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Abstract of Dissertation
Inclusion from Afar: The Impact of Virtual Work on the Effects of Inclusive
Leadership

Many of today’s organizations operate in a global context where leaders are
challenged by increasing demographic diversity in the workforce and more reliance
on communication technologies and virtual work arrangements. Recently, there have
been calls for a better understanding of how diversity and inclusion can be properly
managed amidst the widespread digitalization of work. The purpose of this
dissertation is to understand how virtual work environments help or hinder inclusive
leaders to promote performance and reduce discrimination. A sample of 244 adults
working full-time in the U.S. was recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk. Results
from an online questionnaire suggest the ability of inclusive leadership to improve
performance is impeded by some but not all aspects of virtual work. For example,
inclusive leadership is most effective for improving follower task performance and
helping behavior when leaders and followers work from the same location (e.g., in the
same office) but is not impacted by the overall extent to which leaders and followers
rely on technology to communicate. In addition, both inclusive leadership and
workgroup inclusion were unrelated to workgroup discrimination. Taken together,
these findings provide novel implications for future research on the role of virtuality
in workplace inclusion and the impact of inclusion on discrimination. They also offer
insight into the extent to which organizations should consider the impact of virtual

work arrangements on diversity, equity, and inclusion strategies.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Literature Review

Today’s organizations operate in a global context. The Internet and ubiquitous
access to technology have allowed organizations access to new markets and workforces
across the globe while digitalizing organizational life. However, increases in both
demographic diversity in the workforce (Vespa et al., 2018) and reliance on virtual work
environments (Raghuram et al., 2019) present unique challenges for leadership. Recently,
there have been calls for a better understanding of how diversity can be properly
managed amidst the widespread digitalization of work (see Georgiadou et al., 2020;
Rastetter et al., 2020). Valuing diversity and inclusion, especially inclusion of historically
minoritized groups, such as women, racial and ethnic groups, disabled individuals, and
older workers, has become widely accepted (if not expected) in today’s business society
(Hastings, 2009). Diversity is also touted as a strategy to promote creativity, innovation,
and performance (Thomas et al., 2019). However, organizational scholars now
understand that to fully realize the benefits of a diverse workforce, organizations must
effectively develop inclusion (Bell et al., 2011; Ferdman & Davidson, 2002; Roberson et
al., 2017; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). While there are various ways in which
organizations can promote an inclusive culture, the inclusive leadership behavioral style
has recently been identified as a key ingredient for developing inclusion in organizations
(Bourke & Dillion, 2018). For example, Bourke and Espedido (2020) found “what
leaders say and do makes up to a 70% difference as to whether an individual reports
feeling included” (p. 2). Prior theoretical research suggests that inclusive leaders promote

creativity and performance and reduce turnover in their followers (Randel et al., 2016;



Shore et al., 2018), but inclusive leadership is a relatively new research area and “much
more work is needed” (Shore et al., 2018, p. 179).

The purpose of this dissertation is to understand how virtual work environments
help or hinder inclusive leaders to promote employee performance and reduce
discrimination in their workgroups. Inclusive leadership research has yet to account for
the many challenges leaders face due to increasingly virtuality in the workplace. In
general, virtual work environments have been shown to provide both advantages and
challenges for leadership (e.g., Avolio et al., 2014) and workgroup processes (e.g., Gilson
et al., 2015). It is likely that some aspects of virtuality aid leaders in facilitating inclusion
while other aspects weaken inclusion efforts. For example, the use of asynchronous
communication technologies, such as email, may provide leaders with an opportunity to
edit what they say to their team before they say it to ensure they are using inclusive
language. On the other hand, communicating with team members via email rather than
face-to-face may make leaders prone to overlooking individual followers’ unique needs
given the lack of social cues and body language feedback. To explore the benefits and
challenges of inclusive leadership in the context of virtual work, I integrate inclusive
leadership theory and ethical leadership theory with theories of virtual leadership. I aim
to understand how the extent to which interactions employees have with their leaders and
workgroups occur virtually influences the relationships between inclusive leadership and
(a) individual employee performance and (b) workgroup discrimination. The current
chapter introduces the concepts of inclusion and virtual work, reviews relevant areas of
literature, and then builds a theoretical model to be tested with the methods outlined in

the following chapter.



What Is Inclusion?

Inclusion refers to the social side of diversity management and emphasizes the
importance of how all individuals are treated despite their differences. In short, the
purpose of practicing inclusion is to move past simply accepting that diversity exists and
towards addressing diversity-related issues. As Verna Myers famously said about the
experience of diversity versus inclusion, “diversity is being invited to the party; inclusion
is being asked to dance" (Cho, 2019). In other words, Arthur Evans, CEO of the
American Psychological Association, says, “inclusion is about not only getting people to
dance at the party, but they also have an opportunity to choose the music” (Sawyer et al.,
2020). According to the dictionary, being inclusive involves “including everyone,
especially allowing, and accommodating people who have historically been excluded
(as because of their race, gender, sexuality, or ability)” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). In
practice, there is no universal definition of an inclusive workplace. Many organizations
maintain their own definition. For example, The George Washington University Office
for Diversity, Equity, and Community Engagement (n.d.) states “The term inclusion is
used to describe the active, intentional, and ongoing engagement with diversity — in
people, in the curriculum, in the co-curriculum, and in communities (e.g., intellectual,
social, cultural, geographic) with which individuals might connect.” The Society for
Human Resource Management (n.d.) takes a related but different approach, defining
inclusion as “the extent to which each person in an organization feels welcomed,
respected, supported and valued as a team member. Inclusion is a two-way
accountability; each person must grant and accept inclusion from others.” While each

organization tends to adopt its own definition of inclusion and these definitions tend to



change over time, most definitions share an emphasis on the well-being of everyone
despite their differences.

It should be noted that the terms diversity and inclusion tend to be used
interchangeably but are in fact distinct constructs (Roberson, 2006). While diversity
indicates a value in differences, inclusion refers to the process of ensuring everyone feels
they belong despite their differences. The idea that inclusion is necessary to effectively
manage diversity-related issues is commonly referred to as diversity and inclusion (D&I)
practices. The addition of inclusion to the international conversation around workplace
diversity highlights a shift away from valuing diversity for diversity’s sake and towards
an understanding of the complexity of social identities. A focus on diversity alone
indicates equal opportunity (as is the purpose of diversity quotas and affirmative action
programs), but it is also necessary to make sure everyone feels included once they enter
the organization. Inclusion practices are not only the “right thing to do,” they are
necessary to combat the negative side effects of diversity such as conflict, discrimination,
and turnover (Ferdman & Brody, 1996). As Shore et al. (2018) note,

“The inclusion literature is seeking to establish ways in which organizations can

create inclusionary environments and invoke practices such that diversity is not a

disadvantage and can in fact provide an organizational advantage. Diversity of a

workforce only provides the opportunity for greater innovation, but without

inclusion such a benefit is unlikely” (p. 178).

The use of the term “inclusion” instead of similar terms such as “integration” is
also important as it signifies a growth in workforce diversity theory over time. Recently,

some have argued that a focus on D&I still lacks appreciation for the historical inequality



that continues to affect the daily lives of minoritized groups (Ragazzo, 2020). This
argument has led many organizations to adopt the term diversity, equity, and inclusion
(DEI). While the concept of equity is still underdeveloped in the literature, “DEI” has
become the standard term used in both research and practice. For this dissertation, I use
the terms “D&I” and “DEI” interchangeably to refer to inclusive diversity management
practices and the term “inclusion” to refer to the category of research on inclusive
experiences, behaviors, leadership styles, and group processes.

The concept of inclusion has been studied for decades by social and behavioral
scientists from a variety of disciplines. For example, many seminal theories of human
needs and motives (e.g., Baumeister & Leary’s [1995] “‘belongingness hypothesis;”
Maslow’s [1943] hierarchy of needs theory) posit that social belongingness is a universal
human need. Over the years, inclusion has been considered through a variety of lenses
(e.g., moral imperative, legal and social pressures, business effectiveness: Ferdman &
Brody, 1996) and at multiple levels of abstraction (e.g., a basic human need: Schutz
[1958]; the individual experience of inclusion: Ferdman [2014]; group norms for
inclusion: Shore et al. [2011]; societal inclusion values: Ely & Thomas [2001]). In the
organizational sciences in particular, inclusion is a relatively new research area (Shore et
al., 2018). Early workplace inclusion research in the late 1990s focused on inclusion as a
solution to the negative impacts of workforce diversity. Much of this early work was
conducted by Mor Barak and colleagues (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Mor Barak et al.,
1998), who focused on inclusion as an organization-level construct. More recently, the
focus of workplace inclusion research has shifted to examine inclusion as a necessity for

all employees, but especially for those who have been historically excluded and



marginalized in the workplace (see Ferdman, 2014; Winters, 2014). As described by
Shore et al. (2018),

“Inclusion involves equal opportunity for members of socially marginalized

groups to participate and contribute while concurrently providing opportunities

for members of nonmarginalized groups, and to support employees in their efforts
to be fully engaged at all levels of the organization and to be authentically

themselves” (p. 177).

This more recent evolution of inclusion research has focused on lower levels of the
organizational hierarchy such as workgroup inclusion (Shore et al., 2011) and inclusive
leadership (Randel et al., 2018).

While much of the empirical literature has examined specific inclusion variables
in isolation (Roberson & Perry, 2021), inclusion has been conceptualized theoretically as
a set of multiple dynamic processes (e.g., Ferdman, 2014; Mor Barak, 2000). In 2014,
Ferdman proposed a multi-level framework that proposed different levels at which
inclusion can be conceptualized, measured, and practiced. The model presents the
individual experience of inclusion as the foundation of the inclusion process within
organizations. Ferdman et al. (2009) defined the individual experience of inclusion as the
extent to which individuals “feel safe, trusted, accepted, respected, supported, valued,
fulfilled, engaged, and authentic in their working environment, both as individuals and as
members of particular identity groups” (p. 6). Their definition is meant to include both (a)
the experience of feeling included as an individual and (b) the belief that others who
share one’s social identities (e.g., gender, race, age) are also included (Ferdman, 2014).

The latter component is an important point that has not been fully adopted in the



literature. Inclusion research typically focused on individual experiences of how they
themselves are included; however, in practice, inclusion is often more complicated.
Social identities are inherently related to group-based experiences and people’s feelings
of inclusion can fluctuate over time as they encounter new experiences as an individual
and as a member of different social groups. For example, one member’s experience of
inclusion can be jeopardized when learning others who identify with similar social
categories do not feel included.

Ferdman’s (2014) multilevel inclusion model also posits that the individual
experience of inclusion is followed by inclusive interpersonal behavior then group-level
inclusion, inclusive leadership, inclusive organizations, and finally, inclusive societies.
Each level of the model is influenced by and influences the others. For example,
experiencing inclusion can lead individuals to perform more inclusive interpersonal
behaviors but can also stem from those kinds of behaviors from others. Ferdman (2014)
argues that conceptualizing inclusion as an individual experience is necessary for
assessing the extent to which inclusion exists and how potently, but individual-level
perceptions are insufficient to the study of inclusion in organizations.

Other key theories and models of inclusion, such as Mor Barak’s (2000) inclusive
workplace model, Randel et al.’s (2018) model of inclusive leadership, Shore et al.’s
(2011) workgroup inclusion model, and Shore et al.’s (2018) model of inclusive
organizations, share Ferdman’s (2014) idea that inclusion is best understood as a multi-
level process. For example, Mor Barak’s inclusive workplace model, developed in Mor
Barak (2000) and expanded in her later work (Mor Barak, 2005, 2011; Mor Barak &

Travis, 2010, 2013) highlights the role of an organization’s local community and broader



society as stakeholders in the process of inclusion. At a more proximal level, Shore et al.
(2011) present a definition of workgroup inclusion where inclusiveness climate, inclusive
leadership, and inclusiveness practices antecede employee perceptions of workgroup
inclusion. Randel et al. (2018) build on Shore et al.’s (2011) work to develop the concept
of inclusive leadership as a key antecedent of workgroup inclusion. In addition, Shore et
al. (2018) introduced a model of inclusive organizations that considers the roles of
management at multiple organizational levels and inclusion practices at the individual,
group, and organizational levels.

The current study examines inclusion mainly as a leadership style (when
predicting both employee performance and workgroup discrimination) but also at the
group-level when predicting discrimination. To offer context for the specific theories
underlying the proposed model, the following sections provide an overview of inclusion
research in two main areas relevant to the current research: (a) workgroup inclusion, and
(b) inclusive leadership.

Workgroup Inclusion

Workgroup inclusion typically refers to the aggregate of group member
perceptions of the level of inclusion in their group (e.g., Jansen et al., 2014; Shore et al.,
2011). Specifically, in their popular definition, Shore et al. (2011) draw on optimal
distinctiveness theory (ODT). ODT posits that individuals identify with social groups that
provide an optimum balance of belonging within the group and uniqueness from others
(Leonardelli et al., 2010). Shore et al. (2011) applied ODT to the individual within a
group, defining workgroup inclusion as “the degree to which an employee perceives that

he or she is an esteemed member of the workgroup through experiencing treatment that



satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (p. 1265). They argue that
workgroup inclusion has two components, it meets members needs to (a) be treated as an
insider that belongs and (b) feel they are not only allowed but encouraged to celebrate
their differences and retain a sense of uniqueness as an individual.

In a later paper, Jansen et al. (2014) also conceptualized the experience of
inclusion in groups as a means of needs fulfilment. However, in contrast to Shore et al.’s
(2011) ODT based theory, Jansen et al. (2014) propose a definition based on self-
determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1991, 2000). Jansen et al. (2014) used SDT to
define group-level inclusion as the culmination of two interrelated yet distinct
dimensions, belonging and authenticity, where “belonging can be further divided into
group membership and group affection” and “authenticity is partitioned into room for
authenticity and value in authenticity” (p. 372). Jansen et al. (2014) conceive of
belongingness in similar terms to that of Shore et al. (2011) but instead of uniqueness they
suggest that group inclusion is defined by meeting individuals needs for authenticity. They
chose authentic rather than uniqueness, because they define inclusion as feeling included
regardless of whether one is similar or different from other group members. In other words,
Jansen et al. (2014) argue a group can be very similar and thus, fail to meet members needs
for uniqueness, but still develop inclusion.

Research that follows Shore et al.’s (2011) or Jansen et al.’s (2014)
conceptualization of workgroup inclusion assumes everyone's needs for belonging and
uniqueness or authenticity are equally relevant. This idea is based on ODT and SDT’s
assumption that these needs are a universal human phenomenon. Inclusion has been
studied as a basic human need since Schutz’s (1958) fundamental interpersonal relations

orientation (FIRO) model, which identified inclusion, control, and affection as the three



dimensions that explain most human interaction. It remains unknown whether individuals
have unique needs for feeling included in their work-related groups specifically, but prior
research does provide evidence that individuals differ in the extent to which they need to
feel included in social groups (Valcke et al., 2018).

