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Abstract
Diversity research often relies on experiments to make causal claims about the effects of
various attributes (e.g., gender or race/ethnicity) on organizationally-relevant outcomes. This
method allows scholars to analyze the effect of the attribute with all other information held
constant. Until now, however, there remains a lack of clear, practical guidance on how to best
study the effects of these attributes via experiments, including the theoretical and ethical
implications that these design and method decisions might entail. Thus, we review the
literature on experimental diversity research in organizations, highlighting illustrative
publications and their design choices. Throughout, we highlight strengths, weaknesses, and
potential pitfalls of these approaches, including a recent set of experimental studies on
intersecting aspects of diversity by the first author of this chapter (Gloor, Li, & Puhl, 2018) to
more practically exemplify some of the themes discussed within this chapter. We conclude
with a discussion of ethical implications.
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Overlooked or Undercooked?
Critical Review & Recommendations for Experimental Methods in Diversity Research
“An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.”
-Benjamin Franklin, Founding Father of the United States (1706 - 1790)
Employee diversity is on the rise across the globe as more women join the workforce, more
employees continue working beyond retirement, and people migrate across language,
country, and continental boundaries. Thus, our need to understand these individual
differences in organizational contexts and the meaningful implications of these
characteristics, is also increasing. To do so, scholars can conduct experiments, which offer
causal claims about particular characteristics while holding all other factors constant. For
example, what is the effect of a person’s gender on their selection for a leadership role, with
all other factors made exactly the same (e.g., education, work experience, age, race/ethnicity,
and performance)? Through controlling possible confounding factors by design, experiments
offer several advantages over field studies conducted in organizations (i.e., non-experimental
surveys) that may suffer threats of unmeasured variables or reverse causality, which may not
only influence the accuracy of the findings, but also the interpretation of the results.
With random assignment, the foundational characteristic granting experiments their rigor and
causality, field experiments that manipulate behavioral variables in a field setting (Scandura
& Williams, 2000) are hailed as the “gold standard” in diversity research (King, Hebl,
Morgan, & Ahmad, 2013). Field experiments are a rare method offering both internally valid
and generalizable findings for many independent variables in organizational research, a field
committed to creating “actionable knowledge” (Eden, 2017; p. 92). A few notable
randomized field experiments have been recently published on diversity topics such as
gender (e.g., Gloor, Morf, Paustian-Underdahl, & Backes-Gellner, in press), pregnancy (e.g.,
Morgan, Singletary, Hebl, & King, 2013), and obesity (e.g., Ruggs, Hebl, & Williams, 2015)
in a range of organizational contexts, including leadership, hiring, and customer service
(respectively). However, field experiments are not always possible.1 For various reasons
(e.g., fears about data privacy or sensitivity), organizations are often slow and unwilling to
offer their practices and decision-making powers for monitoring or intervention. Similarly,
field experiments in the context of hiring decisions typically involve fabricated applications
that are submitted to real job advertisements. This procedure raises ethical concerns, such as
wasting hiring managers’ time and raising doubts about the legitimacy of future applications.
Hence, experiments based online or in the lab rather than in the field may seem more
appealing due to some of the advantages they afford. Particularly web-based experiments
may be increasingly convenient due to the recent growth of massive platforms for easily
accessible and inexpensive samples of workers who are more representative of the population
than typical lab studies such as Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Indeed, MTurk can
connect researchers with 400 participants to finish a 5-minute study within a few short hours
and for only $1.50USD per person (personal experience of the first author). This creates
cause for concern, as the ease with which experiments can be conducted may facilitate
scholars’ speed and incentivize their negligence in experimental design, which may threaten
the very core of their experiments, thereby spoiling their results and the implications of these
results. Thus, we aim to review the experimental literature on diversity research in
organizations while highlighting the pros, cons, and potential pitfalls of various approaches
1

