 104 responders from around the world

comprised of 39 nationalities globally. From those, 78 responders were female (75%), 25 male
(24.04%), and 1 reported non-binary/third gender (0.96%). The sample consisted mainly of
higher education responders due likely to the fact of social media distribution aimed at other
students conducting their own surveys responding as a favor although a few were of lesser
educational levels too. The sample consisted of 23 graduates (master education or higher), 64
undergraduates (bachelor), 7 of some university, 7 completed high school, and 2 uncompleted

high school while 1 respondent preferred not to say.

This means that overall, 83.66% of the sample had at least completed a bachelor’s degree
which is important to remember for this sample making it less representative of the general
population. It’s also important to note that 55.77% of the sample reported being born in the
reported country of residence while 40.38% were not and 3.85% being born in the same
country, but by foreign born parents which again makes this sample less representative of the
population as a whole and potentially less representative of the cultures reported. The survey
was run in an almost month-long period from May 9'" until June 2% 2021. In addition, the test

survey was run mid-April ‘21.
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4. Data analysis
In the following section, data analyzed from the survey will be presented in the form of both

text and some visuals. This will be followed by a discussion of the results and interesting
findings. Following the analysis of the results, the hypotheses as presented previously, will be

tested and accordingly accepted or rejected based on the presented results.

For the analysis, data analytics program “SPSS” was used as well as “Excel” in addition to the
survey tool “Qualtrics” used to create the survey. Correlations between variables from survey
items will be presented both in respect to each other as well as to the dependent variable of
“negative attitudes to diversity” with its adjoining two subcategories of “female” & “ethnic”
prejudice. In addition, regressions of the prementioned variables will also be presented as well

as the means and standard deviations.

4.1 General results
The objective of the study was to study the relationship between personal values, traits and

more regarding attitudes to diversity in order to better predict how certain values, traits etc.
will likely correspond to certain attitudes to diversity. The different statistics are presented in
the following figures below detailing the correlations between the variables tested, and in

regard to attitudes to diversity as well as a regression analysis of the same variables.

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach alphas are also presented as well as the different
significance levels (p) of which certain variables are correlating with others. p= <.01 significance
levels are indicated with three stars, p=<.05 with two stars, and p=<.1 is indicated with bold text.
With the focus being on p=<.05 significance levels, the author found it interesting to highlight
the p=<.1 significance levels as well while keeping in mind those findings to be less reliable to

generalize and make predictions about.

Figure 1. Correlations of main variables

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
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Demographics -
1.Male

2.Educational level .064 -

3.Foreigner -.139 | 174 | -
Hofstede -.201* | -.058| .160 | -
Masculinity

4.Masculine country

Personality traits .002 .030 | -.149( -.294** (.637)

5.Extraversion

6.Agreeableness -.105 .070 | -.030| .041 -.051 (.102)

7.Conscientiousness | -.113 .034 | .022 | -.051 -.033 126 (.645)

8.Emotional stability | .299** | .149 | .046 | -.320*% .123 .239% .190 (.631)

9.0penness to -.157 | 069 | .147 | -.159 | .185 116 134 .106 (212)
experiences
Values 127 -.003( .050 | .052 -.164 | 027 .087 206% | - .415%% (\733)

10.Conservative

11.Self- -.059 .080 | 0 .045 - .266%% 302%* | 076 .109 -.107 .208* | (.733)
transcendence
Tight/loose Culture | .049 -.005| .155 | .128 .015 -.040 | -.034 | -.105 | .064 -.017 | -.153 (.653)

12.Tight country

Cognitive Personal | -.042 | .104 | .145 | .047 -.099 | .180 256*%* | .093 .005 118 267 | 227*% | (.629)
13.Cognitive

Conformity

Mean .240 3.98 | 440 | 4.28 4.255 4.663 5.144 | 4390 | 5.245 .868 -1.235 | 4.002 | 4.906
Std. Deviation 429 .881 | .500 | 2.19 1.270 991 1.226 1.392 | .953 .844 611 .679 .884

** =p<.01, * =p<.05, Bold text = p<.l. Parenthesis = Cronbach Alpha values

Some of the correlations and variables worth mentioning in Figure 1 is that the “Masculinity”
and “Tightness” variables are not necessarily the respondents’ personal beliefs. Masculinity
was captured from the nationality reported by the respondents and scored by the pre-classified
Hofstede dimensions for each country. Therefore, the negative correlation between “male”
respondents and “masculinity” simply means that the male respondents in the survey came

from more feminine countries and not that they are any less or more masculine themselves.
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The tightness variable asked respondents’ items that were appliable for the country they were
currently in and does also not necessarily capture the personal ideas, values etc. which the
respondents might have themselves, but instead more aimed at what they think of how people
in their country think in general, which naturally can differ a great deal from person to person.
That is why the cognitive conformity variable was used to better capture respondents’
personal views in regard to conformity which, as previously established, is closely linked to
tightness/looseness. This relationship is also supported in the data with p <.05 and r=.227

linking higher conformity respondents to tighter cultures.

