W) Check for updates

THE VIEW AT THE TOP OR SIGNING AT THE
BOTTOM? WORKPLACE DIVERSITY RESPONSIBILITY
AND WOMEN’S REPRESENTATION IN MANAGEMENT

MARY E. GRAHAM, MAURA A. BELLIVEAU, AND JULIE L. HOTCHKISS*

Women lag men in their representation in management jobs, which
negatively affects women’s careers and company performance.
Using data from 81 publicly traded firms with more than 2,000
establishments, the authors examine the impact of two management
structures that may influence gender diversity in management posi-
tions. The authors find no association between the presence of an
HR executive on the top management team—a structure envisioned
in practice as enhancing diversity but which could, instead, operate
merely symbolically—and the proportion of women in manage-
ment. By contrast, the authors show a strong, positive association
between a previously unexamined measure of commitment to
diversity—the hierarchical rank of the individual certifying the com-
pany’s required, confidential federal EEO-1 report—and women’s
representation in management. These findings counter the com-
mon perception that the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) regulations are too weak to affect gender
diversity. The authors discuss the implications for diversity scholar-
ship, as well as for management practice and public policy.

*Mary E. GraHaM is Professor of Sport Management at Syracuse University. MAURA A. BELLIVEAU is
Associate Professor of Management at Long Island University, Brooklyn. JuLie L. HotcHxiss is Research
Economist and Senior Adviser, Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta; and Adjunct Professor, Georgia State
University. A portion of this research was undertaken when Mary E. Graham was the Edgar A. Newell II
Scholar of Management at Clarkson University. The data for this project were supplied by the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission. Access to the data was granted under an Intergovernmental
Personnel Agreement issued to the first author. We thank Bliss Cartwright and Ron Edwards at the
EEOC for their assistance with the data. The views expressed in this article do not necessarily represent
those of the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta or the Federal Reserve System. The authors thank Emilio
Castilla and Pam Tolbert for their expert guidance on the article. The authors also thank Kris Byron and
participants in the 2015 Cornell University Organizations and Inequality Conference for very helpful
comments on an earlier draft, and Keith Hines, Stephanie ]J. H. McReynolds, and Fernando Rios-Avila
for their invaluable research assistance. See EEO-1 documents in Appendix A online at ilr.sagepub.com/
supplemental. Additional results and copies of computer programs used to generate the results pre-
sented in this article are available from the authors at megraham@syr.edu.

Keyworps: women in management, gender segregation, gender discrimination, EEO compliance, HR
executive

ILR Review, 70(1), January 2017, pp. 223258
DOI: 10.1177/0019793916668879. © The Author(s) 2016
Journal website: ilr.sagepub.com
Reprints and permissions: sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F0019793916668879&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-09-08

224 ILR REVIEW

he attainment of a manager position is a critical career milestone, yet

women lag men substantially in terms of their representation in man-
agement jobs in the United States (Powell 2011). Many factors influence
whether a woman worker becomes a manager. Across the economics, sociol-
ogy, psychology, industrial relations, and human resource (HR) manage-
ment literatures, evidence has accumulated in support of both labor
demand- and labor supply-related explanations for women’s lower represen-
tation in management (Orser and Leck 2010; Blau, Ferber, and Winkler
2014). Demand-side factors encompass labor market conditions and organi-
zational influences, such as gender-based employment discrimination. By
contrast, supply-side explanations for women’s lower representation cite dif-
ferences in men’s and women’s human capital and job preferences, factors
that limit the available “pipeline” of women into the managerial ranks.

Whereas both labor demand and labor supply are important to under-
standing women’s upward career mobility, a company’s Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) responsibility structure for tracking women’s represen-
tation and supporting women’s progression into management positions
may be particularly important to understanding establishmentlevel progress
(or lack thereof) in gender diversity in management. Specifically, we are
interested in where in the organization’s job hierarchy the responsibility for
EEO outcomes rests. In this study, we build on influential studies on the effi-
cacy of workforce diversity-related practices on women’s representation in
management positions (e.g., Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly 2006), as well as on
studies examining managerial responsibility for diversity outcomes (e.g.,
Pfeffer, Davis-Blake, and Julius 1995), to consider two structures that might
predict change in women’s representation in management: the presence of
an HR executive on the top management team (TMT) and the hierarchical
level of the individual who certifies the firm’s aggregate EEO-1 report that
documents the demographic composition of the firm’s workforce, including
its management, across establishments.

The persistence of the gender managerial gap is especially notable given
that large U.S. firms are subject to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
dictating nondiscrimination and Federal Executive Order 11246, which
mandates affirmative action efforts. These two areas of law and policy, while
distinct, combine to create compliance pressure on employers to ensure
equal opportunity for women, including representation in management
positions in numbers that are approximately proportional to their availabil-
ity in the relevant labor market (Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012).
External EEO and affirmative action regulatory forces have been “manage-
rialized” by employing organizations in the form of organizational struc-
tures, practices, and corporate norms and language, some of which overlap
or have morphed into organizational diversity programs (Edelman, Fuller,
and Mara-Drita 2001; Dobbin 2009). Corporate workforce diversity efforts
tend to emphasize the inclusion of women and other demographic groups
referred to in employment laws; in addition, they often couch such efforts
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within a “business case” rationale, namely that workforce diversity internal
to the firm supports creativity and innovation and mirrors marketplace
diversity (Lockwood 2005). Albeit justified differently, firm activities that are
aimed at narrowly adhering to EEO and affirmative action compliance
requirements, and broader workforce diversity efforts, share the common
goal of enhancing gender diversity (Berrey 2014).

These dual motives, yet common goal, raise an important question for
managerial practice and public policy: What works in remedying the gap in
women'’s attainment of managerial roles? A number of studies have exam-
ined the efficacy of legal mandates on gender and racial staffing patterns,
generally documenting progress for women and minorities over time but
also finding varying effects across groups (Leonard 1985; Tomaskovic-Devey
et al. 2006). A second stream of research examines diversity-related work-
force practices, coined “identity-conscious” practices by Konrad and
Linnehan (1995). This research found that some targeted practices—
diversity committees/task forces and affirmative action plans, for example—
tend to improve gender diversity in management (Konrad and Linnehan
1995; U.S. Glass Ceiling Commission 1995; Kalev et al. 2006), but that other
interventions, such as diversity training, apparently do not (Kalev et al.
2006). A third branch of research examines “identity-blind” HR practices,
such as the use of job descriptions to ensure that employment decisions are
job-related (Konrad and Linnehan 1995; Reskin and McBrier 2000; Moore,
Parkhouse, and Konrad 2001). Findings on these more neutral interven-
tions are mixed in terms of whether the practices help, hinder, or have no
effect on women’s representation, but generally they appear less efficacious
than targeted, identity-conscious, diversity-related programs (Konrad and
Linnehan 1995; Kalev et al. 2006; Kalev 2014).

As useful as the workplace practices literature has been in trying to iden-
tify what works to enhance gender diversity, difficulties abound in generaliz-
ing the expected efficacy (or non-efficacy) of particular practices from one
setting to another (Ely and Padavic 2007), for several reasons. First, substan-
tial within-company and within-establishment variation in obstacles to
women’s career advancement may mean that diversity practices that are
effective in some settings are less effective in others. Hence, even when indi-
vidual practices are implemented across all establishments within a firm,
they may not serve as effective solutions when disconnected from idiosyn-
cratic, establishmentlevel problems. An additional difficulty for researchers
studying—and practitioners seeking to implement—effective diversity prac-
tices is that reaping their benefits may require a systemic or synergistic
approach. In the strategic HR management literature, multiple integrated
HR practices (e.g., pay-for-performance, selective hiring, training invest-
ments) have been shown to be substantially more effective than any single
HR intervention (Combs, Liu, Hall, and Ketchen 2006; Subramony 2009).
Other than Kalev and colleagues (2006) who found that multiple diversity-
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related interventions worked better than individual practices, research on
systems of diversity practices is sparse.

In this article, we build on the literatures that explore the efficacy of
diversity-related structures and practices by taking a step back to examine
the hierarchical level at which responsibility for gender diversity rests, a
structural option that enables or constrains women’s careers (Beckman and
Burton 2011). By adopting this approach we negate the need to identify
and aggregate diversity efforts, which may, in their implementation, prove
dissimilar across establishments and companies.

In general, assigning responsibility ensures attention to objectives and
accountability for important firm outcomes (Lerner and Tetlock 1999;
Ocasio 2011). Responsibility assigned at higher levels of the organization
tends to be accompanied by the managerial discretion and flexibility neces-
sary to achieve successful outcomes (Dobbin, Schrage, and Kalev 2014;
Kalev 2014). By studying hierarchical level, we are still able to account for
HR and diversity practices indirectly because high-ranking executives with
workforce diversity-related responsibilities have the power to decide which
practices to implement, the form the practices take, the level of resources
invested in implementation, and the degree of integration with other com-
pany practices. Thus, the particular workforce diversity practices implemen-
ted may be less important than the hierarchical level at which overarching
responsibility for such outcomes is assigned.

Examination of managerial responsibility for gender-related employment
outcomes has the added advantage of shedding light on a serious debate
among organizational scholars and public policymakers: Do responsibility
structures indicate a substantive commitment to increasing the representation
of women and/or minorities or, instead, are the structures highly public, sym-
bolic gestures aimed at deflecting scrutiny and claims of bias (Edelman 1992;
Dobbin 2009; Dobbin, Kim, and Kalev 2011)? To gauge the potential efficacy
of responsibility structures, we examine and compare two hierarchical forms
in which companies could vest responsibility for, and attention to, EEO out-
comes. The first is the presence or absence of an HR executive on the
TMT—information that is readily observable in our sample of publicly traded
firms. The second is the hierarchical job level of the person who signs and cer-
tifies the firm’s nonpublic annual EEO-1 form for the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, a report that documents the demographics of the
organization by occupation and job level. The presence of an HR professional
on the TMT is visible to the public in company annual reports. Such visibility
permits firms to manage impressions and assuage corporate stakeholders and
regulatory bodies, while providing the option to decouple structures from
firms’ actual investments in cultivating a diverse workforce (Meyer and Rowan
1977; Oliver 1991). A basic premise of our article is that to better understand
what works, we need to find ways to accurately disentangle companies’ motives
for adopting programs, because the depth of a firm’s underlying commitment
to diversity should influence the effectiveness of any individual practice or



WORKPLACE DIVERSITY: WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT 227

combination of practices. Substantive adoption of a responsibility structure
and diversity practices should yield actual gains in genderrelated staffing out-
comes, while symbolic use of a structure and associated workforce diversity
efforts should not.

The article makes two primary contributions. First, our study builds on
previous work on the efficacy of various affirmative action and EEO initia-
tives (e.g., Konrad and Linnehan 1995; Kalev et al. 2006) by examining hier-
archical structure and accountability for workforce diversity. To our
knowledge, we are the first researchers to examine the relationship between
HR executives and gender diversity in management, despite assertions
about HR executives’ importance to firm performance and EEO outcomes
(Lockwood 2005; SHRM 2005, 2006; Caldwell 2011).