See also Eden (2017) and Hauser, Linos, and Rogers (2018) for reviews and typologies of field experiments in organizational contexts,
wherein the authors aim to dispel several misconceptions about field experiments and the challenges associated with such a design.
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and topics, as well as ethical concerns. In doing so, we maintain a more practical focus, as we
strive to provide specific, actionable strategies for those who will conduct, review, and
disseminate diversity experiments.
Scholars have recently published several excellent reviews and recommendations for
experiments (e.g., Lonati, Quiroga, Zehnder, & Antonakis, 2018), experimental vignette
studies (e.g., Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), field experiments and interventions (e.g., Bodner &
Bliese, 2018; Eden, 2017) written for audiences of organization scholars. Yet, by and large,
these reviews take a broad lens, overlooking key issues and design choices that are
particularly pernicious to and relevant for experimental diversity research. Although King
and colleagues’ (2013) review of field experiments on “sensitive organizational topics” (e.g.,
diversity) is a notable exception, we largely focus our review on lab- and web-based
experiments, while also offering more minute, practical, and actionable strategies. In these
ways, this chapter contributes to the literature on experimental methods in organizations by
concentrating specifically on diversity research while also maintaining a relatively general,
applied focus to touch on several topics and reach various kinds of readers (e.g., scholars,
students, and practitioners).2
Although we have described our key aims, we also need to delineate what we do not cover in
the scope of this short chapter. First, we focus our review on the more visible, “surface-level”
forms of diversity rather than the less visible or “deep-level” forms of diversity,3 as the
former are arguably more easily manipulated and thus lend themselves more readily to
experimental approaches, which is the primary focus of our methodological review and
recommendations.4 Second, we focus on studies examining perceptions of, attitudes towards,
and behaviors in response to persons from various demographic groups rather than the
reverse (e.g., if leadership evaluations differ when rated by a woman or a man). Given space
constraints, we cannot adequately address both types of studies; the former also tends to be
the more dominant approach in organizational diversity research. Similarly, we acknowledge
the value of experimental studies examining diversity at the team-level (e.g., Pearsall, Ellis,
& Evans, 2008), and the important implications those studies have for understanding
diversity in context and its effects on organizationally-relevant outcomes. Yet, it is also
beyond the scope of this chapter to review those cases in adequate detail. Third and finally,
we focus on issues of design and measurement rather than on statistics and analyses.
Although certain theoretical models enable endogeneity, making standard analyses
inappropriate for experiments, we also outline ways to eliminate endogeneity by design.
Review of the Literature
To provide an overview of the current practices in experimental diversity research, we first
reviewed the most recent decades of research published in psychology and management
journals. We alphabetically highlight illustrative–but not exhaustive–examples of types of
different and their respective manipulations conducted in the organizational literature.
Age

