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Calisanlarin ~ Farkliik  Algi  ve  Tutumlar: Insan  Kaynaklar:
Profesyonellerine ve Otel Calisanlarina Yonelik Bir Arastirma
Ozet

Kiiresellesmeye bagli olarak, sosyal ortamlarda, &zel olarak igyerinde farklilik konusu c¢esitli
firsatlar1 ve tehditleri tasimaktadir. Bu baglamda, mevcut ¢alismanin amaci, isletmelerde farklilik algilarini ve
farklilik iklimini belirlemektir. Bu sinirlama igerisinde, ¢alismada bireyin farkliliktan ne anladigi sorusuna
yanit aranmig olup, is gruplarinda ve ig disindaki genel sosyal ortamlarda onemli farklilik faktorleri
sorgulanmustir. Insanlar, benzer insanlarin olusturdugu homojen gruplarin ve benzer olmayan insanlarin
olusturdugu heterojen (farklilik igeren) gruplarin avantajlarima ve dezavantajlarina nasil bakmaktadirlar?.
Genel farklilik algilamasi nedir? Bu sorular ulusal diizlemde test edilmistir, zira farklilik konusunda yapilan
aragtirmalarin bilyiik ¢ogunlugu, kiiltiirleraras1 ve uluslararas: diizlemde yapilmaktadir. Bu arastirmanin
Ozglinliigi, cesitli alt kiltiirlerin mevecut oldugu bir kiiltiir iginde genel farklilik algisinin incelenmesidir.
Sonuglar, karsilastirilan gruplar arasinda anlaml farkliliklar oldugunu gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Isyeri farklihg1, farklilik algis1, gruplarda farklilik, sosyal ortam farkliligi, insan
kaynaklar1 profesyonelleri ve otel ¢aliganlart.

Abstract

Owing to globalization, the issue of diversity in social settings, particularly in the workplace presents
several challenges and threats. In this context, the aim of the present study is to identify perceptions of
diversity and the diversity climate within business organizations. Within this scope, factors defining diversity
that are important in group and social settings are considered and the answer to the question “what do the
individuals understand from diversity?” is sought. How do people view the advantages and disadvantages of
homogeneous and heterogeneous (diverse) groups? What is the general perception of diversity? These
questions were tested in a domestic setting, because the majority of research into diversity issues is applied to
intercultural and international settings. The originality of this research is that it examines the general
perception of diversity within one culture in which various sub-cultures exist. The results show significant
differences among investigated groups. For instance, higher education level, managerial role, and experience
abroad lead to a higher positive perception of diversity. Amongst others, culture and language are two
prominent diversity factors.

Keywords: Workplace diversity, diversity perception, diversity in groups, diversity in social setting.
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The Diversity Perception and the Attitudes of
Employees: A Study on Human Resource
Professionals and Hotel Workers

Introduction

The issue of diversity is of great importance in many countries and
international organizations such as the United Nations and the European Union
(http://web20.s112.typo3server.com, http://www.un.org). Respect for diverse
groups, cultures, minorities, and new multicultural societies are just a few of the
concepts relevant to diversity, which now exists on a global scale. According to
Kymlicka (cited in Bali, 2001:195), there are 600 groups of living languages
and 5000 ethnic groups in the 184 countries of the world. It is assumed that
there are 47 ethnic groups in Turkey alone (Bali, 2001: 200).

Diversity in business organizations is also a current issue. Workplace
diversity and its management have been prominent topics in recent years (Cox,
1991; Barry/Bateman, 1996; Knouse/Dansby, 1999; De Meuse/Hostager, 2001;
Triandis, 2003). The American literature on management is rife with advice to
increase workforce diversity as a way of enhancing work group effectiveness
(Ely/Thomas, 2001: 229). North America is where most of the diversity
research has been conducted (Hicks-Clarke/Iles, 2000). The primary focus of
research on diversity has been the effectiveness and outcomes of workforce
diversity in organizations (Milliken/Martins, 1996). Owing to rapid
globalization, extended markets and changes in demographic measures, the
merit of evaluating and managing diversity has attracted increasing attention,
since different work environments require diverse workforces (Joplin/Daus,
1997; Strauss/Connerley/Ammermann, 2003). Estimation reports and studies
have revealed that ethnic, racial and gender demographics in the labor force of
several countries are steadily increasing (Kossek/Zonia, 1993; Mor
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Barak/Cherin/Berkman, 1998; Hicks-Clarke/Iles, 2000; Kersten, 2000; O’Flynn
etal., 2001).