The only strong demographic difference is seen in males being more emotionally stable
compared to females with an r=.299 linked to respondents from more masculine countries
consisting of more females, as already established, reported less emotional stability r=-.320
while respondents with higher traits of extraversion showed a negative correlation to more
masculine cultures of = -.294. Something less expected perhaps is that respondents of higher
Self-transcendence reported a correlation of r=.208, p=<.05 in relation to Conservatism. More
expectedly was that conservatism was strongly negatively correlated to openness to

experiences at p=<.01 with r=-.415.

Figure 2. Correlation of attitudes to diversity and subcategories

Variables l. 2. 3.
1. Negative attitudes | (.893)

to diversity

2. Female prejudice | .856** (.774)

3. Foreign ethnic 932%* 652%* (.847)
prejudice

Mean 2.133 2.258 2.043
Std Deviation .602 738 .651

** =p<.01, * =p<.05, Bold text = p<.l. Parenthesis = Cronbach Alpha values

Figure 2 shows a high correlation between the more general negative attitudes to diversity
variable in addition to the more specific subcategories of prejudice (negative attitudes) to
females and foreign ethnics. These results were all reliable with the Cronbach Alphas ensuring a
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reliability and consistency among items, as well as statistically significant findings of p= <.01.
The subcategories of female & foreign ethnic prejudices had values of = .856 & .932

respectively in regard to general negative attitudes to diversity.

The correlation is also high between the two subcategories with r=.652 albeit slightly lower
compared to the general attitudes to diversity which is expected since people might have more
prejudice against certain groups of diversity but less to some. The data does indicate however
that respondents with prejudice against either diversity group of female or ethnic, have some

prejudice against the other as well albeit not necessarily as strong.
4.2 Results

Figures 3 and 4 below show the correlation and regression analyses of variables regarding
attitudes to diversity. In terms of demographics, the results show that males reported more
prejudice against foreign ethnic groups of (r=.252, p=<.05) and against females (r=.360, p=

<.05) as well as (r=".337, p=<.01) to negative attitudes to diversity as a whole.

Hypothesis 1 (H1) predicted that values will influence attitudes to diversity and that hypothesis
la (H1a) specifically tested persons of more conservation values should have more negative
attitudes to diversity while hypothesis 1b (H1b) tested persons of more self-transcendence values
to have fewer negative attitudes to diversity. Hla did indeed show a positive correlation to
negative attitudes to diversity (b=.366, =498, p=<.01). H1b did show the precited negative
correlation to negative attitudes to diversity but only in the regression analysis (figure 4) with
(b=-.216, p=<.01). The specific values of benevolence (r=-.316, r=-.109 p=<.01) and
universalism (r=-.361, p=<.01) making up the self-transcendence broader value did however
show strong predicted correlation in the bivariate correlation as well (figure 3) although only
benevolence proved statistically significant in the regression (figure 4). Hypothesis 1 and the sub

hypotheses Hla and H1b are therefore supported.

Hypothesis 2 (H2) predicted that personality traits would influence attitudes to diversity and H2a
tested that relationship for the one traits openness to experiences specifically. Among the traits,
indeed also only openness to experiences shows a high statistical significance of p=<.05 which
again is the main focus of the study. It shows an r=-.352 to negative diversity attitudes and r= -
.354 to ethnic prejudice both with p=<.01 It shows also a negative correlation to female specific
prejudice at r=- .218 but less significant with p= <.05. Openness to experiences to negative
attitudes to diversity (b=-.197, r=-.352, p=<.01). Thus, Hypothesis 2 and H2a were both
supported.
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Hypothesis 3 (H3) predicted that tight/loose cultures would influence negative attitudes to
diversity and H3a tested that relationship specifically were respondents of tighter cultures would
have more negative attitudes to diversity. Tightness to negative attitudes to diversity (b=.031,

r=.041, p=>.05) thus, H3, H3a were not supported.