For ease of comprehension, however, we subsequently refer to this group more succinctly as “scholars”, as regardless of one’s title or
profession, conducting an experiment is a scientific, scholarly endeavor.
3
However, there are notable examples of excellent experiments on more “deep-level” diversity in organizations, such as Grant, Gino, and
Hofmann (2011), who manipulated personality (i.e., extraversion) in the context of leadership and employee proactivity.
4
Indeed, Aguinis and Bradley (2014) would characterize our focus on explicit processes as “paper people studies” (compared with other
methods assessing implicit processes and outcomes, such as policy capturing and conjoint analysis).
2
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Age refers to the number of years someone has lived but could also include the generation to
which someone belongs. This aspect of diversity has received relatively less attention. Given
its continuous nature, biological age is often split into two groups: younger and older adults.
Vignette-based research typically uses a specific age that they provide in the description of
the interaction to manipulate the target person’s age (e.g., “imagine you are interacting with
someone who is 75 years old”; Prior & Sargent-Cox, 2014). Age can also be manipulated via
an applicant’s birthdate on a resume (i.e., Krings et al., 2011) or by providing a photograph in
which an applicant appears young or old (Kaufmann, Krings & Sczesny, 2015). Future work
may consider how salient age gaps between participants and targets influence perceptions.
Body Weight
Body weight is a visible characteristic, while obesity is a specific category implying greater
body weights as determined through a specific cut-off of one’s Body Mass Index (BMI) of 30
or more (Puhl & Peterson, 2014). King and colleagues (2006) dressed confederates with or
without a body weight prosthetic to visit retail stores while another confederate nearby
evaluated the subsequent customer service. Agerström and Rooth (2011) manipulated photos
to represent obese and non-obese persons in a resume. Issues to consider when studying body
weight include gendered perceptions of BMI (i.e., the same body weight may be perceived
differently for men and women); weight perceptions may also differ depending on how the
weight is distributed on a person’s body. When body weight is manipulated via Curriculum
Vitae (CV), it is focused on the face and therefore difficult to portray the entire body size.
Finally, manipulated photos should be pre-tested to ensure they are viewed as realistic.
Gender
Of the different diversity topics, gender might be one of the most common, with the literature
typically focused on binary gender (i.e., comparing male and female targets). There are a
variety of different ways to manipulate gender. Typically, this is done via “paper people” or
vignette studies, but it can also be implemented via simulation studies. Stimulus materials are
often simple, comprising a name or an image that has been chosen or manipulated to indicate
different gender categories. To illustrate the former, in a vignette study, Shaughnessy and
colleagues (2015) presented participants with a negotiation transcript belonging to a man or a
woman by simply changing the name (e.g., “JoAnna” or “Joseph”). To illustrate the latter,
Brosi and colleagues (2016) investigated pride by presenting participants with images of men
and women expressing pride or a more neutral emotion. Naturally, these techniques can also
be used together or in combination with another diversity-related manipulation. For example,
Latu and colleagues (2013) used Immersive Virtual Environment Technology to place their
participants in a virtual reality room and give speeches to a digital audience. Within the
virtual room, they included a picture of a male or a female role model.
Mental and/or Physical Ability
There are a wide variety of types and spectrums of ability to include under this heading.
Some research focusing on mental disabilities compared individuals with Dyslexia to those
without in a video-based studied that mentioned the disability or not (Colella et al., 1998).
Physical disabilities could include functioning and mobility, but also physical impairments.
For example, Madera and Hebl (2012) compared applicants with or without facial stigmas via
interview videos. Despite the wide range of potential diversity variables and its suitability for
experimental study, little research has focused on these aspects.
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Nationality and Spoken Accents
In this context, accented spoken language signals that a person is a non-native speaker and
likely hails from a nation other than the local or dominant nationality. Nationality as signaled
by language can play a unique role compared to race as described above. For example, Huang
and colleagues (2013) compared the political skill perceptions of White and Asian nonnative
speakers of English using a recorded set script. In a classic example, Rubin (1992), provided
participants with a recording of the same lecture presented with a picture of a White or an
Asian instructor; merely the perception that the lecture could be accented influenced
participant ratings. A logical extension of this research could include a more explicit
consideration of a person’s migration history and the cultural or physical distance between
the focal and the target nationalities. As Harrison et al. (in press) readily acknowledge, a field
study would be logistically challenging, but for this reason, it is ripe for experimental study.
Pregnancy & Parenthood
Pregnancy and/or parenthood are less often considered under the umbrella of workplace