Second, it appears that we are the first researchers to examine the effects of
the hierarchical rank of the EEO-1 certifier. This confidential measure is
unpublished and therefore, difficult for external audiences to obtain, and for
additional reasons we will describe, it is immune to a firm’s interest in manipu-
lating the impressions of regulators and others external to the firm. Moreover,
our examination of this relatively straightforward indicator of substantive atten-
tion to EEO compliance enables us to examine the potency of EEO policy in a
unique way. If, after controlling for a host of other factors that could predict
gender diversity in management, the hierarchical rank of the EEO-1 certifier
has effects, our results would suggest that labeling current EEO policy as being
weak warrants closer scrutiny. In addition, EEO compliance mechanisms would
merit deeper consideration as a means to remedy workplace inequality.

By exploring these unique responsibility structures, our study will
advance the literature on gender diversity in management and generate
new implications for theory and practice. As our data suggest, enhancing
women’s representation in management may require closer attention to the
features of individual establishments, by someone in the firm who has the
power to gather and examine relevant establishmentlevel demographic
data and to then craft multifaceted solutions to the problem.

Theory and Literature Review

Our study compares two different responsibility structures for gender diver-
sity in management: the TMT status of the most senior HR professional in a
firm and the hierarchical level of the certifier of the firms’ required annual
EEO-1 report to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC). Conceptually, the former could serve either substantive or sym-
bolic purposes, or both. We argue that the latter, because of its nonpublic
nature, can only serve substantive purposes.

Responsibility for EEO: HR Professionals on Top Management Teams

HR scholars and practitioners advocate placing a company’s most senior
HR professional on the TMT in order to most effectively utilize human
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capital as a source of competitive advantage (SHRM 2005, 2006; Caldwell
2011; Rendell 2014). This view is relatively new, however (Legge 1978;
Guest and King 2006). Historically, HR professionals performed the transac-
tional aspects of employee management activities such as recruiting (e.g.,
posting job advertisements), hiring (e.g., conducting interviews), and com-
pensation and benefits (e.g., designing pay systems) (Ulrich and Dulebohn
2015). Although important work, generally it was not strategic in nature,
and HR was not a function that was regarded as a primary contributor to
business results. Over the past 30 years, however, companies have increas-
ingly relied on their HR functions to contribute HR management expertise
to corporate strategy development and execution (Kelly and Gennard 2007;
Ulrich and Dulebohn 2015), the primary responsibility for which rests with
individuals on the TMT. By 2004, 54 to 59% of U.S. companies’ most senior
HR professionals were members of their companies’ TMTs, reporting
directly to the CEO or president of the company (Bureau of National
Affairs 2004; Dooney and Smith 2005)."

Perhaps recognizing the inherently greater power afforded to managers
who are situated higher in corporate hierarchies, U.S. enforcement agen-
cies and the courts sometimes require structural remedies for offending
companies. For example, the EEOC required Outback Steakhouse to
“employ a human resource executive in the newly created position of Vice
President of People” to remedy a class action, gender-related promotion
lawsuit (U.S. EEOC 2009, bullet 2). Underpinning both the increasingly
strategic nature of the HR profession and the courts’ settlement terms is
the assumption that upper echelons (i.e., positions higher in the corporate
hierarchy), sometimes represented by the HR function, have greater
resources, power, and managerial discretion with which to effect change
and achieve corporate performance goals.

Upper echelons theory emphasizes the importance of the TMT composi-
tion to understanding strategic organizational decision making (Hambrick
and Mason 1984). For an HR executive on the TMT, this would mean maxi-
mizing returns to the firm’s investment in its human resources as well as the
firm’s overall performance. According to upper echelons theory, executive
demography proxies for the underlying characteristics, beliefs, attitudes,
cognitions, and assumed behaviors of those on the TMT (Carpenter,
Geletkanycz, and Sanders 2004). TMT functional specialties and back-
grounds (e.g., finance, human resources, and so forth) reflect executives’
formal education and training, work experiences, and positions held, all of
which are posited to influence the ways in which executives scan and pro-
cess a range of complex internal and external information (Bantel and

Jackson 1989).

'The Bureau of National Affairs (2004) source was the earliest published or publicly available data on
HR reporting relationships we could locate in our extensive search.
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Diversity in the functional backgrounds of TMT members is a key starting
point for ensuring variation in knowledge-based inputs to strategic decision
making (Boone and Hendriks 2009). Because of the people-related focus of
their education, career experience, and the nature of HR work, HR profes-
sionals should have a greater knowledge of and sensitivity to the importance
of diversity-related issues, as compared to professionals in other functions
(Wimbush 2008). The Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM),
which administers HR professional certification programs, identifies Global
and Cultural Effectiveness as a required competency for successful HR pro-
fessionals. For proficiency at the senior executive level, one must be able to
demonstrate “the return-on-investment of a diverse workforce” and to
“set[s] the vision that defines the strategic connection between diversity
and inclusiveness practices for employees and organizational success,”
among other behaviors (SHRM 2016, Competency Model). On the aca-
demic side, textbooks designed for aspiring HR professionals devote consid-
erable attention to the topic of workforce diversity (Graham, Kennavane,
and Wears 2008). Employment law attorneys view EEO compliance as an
essential HR responsibility as well (e.g., Mathiason and Barbeau 2005). No
doubt, managing and leveraging workforce diversity can be done by those
holding a variety of positions and at various levels of the organization.
Generally speaking though, in large firms the personnel function rose in
prominence partly because of the perceived ambiguity of EEO and affirma-
tive action policy and the need to implement procedures that could fore-
stall charges of discrimination (Dobbin 2009).

Although many executives have adopted a broad leadership view by the
time they reach the executive suite (Kelly and Gennard 2007), they are also
likely to possess and convey expertise relevant to their own functional back-
grounds (Houghton and Neubaum 1994). Hence, TMTs that include HR
professionals (versus those that do not) will be more likely to understand
and address HR issues, including workforce diversity. HR professionals on
the TMT may leverage TMT-related resources and power to enhance not
only the operation of their own departments (Pfeffer 1992; Lawrence 2000;
Sheehan, DeCieri, Cooper, and Brooks 2014) but also to ensure that work-
force diversity is a key part of the company’s strategic HR system and busi-
ness strategy (Lado and Wilson 1994; Lockwood 2005; McKinsey &
Company 2015).

Having an HR professional on the TMT provides greater opportunity
(compared to a lower, non-TMT position in the organizational hierarchy)
to influence peer TMT members’ and the CEO’s identification of key strate-
gic issues and corresponding action plans for the company as a whole.
Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill, and Lawrence (2001), in a qualitative, empirical
examination of the ways in which high-level managers “sell” issues upward,
found that managers with greater relational, normative, and strategic knowl-
edge reported greater success persuading TMT members to implement
changes to organizational processes and priorities. Although we study the
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TMT itself, it is easy to imagine the HR TMT member, hailing from what
may be considered a relatively lower status function relative to other depart-
ments (Guest and King 2006), benefiting immensely from the unique rela-
tional, normative, and strategic information available to TMT members.
Having the opportunity to “sell” HR management issues as an equal-status
member of the TMT will make the HR executive’s arguments all the more
successful.

Moreover, executives at high-level ranks in organizations have opportuni-
ties for reciprocal, collaborative sense-making processes, behavior modeling,
and nonverbal communication with other TMT members, which can shape
the beliefs that the peer executives hold and vice versa (Chattopadhyay,
Glick, Miller, and Huber 1999). In other words, over time, TMT members’
views become more convergent. To summarize, TMTs with HR executives
(in comparison to those without) will have a greater awareness of the strate-
gic value of workforce diversity and strategic HRM systems, will possess more
positive attitudes toward workforce diversity, and will have more resources
and power to implement not only diversity interventions but also sound HR
practices such as employee development (Blum, Fields, and Goodman
1994; Kossek, Dass, and DeMarr 1994; Rynes and Rosen 1995). In turn,
these efforts can enhance the percentage of managers who are women
(Pfeffer et al. 1995; Kalev et al. 2006).

Based on their educational background, functional expertise, and high
rank, HR professionals on the TMT will likely view, and have the resources
to promote, a gender-representative and gender-diverse management team
as a desirable goal for their companies. Their responsibility as members of
the TMT includes facilitating gender diversity for strategic reasons, such as
serving customers, tapping new markets, attracting a wider pool of talent, or
because they need better, more diverse decision making and innovation to
compete. Substantial documentation supports the benefits of gender-diverse
teams on these dimensions (Barber and Odean 2001; Catalyst 2010; van
Dijk, van Engen, and van Knippenberg 2012). Finally, from a practical
standpoint, having gender parity in managerial jobs relative to women’s
availability in the relevant labor market can help HR professionals and their
companies avoid the risk of EEO charges based on disparate impact
discrimination.

Companies may have another motivation for having an HR executive on
the TMT: the need to appear legitimate to key stakeholders, such as inves-
tors, regulatory agencies, potential employees, and customers (Suchman
1995; MacLean and Behnam 2010). In this vein, Edelman (1992) described
the process of organizations “elaborating their formal structures to create
visible symbols of compliance” (p. 1531). One form of such elaboration is
the creation of new offices and positions, such as a vice president of human
resource management. In at least some of these cases, the presence of an
HR executive on the TMT and other easily observed structures are used to
create an impression that companies are operating within business and
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legal normative parameters—for purposes of avoiding unwelcome scrutiny
and negative publicity concerning workforce diversity issues, or for influen-
cing the courts for more lenient treatment—without in fact making substan-
tive efforts to improve gender diversity (Oliver 1991; Edelman 1992;
Edelman and Petterson 1999; Edelman et al. 2011).

Our research is one of the few empirical studies of effects of HR TMT
members on firm outcomes (Menz 2012). A study by Welbourne and Cyr
(1999), based on a sample of initial public offering firms, found some sup-
port for a relationship between HR executive presence and firm financial
outcomes. Moore et al. (2001) found that top management support for
equal employment opportunity was associated with a greater proportion of
women in management, although their focus was not on HR executives. We
anticipate finding a relationship between HR on the TMT in the context of
diversity-related outcomes; however, we acknowledge that firms may utilize
this structure for both substantive and symbolic reasons. Finding a relation-
ship between the presence of an HR executive on the TMT and enhanced
women'’s representation in management lends support for the view of HR
playing a substantive role in ongoing workforce diversity. By contrast, find-
ing no relationship lends support for the predominance of solely a symbolic
role. Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Firms with a human resource professional on the TMT will have a
subsequently higher percentage of women in management than firms that do
not.