1. Literature Review

Conceptual Overview

The term diversity is used in diversity studies in a broader sense
concerning human differences. It is used to describe all types of dimensions of
an organization’s employees, such as role, function and personality (Hicks-
Clarke/lIles, 2000). Age, gender, sexual orientation, social class, culture,
ethnicity, disability, education, beliefs, experiences, and race are the primary
elements that make individuals different from another one (Joplin/Daus, 1997;
Hicks-Clarke/Iles, 2000; Kersten, 2000; Triandis, 2003). Diversity can also be
categorized as personal or organizational. Personal differences can be
appearance-related, such as skin color, race, gender, etc., or internal, such as
values, beliefs, etc. Organizational differences are considered to be tenure,
position and technical skills. This classification is congruent with intergroup
theory, which defines groups as identity groups or organizational groups
(Alderfer/Smith, 1982; Kossek/Zonia, 1993).

Advantages and Disadvantages of Diversity

The underlying assumption of attaching importance to diversity and
diversity management is that diversity will bring positive outcomes for an
organization. Diversity is important in idea generation, growth, learning, image,
human resources, and discrimination law (Hon/Brunner, 2000; Friedman/
Amoo, 2002). In other words, diversity can add value if it is managed
effectively (Milliken/Martins, 1996; Knouse/Dansby, 1999). A diverse
workforce can produce higher quality work because of its broader perspectives
and ideas put forward for problem-solving. Understanding the different
demands and expectations of diversified markets, group decision-making,
group interaction, and innovation are some of the several expected outcomes
for an organization (Knouse/Dansby, 1999: 486-7). Fostering and facilitating a
positive diversity climate is considered a business imperative and strategic
leadership focus in organizations, since it offers a competitive edge
domestically and internationally (Joplin/Daus, 1997; Combs, 2002).

People who view diversity positively in the workplace believe that
individual differences are positive. Diversity can be a source of learning and
creativity; interactions with people from different backgrounds are welcomed; it
is an opportunity for personal promotion and organizational profitability (De
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Meuse/Hostager, 2001: 34). The benefits of workplace diversity are mainly
linked to better decision-making, greater creativity and innovation, and better
service for foreign and ethnic groups in terms of marketing and economic
distribution of opportunities (Cox, 1991). A firm may achieve a flexible
strategic fit more easily if it has a diverse workforce (Laursen/Mahnke/Vejrup-
Hansen, 2004).

On the other hand, workplace diversity leads to disadvantages such as
high turnover rates, interpersonal conflicts and communication breakdown
(Cox, 1991: 34). According to research, interpersonal similarity facilitates
communication, improves trust and enhances reciprocal relations (Mor Barak/
Cherin/Berkman, 1998: 88).