diversity. Pregnancy is rather unique, as this type of diversity is temporary and transitional. In
other words, pregnancy lasts only about 9 months, and depending on the stage of
development, it can be invisible (i.e., typically up to about 3 months) or visible (i.e., typically
after about 6 months). Thus, these features present particularly unique considerations for
pregnancy research. Similar to obesity, prostheses have been used to simulate a pregnancy
around 6 months (Hebl et al., 2007). Furthermore, the confederate was dressed in a business
causal maternity outfit and wore a wedding band. In a follow up study, the researchers used
an experimental vignette study through which they subtly indicated that the woman was
expecting a child (i.e., “preparing a new nursery at home;” Hebl et al., 2007). Although nonparent, pregnant, and parent seem like distinct categories of people, the lines may be blurring,
particularly for childbearing-aged women (see Gloor, Li, Lim, & Feierabend, 2018).
Race
Race or ethnicity refers to a class or kind of people unified by a common origin. Racial
diversity has been studied using similar approaches as gender diversity. In a recent article,
Hernandez and colleagues (in press) investigated both participants’ race and target race. In
their first vignette study, participants were presented with a prospective job seeker’s profile
that only differed in the image at the top (e.g., a Black/African American or White/Caucasian
photo). As in this study, research on racial diversity often focuses on White/Caucasian
compared with another group (e.g., Black/African American or Asian). However, there
remains a need to understand the nuances not only between, but also within racial groups. For
example, Ma and colleagues (2018) used images of Black men and women that varied in the
degree to which they fit the prototypical ideal (i.e., racial prototypicality). These findings
show a need for future work to consider more discrete racial features when designing their
stimuli, such as skin tone and facial features that may be distinct to a particular racial group.
For a more in-depth discussion of research on race, see Stone and colleagues (2008).
Religion
Religion refers to “a personal set or institutionalized system of religious attitudes, beliefs, and
practices” (Merriam-Webster). To date, the literature on stereotypes of religious differences
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has investigated differences between Muslim and non-Muslim individuals (for example) as
signaled by their attire. In a study on reactions to job applications, King and Ahmad (2010)
provided photos of applicants wearing traditional Muslim attire or non-religious attire. In
another study, Everett and colleagues (2015) used photos of women either wearing a
complete veil, a head scarf, or no head covering. Some earlier work by Greenberg and
colleagues (1990) studied impressions of Christians and Jewish people by explicitly
providing participants with the target’s religious affiliation of the target person.
Sexual Orientation
Sexual orientation refers to an individual’s preference for sexual partners or identification. To
date, most of the research focuses on comparing perceptions of (perceived) heterosexual
individuals to (perceived) homosexual individuals. Rule and colleagues (2014) explicitly
labeled faces in the stimulus materials with “straight” or “gay.” In another study, Rule and
colleagues (2016) used a database of photos that had been pre-tested for being perceived as
gay or straight to examine the effect of sexual orientation on suitability for a leadership
position. They also adapted field-sourced online profiles of gay and straight men. A particular
challenge within the scope of sexual orientation research relates to its rather “invisible”
nature, which may make it particularly hard to convey via experimental stimuli. Furthermore,
the number of categories under the topic of sexual orientation are continuing to increase as
the general awareness and understanding increases. (i.e., LGBTI).
In summary, there is a large selection of experimental manipulations that can be used to
investigate various forms of diversity in a range of organizational settings and applications.
We commented on some challenges for each attribute, but we summarize some point again in
Table 1, and expand on others with a bit more detail in the following section.
Overlooked or Undercooked?
The details of designing high-quality diversity stimuli and experiments are not always
comprehensively or explicitly listed in published works. Thus, it may be difficult for early
career scholars and non-experimentalists to discern how to conduct high-quality work in this
field, even with well-published exemplars. To fill this gap and reduce these knowledge-based
inequalities, we highlight several–but not all–of these more implicit assumptions here.
Demand Effects
Demand effects, or how subjects infer experimenters’ expectations of them via cues in
experimental settings, are among the classical issues in experimental methods (Klein et al.,
2012). Demand effects can elicit upward- or downward-biased effects, as participants
respond in ways to prove or disprove hypotheses (respectively). To reduce demand effects,
scholars can use several strategies that are often relatively easy to implement. For example,
refrain from explaining the detailed purpose of the study at the beginning of the session.5
Filler items that are unrelated to the research question(s) can also occlude the true purpose of
the experiment. Scholars can also ask participants at the end of the experiment what they
think was the purpose of the study, possibly excluding or controlling for these participants