Responsibility for EEO: EEO-1 Certifiers in High-Ranking Positions

Although the purview of HR professionals and the strategic importance of
human resources has grown in U.S. firms, the value of the U.S. EEOC
remains contested. (The EEOC is the federal agency created by Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to evaluate employee discrimination complaints
and to bring charges of systemic discrimination when warranted.) At the
crux of the debate is whether an agency that has limited resources and that
places relatively weak demands on firms can trigger greater access to
employment opportunities for women and minorities. The EEOC requires
all private-sector firms that employ 100 or more full-time or part-time
employees, and federal contractors with 50 or more employees and at least
$50,000 of business with the government, to submit an annual EEO-1 report
detailing the demographics of the firm by job category.? Companies must
file EEO-1 forms for each establishment, and then figures from the estab-
lishment reports are aggregated into a single consolidated report for the
entire company, which is certified and signed by a company official. Hence

2A complete description of the entities required to file the EEO-1 report are listed in the Instruction
Booklet for the EEO-1, provided in Appendix A. This booklet also contains a sample EEO-1 form. See
EEO-1 documents in Appendix A online at ilr.sagepub.com/supplemental.
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the completion and certification of the annual EEO-1 report submitted to
the EEOC is a legally mandated responsibility of covered firms.

Because the EEOC stipulates no requirements as to who can verify EEO-1
data, firms have (and actively exercise) great latitude in terms of designat-
ing the certifier of these critical federal reports. For example, the EEOC
does not require a particular rank, title, or set of responsibilities associated
with the certifier of the firm’s consolidated EEO-1 report. The EEO-1 report
signer can be—and often is—an individual without any official diversity
responsibilities or who holds a position relatively low in the company
hierarchy.

Such latitude in designating a certifier can be seen as supporting
Edelman’s (1992: 1536) critique that the meaning of EEO compliance is
ambiguous and that EEO enforcement mechanisms are weak. Based on
such criticism, one might expect there would be no effect of the EEO-1
reporting process, including rank of the report certifier, on demographic
change in organizations. It is, after all, merely a report to fulfill a legal
requirement; the EEOC does not dictate how the report should be used as
a tool or specify changes that must follow from its contents.

Alternatively, one could argue that this seemingly innocuous report can
be a powerful tool for change. In its report on best practices aimed at
increasing women’s representation in management, McKinsey & Company
(Barsh, Devillard, and Wang 2012: 8-9) described four key priorities for “com-
mitted leaders” in order to foster gender diversity, including asking for and
talking about the data on “pain points in the pipeline [for women] by busi-
ness, geography and function.” Evidence suggests that the mere process of
receiving data in aggregate form is significant in helping decision makers dis-
cern discriminatory patterns in the treatment of women and minorities (Twiss,
Tabb, and Crosby 1989; Cordova 1992; Rutte et al. 1994). Hence, the very
nature of the EEO-1 data-reporting requirements—establishment level, which
mirrors the McKinsey recommendation, and aggregated, which research sug-
gests eases recognition of discrimination—may provide report signers with par-
ticularly salient, user-friendly information on gender staffing patterns.

Certifiers at higher levels in the organizational hierarchy will benefit addi-
tionally from working with and evaluating EEO-1 data because they are in a
better position to act on the data, which is a key component of attentional
engagement: the focus of “time, energy and effort on a selected set of envi-
ronmental stimuli, repertoire of action responses, and the relationships between
them” (Ocasio 2011: 1288; emphasis added). Individuals who have pro-
gressed to higher levels in the organization will likely have more education
and work experience with which to make sense of the data. In addition,
they will likely have more authority and power, as compared with signers
who work in lower-ranked positions, to act on the information they receive
(Pfeffer et al. 1995) through processes similar to those described above for
the HR professional on the TMT: access to resources, executive networks,
and the opportunity to help craft corporate strategy. Put another way, when
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the EEO-1 signer is of higher rank, accountability for the gender diversity
data and any gaps that these data reveal, as well as the power and discretion
to craft solutions to the problem, cohere in the same person.

It could be inferred that firms that choose to place accountability for the
EEO-1 report at a higher level in the organization’s hierarchy have an overall
more substantive corporate commitment to—and likelihood of achieving—
gender diversity in management (Lawrence 2000). Furthermore, the fact
that the signer is personally certifying a legally mandated report to the U.S.
government adds pressure to remedy any underrepresentation of women
highlighted in the report (Zhang and Wiersema 2009). To summarize these
arguments, despite the seeming innocuous nature of the certifier rank,
change in management demographics may be hastened when a high-
ranking individual has access to and accountability for fine-grained EEO-1
data at the establishment and company levels.

At first glance, it might appear that, like the HR executive’s presence on
the TMT, the rank of the individual signing the EEO-1 report could be
employed symbolically, to give the impression to the EEOC, shareholders,
or others that the firm is more focused on diversity efforts than is actually
the case. The EEO-1 signer variable, however, has a unique role in disentan-
gling substantive from symbolic diversity efforts. Because the EEO-1 report
is confidential to the EEOC (i.e., not publicly available), the rank of the signer
is unobservable. Moreover, although EEOC officials do have access to the
report and hence, the signer’s rank, and they could use the signer’s rank to
target firms for additional investigation, the EEOC does not routinely scruti-
nize this variable. So, firms would have little expectation that a signer’s rank
could be used strategically to ward off EEOC scrutiny. Furthermore, unlike
survey-based research that elucidates firms’ substantive commitment to diver-
sity through specific practices or structures (e.g., questions asking whether the
firm engages in diversity training), EEO-1 signer rank is a nonreactive mea-
sure of diversity commitment. The variable is provided in archived reports
that are not subject to the manipulation or mistaken recall that may be more
likely in informantbased accounts of diversity efforts (Webb, Campbell,
Schwartz, and Sechrest 2000). Hence, by examining a measure of EEO com-
pliance that is publicly unavailable and therefore, unobservable—a measure
that firms would have no ability or incentive to manipulate—we are uniquely
able to separate substantive commitment to diversity from the potentially sym-
bolic, publicly observable existence of a corporate EEO office, EEO/affirma-
tive action officer, or HR presence on the TMT (Edelman 1992). This point is
particularly important as more and more firms adopt such publicly observable
accountability structures as means to avoid or defend charges of discrimina-
tion (Edelman et al. 2011). For these reasons, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Firms that utilize those in higher-ranking positions to certify their
EEO-1 reports will have a subsequently higher percentage of women in manage-
ment than firms that do not.
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Although we expect that both HR professionals on the TMT and high-
level EEO-1 certifiers will enhance the proportion of women in manage-
ment, these two responsibility structures differ in one key respect. As already
noted, in contrast to the identities of the TMT of publicly traded companies,
the names and titles of the EEO-1 certifiers are not reported in publicly avail-
able annual Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) 10-K reports, nor is
this information scrutinized routinely by the EEOC. Hence, firms do not use
the certifier’s identity or rank to manage the EEOC’s impression of the
firm’s commitment to equal employment. With the exception of profession-
als involved in EEO compliance, we surmise that few outside observers will
have any idea of the existence of the EEO-1 form or knowledge of its pur-
pose. Thus, this measure is unlikely to elicit a firm’s impression management
concerns or efforts and is not subject to social desirability biases that can
alter organizational self-reports of diversity practices.

By contrast, publicly traded firms likely recognize that the composition of
their TMT will be scrutinized by investors, regulators, and potential employ-
ees, because the identities of the TMT are publicly available (DiMaggio and
Powell 1983; Edelman 1992; Suchman 1995). Firms may respond to this
scrutiny by having an HR executive on the TMT in order to signal a broader
strategic focus on the workforce, as well as to symbolically communicate the
importance to the firm of EEO compliance and workforce diversity efforts.
Relative to placing an HR executive on the TMT, we argue that the hier-
archical rank of the certifier of the EEO-1 report uniquely captures a firm’s
substantive commitment to monitoring (and modifying) its workforce gen-
der composition. We offer our final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: The use of high-level signers to certify and sign EEO-1 reports has a
greater effect on the percentage of women in management, as compared to the
presence of an HR professional on the TMT.

In summary, we expect a positive association between the presence of an
HR professional on the TMT and the proportion of women managers in a
firm. We also expect a positive, but comparatively larger association between
the hierarchical level of the EEO-1 signer and the proportion of women
managers. We summarize in Table 1 the possible patterns of results and
their corresponding interpretations.

Method
Overview

We test our hypotheses using company and establishment data from three
sources: annual company filings of the required EEO-1 form with the
EEOC, annual company filings of the required 10-K form with the SEC, and
corporate voluntary annual reports, sometimes referred to as supplements.
The EEO-1 form summarizes data on nine categories of employees:®

*Beginning in 2007, the EEOC expanded this to 10 job categories by dividing the officials and manag-
ers into two levels, as displayed in the form online in Appendix A.
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officials and managers, professionals, technicians, sales workers, office and
clerical, craft workers (skilled), operatives (semi-skilled), laborers and help-
ers (unskilled), and service workers; as well as by sex, race, and ethnicity for
companies as a whole and for companies’ establishments, which are defined
as the separate locations or plants. The 10-K form is an annual disclosure
form of financial and business information for publicly traded companies.
The 10-K reports contain information on firms’ business strategies, business
risk, financial information, and a list of executives, but they have almost no
information about employees below the executive level. Finally, many com-
panies voluntarily produce their own annual reports, apart from the annual
10-K. Such reports tend to be colorful, glossy publications targeted to a
wider audience, providing the 10-K results but with a more promotional
focus. Note that voluntary annual reports are more likely than 10-K reports
to discuss corporate HR management and workforce diversity efforts.

For the analyses, we model the proportion of women managers in our
sample of companies in 2005. The independent variables (and most of the
control variables) are measured in 2002 to strengthen causal inferences
about the relationship between our predictors and proportion of females in
management. A strength of our data is the multitude of establishment- and
company-level control variables available from the three data sources.

Sample

We drew an initial random sample of 200 companies from a list of all pub-
licly traded companies in the United States in 2002. In general, private-
sector employers with 100 or more employees are required to file EEO-1
reports, as are federal contractors with 50 or more employees. We were able
to locate 2005 EEO-1 annual filings for 94 of these companies; the majority
of companies with missing EEO-1 data were foreign companies or compa-
nies with fewer than 100 employees, which are not required to file EEO-1
reports.* We eliminated 13 additional companies that did not report
required executive information on their 2002 10-K annual reports or that
did not file the reports for that year.

Our final sample consisted of 81 companies with 2,015 establishments.
The companies spanned multiple industries: manufacturing, 37%; transpor-
tation, communication, and utilities, 14%; wholesale and retail trade, 12%;
and services, 37%; these proportions approximately match the population
of public companies in the United States.” The average company in
our sample had 7,256 (SD = 13,878) employees and 31 (SD = 67)

*For all public companies in 2002, 57% had fewer than 100 employees or were foreign owned or both.
Thus, our sampling dropout rate approximates what would be found in the overall population of U.S.
public companies. The remaining population of publicly traded companies was of comparable size to
our final sample.