Opposition to diversity in the workplace arises from a fear of difference,
having stereotyped attitudes, a belief that diversity initiatives are unfair, and a
belief that diversity is a threat to career development, performance
development, and profitability of the firm (Cox, 1993; De Meuse/Hostager,
2001). Research findings have identified a decrease in communication and
cohesiveness with increasing demographic heterogeneity between groups (Cox,
1991: 36). However, other studies revealed that the diversity of demographic
and physical characteristics in heterogeneous groups decreases after they start
working together because of acquaintance between more tenured members and
new members (Jackson et al., 1991). At the beginning, a homogeneous group
performs better, but with the experience of working together, heterogeneous
group performs better in terms of problem-solving and innovation (Knouse/
Dansby, 1999: 492). It has been argued that the optimal ratios for minority
status are between 10% and 20% by researchers such as Davis (psychological
minority phenomenon), Kanter (critical mass) and Izraeli (representative
minority) several decades ago (Knouse/Dansby, 1999: 487-8). Optimal ratios
of 11-30% for diversity and 31-50% women seem to lead to group
effectiveness (Knouse/Dansby, 1999: 491). Indeed, diversity implementation in
an organization can threaten the positions of privileged groups such as men,
Caucasians, and major cultural groups (Kossek/Zonia, 1993: 63—4). Thus,
diversity leadership in a organizations is a strategic imperative (Dreachslin/
Saunders, 1999) because it is a response to demographic shifts and changing
attitudes among workforce and target groups. Studies have revealed that more
authoritarian individuals are likely to have negative attitudes toward diversity
and agreeableness is strongly related to attitudes toward diversity (Strauss/
Connerley/Ammermann, 2003: 46). Diversity thus seems a crucial
consideration in what to manage and who to employ in an organization.
Diversity management, meaning systematic management of workplace
diversity, is seen as a relational rather than a structural model. Thus, without
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structural equity and accountability in companies, communication, teamwork,
training, organizational cohesion, conformity, compliance and the importance
of the whole organization versus its parts depend on diversity (Kersten, 2000:
243-6).

The elements identified are generally factors that are included in
organizational demographic characteristics in Pfeffer’s model and are powerful
determinants of perceptions of similarity and person-environment fit (Jackson
et al., 1991). These factors influence many behavioral patterns, including
communication, promotion, job transfer and turnover, according to Pfeffer
(Jackson et al., 1991). Team heterogeneity was also found to be a relatively
strong predictor of team turnover rates in the study by Jackson et al (1991).
Team heterogeneity may challenge the status quo and thus can irritate dominant
organizational actors (e.g., white males) and reveal negative reactions among
them (Tsui/Egan/O’Reilly, 1992). The focus of the present study is the
workplace setting. Since work is carried out by groups within organizations, the
impact of diversity in groups, diversity views and perceptions of individuals are
crucial in determining whether diversity affects organizational goals. Kossek
and Zonia (1993) reported a strong relation between diversity climate and
groups rather than organizational units, and that gender heterogeneity is
significant in valuing diversity. Moreover, as the group size increased, so did
communication and coordination problems. In other words, larger teams tend to
be less cohesive owing to higher levels of heterogeneity (Jackson et al., 1991).
As heterogeneity increases, absenteeism and turnover increase among males
(Friedman/Amoo, 2002).

Exploiting Workplace Diversity

The issue of diversity is a double-edged sword. Organizations can benefit
from diversity or it can distort the climate and can lead to conflicts. To
overcome problems arising from diversity, solutions such as changing the
organizational culture to value diversity and targeting organizational goals
rather than individual needs have been suggested (Chatman et al., 1998). Thus,
diversity leadership plays a crucial role in the success of diversity initiatives.
Knowing at what stage the organization is on the intolerance-appreciation
continuum is important before embarking on diversity initiatives (Joplin/Daus,
1997: 45). The idea that there is greater similarity than dissimilarity among
humans (Giilgéz, 2005; Onen, 2006) can be a very useful starting point for
promoting diversity. As Triandis (2003: 492-3) suggested, when developing
good relationships in culturally diverse organizations where there is a need to
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decrease perceived dissimilarities and to increase similarities between “us” and
“them”, the following approaches can be used to promote diversity:

- Emphasize similarities,

- Train people to perceive the disadvantages of categorization,
- Train staff to re-categorize (emphasizing similarities),

- Make individuals of their ethnocentrism,

- Favor multiculturalism,

- Increase the use of superordinate goals,

- Train people to understand fundamental attribution errors (suppress
stereotyping),

- Train individuals to use interpersonal rather than intergroup
judgement, and

- Train staff to understand social dominance theory.