It should be noted that there are important differences in what is meant by
workgroup inclusion based on the different ways the construct has been measured and
statistically aggregated to the group-level (Offermann & Lanzo, 2020). Studies that
measure group members’ own individual experiences of inclusion in the context of their
group (i.e., scale items refer to the individual) and then aggregate those to a group-level
parameter assume inclusion at the group-level is caused by individual experiences (i.e., a
formative model). For example, Bidee et al. (2017) studied individual team members’
perceived inclusion in a daily diary study, asking participants to rate items such as
“today, I felt very much a part of my team” for five consecutive days. Within-individual
averages were nested into teams and examined in multilevel path analysis. In contrast,
studies that calculate a group-level parameter from individual member perceptions of
their group’s level of inclusion (i.e., scale items refer to the group) assume that inclusion
at the group-level causes individual perceptions (i.e., a reflective model). For example,
Ferdman et al. (2009) developed a scale composed of questions such as “my workgroup
encourages group participation” that is meant to capture individual perceptions of
inclusion in their workgroup. As described above, multilevel models of inclusion (e.g.,
Ferdman, 2014) suggest that the relationship between group-level and individual-level
inclusion is reciprocal. Thus, these are two distinct but complementary ways to examine

workgroup inclusion. The current study follows the former approach (the individual is the
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referent) in examining the mediating role of workgroup inclusion between inclusive
leadership (items refer to how the leader treats the group) and workgroup discrimination
(items refer to how group members treat each other). This approach, where the individual
(rather than the workgroup) is the referent and participants are asked about how their
workgroup, in general, treats them specifically (see Chung et al., 2020), was chosen
considering research that suggests the individual experience of inclusion can differ
importantly within groups (Offermann & Lanzo, 2020).

Inclusive Leadership

During the last decade, researchers have begun to explore inclusion as a
leadership style. In a recent conceptual review, Randel et al. (2018) defined inclusive
leadership as “a set of leader behaviors that are focused on facilitating group members
feeling part of the group (belongingness) and retaining their sense of individuality
(uniqueness) while contributing to group processes and outcomes” (p. 2). This definition
follows Shore et al.’s (2011; 2018) use of optimal distinctiveness theory to define
workgroup inclusion as the process of satisfying the universal human needs for
belongingness and uniqueness simultaneously. While most inclusion research since Shore
et al.’s (2011) review conceptualizes inclusion in this way, the inclusive leadership
literature maintains many distinct definitions of inclusive leadership.

Early perspectives define inclusive leadership as leader actions that bring
followers into the decision-making process in attempt to be inclusive and appreciative of
all group members’ input (e.g., Carmeli et al., 2010; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006).
This definition is based on Hollander’s (2009) theory of inclusive leadership. In his 2009

book, Hollander argues that “inclusive leadership is about relationships that can
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accomplish things for mutual benefit... ‘doing things with people, rather than to people,’
which is the essence of inclusion.... [which] also provides an atmosphere that promotes
fairness of input and output to all” (p. 3). He identifies “the four Rs of inclusive
leadership” as Respect, Recognition, Responsiveness, and Responsibility, which
characterize a healthy collaborative relationship between leadership and followership.
This concept of inclusive leadership as sharing decision-making power draws on the idea
of psychological safety in workgroups, which is characterized by a shared belief that
group members are safe to take interpersonal risks (Edmondson, 1999; Kahn, 1990).
Leaders are seen as inclusive to the extent to which they work to create an environment
where everyone feels safe to voice their unique perspectives. When inclusive leadership
is defined in this way, it is similar to the shared decision-making power aspects of
empowering leadership, defined as “leader behaviors directed at individuals or entire
teams and consisting of delegating authority to employees, promoting their self-directed
and autonomous decision making, coaching, sharing information, and asking for input”
(Sharma & Kirkman, 2015, p. 194); and shared leadership, defined as “a dynamic,
interactive influence process among individuals in groups for which the objective is to
lead one another to the achievement of group or organizational goals or both” (Pearce &
Conger, 2003, p. 1). This most important distinction between this early perspective on
inclusive leadership and empowering or shared leadership is that inclusive leadership
seeks to adapt the ideas of sharing power with followers to address diversity related
issues specifically.

Another way inclusive leadership has been defined focuses on the quality of a

leader-follower dyadic relationship and the extent to which leaders are able to develop
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high quality relationships with all followers (e.g., Nishii & Mayer, 2009). According to
this perspective, more inclusive leaders are better able to avoid divisions between their
followers by fostering a sense of inclusion in each individual follower. This concept of
inclusive leadership is very similar to the ideas of leader-member-exchange
differentiation (i.e., leaders tend to treat their followers differently, which leads to
variation in the quality of leader-follower relationships: Liden et al., 2006) and respectful
leadership, defined as a leader behavioral style that manifests “the belief that the other
person (i.e., the follower) has dignity and value in his or her own right” (Van Gils et al.,
2018, p. 1592). When inclusive leadership is defined in this way, it seems to assume that
inclusion is achieved by the lack of exclusion. However, more recent work on inclusive
leadership follows the greater workplace inclusion literature in defining inclusion as
something above and beyond simply the lack of exclusion.

More recently, inclusive leadership has been defined is as an intentional
behavioral style aimed at meeting the inclusion needs of all followers. Definitions in this
category draw on Shore et al.’s (2011) adaptation of optimal distinctiveness theory
(ODT; Brewer, 1991) and Jansen et al.’s (2014) use of self-determination theory (SDT;
Deci & Ryan, 1991; 2000) to define what specific needs underly the experience of
inclusion, namely the need for belonging, uniqueness, and authenticity. Randel et al.
(2018) used Shore et al.’s (2011) adaptation of ODT to define inclusive leadership as
leader behaviors intended to make followers feel like they belong in the group but also
are free to retain their individual uniqueness. Two more recent definitions of inclusive

leadership retain Randel et al.’s (2018) argument that the style requires leaders to meet
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optimal distinctiveness needs but build on this theory to include additional inclusive
behaviors.

First, Ratcliff et al. (2018) argue inclusive leaders as those that “act in a way that
makes their followers identify with the team and feel like they belong, while at the same
time the followers feel valued for who they are and recognized for their unique strengths”
(p. 3). This perspective follows Shore et al. (2011) in assuming there are two core aspects
of inclusive leadership, belongingness and uniqueness; however, in developing their
measure of inclusive leadership for the U.S. Army, Ratcliff et al. (2018) identify five
factors underlying the inclusive leadership behavioral style. Their model includes two
factors meant to foster belonging (shared understanding in communication; integration
into the unit), two factors related to uniqueness (openness to differences; leveraging
unique perspectives and expertise), and an additional factor for fair treatment. The fair
treatment dimension refers to leader behavior that embodies:

“Unbiased and transparent organizational practices, including merit-based

promotions, and equitable access to resources (e.g., professional development and

training opportunities). Unit members have a shared perception that everyone
must meet the same standard, and corrections and disciplinary actions for failing
to meet that standard are distributed fairly, respectfully, and according to Army
regulations. Soldiers know where they stand based on formal and informal

counseling and are given opportunities to make improvements” (p. 4).

The second more recent definition of inclusive leadership was provided by Aitong
Li and colleagues (see Li, 2021; Li & Perry, 2020). Li’s (2021) definition includes four

theoretical dimensions of inclusive leader behaviors. First, it condenses Randel et al.’s
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(2018) theory of inclusive leadership as the behavioral style that meets needs for
uniqueness and belongingness into a single need fulfilment dimension that also includes
authenticity from Jansen et al.’s (2014) concept of group inclusion. This dimension is
defined as: “directly addressing work unit members’ fundamental needs for uniqueness,
authenticity, and belongingness” (p. 11). Following Randel et al. (2018), Li’s (2021)
definition also includes a fair treatment dimension — “providing equal opportunity and
fair treatment to all work unit members” (p. 11). The third dimension is labeled
“encouraging integration of and synergy among all work unit members” (p. 11), which
reflects earlier definitions based on Hollander’s (2009) theory and is similar to Ratcliff et
al.’s (2018) definition of belongingness. The final dimension, “implementing
organizational diversity and inclusion related policies and programs in the work unit” (p.
11), is the unique contribution of Li’s (2021) model. The purpose of this dimension is to
include in the definition of inclusive leadership not only “the day-to-day leader and
follower interactions that promote inclusion and prevent exclusion in the work unit” (p.
15) but also the critical role leaders at all organizational levels play in implementing
diversity and inclusion related policies and programs. This idea that inclusive leadership
requires upholding ethical standards — which also shows up in Ratcliff et al.’s (2018) fair
treatment dimension items such as “enforces standards equally across all unit members” —
is similar to the concept of ethical leadership. Ethical leadership is typically defined as
“the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and
interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-

way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 120).
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Despite this overlap, inclusive leadership has not yet been considered a special case of
ethical leadership but remains its own unique behavioral style.

Finally, inclusive leadership has also been conceptualized from a more
practitioner oriented (rather than academic) approach as a solution to diversity related
conflict and discrimination. According to this perspective, inclusive leaders consciously
and intentionally work against discrimination and foster transparency and flexibility in
the face of what is a very complicated social problem. Leading the way in this area,
Bourke and Espedido (2019) define inclusive leadership as assuring “all team members
feel they are treated respectfully and fairly, are valued and sense that they belong, and are
confident and inspired” (para. 1). They argue this process requires leaders to possess
humility, curiosity about others, cultural intelligence, and a capacity to foster effective
collaboration in their teams, while showing a visible commitment to diversity and
inclusion and awareness of personal bias. Similar to other ways inclusive leadership has
been defined, Bourke and Espedido (2019; 2020) include aspects of empowering
leadership, shared leadership, and fulfilling follower needs for belonging and uniqueness.
What sets their definition apart is the explicit addition of diversity issues such as a
leader’s willingness to learn about diversity and their own bias. This reflects something
similar to Ely and Thomas’ (2020) push for organizations to adopt a learning orientation
towards diversity management. However, Bourke and Espedido (2019; 2020) discuss the
role of leaders in particular.

The current study draws on Li’s (2021) definition and diversity specific
approaches (e.g., Bourke & Titus, 2019) to define inclusive leadership based on optimal

distinctiveness theory (ODT; Brewer, 1991) and ethical leadership theory (Brown et al.,
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2005). The basic premise of ODT is that all human beings share two universal social
needs — assimilation and differentiation — that contribute to how individuals define
themselves in relation to others (Leonardelli et al., 2010). The need for assimilation
motivates individuals to immerse themselves in social groups, while the need to
differentiate from others motivates them to maintain a sense of uniqueness as an
individual. At its conception, ODT was intended to explain how social needs are met at
the collective-level through assimilation within groups and differentiation through
comparisons between groups (Leonardelli et al., 2010). Scholars argued that the
motivation to balance competing needs for assimilation and distinctiveness drives
individuals to socially identify with distinctive groups (i.e., groups that are unique from
other groups), because they satisfy both needs to belong in a group and to be valued as a
unique individual at the group-level (Leonardelli et al., 2010). Later extensions of ODT
have applied the idea of optimal distinctiveness to lower levels of self-representation,
namely the relational- and individual-level. For example, Brewer and Roccas (2001)
proposed that an individual’s need for assimilation is not only met through belonging in
groups (collective-level) but also through intimacy in relationships with others
(relational-level) and a sense of similarity in their self-identity (individual-level), whereas
an individual’s need for differentiation is not only met through separation from other
groups (collective-level) but also through autonomy in in relationships with others
(relational-level) and a sense of uniqueness in their self-identity (individual-level).

The application of ODT to explain how inclusive leadership functions is not
perfect. There are two contradictions that should be clarified. First, the theory does “not

postulate that optimal distinctiveness is a property of some groups rather than others and
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that individuals directly seek identification with such optimal groups” (Leonardelli et al.,
2010, p. 68). However, Shore et al.’s (2011) adaptation of ODT to define inclusive
workgroups as those with members who are better able to meet their needs for
belongingness (i.e., assimilation) and uniqueness (i.e., distinctiveness) could be
considered a multi-level application of ODT theory such that assimilation can be met at
the collective, group-level while distinctiveness is met at the relational- and individual-
levels. Such an adaptation of ODT is appropriate given that inclusion is a multi-level
process (Ferdman, 2014). In addition, ODT is an appropriate starting point for explaining
the process of developing inclusion given that a central aspect of inclusion is addressing
paradoxes (Ferdman, 2017). For example, Ferdman (2017) posits that by conceptualizing
inclusion as managing the paradox between belonging versus uniqueness (i.e., the two
sides of optimal distinctiveness), inclusion theory can address the inherent contradictions
between the ideas that we can all belong and (a) be the same versus (b) be different. He
argues that “inclusion is possible only when all are free to be different from each other”
and “all have full and equal membership, just like everyone else” (Ferdman, 2017, p.
242). Such adaptations of ODT make it clear that inclusion is achieved through
developing inclusive groups, but how leadership contributes to this process is less clear.
The current definition of inclusive leadership is based on ODT but defines inclusive
leadership as meeting optimal distinctiveness needs at the group-level within the
workgroups that they manage rather than at the relational-level between leaders and
individual followers. Thus, while ODT explains the goal of inclusive leadership it does
not fully explain how inclusive leadership functions. I draw on Brown et al.’s (2005)

ethical leadership theory to fill this gap.
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The second contradiction between ODT and current inclusive leadership theory
that should be clarified is that while all individuals are alike in that they have needs for
belongingness and uniqueness, individuals need may be distinct in important ways given
the larger social context (Sawyer, 2017). For example, Jansen et al. (2014) argue,
“valuing people for their unique traits, insights, or perspectives most probably has
different effects on group members depending on their majority or minority status within
the group” and so “a conceptualization that makes perceived appreciation of uniqueness a
defining characteristic of inclusion may endanger the safe inclusion of prototypical group
members” (p. 371). As an alternative to ODT, Jansen et al. (2014) define inclusion based
on self-determination (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1991, 2000), which posits that all individuals
have needs for relatedness and autonomy. Jansen et al. (2014) argue that SDT’s
relatedness is essentially the same as ODT’s belongingness, but they propose that SDT’s
autonomy is more appropriate than ODT’s uniqueness for explaining the underpinnings
of inclusion in a way that appeals to both minority and majority group members. They
posit that valuing autonomy in a group setting involves not only allowing individuals to
be different from each other (i.e., valuing uniqueness) but allowing individuals to be
whatever is authentic to their identity including what is different and similar other group
members (Jansen et al., 2014). On one hand, Jansen et al.’s (2014) use of SDT highlights
the failure of previous ODT-based definitions of inclusion to explain how uniqueness
needs are met through inclusion. However, SDT is not a replacement for ODT but rather
a complementary theory.

The current study addresses these two limitations of ODT-based inclusion theory

by (a) adopting Li’s (2021) definition of inclusive leadership which integrates Shore et
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al.’s (2011) ODT-based definition and Jansen et al.’s (2014) SDT-based definition to
define inclusive leadership as a meeting follower needs for belonging, uniqueness, and
authenticity such that followers feel they belong in their workgroup and are valued for the
extent of uniqueness that is authentic to them; and (b) drawing on Brown et al.’s (2005)
ethical leadership theory to explain the behaviors that allow inclusive leaders to meet
their goals for developing more inclusive groups and workplaces. Li (2021) defines
inclusive leadership as,
“a distinctive leadership style that ensures fairness and equality for all work unit
members, creates integration and synergy in the work unit, and most importantly,
makes diversity and inclusion explicit in the work unit (i.e., implementing and
complying with organizational diversity and inclusion related policies and
programs), in order to best manage diverse employees, address status and power
differences, and leverage the synergistic outcomes of diversity.” (p. 85).
I build on this definition by applying Brown et al.’s (2005) ethical leadership theory.
Ethical leaders are those that act as role models for ethical organizational behavior and
manage others to ensure they act ethically as well (Brown et al., 2005; Trevifio et al.,
2000; 2003). In the ethical leadership literature, ethical leader behavior is defined as “the
demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 120), and so
the specific behaviors that underly the style depends on the context in which it occurs.
This theory can be adapted to the specific context of inclusion such that inclusive leaders
demonstrate behavior in line with norms for inclusivity. Defining inclusive leadership as
a special case of ethical leadership suggests that inclusive leadership is (a) a dynamic

style that leaders can adapt to the specific needs of individual followers in combating the
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negative effects of diversity such as conflict, discrimination, and harassment; and (b) an
influence process achieved through role modeling inclusive behaviors. In sum, I define
inclusive leadership as a behavioral style in which leaders intentionally work to meet
their followers’ needs for belonging, uniqueness, and authenticity while upholding
organizational standards for inclusion and acting as a role model of inclusivity to both

promote the positive and combat the negative effects of workforce diversity.