®For all public companies the industry breakdown was 34% for manufacturing, 9% for transportation,
communications, utilities; 9% for wholesale and retail trade; and 48% for services.
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establishments. The average establishment in our sample had 225 (SD =
513) employees, including an average of 27 (SD = 86) managers. Fifty-two
percent (n = 42) of companies in the sample had an HR executive on the
TMT, which is comparable to the percentage reported in larger corporate
samples (Bureau of National Affairs 2004; Dooney and Smith 2005; SHRM
2005).

Measures
Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is the percentage of managers in an establishment
who are women, as reported on the 2005 EEO-1 reports for each of the
company’s establishments. For example, in a company with 15 establish-
ments, there would be 15 separate EEO-1 reports filed and therefore 15
observations of the proportion female dependent variable. The percentage
is calculated by dividing the number of women “officials and managers” by
the total number of officials and managers in an establishment. In our sam-
ple, the mean percentage of female managers is 26% (SD = 25%).

Independent Variables

Our two predictor variables of interest are HR executive presence on the
TMT and EEO-1 certifier hierarchical level. We measured whether the top
HR management professional in a company is an executive on the TMT
with a dummy variable, with 1 indicating the presence of an HR executive
on the TMT and 0 indicating no HR executive. TMT members, including
their job titles, are reported in companies’ 2002 annual 10-K reports or
companies’ annual proxies, both filed with the Securities and Exchange
Commission.” We reviewed job titles as well as brief executive biographies
in the 10-K report to ensure that the executives were in fact responsible for
or representing HR management on the TMT. Jobs that had some human
resources responsibility but were not con51dered to be primarily HR-focused
(e.g., chief financial officer) were coded as 0.” We supplernented the 10-K
information with listings of TMT executives in companies’ voluntary 2002
annual reports. While most companies reported the same list of executives
in both the 10-K and the voluntary reports, 16 companies listed a TMT HR
executive only in the voluntary annual report. Since conceptually we are try-
ing to code individuals with hierarchical power in an organization but

“We also examined the 2003 and 2004 annual reports of companies to see if any companies added an
HR executive to the TMT after 2002, but before 2005. We found that four companies added HR profes-
sionals to the TMT in 2003 or 2004; companies that did not have these positions in 2002. Regression
results were substantially the same when we included these companies with the others having HR on the
TMT in 2002.

"Of the companies’ HR executives on the TMT, 18.5% were women. Results remained the same when
a variable for gender of the HR TMT member was included in the model, and the coefficient on this
variable was not significant. For parsimony, we did not include this variable in the final model.
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whose title and presence could also serve symbolic purposes, we created the
HR on the TMT variable using both sources. The two most common titles
for HR executives on the TMT across both the 10-K and voluntary annual
reports were Vice President of Human Resources and Senior Vice President
of Human Resources.

The EEO-1 certifier variable reflects the hierarchical level of the signer of
the firm’s consolidated EEO-1 report (officially, Standard Form 100,
Employer Information Report EEO-1). The hierarchical rank of the EEO-1
certifier serves as a nonreactive (or unobtrusive), and in this case publicly
unobservable, measure of commitment to workforce diversity. Nonreactive
measures are considered to be an innovative approach to data collection
that does not rely on the self-reports of informants and is not subject to
modification or manipulation (Webb et al. 2000). EEO-1 reports are archi-
val and cannot be altered because of positive or negative changes in work-
force diversity, or by other influences.

Actual certifier job titles were gleaned from the 2002 consolidated EEO-1
report for each company in our sample. For EEO-1 data to be accepted by
the EEOC, certifiers are required to check a box indicating that the EEO-1
report is accurate and to provide their name, job title, contact information,
and a signature. These requirements are spelled out in the EEO-1 form and
instructions presented in our online Appendix A. The EEOC does not spe-
cify who should certify and sign the consolidated EEO-1 form in these
instructions.”

We coded the job titles of the EEO-1 certifiers according to their hier-
archical level in the organization. One author of this study developed the
coding scheme based on typical job structures in large companies, identify-
ing four distinct types of job titles: executives (e.g., vice president and
above), directors, managers, and non-management. A second author
checked the coding scheme and independently coded the job titles; the two
coders agreed 90% of the time, with any discrepancies discussed and
resolved.

We formulated and tested three versions of the EEO-1 certifier variable.
First, we grouped EEO-1 certifiers according to two levels of responsibility:
executives and non-executives. Our second measure again assessed two cate-
gories of responsibility: managers and above, and non-management. For
our third measure of EEO-1 certifier hierarchical level we divided the job
titles according to three levels of responsibility: executives, managers and
directors, and non-management. For the companies in our sample, 12%
used executive signers of the EEO-1 reports, 22% had director-level signers,
41% had manager-evel signers, and 25% had non-management signers.
Because of the conceptual difficulties in aggregating director and manager
titles across firms, we combined the two titles into one category. Results

8We did not have access to the names and therefore, the gender, of the EEO-1 signer/ certifiers.
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from the analyses were robust regardless of the number or form of the hier-
archical levels specified.

Establishment-Level Control Variables

Five establishment-level control variables were included in our models. We
controlled for establishment size as measured by the natural log of the num-
ber of employees in each establishment. These data came from each estab-
lishment’s 2002 EEO-1 form. Establishments with greater numbers of
employees may have greater resources to devote to workforce diversity and
more openings for women to be hired into. The other four control variables
were used to hold constant the relevant labor markets of the establishments,
which directly affect the availability of women to work there. The first of
these control variables was the proportion of women in each establish-
ment’s industry in 2003, as indicated by the establishment’s 3-digit NAICs
industry reported on the EEO-1 form. Second, we controlled for the per-
centage growth in the establishment’s 3-digit NAICs industry between 2003
and 2005 as gleaned from the U.S. Current Population Survey. Third, we
constructed an indicator variable to capture whether the establishment’s 3-
digit NAICs industry experienced a decline in employment between 2003
and 2005 (1 = yes, 0 = no), also from the Current Population Survey.’
Finally, we included dummy variables for nine establishment regions in the
United States, based on the zip codes reported on the establishments’ 2002
EEO-I reports.

Parent Company-Level Control Variables

We controlled for a number of company-level variables that could poten-
tially affect the proportion of women managers in companies’ establish-
ments. Similar to the establishment level, we included two controls that
proxy for the relevant labor market. First, we created dummy variables for
four broad industry sectors at the 1-digit SIC level, coded and provided by
the EEOC: manufacturing; transportation, communications and utilities;
wholesale and retail trade; and services.'’ Second, we calculated the average
proportion of women in each company’s set of establishments in 2002,
thereby holding constant companies’ initial gender diversity levels and ser-
ving as a critical proxy for each company’s access to potential female man-
agers. These figures were calculated from companies’ 2002 EEO-1 reports.
We also controlled for whether a company is a federal contractor (1 =
yes, 0 = no), as indicated on the 2002 EEO-1 report. Federal contractors are
required to compile and submit affirmative action reports and develop

“Data for 2002 were unavailable because of the transition between the Standard Industrial Code (SIC)
system and the NAIC system.

%Because we had only 81 companies in our sample, we were unable to analyze industry at a more
detailed level.
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action plans for hiring members of underrepresented groups (e.g., women
managers) to the U.S. Department of Labor Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs, and they face potential EEO audits and termination
of federal contracts for failing to do so.

Another control was company age (years), since companies with earlier
founding dates may have a stronger legacy of practices that exclude or treat
women differently from men. Company age information was found on com-
pany websites, SEC 10-K reports, and companies’ annual reports. Company
size and company growth were controlled to account for organizational slack
and access to resources to devote to workforce diversity, as well as potential
opportunities to promote women into management. Company size was mea-
sured as the natural log of the number of employees in the company in
2002, from the firm’s 2002 EEO-1 report. The company growth variable was
the difference in employment between the 2002 and 2005 EEO-1 reports,
with companies that reduced employment coded as a 0. An additional con-
trol was an indicator variable for whether the company experienced an over-
all decline in employment between 2002 and 2005, with 1 = yes and 0 = no.

We controlled for workforce centralization at the company level because
a greater concentration of employees into fewer establishments could per-
mit more control by top management over company hiring policies, and by
extension, the demographic diversity of its employees at the establishment
level. We measured this variable with a conventional index of dissimilarity,
which indicates the proportion of employees who would need to change
jobs to reach parity in employee numbers across establishments. For our
purposes this variable was reverse coded, such that higher values of this vari-
able indicate greater centralization. We also controlled for the number of
years a company had an HR executive in place, to distinguish companies
that have longstanding versus more recent HR presence on the TMT.

Finally, we developed three proxy measures to assess the construct of
diversity culture, or the degree to which companies’ internal environments
appeared to be conducive to the career advancement of women, minorities,
and other historically underrepresented groups. This construct was critical
to control for because it helps rule out unobserved heterogeneity, or the
possibility that other predictors (i.e., diversity culture) are what really influ-
ence not only the dependent variable but also the accountability structures
we examine (i.e., HR on TMT, EEO-1 signer hierarchical level). Our three
measures of diversity culture were as follows."!

'We also tried to measure the presence of diversity personnel in the company (1 = yes, 0 = no), but
these data were not available historically in company databases in academic libraries. Instead, we
searched for any job title with the word “diversity” in it in the Lexis/Nexis database for 2015 for the
companies in our sample, reasoning that if no diversity professionals were included at present, then it is
less likely they had such professionals in 2002. Using this approach, we found that only seven companies
had diversity professionals listed in Lexis/Nexis in 2015. When this variable was included in our models,
it was not a significant predictor of percent female in management in 2005, and we did not include it in
the final models.
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First, we measured the diversity content of companies’ 2002 voluntary
annual reports with a simple count of pictures and words that reflected
workforce diversity, following in the tradition of other scholarly research
using annual reports (Vuontisjarvi 2006). We counted pictures that con-
tained two or more individuals of different genders or race/ethnicities. We
also counted pictures of single individuals who were women or minorities,
with the assumption that most companies’ managerial ranks were underre-
presented in these two categories. For the word count, we searched for the
following terms: cross cultural, diverse, diversity, ethnic, gender, inclusion,
mother, race, racial, work family, and work life;'? and we assessed each of
the found terms in the context in which they were used. For example,
“diverse workforce” was counted, but “diverse businesses” was not. The
final version of this measure combined the diversity picture and word
counts.

Our second proxy for diversity culture was percentage of females on the
TMT in 2002, gleaned from SEC 10-K reports and company annual reports.
When individuals had gender-neutral names, we searched for them on
Google and were able to determine the gender of all of these individuals.
We expected that companies with greater proportions of women on their
TMTs would have more women available to serve as powerful mentors and
allies to women workers. In addition, women’s presence on the TMT signals
a work culture in which women have opportunities to advance in that
company.

Our third proxy for diversity culture was the percentage of females on
the board of directors in 2002, gleaned from SEC 10-K reports and com-
pany annual reports. Like the proportion of women on the TMT variable,
we searched using Google for any director with a gender-neutral name to
ensure the coding was accurate. We expected a potential positive relation-
ship between this variable and our dependent variable, the proportion of
women managers in 2005, because women on the board of directors may
be more likely than men to observe and raise questions about the propor-
tion of women in management in the company. Also, similar to the previous
variable, women’s presence on boards of directors signals the degree to
which women play important roles in the company.