5

Yet, we strongly advise against misrepresenting or deceiving participants, as it is a questionable practice from an ethical perspective and
can confound effects (for a critical discussion, see Lonati et al., 2018).
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later. Social desirability scales can also be included to identify and possible control for the
extent to which participants may have answered in a self-favoring manner (see Uziel, 2010).
Diversity of Outcomes and Designs
When possible, scholars should measure a range of outcomes in their experiments. We
recommend including both perceptual and attitudinal measures along with behavioral
measures. In the context of diversity experiments, this could include how a diversity attribute
is perceived by a participant (e.g., how warm is a female target compared with a male target)
as well as how a participant’s behavior is influenced by the target's attribute (e.g., active
facilitation behavior such as helping in response to perceived warmth). By considering real
behaviors, scholars can demonstrate diversity’s more tangible consequences, thereby
increasing external validity. Perceptions and attitudes remain important though, as they
provide insights into the underlying processes driving the observed behavior.
In a similar vein, lab- and web-based experiments may offer advantages compared to field
studies when it comes to establishing causality, but they also have drawbacks, such as a
limited generalizability to real-world settings. To capitalize on the strengths of both designs
and limit problems with one or the other, scholars can increase the overall rigor of their
program of research by combining lab- and/or web-based experiments and field studies.
Manipulation Checks
Manipulation checks, which are also sometimes characterized as attention checks or
comprehension checks, refer to the questions that experimentalists ask to ensure that
participants noticed the experimental manipulation and interpreted it as it was intended. In
other words, manipulation checks are an indication of construct validity: did participants
notice Jane’s name on the CV, and thus, recognize and remember that they saw a woman’s
CV? These questions are essential, because unless the stimuli are already pre-tested with a
non-overlapping sample6, how else can one be sure that they are manipulating what they
intended to manipulate? These questions should be asked at the end of the study to reduce
demand effects (to be described in more detail later). Some scholars use these as exclusion
criteria (i.e., filtering out participants with incorrect responses), while others use these
responses to indicate the strength of the manipulation and/or as control variables in analyses.
Paper People
All too often, scholars manipulate categories of interest with a name and/or gendered
pronouns in a CV, without a photograph or any visual indication of the target’s appearance.
Such designs may inherently breed confounds that cloud scholars’ ability to draw appropriate
causal claims from their experiment, due to the reasons we mentioned above in the section on
names (see Kasof, 1993; Simonsohn, 2015). Although such a design may be very easy to
implement, is relevant for some organizational decisions (e.g., interview decisions in a hiring
process), and maintains an air of vagueness and sense of increased generalizability (i.e., by
not describing or showing a target’s race, the target may be assumed to hail from different
races), it lacks the richness of real-world interactions. We recommend manipulations that are
as rich and as real as possible (e.g., videos or virtual reality; see Latu et al., 2013). Another
strategy is to use multiple types of different kinds of manipulations to ensure one elicits
6
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similar effects regardless of the design, simultaneously reducing the possibility that certain
effects may be an artifact of the method (e.g., see Gloor et al., 2018, who used both names
and manipulated photos to indicate gender and body weight in Study 1, but gendered
pronouns and textual descriptions of body weight in Study 2).
Participant Diversity and Data Quality
Web-based platforms such as Mturk provide access to samples with similar demographic and
statistical properties as compared with other sampling approaches (Buhrmester, Kwang, &
Gosling, 2011). In terms of participant diversity, workers such as Mturkers provide access to
working individuals across different regions and to diverse industries (Woo, Keith &
Thorton, 2015). However, this might also increase the variability in your responses, so
including a few extra questions can provide you with important insights into your data
quality. For example, ask participants if they were distracted while taking the survey and
what they think was the true purpose of the study. With these questions, you can identify
distracted participants who may add noise to your data and potentially eliminate those who
figured it out, which might (consciously or unconsciously) influence their responses.
Stimuli
Stimuli include the materials provided to participants with which scholars seek to elicit
perceptions, attitudes, behavioral intentions, and/or actual behaviors. They can take on a
range of different forms including CVs, photos, or videos. One’s stimuli are perhaps the most
important parts of experiments, yet key aspects are often overlooked. For example, in a study
of the effects of gender on leadership ratings, a scholar might use one name to represent the
female and male leader (e.g., Jennifer and John, respectively). This is problematic, because
by having only one example for each group, scholars cannot show if their effects are driven
by a comparison of the broader gender categories, women and men, or just the two fictitious
people, Jennifer and John. To avoid this issue, we recommend that scholars use multiple
stimuli for each category. Similarly, scholars should be thoughtful when selecting names, as
they imply (or the ratee/participant infers) gender, race/ethnicity, and socio-economic status,
which may undermine one’s results and implications (see Kasof, 1993; Simonsohn, 2015).
Time
The vast majority of experiments pay little thought and attention to time, assessing the effects
of the manipulation on dependent variables after one brief exposure. This means that time is
only incorporated in terms of the few quick minutes it happened to take for the participant
reviewed the stimuli and answered the questions. Although such a design may be relevant for
some organizational decisions (e.g., hiring), multiple exposures are also often relevant even
in these cases (e.g., an initial screening, followed by a first or informal meeting, then an
interview). Indeed, many organizational phenomena include multiple interactions, which are
often not present, yet are absolutely possible to achieve via experimental designs. Repeated
measures also allow scholars to delve into dynamic effects (see Ployhart & Vandenberg,
2010). Repeated measures may be easier to collect via experiments, offering the advantage to
measure and control for participant fixed effects (which we explain in more detail later).
Ethical Considerations
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Finally, there are also several ethical considerations related to the approach, design, and