Diversity Climate and Its Measurement in
Organizations

Intergroup relations are crucial in organizations and are influenced by
power differences between groups in the organizational context
(Alderfer/Smith, 1982). The organizational climate, generally perceived as the
influence of the organizational atmosphere on employees’ perceptions that
ground behavior and attitudes (Schneider/Reicher, 1993), is an important
parameter in assessing how people in the work environment feel and perceive
the context. The organizational climate is a sign of the wellness of the work
setting. It refers to the characteristics dominating the organization (Baran, 2000:
222). In particular, the diversity climate refers to the psychological perspective
(Hicks-Clarke/Iles, 2000: 326) and influences affective outcomes, such as
satisfaction and involvement, and achievement outcomes, such as opportunity,
recognition and efficiency (Milliken/Martins, 1996; Bean et al., 2001). One
mistake made by managers is to consider foreign cultures and ethnic
subcultures in their homeland as if they were homogeneous (Cotte/Ratneshwar,
1999: 202). A diversity climate can be created by practices, procedures and
rewards in the organization (Schneider/Gunnarson/Niles-Jolly, 1994: 18) and it
can be evaluated in three dimensions, namely, in terms of individual, group and
organizational factors (Cox, 1993; Bean et al., 2001).

Measuring attitudes toward diversity has not been the focus of much
attention, although the issue of diversity itself has been widely addressed (De
Meuse/Hostager, 2001). However, some instruments to evaluate workplace
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diversity have been developed. The Reaction to Diversity Inventory, developed
by De Meuse and Hostager (2001), assesses the general reaction and perception
of employees. This inventory is recommended if there are diversity practices or
endeavor in the organization. Another instrument, the Diversity Perception
Scale developed by Mor Barak et al. (1998), focuses on perceptions assuming
that behavior is driven by perceptions of reality. It focuses on personal and
organizational dimensions in a diversity climate and it is convenient for
determining the overall diversity environment. A third instrument is the
Attitudes Toward Diversity Scale of Montei et al. (1996) that comprises 30
items and focuses on co-workers, supervisors, hiring and promotion decisions
(Strauss/Connerley/Ammermann, 2003: 40). A final instrument that should be
mentioned is the Diversity Climate Survey developed by Robert Bean and
Caroline Dillon in 2000 (Bean et al., 2001). This instrument includes 15 profile
questions and 15 statements, with a 5-point Likert scale. Using three
dimensions (individual, group and organizational), each with five items,
information on how differences are perceived, how differences affect the work
of individuals and teams, and how effectively diversity is managed is gathered.
The instrument can identify affective and achievement outcomes (Bean et al.,
2001).

Aims and Objectives of the Research

Several studies have addressed topics concerning diversity issues such as
cultural differences (Sargut, 2001), discrimination and sexual harassment
(Aslan/ Vasilyeva, 2003) in workplaces in Turkey; however, diversity itself has
not been considered in a Turkish setting to any great extent and it’s limited to
the cultural aspects of diversity concepts (Usluata/Bal, 2007: 100). In recent
times, diversity itself is getting more attention especially in social settings
(Toprak et al, 2008; Giimiis, 2009). On the other hand, the discussion on
diversity or “others” focuses on “others from different cultures and different
countries than one’s own”. However, in perceiving others, social prejudices are
critical, and thus diversity issues can be identified for “the same culture and
country as one’s own” (Glilgoz, 2005).

For this reason, the aim of the present study was to provide a means to
determine diversity for both academic and practical approaches.

The basic questions to be answered within this study are as follows:

a) What diversity elements constitute a definition of diversity in Turkish work
organizations?
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b) What diversity elements are influential in the workplace setting (team
composition)?

¢) What diversity elements influence a person’s social distance?

d) What are the advantages of a diverse team/group?

e) What are the disadvantages of a diverse team/group?

f)  What are the advantages of a homogeneous team/group?

g) What is the overall level of diversity perception in Turkish workplaces?

2.Methodology
Participants

Two groups of participants were recruited for this study. One group of
participants was individual members or volunteers of Peryon (The Association
for Personnel Management in Turkey), an organization for human resources
and personnel professionals. Institutional memberships (firms) were not
included. There were 2500 individual members of Peryon in 2005, who were
human resources professionals, specialists and academic  staff
(www.peryon.org.tr; www.wfpma.com/turkey.html; http://www.peryon.org.tr/
hakkimizda.asp)  Questionnaire forms were delivered and sent to these
professionals. A total of 245 forms were returned. Nine questionnaires were
excluded because of a high number of unanswered items. Thus, 236 forms from
Peryon were included in the analysis.