Analysis

We analyzed the data using multilevel modeling, sometimes referred to as
hierarchical linear modeling, which accounts for the fact that the establish-
ments in our data are nested within parent companies and therefore are
not independent observations (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). We specified a
model of fixed effects for the establishment control variables since we did

2perusal of multiple company annual reports prior to developing this list of words revealed that the
report images and text tended to focus on gender or race/ethnicity. We did not find any reports with
pictures of individuals with visible disabilities or references to the LGBTQ community.
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not expect these effects to differ by company. All of the other control and
predictor variables are by definition fixed effects, since they are second-level
variables, the highest measurement level in our data set (Neupert 2013).
We specified a random intercept, which permits the intercepts to vary by
company (Singer 1998). Multilevel models generate chisquared statistics
rather than F statistics to assess overall model significance. They also utilize
the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) statistic as an indicator of model fit,
rather than R-squared values.

We used three baseline estimating equations, which differ based on the
measurement of the EEO-1 certifier variable:

(1) Pj=7o+ 71X +9,Y; + ygHRexec; + y,Exec_.CERT; + &,
(2) Pj =By + B\ X; + ByY; + BsHRexec; + ByMan_CERT; + v,
(38) Pj=oap+ o) X; + a/QYj + ag HRexecj + ayExec_ CERT; + oz Man_CERT; +

where P; € (0,1) reflects the proportion of managers in establishment i
and company j that are women; X; are establishmentlevel regressors, such
as size and establishment industry characteristics; ¥; are company-level
regressors, such as the company industry and percent female in the com-
pany; HRexec; = 1 if the HR executive is a member of the TMT (0 other-
wise); Exec.CERT; =1 if the EEO certifier is a high-level executive
(0 otherwise); Man_CERT; = 1 if the EEO certifier has a rank of manager
(0 otherwise); and ¢&;;, v, {j; are the corresponding random error terms for
the three specifications. We note that presenting our models in a single
equation is equivalent to specifying separate models for the Level 1 and
Level 2 analyses (Singer 1998; Neupert 2013).

Results

Descriptive and correlational information on the study variables are
reported in Tables 2A and 2B for the establishmentlevel and company-level
variables, respectively. The simple correlation between the presence of an
HR executive on the TMT and the proportion of women managers at the
establishment level in 2005 is —0.18, indicating that 18% fewer company
managers are women when HR professionals are on the TMT, as compared
with when they are not (p < .01). For the EEO-1 certifier level variable, the
simple correlation with the dependent variable is 0.00 (NS). These simple
cross-level correlations are not presented in the tables. We caution against
over-reliance on the simple correlations rather than the coefficients in the
full multilevel regression models presented in Table 3, because the simple
correlations do not take into consideration the lack of independence
between establishments within companies, whereas the regressions do.

Prior to running our fully specified models, we examined the null, or
unconditional, model of the percentage of women managers in 2005 on
random company intercepts (Singer 1998). The random effects, as
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Table 2A. Correlation Matrix of Establishment Variables
with Means (standard deviation) on Diagonals

Establishment variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Proportion female in management (2005) 0.26
(0.25)
2. Size — (In) number of employees (2002) 0.19 4.93
(0.82)
3. Industry proportion female (2002) 0.56 0.06 0.40
(0.17)
4. Industry proportion growth (2003-2005) —0.16 —0.09 0.04 0.06
(0.16)
5. Industry recent downsizing (2003-2005) 0.21 0.25 0.01 —0.31 0.41
(1 =yes, 0 =no) (0.49)

Notes: n = 2015 establishments.
Correlations of | 0.04 | or greater are significant at p < .05; correlations of | 0.06 | or greater are
significant at p < .01.

indicated by the covariance parameter estimates, are significant: 0.0316
(p < .01) for the between-company variance and 0.0293 (p < .01) for the
within-company variance. From these figures, we calculated the intra-class
correlation coefficient (ICC) of 0.52 (i.e., 0.0316/(0.0316 + 0.0293), which
indicates that 52% of the random effects occur between companies, con-
firming the need for multilevel modeling at two levels: establishment (Level
1) and company (Level 2).

Multilevel regression results are presented in Table 3, with the coeffi-
cients presented in raw metrics. Raw metric scaling produces the same
results as grand mean centering of the variables, but since our predictor
and control variables have meaningful zeroes, the use of raw coefficients
aids in the interpretation of the regression coefficients (Hofmann and
Gavin 1998). Model 1 regresses the proportion of women in management
dependent variable on the control variables and the two predictor variables,
HR on the TMT and the EEO-1 certifier hierarchical level. Model 2 is simi-
lar but substitutes an alternative two-category measure of EEO-1 certifier
level. Model 3 reports the results of the full model using the three-category
specification of the EEO-1 certifier variable. The chi-squared statistics for all
models are significant, and the low AIC statistics indicate a good degree of
fit. We also estimate a model of control variables only on the dependent
variable, which is not presented in Table 3, and results on the control vari-
ables for this model are substantially similar to the results on the control
variables in the fully specified models.

Random effects for the full model, as indicated by the covariance para-
meter estimates, are 0.0020 (p < .05) for the between-company, or Level 2,
variance and 0.0280 (p < .01) for the within-company, or Level 1, variance,
for model 1. By comparing the covariance estimates from the null model to
the full model, we find that the predictor and control variables account for
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94% of the between-company variance (i.e., (0.0316 — 0.0020)/.00316) in
our full model.”

Control Variable Results

Regression results for the number of employees in an establishment is in
the expected direction, with larger establishments exhibiting significantly
higher proportions of women in management, all else equal. As expected,
the establishment’s proportion of women in its 3-digit industry is signifi-
cantly and positively related to the dependent variable. This control is
important because it captures the availability of women workers in establish-
ments’ industries. The coefficient on the proportion of growth in the estab-
lishment’s 3-digit industry is negative, the opposite direction from expected,
although the effect is quite small. No significant effect of recent industry
downsizing is seen on the proportion of women in management. Thus, eco-
nomic cycles for the previous two years appear to have minimal effects on
the proportion of women in management at the establishment level.

Fewer significant effects appear for company-level control variables.
Models 1 to 3 indicate 8 to 10% fewer women managers in manufacturing
as compared to services (p < .05) and about 15% fewer women managers
in wholesale and retail trade industries (p < .01) than the services industry.
The average percentage female in company establishments in 2002 is sub-
stantially and significantly related to the proportion of women in manage-
ment in 2005, with similar results across the three models. Clearly,
companies with more women employees have a major advantage toward
achieving greater proportions of women in management. We note that this
is a critical variable in our analyses, as it controls for the companies’ internal
labor supply of women in 2002.

The degree of workforce centralization (i.e., workers are concentrated
into fewer establishments) is associated weakly with a greater proportion of
women in management in model 1 (B = 0.138; p < .10), perhaps capturing
greater consistency in hiring practices and workforce diversity efforts. Of
the diversity-related control variables, only the annual report diversity con-
tent is significantly related to the proportion of women in management in
model 1, and in the opposite direction than expected (B = —0.005; p <
.05). No other company-level control variables are significant, although they
are necessary for our interpretation of the predictor variables, as discussed
next.

Independent Variable Results

Consistent with an interpretation of HR executives serving in symbolic
rather than substantive roles, we find no effect of having an HR executive

13Gimilar analyses were done for models 2 and 3, each of which explained 92% of the variance
between companies.
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on the TMT in any of the three models. In models 1, 2, and 3, the coeffi-
cients on the HR TMT variable (1 = yes, 0 = no), are 0.014, 0.018, and
0.018, respectively; none are statistically significant. We also ran these
regressions without the control variable for the number of years that the
company had an HR on the executive team. Regression coefficients are
slightly higher (i.e., approximately 0.005 greater) for all three models, but
again, none are significant. Thus, Hypothesis 1 is not supported.

As shown in all three models presented in Table 3, the data provide
strong support for Hypothesis 2 in the form of a substantial, positive effect
of EEO-1 certifier level on the proportion of women in management. The
coefficient of 0.065 (p < .01) on the certifier variable in model 1 indicates
that an increase in hierarchical level from a non-executive to an executive-
level signer is associated with a 6.5% higher proportion of women in man-
agement. For an average establishment in our sample, this would mean the
difference between 26% women in management and 32.5% women in man-
agement. Model 2 indicates that assigning EEO-1 responsibility to someone
in management is associated with a 5.1% greater proportion of women in
management, as compared to a non-manager having this responsibility
(p < .05). Model 3, which compares three hierarchical levels of EEO-1
responsibility, indicates that assigning responsibility to an executive is associ-
ated with an 8.4% greater proportion of women in management as com-
pared to a non-manager (p < .05). The coefficient on the director/
manager category is associated with 4.5% more women in management as
compared to non-manager signers (p < .10). Estimating model 3 with the
middle category omitted (not displayed in the table) indicates that the
effect of the executive signer is not significantly different from the director/
manager effect in model 3.

Although our findings reveal a significant positive relationship between
managerial, not just executive, certifier rank and the proportion of women
in management, we consider the possibility that executive signers may also
have held “chief diversity officer” or similar titles. If that were true, our
“executive” rank findings might be proxying for effects already documen-
ted in the EEO literature (Pfeffer et al. 1995). Only five companies in our
sample of 81 have certifiers with diversity- or EEO-related titles, however,
and examination of a diversity title dummy variable in the multilevel models
reveals no significant effects. Note as well the analyses described in footnote
11. Hence, our findings are novel, indicating the power of the locus of
attention to a firm’s EEO-1 data.