What Is Virtual Work?

Technological development has always been a key driver in the changing nature
of work, from the assembly lines of Chicago’s meatpacking industry in the early 1900s
(Sinclair, 2001) to today’s use of robotic surgery (Lanfranco et al., 2004) and artificial
intelligence court judges (Niller, 2019). However, over the past few decades, virtuality
has become ubiquitous. As of June 2020, 62% of the world's population (including 90.3%
of North Americans) had internet access (Internet World Stats, 2020). This has allowed
many organizations to develop virtual teams with members from various locations and to
adopt flexible workplace arrangements and teleworking policies where employees work
remotely all or part of the time. Most work environments in the U.S. today include some
aspect of virtuality; however, the COVID-19 global pandemic has led to a large uptick in
the amount of people working remoting from home (World Economic Forum, 2020),
causing many to consider virtual work or some hybrid of virtual and face-to-face the
“new normal” (e.g., Towers-Clark, 2020).

Virtual work arrangements, such as remote work or virtual teams, allow
employees to be more dispersed geographically (across states, regions, countries) and

temporally (across time zones), but also require more reliance on communication
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technologies such as email or video conference calls (as opposed to face-to-face). In fact,
many teams in multi-national corporations have members located at various offices
across one or more countries and are forced to rely on tools such as emails, phone calls,
and video conferences to communicate most of the time. Even teams that work in the
same building may report to offices on different floors or simply prefer to use as email or
instant messenger to communicate throughout the workday. While there are still many
jobs that require face-to-face, hands-on work (such as fast-food counter workers or
maintenance and repair workers), it is difficult to find a workgroup today that is
completely non-virtual where employees always work in the same location and
communicate solely face-to-face. Thus, virtuality is currently one of the most important
factors for understanding the impact of work environments on organizational behavior
and performance (Gilson et al., 2015; Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Raghuram et al., 2019;
Society for Human Resource Management, 2012).

Virtual work has been considered by organizational scientists interested in a
variety of topics such as work-family balance (e.g., the use of flexible work
arrangements: Allen et al., 2013); personnel assessment (e.g., the pros and cons of
unproctored internet testing [Tippins et al., 2006] and video interviews: [Blacksmith et
al., 2016]); performance management (e.g., electronic performance monitoring: Ravid et
al., 2020); teams (e.g., virtual teamwork: Schulze & Krumm, 2017); and leadership (e.g.,
e-leadership: Avolio et al., 2014; global leadership: Holt & Seki, 2012). In a recent
review, Raghuram et al. (2019) organized prior virtual work studies into three distinct
research clusters: telecommuting, virtual teams, and computer-mediated work (Raghuram

et al., 2019). While computer-mediated work refers simply to the use of computer-
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mediated communication to interact with others in a job context, telecommuting (also
known as telework) and virtual teams are two specific types of virtual work
arrangements. Telecommuting research focuses on individual telecommuters, whereas
virtual teams research focuses on the impact of virtuality on team-level variables. The
current study is focused on diversity and inclusion, an inherently group-level
phenomenon, in the context of virtual work. Thus, I draw mostly on virtual teams
research definitions and theories to conceptualize virtual work. However, the leadership
literature has also considered relevant aspects of virtual work, mainly in the study of “e-
leadership” and “global leadership.” Before developing a theoretical model of inclusive
leadership from afar, the following sections provide a review of related theory and

research from the virtual teams and leadership literature.

Virtual Teams

Virtual work at the group-level has been studied primarily in the context of virtual
teams. A team is defined as a collective that exists to perform organizationally relevant
tasks, has clear boundaries (i.e., members can be clearly distinguished from non-
members), and is composed of two or more people who share one or more common goals
requiring them to perform interdependent tasks (Kozlowski & Bell, 2012). Virtual teams
have been considered a specific type of team (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002); however, many
organizations include group structures that include some aspect of virtuality but do not fit
the technical definition of team. Traditionally, research on virtual teams compared face-
to-face teams to virtual teams, defining virtual teams as distributed and technologically
mediated (Bell & Koslowski, 2002). However, it soon became apparent that “virtual

team” is a highly diverse category and the virtuality of work environments should instead

23



be thought of as a spectrum. Today, the term virtual team is defined in the literature as a
multi-dimensional construct composed of at least two key dimensions, technological
dependence and geographic dispersion. Technology dependence generally refers to “the
extent to which individuals rely on communication tools and the types of communication
tools (e.g., email, text, and social media) they use in their work” (Raghuram et al., 2019,
p. 313). Geographic dispersion refers to “different forms of distance between participants
in virtual work arrangements, including the extent to which virtual workers are
distributed across space and time” (Raghuram et al., 2019, p. 313). While dispersion
likely leads to technology dependence, co-located teams that are low in dispersion can
still be highly virtual due to technology dependence. In other words, both geographic
dispersion and technological dependence are continuums, and the various combinations
create a wide range of virtual team arrangements. For example, a team that never meets
face-to-face and instead relies entirely on email, instant messenger, and video conference
to communicate is more technologically dependent than a team whose members rely on
emails to communicate most of the year but meet face-to-face each quarter. Each of these
teams might be composed of members located in multiple cities, regions, or countries but
a team whose members are based out of different countries would be more
geographically dispersed than a team whose members are all located in the same country
but in different cities.

In addition to the two core dimensions of virtuality, technological dependence and
geographical dispersion, some virtual teams research has considered national or cultural
diversity as another dimension that contributes to the virtuality of a team (e.g., Gibson &

Gibbs, 2006). Team cultural diversity refers to the likelihood that a virtual team consists
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of members with more than one national or cultural background (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006).
This dimension is typically considered in the study of virtual teams within multi-national
corporations where members must collaborate despite a variety of nation-based cultural
differences (Holt & Seki, 2021).

While some virtual teams studies focus on general levels of technological
dependence, geographic dispersion, and/or cultural diversity, the current best practice is
to identify specific dimensions of these higher-level dimensions that are theoretically
meaningful to a given research question. The following sections provide an overview of
how the facets underlying the two primary dimensions of virtual work, technological
dependence and geographic dispersion, have been defined in virtual teams research.
Technological Dependence

Advancements in communication technologies are what make collaboration
across different locals, time zones, and national borders possible. However, reliance on
electronic media, technology-mediated, or computer-mediated communication (CMC)
comes with a new set of challenges. Prior research has shown that CMC can be both a
hindrance (e.g., Bell & Kozlowski, 2002) and an affordance (e.g., Ellison et al., 2015;
Goldberg, 2015) to communication (Raghuram et al., 2019). CMC provides a means to
communicate when face-to-face communication is impossible, but CMC does not always
allow for the same value of information to pass between correspondents as compared to
face-to-face communication due to objective and subjective dynamics. Thus, to
understand the effect of technological dependence on work processes, studies must

examine the characteristics of particular CMC mediums (e.g., the type and number of
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social cues available) and the role of individuals using those mediums (e.g., individuals
may have different preferences or abilities).

Much of the theory and research on virtual work has focused on technological
dependence rather than dispersion, which has resulted in a rich literature. Prior studies
have examined the impact of the frequency of communication via CMC as opposed to
face-to-face, the types of CMC tools used (e.g., email vs. video conference), and the
qualities of specific CMC tools (e.g., social bandwidth, synchronous vs. asynchronous:
Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005). Theories, mainly social presence theory (Short et al., 1976)
and media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986), have been used to differentiate CMC
mediums by identifying underlying qualities that define the experience of using them.
According to social presence theory (Short et al., 1976), communication mediums differ
in the extent to which they transmit social cues such that media that transmits more cues
conveys more social presence and communicators are interpreted as more warm,
personal, sensitive, and sociable. Similarly, media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986)
highlights how communication mediums differ along a continuum of information
richness versus leanness. In general, the richness of a CMC medium refers to “its ability
to change understanding within a time interval” (Daft & Lengel, 1986, p. 560). For
example, email is a leaner media than video conference, because we can expect less
information to be conveyed via email where social gestures and emotion are difficult to
transmit, but video allows for some of those social cues and thus more information to be
conveyed.

Daft and Lengel (1986) identified four dimensions that contribute to

communication media richness: (a) the speed of feedback exchange, (b) the types and
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multiplicity of channels employed, (c) the ability to communicate a personal warmth or
presence, and (d) the variety of the language carried. Face-to-face communication is
expected to offer the richest information exchange on all four dimensions, whereas CMC
mediums, such as email or video chat, provide varying degrees of information richness.
Both social presence theory and media richness theory argue that mediums richer in
social cues are better suited to tasks that require in-depth communication, whereas leaner
mediums are more favorable for tasks that require the quick transmission of information.
Thus, richer media is not inherently better than leaner media; instead, the benefits of
media richness depend on the context of the communication.

While the focus has traditionally been on the mediums themselves, some
theorizing about the role of technological dependence in work processes has turned its
attention to the communicators themselves. For example, channel expansion theory
(Carlson & Zmud, 1999) expands on media richness theory, explaining how individuals
develop richness perceptions of a given CMC medium. The theory posits that the richness
of a given CMC medium is not static and instead individuals’ perceptions of richness are
influenced by four types of experience: (a) experience with the medium, (b) experience
with the messaging topic, (c) experience with the organizational context, and (d)
experience with communication coparticipants.

The current study examines the use of CMC between employees and both their
leaders and their workgroup. Specifically, the frequency at which CMC is used relative to
face-to-face communication is considered in the context of its subjective informational

value according to the employee’s own perceptions.

27



Geographic Dispersion

There is less agreement about the geographic dispersion aspect of team virtuality
as compared to the technology dependence aspect. Prior research has primarily
conceptualized geographic dispersion in terms of the distance across physical space as
“geographic” implies (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; O’Leary &
Cummings, 2007). For example, Gibson and Gibbs’ (2006) seminal work considered (a)
the number of locations where team members were located and (b) the number of team
members residing in each location in their measure of “categorical dispersion across
locations in each team” (p. 466). They used Blau’s (1977) diversity index to calculate
dispersion based on these two indicators. More recently, studies have expanded their
definition of geographical dispersion in accordance with O’Leary and Cummings’ (2007)
framework. O’Leary and Cummings (2007) distinguished between spatial and configural
dispersion and added temporal dispersion as a third dimension of objective geographic
dispersion in workgroups and teams. According to O’Leary and Cummings (2007),
workgroup dispersion should be conceptualized as a multi-dimensional construct that
includes not only the geographic distance among team members (spatial dispersion) and
the number of locations where team members work (one aspect of configural dispersion)
but also the extent to which work locations have uneven distributions of team members
that lead to imbalance and isolation (additional aspects of configural dispersion) and the
time zone difference among team members (temporal dispersion). Thus, O’Leary and
Cummings (2007) propose definitions and operationalizations for spatial, configural, and

temporal dispersion.
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Spatial dispersion refers to the size of the distance between group members (e.g.,
miles between work sites). For example, a group that primarily works from the same
location and includes only one remote member would be characterized by lower spatial
dispersion than a group with no collocated members. Whereas spatial dispersion captures
the average distance among group members, configural dispersion refers to “the pattern
or arrangement of members across sites” (O’Leary & Cummings 2007, p. 439).

Configural dispersion can be described by the number of sites represented by a
workgroup, the isolation of individual workgroup members (how many members work
alone at their own location), and the imbalance between geographically defined
subgroups (how evenly are members distributed across different locations).

Temporal dispersion refers to “the extent to which team members’ normal work
hours overlap” (O’Leary & Cummings, 2007, p. 438). The extent to which group
members work in different time zones can exacerbate communication challenges
associated with physical distance. While work schedules can easily be adjusted for small
amounts of temporal dispersion (e.g., members working in Chicago, IL could start their
workday one hour later than colleagues working in Washington, DC), it may be more
challenging for groups with members that span more drastic temporal distances to
communicate synchronously without traveling (e.g., a team or group with members
working in New York and London).

A year after O’Leary and Cummings (2007) seminal dispersion framework was
published, Wilson et al. (2008) introduced the concept of perceived proximity to the
virtual teams literature. They argued that distance between coworkers has a subjective

side distinct from objective measures and so “treating proximity and distance in purely
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physical terms provides an incomplete view of how people experience it” (Wilson et al.,
2008, p. 980). They explain that differences between objective and subjective distance
can create a “far-but-close” paradox where two individuals can be geographically far
from each other while at the same time feeling quite close. Perceived proximity is defined
as “a dyadic and asymmetric construct which defines one
person’s perception of how close or how far another person is” (Wilson et al., 2008, p.
983). It is a person’s cognitive and affective sense of relational closeness to another
person. Perceived proximity is dyadic in that individuals’ have perceptions of their
proximity to one other individual but asymmetric in that each individual member of a
dyad has their own unique perception of proximity to the other individual. Wilson et al.
(2008) explain that proximity perceptions are developed over time as the results of two
related processes. First, the communication process influences perceived proximity such
that ““as communication becomes more frequent, deeper in substance (i.e., more personal
and more personally significant), and more interactive (i.e., characterized by more
interdependent and reciprocal communicative exchanges), physically distant colleagues
will seem more proximal” (Wilson et al., 2008, p. 985). Second, the identification process
(and resulting state) influences perceived proximity “by creating a basis for common
ground, by reducing uncertainty (just as communication does), and by engendering
positive attributions when real data are absent” (Wilson et al., 2008, p. 986).

In a subsequent paper, O’Leary et al. (2014) test the perceived proximity theory
proposed in Wilson et al.’s (2008) paper and developed a measure of the concept. From a
mixed-methods study, they found support for Wilson et al.’s (2008) idea of the “far but

close” paradox. Their findings suggest that individuals who work together develop a
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symbolic, subjective understanding of proximity despite the objective distance between
them. In other words, perceived proximity is distinct from objective distance in that (a)
coworkers can be physically far apart but feel close to each other and (b) coworkers can
be collocated but feel far away from each other. O’Leary et al. (2014) also found support
for the idea that perceptions of proximity stem from communication and identification
processes. Specifically, individuals perceived their proximity to colleagues to be higher
when they communicated more frequently and saw each other as more similar.
Virtual Leadership

While most of the virtual work literature focuses on virtual teams, there is also a
body of literature on virtual team leadership. Leading in virtual environments has been
studied from various perspectives. Virtual teams researchers have considered the unique
challenges that technology and virtual team arrangements pose on leadership. In a recent
review, Larson and DeChurch (2020) organize previous work at the intersection between
virtual teams and leadership into four perspectives. First, technology can be thought of as
a specific team context that fundamentally changes the leadership process. Second,
technology can be conceptualized as a type of sociometrical team practice in which
leaders can shape technology practices and technology can shape the emergence of team
leadership structures. Third, technology can be examined as a creation medium that
enables new types of teams to form in new ways within and outside of formal
organizations. Finally, when technology fulfills a distinct role that directly contributes to
team performance, it can be conceptualized as a feam member, and thus requires leaders
to manage relationships among human and virtual teammates. The first perspective

outlined by Larson and DeChurch (2020) is most relevant to the current study as I
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consider virtuality in the relationship between an individual and their leader and/or
workgroup as a specific context where varying levels of technological dependence and
geographic dispersion create fundamentally different work environments. Researchers
who examine the role of technology in the leadership process from the perspective refer
to virtual leadership as “e-leadership” (Avolio et al., 2014).