The second group of participants comprised managers and employees of
hotels in Bursa, the fourth-largest city in Turkey. Data obtained from 130
participants were used.

Table 1: Descriptive characteristics of the groups.

Variable Sub-category n %
Group Peryon 236 | 64.5
Hotel 130| 355
Age <25 years 77| 21.0
26-35 years 147| 40.2
3645 years 104 284
46-55 years 29 7.9
256 years 9 2.5
Gender Male 231 63.1
Female 135 369
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Education level Primary 12 33
Secondary 20 5.5
Lycee 78| 213
Undergraduate 48| 13.1
Graduate 158 432
Postgraduate 50 13.7
Position Manager 171 46.7
Non-manager 195| 533
Experience abroad Experience 149 | 40.7
No experience 217 593
Tenure <1 year 58| 15.8
1-3 years 11| 303
4-5 years 37 10.1
>6 years 160 | 43.7
Number of jobs First 92| 25.1
Second 119 325
Third 731 19.9
Fourth or more 82| 224

In terms of the background profile of respondents, the majority were men
(63.1%) and more than half were not in a managerial position (53.3%). The
greatest numbers of subjects were in the age groups 2635 years (40%) and 36—
45 years (28.4%), followed by <25 years (21.0%). Some 43.2% of respondents
held a university degree, and together with postgraduate degrees (13.7%) and
undergraduates (13.1%) accounted for the majority of the subjects (70.0%).
Respondents with experience abroad amounted to 40.7%. Individuals with more
than 6 years of tenure were in the majority (43.7%), whereas new members (<1
year) accounted for only 15.8% of the respondents. In terms of job changes to
date, 32.5% were in their second job and 25.1% were in their first. No disabled
persons responded to the questionnaire.

Instrument

The survey instrument applied to both study groups consisted of four
parts and was prepared considering several instruments in the literature (Mor
Barak/Cherin/ Berkman, 1998; Bean et al., 2001; De Meuse/Hostager, 2001).
The first part consisted of 10 profile questions about the participants, namely,
gender, position, experience abroad, age, education, tenure, number of job
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changes, and disability. In setting these profile questions, the literature on
questioning personal and organization-related characteristics frequently
included were selected (Bean et al., 2001; Jackson et al., 2003). However some
critical characteristics such as religious belief, ethnic origin- that may create
hesitance to respond in Turkish culture were ignored.

In the second part, three subheadings were included, with each
containing questions on the same concepts such as culture, gender, country,
ethnicity, age, education, religion, country, region. All, none, and others (open-
ended answer) were included as possible answers. The reason was to get data
on how the participants perceive diversity in different context. The aim of the
first heading was to determine the meaning of diversity for each respondent.
The aim of the second heading was to identify diversity factors at play in work
settings (teamwork), whereas the focus of the third heading was on diversity
factors that dictate social distance.

The third part of the instrument sought to reveal the advantages and
disadvantages of team diversity and the advantages of homogeneous groups. In
the second and third parts, participants could choose more than one of the
categories. The third part was organized by considering the literature on
advantages and disadvantages of diversity Cox, 1991; Mor Barak/Cherin/
Berkman, 1998; Knouse/Dansby, 1999; Kersten, 2000; De Meuse/Hostager,
2001

The fourth part consisted of 16 items with a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (never or strongly disagree) to 5 (always or strongly agree)
depending on the item. Of the 16 items, 15 were adapted from Robert Bean’s
and Caroline Dillon’s Diversity Climate Survey Instrument (Bean et al., 2001).
The second author of this paper had contacted to Robert Bean about the
instrument via e-mail and encouraged to conduct the survey. The Diversity
Climate Survey includes 15 questions about the perceived degrees of respect for
the individual, equality of opportunity, openness, trust and social interaction
among employees as well as questions about the perceived incidence of unequal
treatment, discrimination, conflicts or communication difficulties. The climate
questions are divided into three sections as follows: Individual Factors, Work
Group Factors and Organizational Factors. There are five questions with a
rating choice in each section, respectively (see attached survey for last part
statements). The final item that was added by the authors of this paper was
related to the degree of tolerance toward diversity and a proverb attributed to
Mevlana, a Turkish philosopher: “Take part, no matter who you are, just come
in”. This is considered as the motto of Turkish culture and it was checked
whether participants in the workplace took a similar approach.