In addition, despite the consistency in the HR executive parameter esti-
mates across models (i.e., regardless of which measure of EEO-1 signer we
include), we carefully examine our data to consider whether the results on
the HR variable are attributable to confounding with the EEO-1 certifier
variable. Because we do not have access to EEO-1 signer identities, we can-
not discern with certainty whether the HR executive (where present) is also
the EEO-1 signer in those cases where the firm’s signer had an executive



WORKPLACE DIVERSITY: WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT

247

Table 3. Multi-Level Regression Results for Proportion of Women Managers

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Coefficients Coefficients Cocfficients
Model Components (standard error)  (standard error)  (standard error)
Intercept 0.023 —0.006 0.042
(0.082) (0.086) (0.098)
Establishment-level controls
Establishment size — (In) number of employees 0.016%* 0.016** 0.016**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Industry % female 0.004** 0.004** 0.004**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Industry % growth —0.001* —0.001 + —0.001*
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Industry downsizing (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.010 0.012 0.009
(0.014) (0.015) (0.015)
Parent company-level controls
Company industry/sector
Manufacturing —0.084* —0.099** —0.094*
(0.036) (0.038) (0.039)
Transportation, Communications, Ultilities (TCU) -0.007 —0.022 —0.019
(0.039) (0.040) (0.041)
Wholesale and Retail trade —0.146** —0.150** —0.146**
(0.043) (0.047) (0.048)
Services (omitted category) — — —
Average % female in company establishments 0.576** 0.582%* 0.582%*
(0.090) (0.094) (0.095)
Federal contractor (1 =yes, 0 = no) —0.013 —=0.011 —0.006
(0.021) (0.023) (0.023)
Company age (years) 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Company size — (In) number of employees —0.004 0.001 —0.001
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010)
Company % growth in employees 0.068 0.019 0.016
(0.067) (0.070) (0.071)
Company downsizing (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.000 0.000 —0.001
(0.025) (0.026) (0.027)
Workforce centralization 0.138+ 0.054 0.084
(0.080) (0.085) (0.091)
Years with an HR executive in place 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Diversity culture
Annual report diversity content —0.005* —0.003 —0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Top management team % female 0.051 0.013 0.018
(0.117) (0.123) (0.125)
Board of directors % female 0.009 0.009 0.009
(0.008) (.008) (.008)
Direct effects (company-level)
HR executive on TMT (1 =yes, 0 = no) 0.014 0.018 0.018
(0.026) (0.027) (0.028)
Hierarchical level of EEO-1 certifier (measure 1)
Executive 0.065%*
(0.022)
Non-executive (omitted category) —
Hierarchical level of EEO-1 certifier (measure 2)
Manager or above 0.051*

Non-management (omitted category)

(0.025)

(continued)
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Table 3. Continued

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients
Model Components (standard error)  (standard error)  (standard error)
Hierarchical level of EEO-1 certifier (measure 3)
Executive 0.084*
(0.041)
Director / Manager 0.045+
(0.026)
Non-management (omitted category) —
Number of establishments/companies 2015 / 81 2015 / 81 2015 / 81
AIC fit statistic —1,249 —1,250 —1,260
Model likelihood ratio test — Chi-square 16.68** 23.39%* 23.45%*

Note: Regressions also include controls for nine establishment regions.
Significance levels: +p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01

rank. This possibility is reduced, however, because only 13 (16%) compa-
nies and 534 (26%) establishments had an HR professional on the TMT
and an executive-level EEO-1 certifier. More persuasively, having an HR
executive on the TMT is not significant in a model that omitted the EEO-1
certifier variable (not presented in Table 3). Nevertheless, we conduct a post
hoc examination of the interaction of the HR on TMT by certifier hierarchi-
cal level interaction in all three models. We find some weak support for this
interaction, but only in model 1, with the combination of an HR professional
on the TMT and an executive certifier level resulting in 6.8% more women
as compared to the other combinations of these variables (p < .10). Adding
this interaction to model 1 explains an additional 1% of the random effects
occurring between firms, and the AIC statistic indicates a slightly better fit.

Discussion

This study examines forms of responsibility and accountability for improv-
ing managerial gender diversity in organizations, relying on theory-based
inferences to understand the effects of hierarchical rank on the proportion
of women in management. We break new ground by examining two unique
indicators of organizational responsibility: the presence or absence of an
HR professional on the TMT, and the hierarchical level of the certifier of a
firm’s annual EEO-1 report to the U.S. EEOC. We draw on a solid body of
research that accounts for both demand- and supply-side explanations for
women’s career success to construct the comprehensive models with which
we test our hypotheses (Orser and Leck 2010; Blau et al. 2014). In addition,
we rely upon upper echelons theory (Carpenter et al. 2004), theories of
power and issue selling (Pfeffer 1992; Dutton et al. 2001), and the changing
nature of the HR function (Ulrich and Dulebohn 2015) to understand the
processes by which senior HR presence on the TMT might affect gender
diversity in management. We consider theories of power, accountability,
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and attentional engagement to propose mechanisms by which a higher-
ranking individual taking responsibility for the firm’s establishment- and
aggregative-level EEO-1 data could translate into enhanced gender diversity
in management. In so doing, we complement and augment previous studies
on the efficacy of firms’ diversity-related HR management interventions
(Konrad and Linnehan 1995; Kalev et al. 2006), and we answer calls for
greater attention to the effect of organizational structures on gender diver-
sity in management (Beckman and Burton 2011; Skaggs, Stainback, and
Duncan 2012).

We also contribute to the equal employment, organizational theory, and
gender diversity literatures by conducting a rare empirical test of the poten-
tial duality of purposes (i.e., symbolic versus substantive) for organizational
structures (Edelman 1992). We lay out possible patterns of results in
Table 1 to help clarify the conclusions that might be drawn from the empiri-
cal findings. Our findings correspond to interpretation number four in
Table 1—that HR TMT status appears to play a purely symbolic, and not a
substantive, role in its relationship to EEO outcomes, while the EEO-1 certi-
fier hierarchical rank operates quite substantively. This conclusion reinforces
earlier empirical findings from a study by Edelman and Petterson (1999)
that examined the symbol versus substance question. Consistent with their
results, we find that the more general responsibility structure (in our case,
HR presence on the TMT) operates symbolically, whereas the more focused
and unobservable structure (in our case, higher-level EEO-1 certifier) is asso-
ciated with substantive increases in gender diversity in management.

The potential gender diversity benefits of the HR professionals on the
TMT are not realized in our sample of large, publicly traded companies,
despite the widespread belief that the TMT status of HR professionals mat-
ters (SHRM 2005, 2006; U.S. EEOC 2009; Caldwell 2011; Rendell 2014). We
note that many of the establishments in our sample had room for improve-
ment, with only 26% of managers being women. Given the TMT decision
making and influence processes suggested by upper echelons theory, peer-
level relationships with other TMT members, and the relatively greater
resources and power that are accorded to positions higher in company hier-
archies, we might have expected HR TMT members to advocate for the HR
function and to generate support for HR issues of strategic importance,
such as gender diversity in management (Dutton et al. 2001). Thus, the
upper echelons-based findings that TMT composition (Hambrick and
Mason 1984; Carpenter et al. 2004) and HR executive presence
(Welbourne and Cyr 1999) matter for firm performance do not appear to
translate to the gender diversity in management context. Overall, our
results are consistent with the interpretation that HR executives’ diversity
responsibilities have been decoupled from TMT status, favoring the pursuit
of organizational legitimacy over substantive EEO efforts (DiMaggio and
Powell 1983; Edelman 1992; Suchman 1995).
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On the EEO-1 certifier variable, we find a significant, positive relationship
between the hierarchical level of the EEO-1 certifier and the proportion of
women in management. We attribute this effect to two sources. First, EEO-1
certifiers with jobs at higher levels in the organizational hierarchy have
access to power, resources, networks, and managerial discretion that their
coworkers lower in the hierarchy do not have (Pfeffer 1992). With these
advantages, high-ranking EEO-1 certifiers are likely to possess a more com-
prehensive understanding of the impact of diversity on the organization;
they can more effectively convey EEO problems to key decision makers; and
they can fund, introduce, and develop establishment-based interventions to
remedy the underrepresentation of women in management. Second, EEO-1
certifiers’ focused attention on equal opportunity staffing outcomes, includ-
ing the proportion of women in management, appears to render them
effective stewards of diversity (Lawrence 2000; Ocasio 2011). The work
involved in accurately completing the EEO-1 form results in intimate knowl-
edge of establishment and company staffing data, including areas of under-
representation of particular groups relative to their availability in the labor
market. With this detailed understanding of, and responsibility for, the
firm’s demographic issues, high-ranking EEO-1 certifiers can remedy any
problems and participate in setting new demographic staffing targets for
the future—and, as noted above, they will have the discretion and access to
resources to achieve those results.

Interpretation of the EEO-1 signer variable is aided by the fact that hav-
ing an executive-level EEO-1 certifier possesses no symbolic value, because
the name and job title of the certifier is confidential, and because the
EEOC does not routinely monitor the content of EEO-1 reports.
Companies are not likely to use the EEO-1 certifier as a symbolic gesture to
the EEOC or other enforcement agencies, investors, or potential employees.
Instead they should prefer more visible alternatives, such as placing the
senior HR professional in a firm on the TMT.

Although we examine the EEO-1 signer’s rank as a responsibility struc-
ture that may be associated with gender diversity in management, it is
important to distinguish our focus from prior research on EEO/affirmative
action offices or managers. As already noted, EEO-1 report signers are not
required to be dedicated diversity professionals, and in the majority of cases,
they are not. Several studies of EEO/affirmative action professionals suggest
that they positively influence gender-related staffing outcomes. Kalev et al.
(2006) found that the presence of diversity staff was associated with a sub-
stantial increase in women’s representation in management. Pfeffer et al.
(1995) considered the effects of high-ranking diversity staff using the chief
affirmative action officer’s salary as a proxy for the officer’s ability to wield
power and create change. They found that higher internal salaries of the
affirmative action officers were positively related to women’s representation
in university administration. Lawrence (2000) documented how EEO pro-
fessionals in the United Kingdom believed not only that a high hierarchical
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rank signified management commitment to diversity but also that occupying
a senior-level position enhanced the ability of the EEO official to enact
diversity-related change (see also Edelman and Petterson [1999] on the
importance of authority allocated to EEO structures). Our study’s examina-
tion of EEO-1 signers augments this stream of research by demonstrating
that a responsibility structure that is neither publicly observable nor identi-
fied as “Diversity”- or “EEO”-focused might, nonetheless, achieve the goals
of EEO law and policy.

Our study complements important work on the efficacy of EEO compli-
ance and workforce diversity practices (Konrad and Linnehan 1995; Reskin
and McBrier 2000; Kalev et al. 2006; Dobbin 2009) by examination of more
distal structural determinants of gender diversity in management. The use
of EEO-1 certifiers from higher ranks appears to have similar positive effects
as targeted workforce diversity initiatives (Pfeffer et al. 1995; Kalev et al.
2006) and some neutral HR practices (Reskin and McBrier 2000).
Moreover, the EEO-1 certifier findings raise the possibility that companies’
responsibility structures are behind the mixed results generated by previous
studies on workforce diversity programs (Kossek et al. 1994). In other
words, hierarchical responsibility may be the missing macro-contextual layer
for understanding “why” EEO and diversity practices work (Beckman and
Burton 2011). One might even argue for the supremacy of structure over
practice to the extent that hierarchy enables those with EEO responsibility
access to the resources and power necessary to implement effective strategic
diversity staffing plans, regardless of their form (Pfeffer et al. 1995; Pfeffer
2013; Sheehan et al. 2014). We caution that our results will generalize most
closely to large, publicly traded corporations in the United States, and the
cultural and regulatory context of the United States. That said, we believe
the issues of companies using organizational structures for symbolic and
substantive purposes are universal but will manifest differently in other cul-
tural and regulatory contexts.