E-leadership refers to the study of how the leadership influence process is
mediated by technological development (especially advanced information technology)
and how leaders influence the creation and adoption of new information technologies
within organizations (Avolio et al., 2014). Research on e-leadership has been
spearheaded by Bruce J. Avolio and colleagues who have put forth a formal definition of
the concept as well as two seminal reviews (see Avolio et al., 2000; 2014). Almost two
decades ago, Avolio et al. (2001) defined e-leadership as:

“a social influence process mediated by advanced information technology to

produce a change in attitudes, feelings, thinking, behavior, and/or performance

with individuals, groups, and/or organizations. E-leadership can occur at any
hierarchical level in an organization and can involve one-to-one and one-to-many
interactions within and across large units and organizations. It may be associated
with one individual or shared by several individuals as its locus changes over

time” (p. 617).

A decade later, Avolio et al. (2014) revise this definition to place greater emphasis on the
important of context such that it now reads: “E-leadership is defined as a social influence
process embedded in both proximal and distal contexts [emphasis added] mediated by

advanced information technology that can produce a change in attitudes, feelings,
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thinking, behavior, and performance” (p. 107). The overarching research question e-
leadership research is meant to address is “how does the appropriation of advanced
information technology (AIT) affect the total leadership system in organizations and in
turn, how does leadership affect the appropriation of AIT in the sense of their co-
evolution?” (Avolio et al, 2014, p. 108). Thus, e-leadership research is focused on how
technological advances influence communication between leaders and followers and pose
challenges for the information exchange process when leadership is conducted largely
through electronic channels.

Global leadership is another related but distinct area of virtual teams research that
focuses more on the impact of dispersion rather than technological development and
explores the benefits and challenges of leading across multiple nations and cultures (Holt
& Seki, 2012). Research on global leadership arose with the growth of multi-national
organizations and teams. In one early definition, Dalton et al. (2002) define a global
manager as “one who manages across distance, countries, and cultures ... in a globally
complex environment” (p. 4). More recently, Holt and Seki (2012) define a global leader
as “anyone who operates in a context of multicultural, paradoxical complexity to achieve
results in our world” (p. 199). They argue that global leadership is about managing
paradoxes related to performance, relationships, culture, agility, and orientation (Holt &
Seki, 2012). For example, global leaders must work at a global and local level, which
leads to a paradox in that “global leaders must operate with a global, cosmopolitan
mindset. At the same time, they must be sensitive to local markets and needs” (Holt &
Seki, 2012, p. 204). Another paradox that characterizes global leadership, as

conceptualized by Holt and Seki (2012), is in the balance of common group and
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uniqueness such that “global leaders must pay attention to common group characteristics
and respect cultural differences. At the same time, they must try to see and appreciate the
unique qualities of each individual” (p. 204).

In many ways, global leadership is a specific literature concerned with cultural
diversity issues, which is not directly relevant to the current study. However, Holt and
Seki’s (2012) idea of a “common group and uniqueness” paradox where global leaders
must foster a common group identity while respecting cultural uniqueness is very related
to the idea of inclusive leadership. Holt and Seki (2012) talk about “paying attention to
the uniqueness of another individual requires an additional muscle” that global leaders
must build in order to be effective. This is similar to the idea that inclusive leaders take it
upon themselves to work on their inclusivity and to show a visible commitment to ethics.
Thus, while I do not draw on the global leadership literature to develop my hypotheses,
findings from the current study should be relevant to global leaders.

In addition to research on e-leadership and global leadership, the topic of “leader
distance” has received some attention. Although not explicitly in reference to virtual
work, leadership scholars have discussed the concept of distance between leaders and
followers as an important aspect of leadership. The concept of leader distance was first
defined by Napier and Ferris (1993), who argued leader-follower distance is composed of
psychological, structural, and functional distance. Specifically, Napier and Ferris (1993)
claimed that the influence of both psychological distance (informed by perceptions of
power differentials and similarity) and structural distance (physical, organizational, and
leadership structure) on follower performance is mediated by functional distance.

Drawing on leader-member-exchange theory, they defined functional distance as the
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“degree of closeness and quality of the functional working relationship between the
supervisor and the subordinate; in essence, whether the subordinate is a member of the
in-group or the out-group” (Napier & Ferris, 1993, p. 337). According to Napier and
Ferris (1993), leader distance is mostly a problem of relational quality; however, they
recognize the important role physical distance plays in follower perceptions of their
relationship with their leader.

Antonakis and Atwater (2002) built on Napier and Ferris’ (1993) theory and
incorporated more aspects of virtual work environments. They described leader distance
in terms of physical distance, interaction frequency, and social distance, arguing “leaders
can appear to be very distant to followers if leaders (a) are physically distant from
followers, (b) maximize their status and power differentials by virtue of their elevated
social position, and (c¢) maintain infrequent contact with followers” (p. 674). In other
words, Antonakis and Atwater’s (2002) theory of leader distance posits that followers’
perceptions of how much distance there is between their leader and themselves is the
result of not only objective physical distance and communication quantity but also social
distance which refers to “differences in status, rank, authority, social standing and power,
which affect the degree of social intimacy and social contact that develops between
followers and their leaders” (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002, p. 282).

Antonakis and Atwater’s (2002) leader distance theory includes elements of both
geographic dispersion — e.g., physical distance or “how far or how close followers are
located from their leader” (p. 684) — and technological dependence — e.g., interaction
frequency or “the perceived degree to which leaders interact with their followers”

(Antonakis & Atwater, 2002, p. 686). Although neither Napier and Ferris (1993) nor
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Antonakis and Atwater (2002) meant for leader distance to be strictly a theory of virtual
leadership, the concept can be applied to understanding the unique challenges of
leadership in environments characterized by various levels of virtuality. At minimum,
this body of literature supports the current study’s aim to examine both the objective and
subjective aspects of geographic dispersion between leaders and followers.
Integrating Theories of Virtual Teams and Virtual Leadership

Many aspects of virtual work environments have been considered in a leadership
context. However, this research has yet to be fully integrated into one comprehensive
theory of virtual leadership. Such a theory would require consideration of all key
dimensions of virtual work environments and how they impact the leadership influence
process. For example, understanding the role of technological dependence in leadership
could draw from e-leadership and virtual teams studies, whereas an understanding of the
impact of geographic dispersion on leadership processes could be developed based on
global leadership research and leader distance theory. Given the lack of an integrated
theory of virtual leadership, the current study draws heavily on ideas from the broader
virtual teams research area to examine virtuality in employees’ relationship with both
colleagues in their workgroup and their leaders specifically. However, two key takeaways
from the various virtual leadership literatures will inform this study. First, it is important
to examine the level of virtuality in employees relationship with their leader specifically
as opposed to with their workgroup in general, because there may be meaningful
idiosyncrasies the differentiate leader-follower virtuality from workgroup virtuality.
Second, a study of leadership in a virtual context is incomplete without considering both

objective and subjective perceptions of virtuality in the relationship between leaders and
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followers. In sum, I draw on both virtual teams and virtual leadership research to define
five virtuality variables based on the two core dimensions of virtual work, technological
dependence (relative use of computer mediated communication) and dispersion (three
objective dimensions: spatial, temporal, and configural dispersion; and one subjective
dimension: perceived proximity).

Current Study: Inclusive Leadership from Afar

Study Purpose and Research Questions

The current study seeks to fill the gaps that exist in our current understanding of
how inclusive leaders promote employee performance and prevent workgroup
discrimination in an increasingly virtual workplace. Most prior work on inclusive
leadership has been theoretical, but there are a few empirical studies that have examined
the impact of inclusive leadership on performance (e.g., Qi & Liu, 2017) and
discrimination (e.g., Perry et al., 2020). These studies begin to show that inclusive
leadership can have a positive relationship with both individual follower performance
(Xiaotao et al., 2018) and group performance (Jin et al., 2016; Qui & Liu, 2017) and may
even significantly help to reduce discrimination through developing workgroup inclusion
(Perry et al., 2020). Despite these few studies, the empirical literature on inclusive
leadership is nascent. There is still little proof of the mediating mechanisms that have
been theorized to allow inclusive leaders to produce favorable outcomes. In addition,
there is some evidence that the impact of inclusive leadership may not be as
straightforward as it has been theorized. For example, effects may be different for racial
minorities versus white employees (Jin et al., 2016) and it may cause a “too-much-of-a-

good-thing” effect (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013) where the most favorable outcomes are
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observed when inclusive leadership is moderate not very low or very high (Xiaotao et al.,
2018). Finally, prior theoretical and empirical work lacks an understanding of how the
work environment influences how leaders develop inclusion in workgroups. The current
study aims focus on these gaps by addressing the following research questions:
Research Question 1: 7o what extent does virtuality help and/or hinder inclusive
leadership in fostering follower performance? Does the impact of virtuality on the
ability of inclusive leadership to improve follower performance depend on the
specific dimension of virtuality examined?
Research Question 2: /n addition to improving performance, does inclusive
leadership reduce discrimination in workgroups? If so, what are the underlying
processes in the relationship between inclusive leadership and discrimination?
Research Question 3: 7o what extent does virtuality help and/or hinder inclusive
leaders in reducing discrimination among their followers? Does the impact of
virtuality on the ability of inclusive leadership to address follower discrimination
depend on the specific dimension of virtuality examined?
Level of Analysis and Key Variables
To begin to address these questions, the current study focuses on individual
employee experiences. Inclusive leadership is examined in terms of individuals’
perceptions of their direct supervisor, “a non-cognitive construct, tapping employees’
self-reports of past experience with their manager’s inclusive leadership behaviors” (Li,
2021, p. 24). Inclusive leadership is a behavioral style that is meant to be applied in a
group setting; however, inclusive leader behaviors can have differential effects on

individual group members. The purpose of inclusive leadership is to meet each individual
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follower’s needs for belongingness, uniqueness, and authenticity, all of which require the
social dynamics provided by the group environment. Thus, while the current study is
focused on the individual-level experience of inclusion, individual perceptions of their
group are an essential piece of the puzzle.!

To study the expected performance benefits of inclusive leadership, I examine the
extent to which inclusive leadership predicts individual follower task performance and
helping behavior and whether these relationships can be explained by individuals’ level
of identification with their workgroup. To explore the discrimination reducing effects of
inclusive leadership, I examine the extent to which inclusive leadership predicts
individual followers’ perceptions of the level of discrimination in their workgroup and
whether this relationship can be explained by individuals’ perceptions of the level of
inclusion in their workgroup.

To explore the impact of virtuality on these processes, the current study assesses
both leader-follower virtuality and workgroup virtuality. I consider workgroup virtuality
as the extent of dispersion and technology dependence between workgroup members,
excluding the leader. This will allow for a focus on the individual respondent’s work
experience in reference to their workgroup in addition to their own unique experience
with their leader (i.e., leader-follower virtuality). While workgroups could be
characterized by some aggregate of each members’ unique relationship with the leader,
these variables are not examined. Instead, the virtuality in individuals’ relationships with
their workgroup are considered as a contextual factor in how individuals see their

workgroup (not how individuals see their leader’s relationship to their workgroup). The

! The primary focus of this study is individual level experiences, and thus all group level variables are
captured as individual perceptions of their workgroup except for objective dispersion.
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virtuality in individuals’ relationships with their leader are considered as a contextual
factor in how individuals see their leader and how that leader acts towards all group
members.

The following sections develop two theoretical models that aim to address the
three overarching research questions, one to test the effect of inclusive leadership on
follower performance, and a second to test the effect of inclusive leadership on
workgroup discrimination.

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses?

As stated above, I define inclusive leadership as a behavioral style in which
leaders intentionally work to meet their followers’ needs for belonging, uniqueness, and
authenticity (Jansen et al., 2014; Shore et al., 2011) while acting as a role model for
inclusive workplace behavior (Randel et al., 2018). I expect inclusive leadership to not
only produce the positive performance effects hypothesized in the literature, but I also
expect inclusive leadership to combat the negative effects of workforce diversity. This
proposition is based on a combination of theoretical perspectives. First, the idea that
inclusive leadership promotes follower performance is based on previous adaptations of
social psychology and human motivational theories (see Li, 2021), including optimal
distinctiveness theory (see Shore et al., 2011) and self-determination theory (see Jansen et
al., 2014), which defined inclusive leadership as meeting follower needs. Second, the
proposition that inclusive leadership reduces workgroup discrimination builds on Randel
et al.’s (2018) definition of inclusive leadership and applies Brown et al.’s (2005) social

learning theory of ethical leadership to explain how inclusive leaders act as role models

2 Appendix A provides a full list of hypotheses for easy reference.
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of inclusivity and inspire the development of workgroup inclusivity which then prevents
discrimination. Finally, I draw on theories of virtual teams and e-leadership to examine
the effects of inclusive leadership within the context of virtual work. The following
sections develop hypotheses about how inclusive leadership not only improves follower
performance (see Figure 1) but also reduces workgroup discrimination (see Figure 2), and

how aspects of virtual work environments can help or harm these processes.

Figure 1

Conceptual Model of Virtual Work and the Effects of Inclusive Leadership on Follower
Performance

Virtuality in the Work Environment

Leader-Follower

* Spatial and Temporal Dispersion (-)

* Perceived Proximity (+)

* Reliance on Communication Technology (+/-)

Identification with

Work
oregroup Workgroup

* Spatial, Temporal, and Configural Dispersion (-)
* Reliance on Communication Technology (+/-)

Follower Performance

Inclusive Leadership * Task Performance
* Helping Behavior

Note. Moderating variables include (-) to indicate they are hypothesized to weaken the relationship
and/or (+) to indicate they are hypothesized to strengthen the relationship.
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Figure 2

Conceptual Model of Virtual Work and the Effects of Inclusive Leadership on
Workgroup Discrimination

Virtuality in the Work Environment

Leader-Follower

* Spatial and Temporal Dispersion (-)

* Perceived Proximity (+)

* Reliance on Communication Technology (+/-)

Workgroup Workgroup Inclusion
* Spatial, Temporal, and Configural Dispersion (-)
* Reliance on Communication Technology (+/-)

Inclusive Leadership Workgroup Discrimination

Note. Moderating variables include (-) to indicate they are hypothesized to weaken the relationship
and/or (+) to indicate they are hypothesized to strengthen the relationship.