Hypothesis 4 (H4), H4a predicted that higher scores of conformity cognitive styles would
indicate more negative attitudes to diversity. Cognitive conformity to negative attitudes to

diversity (b=-.047, r=-.094, p=>.05) thus, H4, H4a were not supported.

Hypothesis 5 (H5), H5a predicted that more masculine orientated cultures would show more
negative attitudes to diversity. Masculinity to negative attitudes to diversity (b=.073, r=-.069,
p=>.05) thus, H5, H5a were not supported.

Detailed results pertaining to Values

The specific power value indicates many strong correlations both positive and negative ones.
People valuing power more show more negative attitudes to diversity and against female and
ethnic specifically at r= .251, r= 248 and r= 188 respectively all being statistically significant
albeit only below p=< .1 significance for ethnic prejudice specifically. Respondents of more
conformity values as well as traditional values also showed more negative attitudes to diversity
in all groups with p=<.01. These also make up the broader value of conservatism to a higher
extent which shows as a higher conservation value too indicating more negative attitudes to
diversity on all categories with p= <.01 and values of r =>.35 and closer to r= .5 for ethnic and

general diversity negativity.

Values that had the opposite effect in reducing negative attitudes to diversity were especially
self-direction, universalism, and benevolence. Self-direction value showed a strong significance
to less ethnic prejudice specifically which also both universalism and benevolence did although
they showed significance p=<.05 values for less female specific prejudice as well. They all
showed r values above -.3 for ethnic prejudice, around -.3 for negativity to diversity as a whole
and around -.2 for female prejudice. Interestingly the broader value of self-transcendence which
is highly made up of these three values showed no significance in regard to attitudes to diversity
at all in the bivariate correlation from figure 3 whereas it becomes much more important for the

regression analysis seen in figure 4 below.

The specific values become less significant in figure 4 with only conformity and benevolence

showing statistical significance. Benevolence decreased negative attitudes to diversity with p=
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<.05 for general and ethnic specific prejudice but only p= <.1 for female specific prejudice
with b values around -.1. Conformity has the opposite effect but is less powerful with b
values less than .1 and similarly p= <.05 for general diversity and ethnic prejudice but only p=

<.1 for female specific prejudice.

Figure 3. Bivariate correlation of variables regarding attitudes to diversity

Variables Negative attitudes to | Female prejudice Foreign ethnic
diversity prejudice
Demographics 337 360%* 252%
Male
Educational level .032 .031 .034
Foreigner -.063 -.036 -.069
Masculinity -.069 -.153 -.007
Hofstede dimension
Masculine country
Personality traits -.015 .106 -.100
Extraversion
Agreeableness -.183 -.158 -.169
Conscientiousness -.168 -.161 -.165
Emotional stability 161 136 157
Openness to - 352%* -.218%* - .354%*
experiences
Specific values 251%* .248* .188
Power
Achievement -.117 -.022 -17
Hedonism -.037 .020 -.097
Stimulation -.108 012 -.168
Self-direction - .299%* -.168 -.336%*
Universalism -.361** -.218* - .401**
Benevolence -.316%* -.199* - .353%*
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Tradition 311 264%* 259
Conformity 336%* 270%* 294%*
Security 12 119 .031
Broad values A498%* 359%* AT3%*
Conservation

Self-Transcendence | - .128 - .146 -.092
Tight/loose culture | .041 .075 .009
Tight country

Cognitive style -.094 -.052 -.121

Conformity

** =p< .01, *=p<.05, Bold text =p< .1

Figure 4. Regression of variables regarding attitudes to diversity

Variables Negative attitudes to | Female prejudice Foreign ethnic
diversity prejudice
Personality traits -.002 .068 -.052
Extraversion
Agreeableness -.093 -.070 -.114
Conscientiousness -.056 -.061 -.071
Emotional stability 076 .042 .106%*
Openness to - . 197** -.140 - 215%*
experiences
Specific values .056 .054 .060
Power
Achievement -.023 -.014 -.029
Hedonism .035 .035 .019
Stimulation .041 .076 .038
Self-direction -.070 -.062 -.078
Universalism -.053 -.038 -.062
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Benevolence -.109* -.096 - 117*
Tradition .044 .040 .041
Conformity 075% 078 075%
Security .037 .029 016
Broad values 366** 311%* 382%*
Conservation