228



Melek V. Tiiz - Murat Giimiig e The Diversity Perception and the Attitudes of Employees: ® 229

3. Results

SPSS version 12.0 was used to analyze the data. Before conducting tests,
open-ended questions were classified and recoded. Three items of the diversity
climate scale were also recoded because they corresponded to negative
statements on the scale. Thus, all the items were included in tests as positive
wordings.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.865, indicating that the instrument
was highly reliable. All items were considered necessary and none were deleted
on the basis of reliability results. The mean score was 3.87 (range 3.180—4.680).
Mean scores for the items were different, demonstrating that each item was
perceived in the same way and that each reveals different characteristics
(Hotelling T°=1055.997; F=67.700; p<0.001). On the whole, the scale items
exhibited additivity (F=31.306; p<0.001) and the alpha model was congruent
(F=43.547; p<0.001).

Table 2: Meaning of diversity, and refusal factors in team diversity and social
diversity (%)

Meaning of diversity Refusal factors
Team diversity Social diversity
Gender 8.7 2.2 8.5
Age 7.1 2.5 11.7
Education 46.7 18.0 12.8
Religion 6.8 5.7 15.0
Ethnicity 9.8 7.4 17.2
Disability 5.5 2.7 1.9
Culture 54.1 235 22.4
Region of birth 44 44 8.2
Country 7.9 5.5 2.5
All 22.7 33 5.2
None 2.5 18.4 11.7
Others 4.0 22.6 16.7

Factors defining diversity and refusal factors in team diversity and social
diversity are compared in Table 2. According to the responses, culture (54.1%)
and education (46.7%) were perceived as factors that make one person different
from another. Approximately one-fourth of respondents (22.7%) considered all
the factors listed as elements of diversity. In terms of the work setting, 23.5%
were unwilling to work with people from a different culture and 18.0% would
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not work with individuals of a different education level. However, 18.4% of the
participants reported that they did not differentiate their colleagues in the
workplace. It is noteworthy that 22.6% of respondents mentioned other factors,
which were mainly personality attributes classified by Norman Anderson
(Giiney, 2000: 257). On the other hand, outside of the work context, culture
(22.4%), ethnicity (17.2%), and religion (15.0%) were identified as factors
influencing social distance. Other factors (16.7%) contributing to social
distance were also mainly personality attributes.

Table 3: Diversity team advantage, disadvantages and homogeneous team
advantages (in rank order, %)

Diversity % Diversity advantages % Homogeneous team %
disadvantages advantages

Communication 54.4 | Different perspectives 78.1 | Communication 67.8
Conflict 32.8 | Creativity 56.6 | Team spirit 51.9
Decision-making 27.6 | Flexibility 11.2 | Decision-making 339
Team spirit 26.5 | Tolerance 11.2 | Problem-solving 30.3
Problem-solving 19.4 Tolerance 213
Other 2.5 Creativity 14.2

Different perspectives 13.7

Flexibility 13.1

Other 2.5

As shown in Table 3, disadvantages identified in the context of team
diversity were communication problems (54.4%) and conflicts (32.8%).
Conversely, communication (67.8%) and team spirit (51,9) were considered the
top advantages of a homogeneous team. Differences that team diversity could
reveal were noted as different perspectives or ideas (78.1%) and creativity
(56.6%).
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Table 4: Comparison of categorical variables for the total diversity climate
scores

Mean rank u z p*

Gender Male 62.44 -0.076 0.215
Female 61.21

Position Manager 64.90 10851.500 -5.769 0.000
Non-manager 59.44

Abroad Experience 63.83 12748.000 -3.441 0.001
No experience 60.08

Group Peryon 63.04 12284.500 -3.157 0.002
Hotel 60.08

*Significant at p<0.05.