dissemination of experimental research on diversity in organizations. Consistent with the
general approach of this research methods anthology, we highlight five issues here.
Binary Approaches
Experiments in particular lend themselves to conceptualizing diversity with binary categories.
This is perhaps most clearly evident in the organizational diversity space with empirical
studies of gender bias and stereotyping, as a binary consideration of gender has dominated
empirical investigations (i.e., “men” and “women”). However, this oversimplifies the
continuous construct of gender, transforming it instead into dichotomous, biological sex,
thereby also overlooking individuals who identify outside of these two categories. As gender
(and other forms of diversity) may be best understood as a spectrum, and even though
manipulations need to be categorical given experimental design constraints, scholars can
include more than two categories and integrate continuous measures as manipulation checks.
For a more in-depth discussion of this topic, see Morgenroth and Ryan (2018).
Intersectionality
The idea of intersectionality originated in black feminism scholarship by Crenshaw, (1989)
and can be defined as “overlapping social categories, such as race and gender, that are
relevant to a specific individual or group’s identity and create a unique experience that is
separate and apart from its originating categories” (Rosette, Ponce de Leon, Koval, &
Harrison, 2019, p. 3). Intersectionality threatens the generalizability of diversity research’s
implications because the dominant approach is to focus on one category or a single aspect of
diversity. Although certainly a valuable approach that has produced many important insights,
such single category approaches inherently mean that scholars overlook how belonging to
multiple categories may completely alter a person’s identity and experience. In other words,
being a female or being Black elicits qualitatively different leadership ratings than being a
Black female (see Hall, Hall, Galinsky, & Phillips, in press; Rosette et al., 2019). In the case
of gender, for example, well-intended researchers may think they are studying a phenomenon
applicable to nearly half the population when they study the effects of gender. However, for
topics such as emotions, pay, and leadership potential, intersectional is the more accurate and
more appropriate approach to understand the reactions to–and thereby, also the experiences
of–individuals who belong to multiple social groups or categories.
To illustrate intersectionality, and consistent with the general approach of this research
methods anthology, we describe a recently published experimental paper by the first author
(Gloor et al., 2018). In three experiments, the authors examined the effects of employee
gender and body weight on coworker support for parental leave, using different
manipulations for gender and body weight, including names and manipulated photos (Study 1
and 3), and gendered pronouns and textual descriptions of body weight (Study 2). In this
way, the authors replicated evidence of their predicted effects as well as demonstrating
converging results across different types of manipulations. Of note, since the two diversity
categories also significantly interacted with each other, this also provides evidence of an
intersectional effect, such that being a woman or being a person with obesity were both
qualitatively and measurably distinct from being an obese woman, at least in terms of the
outcomes studied here (e.g., parenting expectations and received parental leave support).
Endogeneity
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Although it is out of scope to go into great detail, and endogeneity has been reviewed at
length elsewhere (e.g., Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart, & Lalive, 2010; 2014) the basic gist is
that your claims may no longer be causal even though you conducted an experiment. In
designs with mediators, for example, one often manipulates the independent variable, but
then measures both the mediator and the outcome(s) as self-reported measures from the same
source. This means that endogeneity could potentially threaten the accuracy and stability of
the estimate between the mediator and the outcome, highlighting an ethical concern if
scholars inaccurately think they have causal findings.
Thus, to test for and ideally eliminate endogeneity then, we suggest four different strategies
that can be incorporated already at the design stage. Perhaps the simplest way to reduce (but
not entirely eliminate) endogeneity is to collect responses from different sources. Another
option is to conduct a causal chain design (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005), wherein a series
of experiments is conducted to test a model with a mediator rather than just one experiment;
for an illustrative example in the context of organizational diversity research, see
Windscheid, Bowes-Sperry, Kidder, Cheung, Morner, and Lievens (2016). Panel designs
(i.e., data collected multiple times from the same participants) can also reduce endogeneity,
because scholars can calculate a fixed effect associated with the participant that captures
unobserved sources of variance. Finally, if data is already collected, then you might need an
instrumental variable approach to check and correct for it (see Antonakis et al., 2010; 2014).7
Compensation Practices
People should be incentivized participate in experiments to make responses more
consequential and reduce demand effects (see Lonati et al., 2018). Economics offers financial
compensation, which is also common in management, but participants often receive course
credit in psychology. To our knowledge, direct evidence explicitly comparing these
approaches in terms of their effects on outcomes is lacking. Yet there may be concerns of
data quality due to low paid workers who begrudgingly or hastily participate (Buhrmeister et
al., 2011). We extend these arguments to propose that experimenters also pay participants a
fair wage. If using the “livable wage” as a reference, one can generally estimate a minimum
of $15USD per hour (although amounts vary by location; see wageindicator.org).
Bias
Last but not least, of all the topics to study, diversity researchers in particular may be drawn
to the topic by personal, philosophical, and/or political motives. This is reflected in the
scholarly adage, “research is me search” (Gloor, 2014). We believe that passion for and
personal experience with a topic can facilitate important insights. Yet, one’s motives for
pursuing a certain scientific area may also threaten the transparency or accuracy of said
science. In the case of gender, for example, scholars may–at varying levels of consciousness–
aim to uncover a bias indicative of male advantage and/or female disadvantage, brushing off
findings that are inconsistent with these beliefs as attributable to external reasons (e.g.,
measurement error). Similarly, when disseminating findings, scholars may oversimplify the
science in favor of their beliefs. To illustrate again with gender, scholars may advertise a
broad, female leadership advantage, which science clearly shows is more contextual and
7