Implications for Public Policy

Our findings underscore the importance of enforcement officials consider-
ing empirical evidence, or the lack thereof, on the efficacy of workforce
diversity practices and responsibility structures in their screening and
enforcement activities (Dobbin 2009). It appears that structural and other
workforce diversity solutions are being used as injunctive relief in employ-
ment discrimination cases (Hegewisch, Deitch, and Murphy 2011), without
much research on whether the interventions do in fact help underrepre-
sented groups. Our results suggest that structural mandates, such as an HR
executive on the TMT, may be a relatively weak symbolic step to take, as
compared to compelling an organization to assign responsibility for the
firm’s EEO-1 report to a higher-ranking individual.
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In firms that utilize a high-ranking EEO-1 certifier, the required filing of
the annual EEO-1 form stimulates not only establishmentlevel and
aggregate-level data collection and reporting but also efforts to improve the
proportion of women in management. Based on our results, we suggest that
the EEOC scrutinize the certifier data in its EEO-1 reporting database to
help identify potential systemic violators of EEO law. We also recommend
stronger, more specific requirements for who can serve as a company
EEO-1 certifier. EEO enforcement agencies should consider examining
additional unobtrusive measures of companies’ progress on gender diversity
in management. For example, the actual budgets of EEO or workforce
diversity offices may be a better indicator of a firm’s substantive commit-
ment to enhancing the proportion of women in management than is the
presence of the HR function on the TMT.

Ironically, over time, an initially effective structural innovation such as
the level of the EEO-1 certifier may lose its efficacy, as its purpose shifts
from substantive indicator of diversity commitment to symbolic gesture, and
as the innovation diffuses throughout an industry (Tolbert and Zucker
1983; Edelman et al. 2011). Thus, public policymakers should understand
the dynamic nature of EEO compliance and be prepared to innovate in
terms of discrimination detection methods and the modification of EEO
laws.

The strong results on our EEO-certifier variable suggest that criticisms of
EEO reporting as ineffective and unnecessary are misplaced. That is, the
EEOC’s collection of firm-level data on workplace staffing appears to be
working, at least among firms that approach compliance seriously and sub-
stantively. This finding bodes well for the potential efficacy of the EEOC’s
proposal to collect pay data on its EEO-1 form (Final Comment Request:
Revision of the Employer Information Report [EEO-1] 2016). Like the cur-
rent EEO-1 form that requires staffing data collection and directs attention
toward within-firm staffing disparities, this change has the potential to focus
attention and corrective actions on any withinfirm pay disparities based
upon gender, race, and ethnicity highlighted in the reports. At the same
time, like the current EEO-1 staffing data, raw disparities should not be con-
sidered direct evidence of discrimination but rather as information on when
and where to devote enhanced public policy and corporate attention.

Managerial Implications

We suggest that companies carefully consider who has responsibility for cer-
tifying their annual EEO-1 form. As discussed, the hierarchical level of the
position responsible for the company’s EEO-1 form embodies the firm’s
substantive attention and resources devoted to demographic diversity.
Simply put, signers higher in the organizational hierarchy gain valuable
insight from the EEO-1 report into the locus of diversity problems, and they
likely have more authority and discretion to redress any problems that
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surface in the EEO-I reports. In addition, the most effective strategies might
be establishmentspecific; a person in a position of authority can more
resourcefully attack the problem.

Management should be aware of pressures on their firms to utilize the
HR executive position for symbolic purposes and be prepared to counter
that and/or add substantive function to the role. Underscoring this point is
the possibility that the symbolic use of HR structures for external audiences
may overtake firms’ truly substantive EEO and workforce diversity efforts
(MacLean and Behnam 2010).

We also urge managers to be critical consumers of initiatives to enhance
gender diversity in management. Implementation of HR best practices such
as investments in worker training and development may enhance the career
advancement possibilities for all workers; however, the more general inter-
ventions appear to be less effective than gender-targeted HR practices
(Konrad and Linnehan 1995), and it is possible that general HR practices
could themselves become gendered over time (Hirsh 2014). Finally, we cau-
tion managers who are evaluating diversity-related HR practices that pro-
gram design and organizational context, in the form of responsibility
structures, may be the keys to the efficacy of these programs.

Limitations and Future Research

We acknowledge a number of limitations of our study. First, the study pro-
vides evidence that a company’s EEO-1 signer rank is related to greater
managerial gender diversity, but support for causal inferences could be
stronger. We make an effort to address this concern empirically by lagging
the status of our two key predictors of HR presence on the TMT in 2002
and EEO-1 certifier in 2002 relative to the proportion of women managers
in 2005. Almost all of our control variables are from 2002 as well, including
two critical ones for inferring a hierarchical structure influence on women
in management rather than the reverse: 1) the average percentage of the
workforce that is female in the company’s establishments in 2002, and 2)
the proportion of women in the establishment’s relevant industrial labor
market in 2002. We note as well the absence of a negative relationship
between the predictor variables and gender diversity in management, which
we might expect to find if there was reverse causality. Nevertheless, our
design is less powerful for reaching causal conclusions than a longitudinal
data set with observations over many years would be.

Second, we do not have access to information on specific workforce diver-
sity and EEO practices, which would have permitted direct comparisons
with previous research (e.g., Kalev et al. 2006). This is less of a concern,
however, given that we are interested in assessing the responsibility struc-
tures that might precede and serve to predict the implementation of diver-
sity practices. We posited that one reason the EEO-1 signer’s rank exerts
such influence on gender diversity in management three years later is that
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the signer can use the EEO-1 establishment data to craft diversity initiatives
specific to the nature of the problem in a given establishment. An interest-
ing direction for future research might be to test this proposition.

Finally, we are unable to include in our models the gender of the EEO-1
signer. Gender information may have yielded important insights (Kossek
et al. 1994); unfortunately, information on the certification status is unavail-
able. That said, in their study of establishments nested within Fortune 100
firms, Skaggs and colleagues (2012) found that the gender diversity of com-
pany board members, but not the gender diversity of company executives,
was associated with greater representation of women in management at the
establishment level.

Conclusion

The significant contribution of this research is its examination of the effects
of company-level hierarchical structure, a factor previously unexamined in
the literature on the efficacy of workforce diversity practices. The results
represent a bad news/good news story for ways to enhance gender diversity
in management. We find that HR professionals on TMTs appear to serve
symbolic rather than substantive roles in terms of women’s representation
in management. This trend suggests that the inclusion of HR professionals
on TMTs is not an efficacious means to increase the proportion of women
in management. The more hopeful news is that our findings on the rela-
tionship between EEO-1 signer/certifier rank and women’s representation
in management suggest that substantive attention focused on establishment-
level workforce demographics data may stimulate organizations to under-
take and sustain diversity efforts that improve women’s representation in
management. In short, initiating change in women’s advancement to man-
agement positions may be less a matter of who sits visibly at the top of the
company hierarchy and more a matter of who signs at the bottom of the
EEO-1 form.

References

Bantel, Karen A., and Susan E. Jackson. 1989. Top management and innovations in banking:
Does the composition of the top team make a difference? Strategic Management Journal
10(S1): 107-24.

Barber, Brad M., and Terrance Odean. 2001. Boys will be boys: Gender, overconfidence, and
common stock investment. Quarterly Journal of Economics 116(1): 261-92.

Barsh, Joanna, Sandrine Devillard, and Jin Wang. 2012. The global gender agenda. McKinsey
Quarterly, June: 1-9.

Beckman, Christine M., and M. Diane Burton. 2011. Bringing organizational demography
back in: Time, change, and structure in top management team research. In Mason A.
Carpenter, Handbook of Top Management Team Research, pp. 49-70. Northampton, MA:
Edward Elgar.

Berrey, Ellen. 2014. Breaking glass ceilings, ignoring dirty floors: The culture and class bias
of diversity management. American Behavioral Scientist 58(2): 347-70.

Blau, Francine D., Marianne A. Ferber, and Anne E. Winkler. 2014. The Economics of Women,
Men and Work. 7th edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.



WORKPLACE DIVERSITY: WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT 255

Blum, Terry C., Dail L. Fields, and Jodi S. Goodman. 1994. Organization-level determinants
of women in management. Academy of Management Journal 37(2): 241-68.

Boone, Christophe, and Walter Hendriks. 2009. Top management team diversity and firm
performance: Moderators of functional-background and locus-of-control diversity. Man-
agement Science 55(2): 165-80.

Bureau of National Affairs. 2004. HR department benchmarks and analysis 2004. Washing-
ton, DC: Bloomberg BNA.

Caldwell, Raymond. 2011. HR directors in UK boardrooms: A search for strategic influence
or symbolic capital? Employee Relations 33(1): 40-63.

Carpenter, Mason A., Marta A. Geletkanycz, and Wm. Gerard Sanders. 2004. Upper echelons
research revisited: Antecedents, elements, and consequences of top management team
composition. Journal of Management 30(6): 749-78.

Catalyst. 2010. Why diversity matters. Research studies 2005-2010. New York: Catalyst Infor-
mation Center.

Chattopadhyay, Prithviraj, William H. Glick, C. Chet Miller, and George P. Huber. 1999.
Determinants of executive beliefs: Comparing functional conditioning and social influ-
ence. Stralegic Management Journal 20(8): 763-89.

Combs, James, Yongmei Liu, Angela Hall, and David Ketchen. 2006. How much do high per-
formance work practices matter? A meta-analysis of their effects on organizational perfor-
mance. Personnel Psychology 59(3): 501-28.

Cordova, Diana I. 1992. Cognitive limitations and affirmative action: The effects of aggregate
versus sequential data in the perception of discrimination. Social Justice Research 5(3):
319-33.

DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W. Powell. 1983. The iron cage revisited: Institutional iso-
morphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review
48(2): 147-60.

Dobbin, Frank. 2009. Inventing Equal Opportunity. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Dobbin, Frank, Soohan Kim, and Alexandra Kalev. 2011. You can’t always get what you need.
Organizational determinants of diversity programs. American Sociological Review 76(3):
386-411.

Dobbin, Frank, Daniel Schrage, and Alexandra Kalev. 2014. Resisting the iron cage: The
effects of bureaucratic reforms to promote equity. SSRN Working Paper No. 2513869.
Social Science Research Network.

Dooney, John, and Noel Smith. 2005. SHRM Human Capital Benchmarking Study. Alexandria,
VA: Society of Human Resource Management (SHRM).

Dutton, Jane E., Susan J. Ashford, Regina M. O’Neill, and Katherine A. Lawrence. 2001.
Moves that matter: Issue selling and organizational change. Academy of Management Journal
44(4): 716-36.

Edelman, Lauren B. 1992. Legal ambiguity and symbolic structures: Organizational media-
tion of civil rights law. American Journal of Sociology 97(6): 1531-76.

Edelman, Lauren B., and Stephen Petterson. 1999. Symbols and substance in organizational
response to civil rights law. Research in Stratification and Mobility 17: 107-35.

Edelman, Lauren B., Sally Riggs Fuller, and Iona Mara-Drita. 2001. Diversity rhetoric and the
managerialization of law. American_Journal of Sociology 106(6): 1589-1641.