In testing differences between groups, the Mann-Whitney U-test was
conducted for pairwise comparisons of gender, position and experience abroad.
The disability item was excluded from the analysis since no disabled persons
completed the questionnaire.

Differences were found between managers and non-managers in terms of
their diversity perceptions according to their total score for the diversity scale.
Perceptions of individuals with experience abroad and those not yet been
abroad were significantly different. There was also a significant difference
between the perception of the Peryon and Hotel groups. Gender had no
significant effect on diversity perception, which supports the finding that
gender is not an important factor in defining diversity.

Table 5: Comparison of categorical variables for the total diversity climate
scores

Mean rank v p
Age <25 years 60.49 16.929 0.002
26-35 years 60.69
3645 years 64.45
46-55 years 64.69
>56 years 58.89
Education Primary 53.92 18.959 0.002
Secondary 58.40
Lycee 61.86
High school 60.98
University 63.78
Postgraduate 60.88
Tenure <1 year 62.40 6.407 0.093
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(current place) 1-3 years 60.74
4-5 years 60.41
>6 years 63.08
Job no. First 61.30 6.739 0.081
Second 63.38
Third 61.89
Fourth or more 60.83

Groups of more than two variables (i.e., age, education, tenure and
workplace number) were compared using the Kruskal-Wallis H-test. As
observed in Table 5, age and education had a significant effect (p<0.05) on
diversity perception, whereas the effect of age, tenure and number of jobs was
not significant (p>0.05).

To test the perception of the participants in more detail, each diversity
climate variable was analyzed instead of the total scores. Thus, areas that the
participants viewed as problematic in the diversity climate were identified, as
shown in Tables 5 and 6.

Table 6: Mann-Whitney U-test results for gender, position and experience
abroad in relation to each climate variable

Variable Gender Position Abroad
Z P Z V4

irespect -0.535 0.592 -5.179 | 0.000 | -3.425| 0.001
iopportunity -2.086 0.037 -5.114 | 0.000| -1.825] 0.068
iharrasment -1.464 0.143 -1237] 0.216| -1479| 0.139
idiscrimination -0.843 0.399 -0.221 0.825| -1.084| 0.278
ifeeling -1.390 0.165 -4.641 0.000| -3.196| 0.001
ginvolvement -1.525 0.127 -4.945| 0.000| -1.460| 0.144
ginclusion -2.122 0.034 -3482| 0.004| -2.113] 0.035
grelationproblem -0.747 0.455 -1.660 | 0.097 -1.931 0.053
gtraining -1.107 0.268 -2.944 | 0.003| -1.280| 0.201
gsocialinclusivity -1.688 0.091 -4.182 | 0.000| -2.211 0.027
orespect -0.185 0.853 -2.757| 0.006| -0.869| 0.385
osupport -1.198 0.231 -3.931 0.000| -2.275| 0.023
otrust -0.018 0.985 -4.711 0.000| -2.015| 0.044
oleadership -0.743 0.458 -1.828| 0.068| -0.567| 0.571
ochange -1.917 0.055 -2.924| 0.003| -1.719] 0.086
tolerancephilosophy -0.417 0.677 -2.428 | 0.015 -1.484 | 0.138

Significant values are indicated in bold.

Note: Variables beginning with “i

)

refer individual level; variables beginning with

group level; variables beginning with “o” refer organizational level.
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The climate variables were analyzed to determine which were influenced
by gender, position and experience abroad. Gender was significant for
individual opportunity and group inclusion. Position was significant for many
of the variables (Table 6).

Age, education, tenure and number of jobs (turnover rate) were tested to
investigate which items they influenced. As observed in Table 7, each category
had a significant effect on some of the climate variables.