However, this approach requires an instrumental variable (i.e., exogenous variables that do not depend on other variables or disturbances in
the system of equations; Antonakis et al., 2010), which could also present a challenge if data is already collected. Thus, it may be
worthwhile to include variables in your design that could serve as instruments later (on how to find instruments, see Antonakis et al., 2010).
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complex (see Eagly; 2016, 2018). For these reasons, scholars should stay vigilant throughout
the research process to remain “honest brokers” of diversity science, ensuring that the
discovery of favorable and unfavorable information is subject to scrutiny (King et al., 2013).
Conclusions
Experiments have great potential in management research to bring clarity and causal claims
to an important area of organizational research. Until now, experiments have been
underutilized and undervalued in management research, perhaps because they have been
largely misunderstood (e.g., see Highhouse, 2009; and Podsakoff & Podsakoff, in press). We
hope this chapter encourages more diversity scholars to contribute important causal evidence
to improve our knowledge of diversity in organizations through experimental studies,
particularly with an ounce of prevention to avoid the pound of pitfalls we have raised here.
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Table 1
Overview of key categories of diversity, example papers and manipulations
Diversity
variable of
interest
Age

Types of
manipulations
Young vs. old as
reported age by
birthdate (i.e., 29
years vs. 50 years)

Examples of dependent
variables
Competence and warmth;
interview intentions;
selection decisions