Edelman, Lauren B., Linda H. Krieger, Scott R. Eliason, Catherine R. Albiston, and Virginia
Mellema. 2011. When organizations rule: Judicial deference to institutionalized employ-
ment structures. American_Journal of Sociology 117(3): 888-954.

Ely, Robin, and Irene Padavic. 2007. A feminist analysis of organizational research on sex dif-
ferences. Academy of Management Review 32(4): 1121-43.

Final Comment Request: Revision of the Employer Information Report (EEO-1); EEOC
Notice of Submission for OMB Review, 81 Fed. Reg. 45479-97 (July 14, 2016).

Graham, Mary E., Emily Kennavane, and Katherine Hannan Wears. 2008. Review of diversity
management content in introductory human resource management textbooks. Academy of
Management Journal of Learning and Education 7(3): 429-33.

Guest, David, and Zella King. 2006. Power, innovation and problem-solving. The personnel
managers’ three steps to heaven. Journal of Management Studies 41 (3): 401-23.



256 ILR REVIEW

Hambrick, Donald C., and Phyllis A. Mason. 1984. Upper echelons: The organization as a
reflection of its top managers. Academy of Management Review 9(2): 193-206.

Hegewisch, Ariane, Cynthia Deitch, and Evelyn Murphy. 2011. Ending sex and race discrimi-
nation in the workplace: Legal interventions that push the envelope. Washington, DC:
Institute for Women’s Policy Research.

Hirsh, C. Elizabeth. 2014. Beyond treatment and impact: A context-oriented approach to
employment discrimination. American Behavioral Scientist 58(2): 256—73.

Hofmann, David A., and Mark B. Gavin. 1998. Centering decisions in hierarchical linear
models: Implications for research on organizations. Journal of Management 24: 623—41.

Houghton, Susan M., and Donald O. Neubaum. 1994. Do executives really have executive
perception? Academy of Management Best Papers Proceedings, 372-76.

Kalev, Alexandra. 2014. How you downsize is who you downsize: Biased formalization,
accountability, and managerial diversity. American Sociological Review 79(1): 109-35.

Kalev, Alexandra, Frank Dobbin, and Erin Kelly. 2006. Best practices or best guesses? Asses-
sing the efficacy of corporate affirmative action and diversity policies. American Sociological
Review 71: 589-617.

Kelly, James, and John Gennard. 2007. Business strategic decision making: The role and
influence of directors. Human Resource Management Journal 17(2): 100-117.

Konrad, Alison M., and Frank Linnehan. 1995. Formalized HRM structures: Coordinating
equal employment opportunity or concealing organizational practices? Academy of Manage-
ment Journal 38(3): 787-820.

Kossek, Ellen Ernst, Parshotam Dass, and Beverly DeMarr. 1994. The dominant logic of
employer-sponsored work and family initiatives: Human resource managers’ institutional
role. Human Relations 47(9): 1121-49.

Lado, Augustine A., and Mary C. Wilson. 1994. Human resource systems and sustained com-
petitive advantage: A competency-based perspective. Academy of Management Review 19(4):
699-727.

Lawrence, Elizabeth. 2000. Equal opportunities officers and managing equality changes.
Personnel Review 29(3): 381-401.

Legge, Karen. 1978. Power, Innovation, and Problem-Solving in Personnel Management. London:
McGraw-Hill.

Leonard, Jonathan S. 1985. What promises are worth: The impact of affirmative action goals.
Journal of Human Resources 20(1): 3-20.

Lerner, Jennifer S., and Philip Tetlock. 1999. Accounting for the effects of accountability.
Psychological Bulletin 125(2): 255-75.

Lockwood, Nancy R. 2005. Workplace Diversity: Leveraging the Power of Difference for Competitive
Advantage. Alexandria, VA: Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM).

MacLean, Tammy L., and Michael Behnam. 2010. The dangers of decoupling the relation-
ship between compliance programs, legitimacy perceptions, and institutional misconduct.
Academy of Management Journal 53(6): 1499-1520.

Mathiason, Garry G., and Aisha N. Barbeau. 2005. Embracing employment law as part of the
corporate compliance initiative: The expanding jurisdiction of the Chief Compliance Offi-
cer. San Francisco: Littler Mendelson.

McKinsey & Company. 2015. A CEO’s guide to gender equality. Executive Briefing. McKinsey
Quarterly, November. Accessed at http://www.mckinsey.com/global-themes/leadership/a-
ceos-guide-to-gender-equality

Menz, Markus. 2012. Functional top management team members: A review, synthesis, and
research agenda. Journal of Management 38(1): 45-80.

Meyer, John W., and Brian Rowan. 1977. Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as
myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology 83(2): 340-63.

Moore, Mark E., Bonnie L. Parkhouse, and Alison M. Konrad. 2001. Women in sport man-
agement: Advancing the representation through HRM structures. Gender in Management
16(2): 51-61.

Neupert, Shevaun D. 2013. Emotional reactivity to daily stressors using a random coefficients
model with SAS PROC MIXED: A repeated measures analysis. In G. David Garson (Ed.),



WORKPLACE DIVERSITY: WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT 257

Hierarchical Linear Modeling: Guide and Applications, pp. 205-19. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

Ocasio, William. 2011. Attention to attention. Organization Science 22(5): 1286-96.

Oliver, Christine. 1991. Strategic responses to institutional pressures. Academy of Management
Review 16(1): 145-79.

Orser, Barbara, and Joanne Leck. 2010. Gender influences on career success outcomes. Gen-
der in Management: An International Journal 25(5): 386-407.

Pfefter, Jeftrey. 1992. Managing with Power: Politics and Influence in Organizations. Boston, MA:
Harvard Business School Press.

. 2013. You’re still the same: Why theories of power hold over time and across con-
texts. Academy of Management Perspectives 27(4): 269-80.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, Alison Davis-Blake, and Daniel J. Julius. 1995. AA officers’ salaries and man-
agerial diversity: Efficiency wages or status? Industrial Relations 34(1): 73-94.

Powell, Gary N. 2011. Women and Men in Management. 4th edition. Los Angeles, CA: Sage
Publications.

Raudenbush, Stephen W., and Anthony S. Bryk. 2002. Hierarchical Linear Models, 2nd edition.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Rendell, Michael. 2014. The future of work: A journey to 2022. PwC. Accessed at http://
www.pwc.com/gx/en/issues/talent/future-of-work/journey-to-2022.html.

Reskin, Barbara F., and Debra Branch McBrier. 2000. Why not ascription? Organizations’
employment of male and female managers. American Sociological Review 65(2): 210-33.

Rutte, Christel G., Kristina A. Diekmann, Jeffrey T. Polzer, Faye J. Crosby, and David M.
Messick. 1994. Organization of information and the detection of gender discrimination.
Psychological Science 5(4): 226-31.

Rynes, Sara, and Benson Rosen. 1995. A field survey of factors affecting the adoption and
perceived success of diversity training. Personnel Psychology 48(2): 247-70.

Sheehan, Cathy, Helen DeCieri, Brian Cooper, and Robert Brooks. 2014. Exploring the
power dimensions of the human resource function. Human Resource Management Journal
24(2): 193-210.

Singer, Judith D. 1998. Using SAS PROC MIXED to fit multilevel models, hierarchical mod-
els, and individual growth models. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics 23(4):
323-55.

Skaggs, Sheryl, Kevin Stainback, and Phyllis Duncan. 2012. Shaking things up or business as
usual? The influence of female corporate executives and boards of directors on women’s
managerial representation. Social Science Research 41(4): 936—48.

[SHRM] Society for Human Resource Management. 2005. The SHRM symposium on the
future of strategic HR. Alexandria, VA: SHRM.

. 2006. Global diversity and inclusion: Perceptions, practices, and attitudes. Alexan-

dria, VA: SHRM.

. 2016. SHRM Competency Model. Accessed at http://www.shrm.org/hrcompeten
cies/pages/default.aspx (February 5, 2016).

Stainback, Kevin, and Donald Tomaskovic-Devey. 2012. Documenting Desegregation: Racial and
Gender Segregation in Private Sector Employment since the Civil Rights Act. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.

Subramony, Mahesh. 2009. A meta-analytic investigation of the relations between HRM bun-
dles and firm performance. Human Resource Management 48(5): 745-68.

Suchman, Mark C. 1995. Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches. Acad-
emy of Management Review 20(3): 571-610.

Tolbert, Pamela S., and Lynne G. Zucker. 1983. Institutional forces of change in the formal
structure of organizations: The diffusion of civil service reform 1880-1935. Administrative
Science Quanrterly 28(1): 22-39.

Tomaskovic-Devey, Donald T., Kevin Stainback, Tiffany Taylor, Catherine Zimmer, Corre
Robinson, and Tricia McTague. 2006. Documenting desegregation: Segregation in Ameri-
can workplaces by race, ethnicity, and sex, 1966-2003. American Sociological Review 71(4):
565-88.



http://www.shrm.org/hrcompetencies/pages/default.aspx

258 ILR REVIEW

Twiss, Catherine, Susan Tabb, and Faye J. Crosby. 1989. Affirmative action and aggregate
data: The importance of patterns in the perception of discrimination. In Fletcher A.
Blanchard and Faye J. Crosby (Eds.), Affirmative Action in Perspective, pp. 159-67. New York:
Springer-Verlag.

Ulrich, Dave, and James H. Dulebohn. 2015. Are we there yet? What’s next for HR? Human
Resource Management Review 25(2): 188-204.

[U.S. EEOC] U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 2009. Outback Steakhouse
to pay $19 million for sex bias against women in “Glass Ceiling” suit by EEOC. Accessed
at http://www.eeoc.gov/eeoc/newsroom/release/12-29-09a.cfm (June 29, 2015).

U.S. Glass Ceiling Commission. 1995. A solid investment: Making full use of the nation’s
human capital. Final Report of the Federal Glass Ceiling Commission. Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office.

Van Dijk, Hans, Marloes L. van Engen, and Daan van Knippenberg. 2012. Defying conven-
tional wisdom: A meta-analytical examination of the differences between demographic
and jobrelated diversity relationships with performance. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 119(1): 38-53.

Vuontisjarvi, Taru. 2006. Corporate social reporting in the European context and human
resource disclosures: An analysis of Finnish companies. Journal of Business Ethics 69(4):
331-54.

Webb, Eugene J., Donald T. Campbell, Richard D. Schwartz, and Lee Sechrest. 2000. Unob-
trusive Measures. Revised edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Welbourne, Theresa M., and Linda A. Cyr. 1999. The human resource executive effect in ini-
tial public offering firms. Academy of Management Journal 42(6): 616-29.

Wimbush, James C. 2008. Human resource management: Challenges for graduate HR educa-
tion. Business Horizons 51(2): 151-54.

Zhang, Yan, and Margarethe F. Wiersema. 2009. Stock market reaction to CEO certification:
The signaling role of CEO background. Strategic Management Journal 30(7): 693-710.