Table 7: Kruskal-Wallis results for age, education and tenure in relation to
each climate variable

Variable Age Education Tenure No. of jobs
. p X p X p x p

irespect 26.035] 0.000 19.67| 0.001| 14.138] 0.003| 10.573| 0.014
iopportunity 6.461| 0.167| 15.198] 0.010 1.450| 0.694 0.528| 0913
iharrasment 1.5741 0.814 4266 0.512 5762 0.124 8.743| 0.033
idiscrimination 3.161| 0.531 10.947| 0.052 4.590| 0.204 0.655| 0.884
ifeeling 33.659| 0.000| 15226 0.009| 15428 0.001 1.610| 0.657
ginvolvement 7.430| 0.115 25771 0.765 1.409| 0.704 6.898| 0.075
ginclusion 8.651 0.07]| 16.342| 0.006 43251 0.228 2.725| 0436
grelationproblem 2290 0.683] 21.593]| 0.001 2.124] 0.547 1.196| 0.754
gtraining 14.195| 0.007 1.809| 0.875| 13.287| 0.004 4.161| 0.245
gsocialinclusivity 7.957| 0.093 3.493| 0.624 2.463| 0.482 2.141| 0.544
orespect 1.878] 0.758| 11.395]| 0.044 3323 0344 3.337| 0.343
osupport 7.628| 0.106| 18.286| 0.003 4.096| 0.251 4.943| 0.176
otrust 9.871| 0.043 8.622| 0.125 5.567] 0.135 7.878| 0.049
oleadership 4.067] 0.397 4549 0473 5.853| 0.119 0.601| 0.896
ochange 10.577] 0.032 8.419| 0.135 7.4241 0.060 1.746| 0.627
tolerancephilosophy 7.446| 0.114 5.410| 0.368 0.376] 0.945 7.564| 0.056

Note: Significant values are indicated in bold.

In terms of the philosophy of Mevlana, a significant difference was
observed between managers and non-managers (u=14312.500, z=-2.428;
p=0.015). The mean for managers (3.58) was greater than for non-managers
(3.30). So, this philosophy is not a significant factor in other categories.
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Conclusion

In this study we investigated the issue of diversity in workplaces in
Turkey. In the current era of intense international and multicultural
developments in the Turkish marketplace, determining how people in business
organizations see “others” is imperative. Efforts in this area will provide
business managers with ideas for human resource practices and will help
companies to improve their social profile in preparing for global readiness. The
study revealed some significant findings regarding diversity in the workplace.

From our analysis, we conclude that people view diversity mainly as
cultural and educational differences. Other diversity elements such as age,
gender, region, country, ethnicity and religion are also viewed as sources of
difference. In the work setting, culture, personality and education are critical
factors that influence how people work together. On the other hand, besides
culture and personality, ethnicity and religion are critical factors in the social
setting that determine personal contacts. The importance of ethnicity and
religion as factors in social distance may have been highlighted because of
recent developments and discussions in Turkish social and political life. This is
particularly true after the breakthrough on secularism and religion-focused
groupings, as well as different groups favoring nationalism or separatism on
Kurdish issues. The importance of these factors can be expected to increase in
2008. It is noteworthy that important differences in the social context, such as
ethnicity and religion, are put aside by individuals in the workplace. Gender
difference is not the main factor in organizational and social settings, which is
surprising, since discussions in the literature on diversity generally focus on
gender issues.

As expected, diversity can lead to communication problems and conflicts,
whereas a lack of these problems is seen as the main advantage of a
homogeneous group. The expected benefits from diverse groups are alternative
opinions and creativity. These are essential reasons for firms to improve
diversity in the workplace.

The overall perception of diversity is significantly different between
managers and non-managers, between people who have gained experience
abroad and those who have not, and between participant groups (Peryon and
Hotel). Education and age have a significant influence on the perception of
diversity, whereas tenure and the number of job changes do not. Higher
education, a management role, and experience abroad lead to a higher positive
perception of diversity. Since more Peryon staff members had a higher level of
education, more were in a management role and more had experience abroad
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compared to Hotel participants, the significant differences between these two
groups are reasonable.

Having a look at diversity through domestic view is the implication of
this study for researchers where such attention is getting popular. It is also
important for practitioners, managers, researchers and scholars to consider
domestic side of diversity to understand what possible attitudes will be toward
foreign cultures and their members in a global world.

The limitation of this research is its inclusion of limited number of hotel
managers and employees in Bursa, and professional group members of Peryon.
Thus, the results can not be generalized, however this research can be seen as
an effort to give way to conduct detailed researches on diversity issue in
organizations in the future.
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