Self-Transcendence | - .216** -.241%* -.199*
Tight/loose culture | .031 .069 .008
Tight country

Cognitive style -.047 -.024 -.075
Conformity

Masculinity .073 -.051 224
Hofstede dimension

Masculine country

** =p< .01, *=p<.05, Bold text =p< .1

The analysis from the above presented figures and text, result in the following testing of the
previously stated hypotheses shown below in figure 5. Variables need to show the pre-
anticipated positive or negative correlations (r or b = +-,) of which the hypotheses are construed
of and only variables below p= <.05 are supported, otherwise any hypotheses was found not

supported from a lack of enough statistically significant support.

Figure 5. Hypothesis testing

Variable Variable results Hypothesis results
H. 1: Values will influence Expected correlation and Supported
attitudes to diversity. statistically significant

H. 1a: Persons of higher b=.366 Supported
conservation values will show p=<.05

more negative attitudes to

diversity
H. 1b: Persons of higher self- b=-.216 Supported
transcendence values will show p=<.05
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less negative attitudes to

diversity.

H. 2: Personality traits will Expected correlation and Supported
influence attitudes to statistically significant

diversity

H. 2a: Persons more open to =-.197 Supported
experiences will show p=<.05

fewer negative attitudes to

diversity

H. 3: Tightness/looseness Not statistically Not supported
cultures will influence significant

attitudes to diversity

H. 3a: Persons of a tighter b =.031 Not supported
culture will show more p=>.05

negative attitudes to diversity

H. 4: Cognitive Conformity Not statistically Not supported
will influence attitudes to significant

diversity

H. 4a: Respondents of higher b= -.047 Not supported
conformity cognitive style will p=>.05

show more negative attitudes

to diversity.

H. 5: Hofstede masculinity Not statistically Not supported
dimension will influence significant

attitudes to diversity

H. 5a: Feminine defined culturg b=.073 Not supported
will show fewer negative p=>.05

attitudes to diversity.
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4.3 Discussion

From the presented table of figure 5 in addition to the previous figures and text in the result
section it’s visible to see that about half of the hypotheses were accepted and the rest rejected.
The hypotheses with more backing from previous studies in the literature review linking certain
traits and values to certain attitudes to diversity are seen in hypotheses 1 and 2, these also turned
out to be supported. The more novel hypotheses, linking general culture views to personal views
on attitudes to diversity of hypothesis 3 as well as trying to establish a link between cognitive
conformity to attitudes to diversity both were not supported without statistical significance. The
link might still be true but there was no evidence for these hypotheses from the current study

presented above.

Hypothesis 1 has the sub-hypotheses of Hla and H1b that test the broad values of conservation
closely linked to the specific values of tradition, security, conformity relied more heavily on the
specific values of universalism and benevolence. Instead of testing all these different specific
values, the above-mentioned broader values were determined to represent the specific values
well in only two hypotheses which also turned out to be true. Although, it must be reiterated that
the self-transcendence value did not show statistical significance in the pure bivariate correlation
test. The specific values of universalism and benevolence that make up self-transcendence did,
and self-transcendence later did in the regression analysis as well, but the specific values of
universalism and benevolence didn’t show significance in the regression analysis. Considering
the fact that many of the specific values also showed statistical significance either positively or
negatively correlating to negative attitudes to diversity (figure 3, 4), makes the main hypothesis 1
undeniably supported (figure 5) meaning that values indeed influences attitudes to diversity

although not all nor to the same degree unanimously.

Hypothesis 2 only tested one trait (H2a) as only openness to experiences had consequently been
found to be supported in previous research. The trait was found correlating negatively to
negative attitudes to diversity in the current study with high statistical significance of p<.05
making the hypothesis supported. Hypothesis 3 tested a conceivable correlation between tighter
cultures valuing diversity less favorably, but no correlation of significance was found. This is
however not too surprisingly since, as previously stated, the items ask respondents to answer in
accordance with how they think the general population in their specific countries fall on the
tightness/looseness scale which is more applicable to larger sample sizes. In the current sample

many respondents were also reported as some kind of foreigner in the country of residence which
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also can eschew any links. In addition, the sample was likely too small to establish general
significance across cultures since 104 respondents were distributed over almost 40 nationalities

making it the sample on average only about 2-3 respondents per national culture.