Inclusive Leadership and Follower Performance

Prior theory suggests the practice of inclusion improves job performance by
encourage the reciprocation of inclusive treatment, which makes organizational members
feel more empowered and connected to their coworkers (Randel et al., 2018). Both task-
related and contextual pro-social performance outcomes have been discussed as outcomes
of inclusion (see Shore et al., 2011). The current study examines both sides of follower
performance, including task performance and helping behavior, a type of organizational
citizenship behavior directed towards others. As proposed by Randel et al. (2018) and
based on optimal distinctiveness theory (ODT; Brewer, 1991), I expect that inclusive
leadership is positively related to follower performance indirectly through workgroup
identification. Membership in a social group (e.g., the team you are assigned to work

with) does not inherently lead to identification with that group (i.e., the group
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membership is not necessarily integrated into all members social identities). However,
according to ODT, all individuals possess the universal need for optimal distinctiveness
and when group membership meets this need the individual will be motivated to maintain
the affiliation and integrate it into their social identity.

I argue that by upholding organizational standards for inclusion and acting as a
role model of inclusivity, inclusive leaders work to meet their followers needs for
belonging, uniqueness, and authenticity via workplace relationships and groups, and
when employees’ inclusion needs are being met at work (i.e., high inclusive leadership),
they are more likely to identify more with their workgroup as a result. Such workgroup
identification drives performance because members “experience the successes and failure
of the workgroup as their own” (Randel et al., 2018, p. 9) and thus are motivated to
contribute to their group’s success. While these theoretical arguments have been
generally accepted in the inclusion literature (see Randel et al., 2018), there is little
supporting empirical evidence. This study will test these relationships empirically.

Hypothesis 1: Follower perceptions of inclusive leadership will be positively

related to their (a) task performance and (b) helping behavior.

Hypothesis 2: Workgroup identification mediates the relationships between

follower perceptions of inclusive leadership and their (a) task performance and

(b) helping behavior.

The Moderating Role of Virtual Work. Prior work highlights the importance of
considering leadership in context or the “situational opportunities and constraints that
affect the occurrence and meaning of organizational behavior as well as functional

relationships between variables” (Johns, 2006, p. 386). Virtuality is one important factor
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that contributes to the larger context in which leadership is performed (Larson &
DeChurch, 2020). Given the “consensus among scholars that virtual teams are more
difficult to lead than face-to-face teams” (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014, p. 391), leadership
research must consider how virtuality challenges the leadership process and how leaders
might best meet these challenges (Larson & DeChurch, 2020). I expect the strength of the
relationship between inclusive leadership and follower performance to vary depending on
virtuality in the work environment such that inclusive leadership is more or less
successful in improving follower performance depending on virtual work characteristics.
Other leadership styles have been examined in a virtual work context. For
example, transformational leadership has been found to be better suited than transactional
leadership for promoting teamwork and performance in virtual teams (e.g., Andressen et
al., 2021; Purvanova & Bono, 2009; Whitford & Moss, 2009). Similar effects have been
found for empowering leadership in a virtual team context (e.g., Arnold et al., 2000; Hill
& Bartol, 2016; Srivastava et al., 2006). Theoretically, the behaviors that define the
inclusive leadership style are distinct from those that define transformational leadership.
The goal of transformational leadership is to motivate and develop high performing followers
through charisma, rigorous goal setting, and the challenging of norms and assumptions
(Avolio & Bass, 1995). In contrast, the goal of inclusive leadership is to improve
performance by meeting followers needs for belongingness, uniqueness, and authenticity,
which requires valuing unique contributions and identities not challenging them (Randel et
al., 2018). Empowering leadership is more like inclusive leadership than transformational
leadership, but it is still a distinct style. Both empowering leaders and inclusive leaders
encourage followers to participate in decision making and problem solving, but their

reasoning for such behaviors are very different. Empowering leaders aim to delegate
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authority and promote self-directed work, whereas inclusive leaders aim to facilitate
diverse contributions and shared authority. Empowering leadership may inadvertently aid
inclusion, but it is not the goal. In addition, inclusive leadership has additional
components that are not included in the empowering leadership style such as addressing
followers’ needs to feel connected to others, preserve a distinctive sense of self, and
behave in accordance with one’s authentic self. The evidence that both empowering
leadership and transformational leadership are well suited for leading virtual teams is
promising; however, it does not provide much insight into the effects of virtuality on
inclusive leadership.

To explore the extent to which the virtuality of a work environment helps and/or
hinders the performance benefits of inclusive leadership, I focus on the challenges of
objective dispersion (O’Leary & Cummings, 2007) and reliance on communication
technology (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Daft & MacIntosh, 1981) as well as the benefits of
perceived proximity (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002; O’Leary et al., 2014). I examine these
effects regarding how individuals work with both colleagues in their workgroup in
general and their leaders specifically.

Objective Dispersion. 1 posit that objective distance between individuals and their
colleagues weakens the effects of inclusive leadership on followers’ workgroup
identification, because inclusive behaviors are more impactful face-to-face than they are
when employees work at a distance from their leader and their workgroup. Dispersion
does not necessarily make adopting an inclusive leadership style more or less likely.
Technically, leaders can use an inclusive leadership style, uphold their organization’s

norms and standards for inclusion, and develop inclusion in their workgroups in both
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highly dispersed and face-to-face environments. However, I posit that when objective
distance is higher, the impact of inclusive leadership on followers’ workgroup
identification will be weaker, because dispersion fundamentally changes the work
environment by reducing the availability of social cues (i.e., non-verbal communication
that informs how individuals interpret and react to others) and the efforts of leaders to
enact inclusive leadership will be less necessary and salient. While the need for
belongingness and authenticity that inclusion satisfies are assumed to be universal in that
every individual has some need (Schutz, 1958), these needs must be met in a social
context. I posit that the greater availability of social cues in face-to-face environments
create more social situations where there is a greater need for inclusion. In contrast, I
expect more dispersed environments to provide less access to social cues and create an
equalization effect (Ocker, 2007) such that there is less of a need for inclusion.

While the general level of dispersion challenges the inclusive leadership process,
there may be important distinctions between different types of dispersion in the work
environment. Dispersion in the work environment can result from distance in temporality
and/or location (Raghuram et al., 2019). For example, some individuals may work at a
distance from their leader but not their workgroup while others may be member of a
dispersed workgroup but happen to be collocated with their leader. At the very extreme
end of the spectrum, individuals may be physically isolated from both their leader and
workgroup (e.g., work from home). When workgroups have some isolated and some
collocated members, configural dispersion becomes an important component of the work

environment. Furthermore, locational dispersion can come with time zone differences
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that make it less likely group members work the same hours or communicate using
synchronous media such as video conference calls or telephone conversations.

To examine how dispersion moderates the relationship between inclusive
leadership and workgroup identification, I examine spatial and temporal dispersion
between individuals and their leader and the level of spatial, temporal, and configural
dispersion that characterizes one’s workgroup. Working across physical and temporal
distance from one’s leader and/or workgroup makes opportunities to experience inclusion
face-to-face less frequent and increases reliance on leaner virtual environments where it
is more difficult to discern social cues. However, I posit that dispersion has a unique
effect on the inclusive leadership process that is distinct from the impact of reliance on
technology. I argue that inclusive leaders promote workgroup identification by meeting
their followers needs for inclusion in the context of their workgroup, but when
individuals feel isolated from their leader these attempts are less influential. Specifically,
I predict that locational and temporal distance from one’s leader weakens the impact of
inclusive leadership on the extent to which followers identify with their workgroup,
because leader-follower dispersion isolates individuals from their leader, which reduces
the extent to which they observe their leader in social situations (e.g., in interactions with
the workgroup) and with less social situations there is a reduced need for inclusion. In
contrast, when location and temporal distance from one’s leader is lower and followers
are more collocated with their leader, they have a great need for inclusion and thus
inclusive leadership is a more impactful predictors of workgroup identification.

Hypothesis 3: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and

follower workgroup identification will be negatively moderated by objective
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dispersion between leaders and followers such that inclusive leadership has but a
stronger effect follower workgroup identification when there is less objective
distance between individuals and their leader, but a weaker effect on follower
workgroup identification when there is more objective distance between
individuals and their leader.

Similarly, I predict that spatial, temporal, and configural dispersion one’s
workgroup weakens the impact of inclusive leadership on the extent to which followers
identify with their workgroup, because workgroup dispersion isolates individuals from
their workgroup and changes the nature of how inclusion is observed and performed in
the context of one’s workgroup. Isolation from workgroup members reduces the
frequency and richness of shared social experiences and thus there is less of a need for
inclusion, which makes inclusive leadership is a less impactful predictors of workgroup
identification. In contrast, when location, temporal, and configural distance in one’s
workgroup is lower and followers are more collocated with their workgroup, there is a
greater need for inclusion and thus, inclusive leadership has a stronger impact on
workgroup identification.

Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and

follower workgroup identification will be negatively moderated by workgroup
dispersion such that inclusive leadership has a weaker effect on follower
workgroup identification when there is more objective distance between
workgroup members, but a stronger effect when there is less objective distance

between workgroup members.
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Leader-Follower Subjective Dispersion. Prior research indicates that “people can
form strong bonds despite being separated by large distances” (O’Leary et al., 2014, p.
1221). Thus, there may be an important subjective side to dispersion that helps counteract
the challenges of objective dispersion. I consider the impact of subjective dispersion on
the inclusive leadership process by examining individual differences in subjective
perception of proximity to one’s leader. I expect the effects of inclusive leadership on
followers’ workgroup identification to be weaker when employees feel far away from
their leader but stronger when employees feel closer to their leader (regardless of the
objective distance between their work sites), because subjective proximity makes
inclusive leaders more likely to be seen as role models for inclusion. According to social
learning theory (Bandura, 1977), role model behavior (e.g., inclusive leader behavior) is
more likely to be repeated by observers when that role model is seen as an attractive
informant. I posit that feeling more proximal to one’s leader (high perceived proximity)
makes it more likely that a leader is seen as an attractive role model and thus higher
perceived proximity makes an inclusive leader’s attempts to role model inclusion more
impactful. In contrast, I expect that when individuals feel farther away from their leader
(low perceived proximity), it is less likely that the leader is seen as an attractive role
model and thus less likely that any attempts to role model inclusive behaviors will be less
impactful and thus inclusive leadership will be less likely to lead to workgroup
identification.

Hypothesis 5: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and

follower workgroup identification will be positively moderated by a follower’s

perceived proximity to their leader such that inclusive leadership has a stronger
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effect on follower workgroup identification when perceived proximity is higher

(there is less subjective distance between leader and follower), but a weaker effect

when perceived proximity is lower (there is more subjective distance between

leader and follower).

Reliance on Communication Technology. Use of communication technology has
become ubiquitous in today’s workplace. Regardless of dispersion, employees across
different work arrangements (e.g., collocated in an office, working from home) tend to
rely on electronic media or computer-mediated communication (CMC) to interact with
colleagues at least some of the time. While CMC allows for collaboration despite
dispersion, it also poses challenges for the leadership process (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014;
Larson & DeChurch, 2020). I propose that reliance on CMC to communication with
one’s leader and workgroup weakens the impact of inclusive leadership. Leaders can
perform inclusive behaviors in their interactions with followers both face-to-face and
when using CMC; however, I expect that the reduced availability and interpretability of
social cues in CMC weakens the impact of inclusive leader behaviors.

Specifically, more reliance on CMC rather than face-to-face meetings with one’s
leader begets less opportunities for meaningful exchanges where more social cues can be
communicated between leaders and followers. When inclusive leader behaviors are
observed more frequently in lean environments with less social cues, the leader’s
attempts to meet followers needs for inclusion are less influential. While employees may
see their leader being inclusive despite relying on CMC, limited face-to-face experiences

creates a barrier to developing a deeper relationship that meets followers needs for
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inclusion and promotes the collective sense of inclusive that encourages workgroup
identification.

Hypothesis 6: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and

follower workgroup identification is negatively moderated by reliance on

electronic media to communicate with one’s leader such that inclusive leadership
has a stronger effect on workgroup identification when leaders and follower
communicate via electronic media relatively less frequently than when leaders
and follower communicate via electronic media relatively more frequently.

In addition, the extent to which individuals rely on CMC to communicate with
their workgroup is expected to weaken the impact of inclusion on workgroup
identification. The lack of social cues in CMC makes workgroup members’ responses to
inclusive leadership less salient and prevents the development of collective inclusion
which is expected to promote the feelings of belongingness that lead to workgroup
identification. In contrast, less reliance on CMC and more frequent use of face-to-face
meetings allows for more meaningful exchanges between workgroup members which
facilitates the development of collective inclusion and thus promotes workgroup
identification.

Hypothesis 7: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and

follower workgroup identification is negatively moderated by reliance on

electronic media to communicate with one’s workgroup such that inclusive
leadership has a stronger effect on workgroup identification when individuals rely
on electronic media relatively less frequently than when they communicate with

their workgroup via electronic media relatively more frequently.
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Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Discrimination

One of the main goals of studying inclusive organizational practices is to work
against the implicit biases that jade all individuals and combat discrimination and
harassment in the workplace. However, the empirical research on inclusive has mostly
focused on how diversity can be managed to improve performance not to avoid
discrimination (see Shore et al. [2018] for a recent review). While much of this work
describes the performance benefits of diversity as a way to celebrate and promote the
positive aspects of diversity, the inclusion literature has yet to fully address how inclusion
can help address discrimination. This leaves a significant gap in our understanding of the
inclusion process. As Ferdman (2014) notes,

“Focusing on inclusion not only allows doing diversity work that emphasizes

reducing negative and problematic processes—such as those grounded in

prejudice, discrimination, and oppression—but also fosters a positive vision of

what might replace those undesired behaviors, policies, and systems” (p. 11).
The gap between the theory that inclusion can help address discrimination in the
workplace versus the existing empirical evidence is particularly wide in the inclusive
leadership literature, where very little is known about whether inclusive leadership
reduces discrimination. Theoretically, to be an inclusive leader of multiple followers
requires recognition of the many social categories that contribute to diversity and the
relevant histories of oppression that defines each category. Unfortunately, prior studies of
inclusive leadership have provided very little information about what is necessary for
leaders to address this negative side of diversity. One recent exception is Li’s (2021)

measurement development work which addresses the goal of reducing discrimination via
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inclusion by adding a sub-dimension, “manage micro inequalities and subtle
discrimination” to their definition and measure of inclusive leadership. The current study
builds on this work to help reduce the gap between inclusion research and practice.