Young vs. old as
indicated by photo
on resume
Body Weight

Gender

Example studies
Krings et al., 2011

Advantages
Simple, yet effective

Disadvantages
Differences could be
subtle and leave out the
non-working age older
adults (i.e., 65 and older)

Kaufmann et al., 2015

Disentangles age from
perceptions of being old
vs. young

May confound with
attractiveness

Costume (e.g.,
obesity prosthetic
devices)

Customer service quality

King et al., 2006

Can be conducted as a
field experiment

Very time consuming and
cost intensive

Labels (e.g., obese
vs. normal weight)

Hiring decisions

Agerström & Rooth,
2011

Simple and effective
manipulation

Encourages extreme
examples;
manipulated photos may
affect other factors (e.g.,
attractiveness)

Names

Negotiation outcomes

Shaughnessy et al., 2015

Easy to make similar
sounding male and
female names

Potential cultural
influences; participants
must read carefully

18
Images

Agency and communality

Brosi et al., 2016

Richer medium for
manipulating gender

Need to pretest the
materials; also need
manipulation checks and
control variables (e.g.,
attractiveness)

Political skill perceptions

Huang et al., 2013

Captures another
element beyond
demographic race

There is a wide range of
accents; the degree of
accent may also play a
role, as well as who is
rating it

Recordings (e.g.,
French vs. Chinese
vs. American
accented English)

Consumer choice

Livingston et al., 2017

Considers the
implications of different
nationalities and their
accents

May confound some racial
stereotypes in the
manipulation

Mention vs. no
mention of nonvisible disability
(i.e., Dyslexia)

Performance and expected
salary

Colella et al., 1998

Simple and overt

Might require prior
knowledge from the
participants of the
particular disability

Images

Applicant ratings and
memory recall of interview

Madera & Hebl, 2012

High external validity

Potentially costly for
confederate and for
realistic and consistent
manipulation

Nationality and Recordings (e.g.,
Spoken Accent native vs.
nonnative speakers
of a particular
language)

Mental and/or
Physical
Ability
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Pregnancy

Prosthesis of a
pregnant stomach

Interpersonal treatment at the
workplace

Hebl et al., 2007

Provides a standardized
and externally valid
manipulation

Costly for both the
prosthesis and
confederate(s)

Incompetence, lack of
commitment, inflexibility,
need for accommodation,
provision of a job application
form
Evaluations of future
expected work behavior

Morgan et al., 2013

Hebl et al., 2007

Subtle indicator; simple
and easy application

Requires participants to
read carefully to properly
interpret stimulus
materials

Images

Salary

Hernandez et al., 2018

A richer medium with
less ambiguity

May introduce confounds
(i.e., attractiveness or
prototypicality)

Racial
prototypicality

Stereotype activation

Ma et al., 2018

Highlights the degrees
of difference within
racial categories

Introduces complexity
into study designs
May require larger sample
sizes

Attire (e.g.,
Muslim-identified
vs. non-religious)

Reactions towards applicants

King & Ahmad, 2010

Strong manipulation of
differences

Requires an understanding
that clothing indicates
religion

Implicit indicators
(e.g., preparing a
nursery)

Race

Religion
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Sexual
Orientation

View publication stats

Attire (e.g., head
scarf vs. no head
scarf)

Outcome expectancy

Everett et al., 2015

May need to the local laws
governing wearing head
scarves take into
consideration

Images (e.g., faces,
which pre-tests
indicated as being
viewed as "gay" or
"straight")

Occupational opportunities
and hireability

Rule et al., 2016

Relies on perceived
sexual orientation
provides a subtler
manipulation than labels

Could also confound other
factors (e.g.,
attractiveness, attributions
of sophistication or
cultured background)

Description of
family situation
(i.e., living with
another man)

Hireability

Van Hoye & Lievens,
2003

More overt, but also
subtler than labels

May trigger social
desirability in participants

Labels (e.g.,
"straight" or "gay")

Social categorization into
group

Rule et al., 2014

Unambiguous