The cognitive conformity hypothesis 4 tested more the personal conformity cognitive style of
respondents to better capture the individual views. Higher conformity levels have been found to
correlated to tighter cultures which was true in the current study. The hypothesis 4 however, just
like hypothesis 3, turned out to be not supported from a lack of statistical support. This is also
not entirely unexpected since there had been some findings contradicting the assumptions of
tighter and more conformity cultures harboring less appreciation for diversity, as previously

presented in the literature review.

The Hofstede masculinity/femininity dimension should have yielded a more negative correlation
of femininity to negative attitudes to diversity. Feminine cultures are classified as more caring
for others and justice seeking which should have corresponded well with universalism and
benevolence which thus meant that masculinity should have showed a positive relationship to
negative attitudes to diversity but ultimately showed no statistical significance. The
generalization of cultures not applicable to smaller samples and of personal views, likely made

this assumption lack statistical support, much like hypothesis 3, and was not supported.

Stronger support for demographics correlation to negative attitudes to diversity whether positive
or negative were also expected but without hypotheses. A higher educational level should have
indicated less negative attitudes to diversity. Considering that the vast majority of the sample
population had higher education, and the small sample population indicating a lower educational

level, it’s perhaps not usurpingly that said correlation lacked statistical support.

The gender variable is however a rather interesting find in that males showed more negative
attitudes to diversity as a whole, but also showed more prejudice against ethnic and females
specifically and was correlating in addition to showing high statistical significance across the
board. This, in light of having a highly educated sample population, makes the male variable all
the more fascinating. Males did however only represent about a fourth of the sample and the few
males might have had more extreme views than the average male. The results show however,
that males on average show more negativity towards females as well as other ethnicities, perhaps

indicating a real problem in today’s society that ought to be studied further.

Overall, it’s evident that certain characteristics of personal traits and values indeed are

significantly correlated to negative attitudes to diversity. Persons of more conservation and
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conformity values shows a significant increase of negative attitudes to diversity just as males do
whereas persons of more openness to experiences and self-transcendence together with
benevolence and universalism show significant decreases of negative attitudes to diversity.
These traits and values are important to mention as they can indicate whether persons are more

or less prone to harboring negative attitudes to diversity.
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5. Limitations, recommendations, and conclusion

In this final section, the de/limitations regarding the current study will be presented and
discussed followed by future research recommendations and a conclusion to summarize the

details of the current study previously presented.

5.1 Limitations/delimitations

The study was conducted using a survey style research with self-reporting data collection.
This means that survey respondents might very well have answered survey items in any way
they saw fit which can mean that reported results might be completely untrue of what the
respondents actually think themselves. Some respondents did also answer the survey
surprisingly fast which might mean that they rushed though the survey without really giving
much thought of their answers although not necessarily. Respondents did also answer with
complete anonymity but as the test was distributed mainly on social medias, respondents
might have some unfounded fears that they were indeed being monitored which together with
general social pressures might have caused respondents to answer items in a different way

than they actually thought.

The survey was also completed with a very ethnically diverse crowd of respondents
answering the survey in English which can also eschew findings as respondents might have
different understandings of some words from culture to culture as well as from English as a
first versus second language might mean that some respondents might have different thoughts
that would better have been captured in their own language, but not as much, or more, in
English also thus perhaps eschewing the reported final results whether over or under valuating
actual results. The somewhat smaller sample size just above 100 responses which in itself is a
small but decent sized sample is hampered further by the many different nationalities
represented which makes generalizations over nationalities much more difficult which
represents another limitation problem. More respondents from could have offered greater

possibilities of making nationality based generalization findings statistically significant.

The sample of the survey was also limited to containing mainly women at % of the sample
and higher educated persons with at least some university education representing over 85% of
the sample which naturally isn’t at all very representing of population in general. The sample
did also contain many “foreigners” in the country of residency again not representing general

42



populations very accurately as well as the sample contained many different nationalities in
general which makes generalizations based off of nationalities much more difficult which
could otherwise have been interesting to establish any possible links to attitudes to diversity

whether existing or not.

The survey was focused on attitudes to diversity by only two main diversity attributes of
female and ethnic. The survey could thus have included other types of diversity as well like
prejudices against elders/teenagers, non-binary gender, any type of handicapped people and
more. Considering that diversity can be very broad and include many types, the two types of
female and ethnic prejudice were deemed some of the more important considering general
populations as well as perhaps more easily understood cross-culturally. Needless to say, this

left many fields of diversity to be studied further.