I propose that the main means by which inclusive leadership helps reduce
demographics-based discrimination in workgroups is by influencing the way followers
conceptualize diversity via role modeling organizational values related to diversity and
inclusion. Specifically, I draw on Brown et al.’s (2005) social learning theory of ethical
leadership to posit inclusive leadership is essentially a special case of ethical leadership,
such that is requires leading in a way that demonstrates and enforces ethical norms for
inclusion in particular. Brown et al. (2005) adapted social learning theory (Bandura,
1977) to explain the ethical leadership influence process. Bandura’s (1977) social
learning theory argues that people can learn new information and behaviors by observing
other people engage in those behaviors (e.g., Bandura’s famous Bobo doll experiment
where he showed that children imitate behaviors they have observed in adults). New
behaviors and ideas are learned through the process of behavioral modeling, where
individuals are motivated to think and act like attractive, trustworthy role models. In an
organizational context, leaders are often seen as role models, which explains why, for
better or for worse, followers often perform behaviors they observe in their leaders.
Brown et al. (2005) argue that ethical leaders are not only moral persons high in integrity,
honesty, and trustworthiness who act in accordance with ethical standards and make
ethical decisions, but they are also moral managers who serve as role models for ethical
behaviors through visible action, use of rewards and discipline to enforce ethical rules,

and by actively communicating ethics and values to followers.
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I expect inclusive leadership works in a similar way as ethical leadership such that
inclusive leaders intentionally work to meet their followers’ needs for belonging,
uniqueness, and authenticity while upholding organizational standards for inclusion and
acting as a role model of inclusivity to both promote the positive and combat the negative
effects of workforce diversity. Just as ethical leaders inspire ethical behaviors in their
followers (Brown & Trevifio, 2014), I propose that inclusive leaders inspire inclusive
behaviors in their followers, which promotes workgroup inclusion and reduces
discrimination. Specifically, I expect inclusive leadership to reduce discriminatory
behavior between workgroup members by (a) serving as attractive and trustworthy role
models of anti-discriminatory values and (b) intentionally working to reframe social
differences as sign of authenticity that are to be respected and nurtured. As a results,
workgroup members are less likely to engage in workgroup discrimination because they
adopt the inclusive behaviors learn from their leaders, which leads to more inclusive
workgroups. These effects are examined with a focus on individual group member
perceptions of the extent to which their leader exhibits an inclusive leadership style, and
how those perceptions are related to perceptions of workgroup-level inclusion and
discrimination, including the actions observed between other group members and
experienced from other members against themselves. I expect individuals that see their
leader as highly inclusive are more likely to see their workgroups as highly inclusive and
therefore report lower levels of discrimination.

Hypothesis 8: Follower perceptions of inclusive leadership will be negatively

related to workgroup discrimination.
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Hypothesis 9: The relationship between follower perceptions of inclusive

leadership and workgroup discrimination is mediated by workgroup inclusion.

The Moderating Role of Virtual Work. There are two competing theories in the
literature that seek to explain discriminatory behavior in virtual environments. From one
perspective, the reduction of social cues in virtual environments reduces bias by making
stereotypical information less salient (e.g., a women’s stereotypically feminine
mannerisms are less observable in a video chat conversation as compared to a face-to-
face meeting). In other words, virtuality is believed to provide an equalization effect that
levels the playing field and makes discriminatory behavior less likely (Ocker, 2007). The
contrasting perspective (e.g., the social identity model of deindividuation effects: SIDE;
Dubrovsky et al., 1991) posits that by reducing the availability of social cues, virtuality
forces individuals to rely more on the little information they have about others (e.g.,
names, voices), and because the information available in leaner environments often
implies demographic information such as gender, race, and age, virtuality increases the
likelihood of discriminatory behavior. Unfortunately, prior research has not yet resolved
this debate, and instead, it seems like virtual work produces a doubled-edge sword for
diversity-related issues. Under more virtual conditions, discrimination is expected to be
more likely because individuals have less access to information about their
communication partners and thus are apt to rely on stereotypes when developing attitudes
towards them (i.e., deindividuation) but increased virtuality is also expected to make
discrimination /ess likely because the options for displaying harmful language and

behaviors are limited (i.e., equalization).
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I posit that inclusive leadership makes the deindividuation benefits proposed by
equalization theory less likely but can help reduce the reliance on stereotypes proposed
by deindividuation theory. The goal of inclusive leadership is not to make it impossible
for individuals to enact discrimination (i.e., why equalization reduces discrimination).
Instead, inclusive leaders are focused on changing people’s beliefs in a way that prevents
discrimination. They empower subordinates to celebrate their uniqueness and develop a
sense of belonging in the workgroup despite their differences. By increasing the salience
of diversity (meeting needs for uniqueness), inclusive leadership may reduce the
likelihood of deindividualization in virtual environments, which removes a potential
buffer against discrimination. However, by encouraging self-disclosure and participation
(meeting needs for belonging), inclusive leaders highlight individual differences which
may also reduce the likelihood of equalization in virtual environments.

The extent to which the virtuality of a work environment helps and/or hinders the
utility of inclusive leadership for reducing workgroup discrimination is explored in a
similar manner to above in the study of inclusive leadership and follower performance.
Again, I focus on the challenges of objective dispersion (O’Leary & Cummings, 2007)
and reliance on communication technology (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Daft & MacIntosh,
1981) as well as the benefits of perceived proximity (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002;
O’Leary et al., 2014).

Dispersion. Both objective and subjective dispersion pose a problem for inclusive
leaders efforts to develop the workgroup inclusion and reduce workgroup discrimination.
When individuals are more dispersed across space and time (higher objective dispersion)

and feel farther away (lower perceived proximity) from their leaders, it is likely that
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inclusive leaders’ attempts to role model inclusive behaviors will impact on follower
behaviors. In addition, when individuals are more dispersed from their workgroups, there
are less opportunities for the workgroup members to replicate leaders’ inclusive
behaviors and to develop the inclusive processes encouraged by an inclusive leader. As
described above, dispersion does not necessarily make inclusive leadership nor
workgroup inclusion more or less likely. Leaders can adopt an inclusive leadership style
and workgroups can develop inclusion in both face-to-face and virtual environments.
However, when individuals are physically isolated from both their leader and/or other
workgroup members, inclusive leaders are forced to adapt their behavior to role model
inclusion from a distance. I expect that inclusive leadership adapted for dispersed work
environments is a weaker predictor of workgroup inclusion, because it is harder to
discern. For example, when employees work at a distance, there are less opportunities for
them to observe how their leader treats other workgroup members, which then makes it
less likely that workgroup members will observe each other replicating inclusion and thus
prevents the development of a collective sense of inclusion. In contrast, I expect inclusive
leadership to be a weaker predictor of workgroup discrimination when leader-follower
dispersion and workgroup dispersion are high because there are less opportunities for the
leader to notice and respond to discrimination at the individual- and group-level
respectively.

Hypothesis 10: The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a)

workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination will be negatively

moderated by objective dispersion between leaders and followers such that

inclusive leadership has a weaker effect on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
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workgroup discrimination when there is more objective distance between leader

and follower, but stronger effects when there is less objective distance between

leader and follower.

Hypothesis 11: The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a)

workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination will be negatively

moderated by workgroup dispersion such that inclusive leadership has weaker
effects on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination when there
is more objective distance between workgroup members, but stronger effects
when there is less objective distance between workgroup members.

In addition to the objective side of dispersion, I expect subjective distance from
one’s leader to challenge the inclusion process and make inclusive leadership less
influential for workgroup inclusion and discrimination. When individuals feel farther
away from their leader, they are less likely to see their leader as an attractive and
trustworthy role model which interrupts the development of workgroup inclusion. In
addition, feeling far away from one’s leader likely makes followers less comfortable in
asking their leader for help with discrimination issues and reduces the ability of inclusive
leaders to help prevent and address discrimination in the workgroup.

Hypothesis 12: The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a)

workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination will be positively

moderated by a follower’s perceived proximity to their leader such that inclusive
leadership has a stronger effect on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup
discrimination when perceived proximity is higher (there is less subjective

distance between leader and follower), but weaker effects when perceived
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proximity is lower (there is more subjective distance between leader and

follower).

Reliance on Communication Technology. More reliance on CMC rather than
face-to-face meetings is expected to challenge the inclusive leadership process. When
employees interact with their leader more using CMC than in face-to-face meeting, there
are fewer social cues available to support the inclusive leadership role modeling process
(e.g., highlighting the value in each followers uniqueness) that is expected to develop
workgroup inclusion. In addition, reduced social cues likely makes it harder for the leader
to discern and respond to discrimination.

Hypothesis 13: The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a)

workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination will be negatively

moderated by reliance on electronic media to communicate with one’s leaders
such that inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on (a) workgroup inclusion
and (b) workgroup discrimination when leaders and follower communicate via
electronic media relatively less frequently than when leaders and follower
communicate via electronic media relatively more frequently.

When individuals rely more heavily on CMC to interact with their workgroup,
they observe fewer social cues from other group members which makes inclusion harder
to discern and thus a collective sense of inclusion less likely. In addition, when
workgroups interact more virtually than face-to-face, inclusive leaders attempts to
implement diversity and inclusion initiatives that prevent discrimination will be less

impactful due to the lack of social cues.
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Hypothesis 14: The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a)
workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination will be negatively
moderated by reliance on electronic media to communicate with one’s workgroup
such that inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on (a) workgroup inclusion
and (b) workgroup discrimination when workgroups communicate via electronic
media relatively less frequently than when workgroups communicate via

electronic media relatively more frequently.
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Chapter 2: Method

Procedure

Survey Platform and Recruitment Tool

A questionnaire was built using the Qualtrics survey platform. Participants were
recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online marketplace that allows
researchers to provide modest monetary compensation in exchange for participation in
online surveys. MTurk is a widely used “e-lancing” tool that has become increasingly
popular among organizational researchers, partially because it allows access to
participants from a broader range of jobs and organizations compared to university or
organizational sample (Aguinis & Lawal, 2012; Landers & Behrend, 2015). A link was
posted on MTurk that redirected participants to the Qualtrics survey. Appendix C shows
the information MTurk Workers saw before clicking on the post (i.e., the MTurk posting)
and once they clicked on the post (i.e., survey link instructions). The questionnaire was
estimated to take approximately 30 minutes to complete?. Based off the current federal
minimum wage of $7.25 per hour and current MTurk trends, participants that met
minimum qualifications were paid $3.50 for completing the survey.
Ensuring Data Quality

There are various benefits of using MTurk to recruit research participants;
however, this online platform can be sensitive to several threats to validity. Some of these
threats are also common in more traditional data collection methods (e.g., inattention,

self-misrepresentation, self-selection bias, high attrition, social desirability bias), while

3 Participants took 21.87 minutes on average (SD = 14.77).
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others pose unique challenges (e.g., inconsistent English language fluency, non-naivete,
growth of MTurker communities, vulnerability to web bots, perceived researcher
unfairness). Despite these challenges, MTurk was deemed an appropriate method for
testing the current study hypotheses, because it provides access to thousands of U.S.
adults from a variety of backgrounds, and I aimed to collect a sample of fulltime workers
from a wide range of industries and work environments with variability in the level of
virtuality. Control variables were added to the questionnaire to test the validity of my
assumptions about the appropriateness of an MTurk sample (see Measures section).

Recommended steps were taken to minimize threats to validity and ensure data
quality at each stage of the research process (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2020; Cheung et al.,
2017; Harms & DeSimone, 2015). Qualifications were used to screen MTurkers
interested in participating to prevent self-misrepresentation, inconsistent English
language fluency, and errors due to inattention or attrition, including using only
participants who were in the U.S, had an MTurk approval rate greater than 90%, and had
previously completed more than 500 MTurk tasks (Sheehan & Pittman, 2016). Once 1
launched the study on MTurk, I monitored responses in Qualtrics, responded to
participants concerns via email, and gauged MTurkers reactions to the study by
skimming online MTurker forums such as the Turker Nation reddit (see

https://www.reddit.com/r/TurkerNation/) and the MTurk Crowd website (see

https://www.mturkcrowd.com/)*. Responses were “approved” within 48 hours of the

MTurker completing the study. No responses were “rejected” as all participants met the

basic eligibility criteria (were 18 years or older, resided in the United States, had worked

41 couldn’t find any mention of my survey on either forum.
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for at least 1 month in a position that is full-time, and belonged to a workgroup with a
primary manager to whom they reported) and completed (i.e., made it to the last page) the
survey. Random identification numbers were created by the Qualtrics survey platform
such that each participant was provided with a unique number on the last page of the
survey. Participants were asked to copy-and-paste this number into the MTurk HIT form
before submitting. One participant was removed for entering a duplicate random ID
number.

Once the target amount of data had been collected, it was screened for issues of
inattention and carelessness based on self-report, survey completion time, and the long-
string index (Aguinis et al., 2020). Three attention check items (i.e., questions with a
clear correct answer; e.g., “Please select agree.”) were added throughout the
questionnaire to help identify inattention and careless responding that is both random and
nonrandom (Meade & Craig, 2012). Most participants (89.60%) correctly answered all
three attention checks. The 20 participants who missed just one out of the three checks
were retained to allow for the largest sample size possible, but the 3 participants that
missed all three checks were removed. Using a best practice of removing participants
who spent less than 1 or 2 seconds per item (Aguinis et al., 2020), participants who took
less than 219 seconds (N = 2) or 438 (N = 6) seconds on the survey should be removed. I
chose to remove only the 2 participants who took less than 1 second per item given that
those flagged for taking less than 2 seconds per item chose not to answer large parts of
the survey. Finally, I used Yentes and Wilhelm’s (2021) careless package in R to

calculate the longstring index for each participant, which provides the length of the
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longest consecutive string of identical responses given by a participant.> While
consecutive strings could sometimes be reasonably expected, excessive “straight-lining”
is typically considered an indication of careless responding. There is no universal best
practice cut-off value for the longstring index; however extreme scores can be identified
through outlier analysis. By observing the distribution of longstring index scores in the
current sample, it appears that there are some outliers. The minimum longstring was 3
and the maximum was 9. Most participants (81.80%) scored either 4 or 5, making the
average longstring 5.16 (SD = 1.63). About one fifth of the sample scored 6, 8, or 9
including 30 participants with scores more than 2 standard deviations above the mean.
However, when standardized into the z-scores no participants fell outside of the -3.29 to
3.29 range. Thus, all responses were retained to maximize the sample size. In sum, these
efforts resulted in the removal of 6 observations, leaving 97.60% of the total 250
recruited.
Sample

A total of 244° adults (at least 18 years old) who were currently employed full-
time (35 hours or more per week) in a job where they belong to a workgroup with a
manager were retained for the final sample. Some eligibility criteria were set using the
functionality provided by Amazon Mechanical Turk, including that all participants were
over the age of 18, reside in the United States, and currently work full-time (i.e., 35 hours

or more per week). In addition, participants were asked to self-report that they belonged

5 Longstring index was used instead of the even-off consistency index because scale items were randomly
ordered (Meade & Craig, 2012).

® A post hoc power analysis for linear multiple regression with the sample size of 244 was conducted using
the software package, G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). With a total of 10 predictors (independent variable,
moderator, and eight control variables) and alpha level of .05, the sample is expected to provide less than
adequate power (.49) for a small effect size (= .02, power = .49), but adequate power for moderate effect
sizes (£ = .15, power = .99) and large effect sizes (£ = .35, power = 1.00).
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to a workgroup and report to a manager that manages that workgroup. On average,
participants had 22.57 years of full-time work experience, 9.92 years of management
experience, been at their current job for 3.60 years (90.60% had the same job since before
the COVID-19 pandemic began in March 2020), working in their current workgroup of
about 6.43 members for 3.52 years, and working with their current leader for 3.55 years.
The sample was 59% male and 41% female, 37.97 years old on average, and mostly
college graduates including those that had earned a graduate degree (17.60%), bachelor’s
degree (58.60%), and associate degree (9%)’. Most participants (80.70%) identified as
White, but the sample also includes those who identify as Asian or Asian American
(6.10%), Black or African American (4.10%), Hispanic or Latina/o/x (4.50%), and other
races/ethnicities (0.40%)%. Most participants (90.20%) identified as straight or
heterosexual and the other 9.80% of the sample indicated their sexual orientation as
LGBT+ or other. Participants were asked whether they felt like a minority in their
workgroup, and interestingly, despite the sample being mostly White (80.70%) and
straight/heterosexual (90.20%), almost one third (32%) reported feeling like a minority in
the context of their workgroup.
Measures

Variables were captured using an online questionnaire composed mostly of
established scales. Given that, theoretically, some of these variables can be
conceptualized at the different levels (individual, dyad, or group), care was taken to
ensure the proper referent. Appendix D provides a list of all full scales and, if applicable,

how they have been adapted for use in the current study.