5.2 Future Research & Recommendations

Future research should include attitudes to more diversity subgroups than the two of female
and ethnic used in this study to see if similar attitudes would remain for persons of certain
traits, values etc. or if they would change, and in that case how they would change. A larger
sample not necessarily representing more nationalities but better representing the nationalities
as used in the current study could enable a better correlation among certain cultures and
nationalities. The tight/loose aspect as well as the Hofstede masculinity/femininity dimensions
are interesting potential indicators of attitudes to diversity but ones that ought to change from
culture to culture as well and further dissecting the attitudes to diversity could offer
interesting patterns, especially considering that tight/loose doesn’t mean the same across all

countries and cultures.

Demographics better depicting the real population would also likely enable a clear distinction
among education in regard to attitudes to diversity for instance which should be interesting to
see if such is the case. In the current study it was impossible to establish that higher
educational levels decreased negative attitudes to diversity although it should have. On the
opposite was the gender demography which was highly indicative of certain attitudes to
diversity such as males harboring more negativity towards diversity than females. The sample
was once again not 50/50 or even very close to being 50/50 and further research should try to
look further into that and see if a more balanced sample still shows clear correlations of
attitudes to diversity based on gender alone. Increasing non-binary genders in the sample

could also be interesting to see how this group would react to diversity statistically, since only
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one person in the current study identified as such making any analysis naturally impossible

from a statistically significant point.
5.3 Conclusion

The ample number of studies done on diversity provided a good foundation for the current
study to be built on. Considering that today’s world is ever diversifying and becoming ever
intertwined, makes diversity a crucial factor for not only businesses, but in general society.
How diversity is affecting companies in particular thus becomes extremely important but
considering that actual number don’t necessarily mean much as to compared to what people’s
perceptions of things are, it instead becomes more urgent to understand and predict people’s
attitudes to diversity than the impacts of diversity by itself which is the exact reason this study
was made. Being able to accurately predict certain attitudes to various groups of diversity can
help companies as well as society in general to function better and allow for better use of
resources to combat and overcome such problems stemming from negativity towards

diversity.

Looking at the results from the current study once again it’s evident that indeed certain
characteristics whether they are traits or values, do predict certain attitudes to diversity
whether positive or negative ones. Such links have been established in earlier research as
recognized in the literature review previously, but the fact that the current study can

corroborate such links is highly interesting, showing the worth of the research.

Persons of higher indicated values in universalism and benevolence meaning the broader
value of self-transcendence did indeed show fewer negative attitudes to diversity. Just as
persons more valuing conformity and tradition meaning the broader value of conservation
showed more negative attitudes to diversity which is exactly what was proposed in the study
objective. Similarly, persons more open to new experiences showed much fewer negative

attitudes to diversity as expected.

The more novel research in the current study aimed to link tight/loose- and masculinity
cultures as well as cognitive conformity levels to certain attitudes to diversity that didn’t show
the statistical significance as expected and thus couldn’t establish any links in either direction.
This shows that certain individual characteristics are more predictive of negative attitudes

toward diversity than others.
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Appendices

Survey items:

Consent

e Participation in this survey is voluntary and it takes around 10 minutes to complete.

Your answers will be given anonymously and will not be traced back to you, nor will

any additional personal data be collected about you.

By clicking and confirming the CAPTCHA, you give your consent for your answers to

be used by the survey creators.

Demographics
Q2.1 Your gender

e Male
e Female
e Nonbinary/third gender

e Prefer not to say
Q2.2 Your current country of residence

e Country:

e Prefer not to say
Q2.3 Your nationality

e Same as country of residence
e Country of national identity:

e Prefer not to say
Q2.4 Were you born in your current country of residence?

e Yes
e Yes, by foreign born parent/s
e No

e Prefer not to say
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Q4.1 Which is your highest achieved educational level?

e Uncompleted high school
e High school

e Some university

e Undergrad(bachelor)

e (Graduate(master or higher)

e Prefer not to say

Q5.1 What is your industry of profession?

e Industry:

e Prefer not to say

Email update

Thank you for participating in this survey, you have now reached the end.

Would you like to receive a copy of the report when finished?

e Yes, my email is:

e No

The short Schwartz’s value survey (SSVS) items

On a scale of 0-8 (O=less important, 8=more important) rate yourself on the following

values of importance to you:

1. POWER (social power, authority, wealth)

2. ACHIEVEMENT (success, capability, ambition, influence on people and
events)

3. HEDONISM (gratification of desires, enjoyment in life, self-indulgence)

4. STIMULATION (daring, a varied and challenging life, an exciting life)

5. SELF-DIRECTION (creativity, freedom, curiosity, independence, choosing

one's own goals)
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6. UNIVERSALISM (broad-mindedness, beauty of nature and arts, social justice, a
world at peace, equality, wisdom, unity with nature, environmental protection)

7. BENEVOLENCE (helpfulness, honesty, forgiveness, loyalty, responsibility)

8. TRADITION (respect for tradition, humbleness, accepting one's portion in life,
devotion, modesty)

9. CONFORMITY (obedience, honoring parents and elders, self-discipline,
politeness)

10. SECURITY (national security, family security, social order, cleanliness,

reciprocation of favors)
TIPI personality items

On a scale of 1-7 (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) rate yourself on your

personality by:

—

Extraverted, enthusiastic

Critical, quarrelsome (Reversed)
Dependable, self-disciplined
Anxious, easily upset (Reversed)
Open to new experiences, complex
Reserved, quiet (Reversed)
Sympathetic, warm

Disorganized, careless (Reversed)

A AT A o

Calm, emotionally stable

10. Conventional, uncreative(Reversed)
Attitudes & prejudice towards diversity (female and ethnic)

On a scale of 1-5 (1=very inaccurate, S=very accurate) please rate the following

statements applicability to your views:

1. I find that foreign ethnic workers seem to be less productive on average

2. Thave known many more qualified non foreigners who should have been hired
instead of some of the foreign individuals that have been hired previously

3. The most qualified workers in my job seem to be male

4. T feel that women have a more difficult time handling positions of authority

relative to men



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

I know some workers who would be fired if they were not of a different ethnic
origin

The foreign ethnic individuals in my organization have a greater degree of
difficulty getting along with others

Under most circumstances, I would prefer a male supervisor

Some of the members of my previous organizations were hired just because they
are women

It seems that foreign ethnic individuals in supervisory positions are ineffective
relative to other supervisors

Relative to male supervisors, female supervisors seem to be less effective

(Reversed items 11-18)

We would have a more creative work environment if more women and different
ethnic individuals were hired

Workers who are prejudiced have no place in an organization

Most of the women in management positions do an outstanding job

I do not feel comfortable with co-workers who are racist

All in all, I would say that foreign ethnic workers are just as productive as other
workers

I feel that diversity is good for an organization even if it means I will have a
supervisor who is of a different ethnic origin

I feel that increasing the hiring of women and foreign ethnic individuals can
only help an organization

I would feel just as comfortable with a foreign ethnic supervisor as I do with a

non-foreign supervisor

Figure 6. Means of attitudes to diversity items

Item Mean Standard Deviation
1. 1,961538462 0,903069
2 2,509615385 1,148066
3. 2,413461538 0,966533
4 2,576923077 1,118743
5 2,461538462 0,793692
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6 2,788461538 0,873164
7. 2,326923077 0,875727
8 2,365384615 0,732207
9 2 0,994383
10. 1,778846 1,061188
1. * 2 1,120078
12 * 2,451923077 1,259468
13.* 2,086538462 1,051334
14. * 1,721153846 1,001679
15. * 1,673076923 1,028169
16. * 1,682692308 1,123947
17. * 2,009615385 1,042774
18. * 1,586538462 0,934316

*=Reversed items recalculated into normal scale

Cognitive conformity style items
On a scale of 1-7 (1=very inaccurate, 7=very accurate) please rate the following

statements applicability to you:

1. Ttry not to oppose team members

2. Tadapt myself to the system

3. T adhere to accepted rules in my area of work
4

. T'avoid cutting corners

Tightness looseness

On a scale from 1-6 (1= strongly disagree, 6=strongly agree) rate the statements

applicability for your current country of residence

1. There are many social norms that people are supposed to abide by in your country.
2. In your country, there are very clear expectations for how people should act in most
situations.

3. People agree upon what behaviors are appropriate versus inappropriate in most

situations in your country.



4. People in your country have a great deal of freedom in deciding how they want to
behave in most situations. (Reverse coded)

5. In your country, if someone acts in an inappropriate way, others will strongly
disapprove.

6. People in your country almost always comply with social norms.
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