" Education data was missing for 1 participant.
8 Race/ethnicity data was missing for 10 participants.
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Inclusive Leadership

Participant perceptions of their manager’s level of inclusive leadership were
measured using Li’s (2021) 25 item Inclusive Leadership Questionnaire (ILQ; see also
Perry & Li, 2020). Items are rated on a scale from almost never (1) to almost always (5).
The ILQ is meant to measure four, theory-based dimensions of inclusive leadership: (a)
Providing equal opportunity and fair treatment to all work unit members (e.g., “My
manager treats everyone in the work unit fairly.”); (b) Encouraging integration of and
synergy among all work unit members (e.g., “My manager listens to all work unit
members with respect.”); (¢) Directly addressing work unit members’ fundamental needs
for uniqueness, authenticity, and belongingness (e.g., “My manager encourages work unit
members to be their authentic selves.”); and (d) Implementing organizational diversity
and inclusion related policies and programs in the work unit (e.g., “My manager
implements organizational diversity and inclusion programs in the work unit.”).
However, Li (2021) concluded based on exploratory factor analyses that the scale
captures only three factors: (a) Inclusive leadership behaviors at the individual-level that
treat all work unit members with fairness, equality, and respect (including items from the
first, second, and third theoretical dimensions above); (b) Inclusive leadership behaviors
at the team-level that encourage integration of and synergy among all work unit members
(including items from the second and third theoretical dimensions above); and (c)
Inclusive leadership behaviors that explicitly enact diversity and inclusion in the work
unit (including items from the first and fourth theoretical dimensions above). The
distinction between factors one and two based on level (individual vs. team) is

theoretically fuzzy as all items in the scale refer to the managers actions towards the
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group in general or to all group members; however, the distinction between the three
factors based on the focus of the manager’s behavior (fairness, equality, and respect vs.
encouraging integration and synergy of ideas or voices vs. actively and intentionally
practicing diversity and inclusion) does seem to match the item content. These issues
were examined in the current sample to determine adequate measurement model fit.
First, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted with the psych package in
R (Revelle, 2022) to determine the factor structure of the ILQ in the current sample.
Results from a EFA using a maximum likelihood model and varimax rotations suggests a
three-factor solution (i.e., three factors with eigenvalues great than 1: 12.45, 1.60, and
1.06); however, 13 out of 25 items were cross-loaded such that primary loadings were not
at least .20 larger than secondary loadings and the three suggested factors do not align
with the either the four theoretical dimensions or three factors suggested by Li (2021).
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were run in R using the lavaan package (Rosseel,
2021) to examine the model fit of (a) the theoretical four-factor model proposed by Li
(2021), (b) the three-factor model suggested by Li’s (2021) sample, and (c) the
alternative three-factor model suggested by EFA with the current sample. As shown in
Table 1, CFA results suggests these three models have similarly okay fit with the data,
and thus, I chose to proceed without removing items and use a four-factor model based
on the original theoretical dimensions, x?(269) = 558.50, p <.01; RMSEA = .068 (.060-

.076); CF1=.971; TLI = .907; SRMR = .049).

Leader-Follower Virtuality
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Spatial and Temporal Dispersion. Participants were asked to report several
indicators of the degree of geographic dispersion that characterizes participants’
relationships with their workgroup leader. Leader-follower locational dispersion was
calculated using O’Leary and Cummings’ (2007) spatial distance index (SDI) based on
the driving miles separating the two work sites. Participants reported the US Postal Codes
for their own work location and their leader’s work location, and I coded SDI based on
the shortest route suggested by Google Maps. Leader-follower SDI ranged from 0 miles
to 2,858 miles (M = 54.54; SD = 288.61). Leader-follower temporal dispersion was
calculated based on O’Leary and Cummings’ (2007) time zone index (TZI) based on the
number of time zones separating the two work sites. Using the US postal codes
participants reported for their own work location and their leader’s work location, I coded
US state and time zone (Eastern, Central, Mountain, Pacific, or Alaskan) and then
determined whether there was one or two time zones represented by the dyad. It was
theorized that leader-follower locational and temporal dispersion are non-interchangeable
dimensions of the higher-level construct leader-follower objective dispersion, and thus
should be treated as a formative construct where the two lower-level factors cause the
higher-level construct. I planned to assign each participant an overall score for leader-
follower objective dispersion based on the sum of SDI and TZI; however, TZI was
dropped from analyses because (a) data was missing for 188 participants (77% of the
sample); and (b) of the participants that [ was able to calculate leader-follower TZI, only
5 participants were temporally dispersed from their leader as most (91.10% or 20% of the
sample) worked in the same time zone as their leader. Thus, due to the extreme missing

data for leader-follower TZI and the issues of dimensionality, internal consistency,
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identification, measurement error, construct validity, and causality presented by
formative measurement (Edwards, 2011), only the SDI dimension of leader-follower
objective dispersion was used in analyses.

Perceived Proximity. The extent to which participants think and feel they are
proximal to their leader was captured using O’Leary et al.’s (2014) 12-item measure of
perceived proximity. Participants were asked to rate their agreement from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) on items such as “I feel close to my leader” and “With
regard to work, I often think about my leader” (a = .94).

Reliance on Communication Technology. To measure the general level of
technology dependence in their relationship with their leader, participants were asked
how frequently they communicate with their leader using a variety of mediums and the
informational value or media richness provided by those mediums when communicating
with their leader specifically. To capture this information, I built on O’Leary et al.’s
(2014) communication scale and adapted Kirkman and Mathieu’s (2005) three-
dimensional model approach, where team virtuality is defined by (a) extent of reliance on
virtual tools, (b) informational value, and (c) synchronicity. First, I asked participants to
indicate what percentage of their work time they spend using the following mediums to
communicate with their leader: (a) face-to-face meetings, (b) telephone conversations, (c)
text messaging, instant message, or virtual chat, (d) discussion board discussions, (e)
email exchanges, (f) video conferences, (g) social media, and (h) other. Second, to
capture a subjective measure of media richness, participants were asked to indicate the
relative informational value afforded by each medium by distributing a total of 100 points

across the list of medium to indicate their relative value. Finally, to be able to make a
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valid comparison between participants’ workgroups and across mediums, a measure of
the number of interactions they had with their leader in the past three months using each
medium was collected. Following previous research (e.g., Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014), the
extent to which individuals rely on computer-mediated communication (CMC) to
communicate with their leader was calculated as the sum of relative reliance on virtual
mediums divided by the sum of the extent to which all types of communication (virtual
and face-to-face) were used.
Workgroup Virtuality

Spatial, Temporal, and Configural Dispersion. The degree of workgroup
objective geographic dispersion was considered a formative construct informed by three
factors, spatial dispersion, temporal dispersion, and configural dispersion (O’Leary &
Cummings, 2007). Participants were asked to report several indicators, including (a) the
number of members in their workgroup/team, (b) the number of work sites at which
members of their workgroup/team typically work from, (c) the number of group members
per site, and (d) the location of each work site. Spatial distance was to be calculated using
O’Leary and Cummings’ (2007) spatial distance index (SDI) for each participant’s

workgroup using the formula,

AZ(MI’/@SH *n,*n,)

~

(N =N)/2
where Miles,.; = the miles between sites 7 and j, k = the total number of sites represented
in the group, n; = the number of group members in the ith site, n; = the number of group

members in the j" site, and N = total number of group members across all sites. The

higher the SDI, the more spatially dispersed the workgroup.
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Temporal dispersion was to be calculated using O’Leary and Cummings’ (2007)

time zone index (TZI) for each participant’s workgroup using the following formula,

i(T imeZones,_;*n,*n,)

i

(N> =N)/2
where TimeZones;.; = the number of time zones between sites i and j, k = the total number
of sites represented in the group, n; = the number of group members in the i site, n; = the
number of group members in the j site, and N = total number of group members across
all sites. The TZI provides a measure of how many work hours group members have
during which they could communicate synchronously; thus, higher TZI indicates more
temporal dispersion.

Configural dispersion was to be operationalized as the average of three indices
(O’Leary & Cummings, 2007): (a) the number of sites at which group members work
(site index); (b) the percent of group members with no other members at their site
(isolation index); and (c) the spread of group members across sites (imbalance index),
operationalized using the following formula,

SD (nj, nj, ... ng)
N
where & = the total number of sites represented in the group/team, n; = the number of
team members in the i" site, n; = the number of group/team members in the ;1 site, and N
= total number of group/team members across all sites.

Workgroup spatial, temporal, and configural dispersion were to be combined into

a high-level measure of workgroup objective dispersion. However, there were two

significant problems in the data: (a) missing data and (b) participants responses about the
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number of individuals in their workgroup, the number of work sites at which those
members were dispersed across, and the number of members at each location were
drastically unaligned for most of the sample. As an alternative to the planned measures
for objective workgroup dispersion, participants were coded as working in a fully
collocated (31.10% of the sample) or at least somewhat dispersed workgroup (68.90%).

Reliance on Communication Technology. To measure the general level of
technology dependence in their workgroup, participants were asked how frequently they
communicate with other members of their workgroup (excluding their leader) using a
variety of mediums, the informational value or media richness provided by those
mediums, and the count of interactions they had over each medium in the past three
months (Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005; O’Leary et al., 2014). As for leader-follower reliance
on CMC (see above), workgroup reliance on CMC was calculated based on the extent to
which individuals used telephones, text messages/instant messages/virtual chat,
discussion forums, email, video conferences, social media, or other media to
communicate with their workgroup relative to the total communications including face-
to-face meetings.
Identification with Workgroup

Participants’ level of workgroup identification was measured with Mael and
Ashforth’s (1992) six item scale adapted for use in a work context as opposed to a school
context. [tems such as “When someone criticizes my workgroup, it feels like a personal
insult” and “When I talk about my workgroup, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’” were
rated on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). International

consistency was adequate (a« = .83).
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Follower Performance

To capture individual-level follower performance, participants were asked to self-
report their task performance and helping behavior. For task performance, the following
three items were created: I performed well in my job; My manager was very satisfied
with my job performance; Members of my workgroup were very satisfied with my job
performance. Self-reports were captured on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5) and international consistency was adequate (« =.76). Podsakoft et al.’s (1990)
5-item organizational citizenship behavior measure was used to measure helping
behavior. This instrument asks individuals, on a scale from almost never (1) to almost
always (5), how often they engage in helping behaviors such as “Help others who have
work related problems.” (« = .83).
Workgroup Inclusion

Chung et al.’s (2020) 10-item scale was used to capture participants perceptions
of the level of inclusion in their workgroup. This scale measures the extent to which
workgroups meet members needs for belongingness (e.g., “l am treated as a valued
member of my workgroup;” a = .82) and uniqueness (e.g., “People in my workgroup
listen to me even when my views are dissimilar;” @ = .83) on a scale from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Confirmatory factor analysis supported a two-factor
structure for the current study’s sample (x’ = 30.77 (df = 34, p >.05); RMSEA = .000
(.000-.040); CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; SRMR = .025).
Workgroup Discrimination

To measure individual’s perceptions of the extent to which discrimination occurs

between members of their workgroup, I used a 13-item adaptation of the Schedule of
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Sexist Events (SSE; Bowleg et al., 2008; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996). To capture a wide
range of discrimination, items referred to “demographics” in general not any specific
demographic characteristic like gender or race. Following the SSE, participants were
instructed to consider the frequency in the past twelve months that they had experienced
workgroup members acting discriminatory towards each other because of gender, race,
age, sexual orientation, or some other demographic characteristic. For example,
participants were asked about the frequency that “Members of my workgroup treated
each other unfairly” on a scale from never (1) to almost all of the time (6). Internal scale
reliability was adequate (a = .98).
Control Variables

Participant Individual Need for Inclusion. Theoretically, all individuals have
some need for inclusion (Brewer & Roccas, 2001). However, individuals likely differ in
their perceptions of inclusion at work due to differences in the level of their need for
inclusion in general (Schutz, 1958). I expected individuals’ own personal level of need
for inclusion would be related to the extent to which they identify with their group
(mediator in model 1) as well as the way they perceive inclusive leadership (predictor in
both models) and workgroup inclusion (mediator in model 2). Specifically, I expected
individuals with higher inclusion needs would (a) report higher identification with their
workgroups and (b) be more sensitive to inclusion, resulting in reports of more extreme
levels of inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion. Participants’ individual-level
inclusion needs were measured using Valcke et al.’s (2018) Need for Inclusion scale,
which includes 20 items such as “I need to feel connected to people close to me” and

“Being a part of a group is important to me” rated from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
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agree (5). Schutz’s (1958) FIRO theory defined need for inclusion as a state-level
individual difference, that is less stable over time (like a trait) but can vary over time and
context. The items in Valcke et al.’s (2018) measure capture the extent to which
individuals need inclusion in general; however, I assume that this measure will provide
the information needed for a control variable given that it will be measured at the time of
the survey. The scale demonstrated good internal reliability in the sample (a = .89).

Participants Pre vs. Post COVID Work Environment. Findings from all
organizational research conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic must be considered
within the context of these unusual circumstances. Data for the current study were
collected in January 2022, almost two years since workplaces began reacting to the
pandemic in March 2020. To allow for findings to be interpreted accurately, I collected
information about the impact of the pandemic on participants’ work environments.
Specifically, I captured (a) whether participants had changed their job, work location,
and/or work schedule since before COVID; (b) the percentage of work hours spent
working remotely at the time of the study versus before the COVID-19 pandemic; and (c)
the extent to which the virtuality of participants’ work environments has changed over
time on a scale from not at all (1) to a great extent (4).

Leader Gender. Participants were asked to report their leader’s gender so that
this could be controlled for in both models if needed. There is not yet empirical evidence
as to whether perceptions of inclusive leadership are biased by the leader’s gender;
however, prior work suggests that gender is related to leadership style both in the actual
occurrence rate (e.g., women tend score higher on transformational leadership: Eagly et

al., 2003) and the extent to which certain styles match gender stereotypes (see work on
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implicit leadership theories, e.g., Offermann & Coats, 2018). Thus, inclusive leadership
ratings may vary as a function of leader gender.

Leader Management Level. There may be important differences in the outcomes
of inclusive leadership at different organizational levels. Li’s (2021) ILQ is intended to
measure the inclusive leadership behaviors of immediate supervisors. Thus, the current
study asks participants to consider their “manager,” defined as the person that they
primarily report to. While this should limit participant ILQ responses to immediate
supervisors, participants themselves may vary in job level. To ensure a fair comparison
across participants, both participant management experience and leader management
level were measured.

Workgroup Characteristics. The extent to which participants’ workgroups meet
the technical definition of team is not directly relevant to the purpose of this study.
However, there may be some unexpected yet important distinctions between groups and
teams that moderates the effects of inclusive leadership on group-level variables such as
workgroup inclusion and workgroup discrimination. To account for this possibly, the
extent to which participants’ workgroups fit the formal definition of a team was measured
with two questions: (a) “Does your workgroup have clearly defined membership such
that everyone knows exactly who is and is not a part of the group?” and (b) “Do members
of your workgroup share responsibility for some product or service?” I planned to use the
average of these two responses as a single score for workgroup interdependence;
however, internal reliability was poor (« =.62). Responses to the second question, which

capture the general level of workgroup outcome interdependence, was used as a control
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variable to allow for study findings to apply across all types of workgroup with varying
levels of outcome interdependence.

Workgroup Diversity. Theoretically, inclusion is important for increasing
performance and reducing discrimination despite the extent to which a workgroup is
composed of demographic minorities or varies in demographic composition. Some prior
studies suggest that the outcomes of inclusive leadership vary depending on the diversity
of followers, but the evidence is limited to studies of inclusive leadership on workgroup
functional (not demographic) diversity (e.g., Mitchell et al., 2015) and the impact of
inclusive organizational climates (not inclusive leadership) on demographic diversity
(e.g., Nishii & Mayer, 2009; Randel et al., 2016). Despite the potential impact of
workgroup diversity on inclusive leadership, workgroup discrimination is likely higher in
more diverse groups (Roberson et al., 2017). Perceived workgroup diversity was
measured two ways, with a single item “How diverse do you think your workgroup is in
general?” on a scale from not at all diverse (1) to very diverse (5); and with a four-item
scale asking, “How similar are members of your workgroup on the following
characteristics?” for gender, race, age, and sexual orientation.

Data Analysis
Checking Assumptions

Prior to testing hypotheses, the data was assessed for missing data and threats to
the assumptions that underlie linear regression. The distributions of all continuous
variables were evaluated for skewness (i.e., the symmetry of the distribution) and kurtosis
(i.e., the tail-heaviness of the distribution). In addition, all variables were examined for

observations with extreme values that lie abnormally far away from the other values in a
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dataset using a two-step approach: (a) examination of boxplots and (b) identifying
standardized scores greater than 3.29 and less than -3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).
Finally, to ensure that the tenability of the assumption that relationships between key
variables can be characterized by a straight line rather than some non-linear form,
bivariate relationships were visually examined in a scatterplot and then in a stepwise
regression model including the linear, quadratic (squared term) and cubic (cubed term)
transformations of the predictor variable.

Some minor issues were identified. Most variables had a slight negative skew due
to a moderate number of outliers. Non-linear transformations did not reduce the number
of outliers identified. Thus, eight extreme outliers were removed to avoid violating the
assumptions that underlie regression (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Some subcategories of
demographic variables showed inadequate subgroup-level sample size and so categories
were collapsed as needed. For example, all subgroups of race except for those who self-
identified as white ranged from 1 to 15 participants (lower than the best practice of
having at least 10% of the sample: Newman, 2014). Thus, a new variable was computed
that assigned participants to two categories, white or some other race or combination of
races.

In addition, two major issues that would make the assumptions underlying linear
regression untenable were identified for (a) workgroup discrimination and (b) objective
dispersion.

Workgroup Discrimination. The workgroup discrimination scale was extremely
right/positive skewed. Workgroup discrimination was captured on a scale from 1 to 6

with higher scores indicating more frequent discrimination and lower scores indicating
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less frequent discrimination. Almost one third of the sample (27.90%) responded that
they had never experienced workgroup discrimination in the past 12 months. This
skewness is not surprising given that overt discrimination is typically a low-base rate
phenomenon in the workplace; however, typical nonlinear transformations for positively
skewed data (e.g., log, square-root, cube-root) did not provide a significant reduction in
skewness. In addition to the 9-item scale, the survey included a single item, “To what
extent are members of your workgroup discriminatory towards each other?”” Responses to
the single item were less skewed but still demonstrated a high right/positive skew.
Further examination of the sample distribution suggests that the workgroup
discrimination scales captured count data that is best characterized by a Poisson
distribution rather than continuous data that takes a normal distribution. Thus, hypotheses
8 through 14 will need to take this into account (see below).

Objective Dispersion. A concerning amount of missing data was identified for
the objective dispersion variables. Data was collected with the intention of calculating
leader-follower dispersion from spatial (SDI) and temporal dispersion (TZI), and
workgroup dispersion from spatial (SDI), temporal (TZI), and configural dispersion.
Specifically, leader-follower dispersion was to be calculated as the aggregate of miles
between work sites (SDI) and whether the dyads worked in the same or different time
zones (TZI). However, the information needed to calculate leader-follower SDI was
missing for 25% of the sample and TZI indicated that only 5 participants (2.05% of the
sample) were temporally dispersed from their leader (i.e., worked in a different time
zone). Workgroup spatial, temporal, and configural dispersion were to be calculated

based on O’Leary et al.’s (2014) formulas; however, the information needed was missing
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for over 50% of the sample. Furthermore, the one measure of objective dispersion that
was able to be calculated (leader-follower SDI) was highly right/positive skewed. Neither
non-linear transformation (e.g., log, square-root, cube-root) nor removing outliers
reduced the skewness, because over 50% of the sample had a score of 0 miles (i.e., leader
and follower work from the same location). Given these issues, two categorical variables
were adopted as an alternative to the planned measures, which provided measures of (a)
whether participants were collocated with their leader (76.20% of the sample) or
dispersed from their leader (23.80%); and (b) whether participants’ workgroups were
fully collocated (31.10%) or at least partially dispersed (68.90%).
Identifying Control Variables

The following variables were measured so that they could be included as control
variables: individual-level need for inclusion, changes in work environment due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, leader gender, leader management level, workgroup
interdependence, and perceived workgroup diversity. As expected, need for inclusion was
positively correlated to inclusive leadership (» = .48) and workgroup inclusion (» = .52).
Contrary to expectations leader gender was not related to inclusive leadership ratings, and
thus was not included as a control variable. In line with expectations, leader management
level was correlated with inclusive leadership (» = .16). Workgroup outcome
interdependence was related to identification with workgroup (» = .26), workgroup
discrimination (r = -.35), and workgroup inclusion (» = .34). Finally, contrary to
expectations, the average of specific types of workgroup diversity (gender, race, age, and
sexual orientation) was not related to key variables; but, as expected when perceived

workgroup diversity was measured with a single global item, it was related to inclusive
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leadership (r = .24), workgroup inclusion (» = .27), and workgroup discrimination (» =
A7).

Changes in work environment due to the COVID-19 pandemic were related to
key variables. The overall extent to which participants work environments had changed
was related to workgroup discrimination (» = .19), identification with workgroup (» =
.15), and workgroup inclusion (» = .15). Specifically, whether participants had changed
their job (i.e., got a new job since before COVID) was correlated to inclusive leadership
(r = .13); whether participants had changed their work location (e.g., worked in the office
before COVID but from home during COVID) was correlated to follower task
performance (r = -.23) and workgroup discrimination (r = .46); and whether participants
had changed their work hours (e.g., 9:00am to 5:00pm before COVID but flexible during
COVID) was correlated to follower task performance (» = -.27), workgroup
discrimination (» = .48), and workgroup inclusion (» = -.15). Whether participants had
changed their job since COVID was unrelated to the other COVID related controls, but
the overall work environment change item was positively correlated to whether work
location and work hours had changed. However, only 15 participants (6.10% of the
sample) had changed jobs since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in March
2020, thus any results based on this variable should be interpreted with caution. In light
of these sample size issues and the goal to foster parsimony in subsequent analyses, only
the overall work environment change item was retained as a control variable.

Correlations between demographic characteristics (e.g., gender and race) were
also assessed to determine whether they needed to be controlled for. Contrary to

expectations, whether participants self-identified as white versus some other race was
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unrelated to key variables. Gender was related to identification with workgroup (r = .14),
but not inclusive leadership or workgroup inclusion as expected. Age was related to
workgroup inclusion (» = .15). Whether participants self-identified as
straight/heterosexual versus some other sexual orientation was related to identification
with workgroup (» = -.13) and workgroup discrimination (» = -.17).

Due to the patterns of correlations described above, the following variables were
retained as control in all analyses: individual-level need for inclusion, overall change in
work environment due to the COVID-19 pandemic, leader management level, workgroup
interdependence, perceived workgroup diversity, gender, age, and sexual orientation.
Construct Discriminant Validity

Given the conceptual relatedness of key study variables, I examined the data for
evidence of discriminant validity. To support the assumption that constructs assumed to
be distinct are distinct in their measurement (i.e., discriminant validity), a construct
should be more highly correlated with similar constructs than with dissimilar constructs.
According to Hinkin (1998) and based on Campbell & Fiske’s (1959) multi-trait multi-
method model (MTMM), discriminant validity can be assumed when different measures
of a construct are more correlated with each other than with measures of a theoretically
distinct construct regardless of similarity in measurement method (e.g., survey,
interview). While only one measure was used to capture each variable in the current
study, evidence for discriminant validity can be gleaned from bivariate inter-correlations
and fit indices from a confirmatory factor analysis. In the current study, it is likely that (a)
inclusive leadership, workgroup inclusion, and workgroup discrimination are positively

correlated as they all relate to diversity, equity, and inclusion issues; (b) inclusive
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leadership and perceive proximity to leader are positively correlated as they are both
employees’ perceptions of their leader; and (c) identification with workgroup, workgroup
inclusion, and workgroup discrimination are positively correlated as they are all related to
employees’ perceptions of their workgroup. As discussed below, inclusive leadership and
workgroup inclusion are highly positively correlated in this sample (» = .71) but neither
inclusive leadership nor workgroup inclusion are correlated to workgroup discrimination;
inclusive leadership is also highly positively correlated to perceived proximity to leader
(r = .67); and while identification with workgroup and workgroup inclusion are positively
correlated (» = .71), neither are related to workgroup discrimination. Using confirmatory
factor analysis in R, I compared model fit indices for different models with all main study
variables — inclusive leadership, perceived proximity to leader, identification with
workgroup, task performance, helping behavior, workgroup inclusion, and workgroup
discrimination — where variables were treated as distinct factors versus different
combinations of factors (see Table 1). Results support the assumption that study

measures adequately distinguish between theoretically distinct constructs.
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Chapter 3: Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables are reported in
Tables 2a and 2b. Inclusive leadership was correlated with workgroup identification (r =
.62), follower task performance (» = .60), helping behavior (r = .49), workgroup inclusion
(r=.71), and perceived proximity to leader (» = .67). For each objective dimension of
virtuality measured, leader-follower scores were positively correlated to workgroup
scores. For example, the positive relationship between leader-follower dispersion and
workgroup dispersion (» = .25) suggests that many of those who were collocated with
their leader were also collocated with their workgroup. Similarly, those that worked the
same hours and schedule as their leader also tended to work the same hours and schedule
as their workgroup (» = .22). The positive correlation between leader-follower and
workgroup CMC use (r = .84) suggests that those who rely more on virtual mediums to
communicate with their leader are also those who rely more on virtuality in
communications with their workgroup. Participants perceptions of proximity to their
leader was not related to the objective measures of leader-follower dispersion or reliance
on CMC, but it was negatively related to workgroup dispersion (r = -.17) such that those
who saw their leader as more proximal were those who tended to work from the same
location as their workgroup.

Hypotheses 1-7: Inclusive Leadership and Follower Performance

Hypotheses 1-7 were tested simultaneously in moderated mediation models using

Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS macro bootstrapping method in SPSS (Preacher & Hayes,

2008). Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS macro allows for only on dependent variable and either
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one moderator (model 7) or two moderators (model 9) to be examined at once. Thus,
separate models were run to examine task performance as the outcome (see Figure 3) and
helping behavior as the outcome (see Figure 4); and the five moderation hypotheses (3-7)
were tested in a series of moderated mediation models.

First, hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested with simple mediation using model 4 in
Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS software with 10,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence
intervals (CIs). In support of hypotheses 1 and 2, results suggest inclusive leadership has
both a significant indirect effect (f = .43, SE = .06, LLCI = .31, ULCI = .54) and a direct
effect (f = .28, SE =.06, LLCI = .17, ULCI = .39) on task performance (see Table 3a) as
well as a significant indirect effect (5 = .44, SE = .06, LLCI = .33, ULCI =.56) and a
direct effect (f = .24, SE = .08, LLCI = .08, ULCI = .39) on helping behavior (see Table
3b).

The two mediation models were then expanded to test for moderating effects.
Hypotheses 3-7 made predictions about how the virtuality in one’s relationship with their
leader and with their workgroup moderates the relationship between inclusive leadership
and workgroup identification. Specifically, it was predicted that the effect of inclusive
leadership on follower workgroup identification would be stronger when individuals were
collocated with their leader (hypothesis 3) and workgroup (hypothesis 4), reported higher
perceived proximity to their leader (hypothesis 5), and rely less on CMC to communicate
with their leader is (hypothesis 6) and workgroup (hypothesis 7). Using model 7 in
Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS software with 10,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence
intervals (ClIs), each moderator was examined individually. Moderated mediation results

indicate support for hypothesis 3 but not hypotheses 4-7.
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Figure 3

Results Predicting Task Performance from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup
Identification and the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion on the
Relationship Between Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Identification

Identification with

Workgroup
Leader-Follower

Dispersion

Inclusive Leadership Task Performance

28 (06)**

Note. Numbers indicate effect size with standard error in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p < .01.

Figure 4

Results Predicting Helping Behavior from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup
Identification and the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion on the
Relationship Between Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Identification

Identification with

Workgroup
Leader-Follower

Dispersion 4

Inclusive Leadership Helping Behavior

24 (.08)*

Note. Numbers indicate effect size with standard error in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p < .01.

In support of hypothesis 3, the significant indirect effect of inclusive leadership

on task performance (5 = .28, SE = .06, LLCI = .17, ULCI = .39) depends on leader-
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follower dispersion (see Table 4a) such that the relationship is significant for those that
are collocated with their leader (5 = .51, SE = .06, LLCI = .38, ULCI = .63) but
insignificant for those that worked from different locations than their leader (5 = .18, SE
=.10, LLCI=-.01, ULCI = .37). A similar pattern was found when predicting follower
helping behavior (see Table 4b) such that inclusive leadership has a significant indirect
effect on helping behavior (ff = .24, SE = .08, LLCI = .08, ULCI = .39) that is stronger for
those that are collocated with their leader (5 = .53, SE = .06, LLCI = .40, ULCI = .65)
and not for those that are dispersed from their leader (5 = .19, SE = .10, LLCI = .00,
ULCI = .38).

The remaining moderation hypotheses were not supported, because the extent to
which inclusive leadership predicts workgroup identification did not vary as a function of
workgroup dispersion, perceived proximity to their leader, or reliance on electronic
communication with one’s leader or workgroup.

Hypotheses 8-14: Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Discrimination

Hypothesis 8 predicted that individuals with more inclusive leaders would report
lower levels of workgroup discrimination than those with less inclusive leaders.
Hypothesis 9 predicted that this relationship could be at least partially explained by the
mediating role of workgroup inclusion. As described above, the low base-rate of
workgroup discrimination in the current sample (M = 2.62, SD = 1.68 on a scale from 1
to 6) and the sample distribution of the workgroup discrimination count variable make
the assumptions underlying linear regression untenable and thus Hayes’ (2018)

PROCESS macro was not used to test for mediation.
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Hypothesis 8 was examined in three ways. First, a Poisson regression was used to
examine the extent to which inclusive leadership predicts workgroup discrimination when
the latter is assumed to have a Poisson distribution. Contrary to hypothesis 8, results
suggest that increases in inclusive leadership are not associated with significant decreases
in workgroup discrimination (3 = -.15, SE = .25, p = .561). Second, the Poisson
regression was replicated using only the sub-sample of participants who experienced at
least some workgroup discrimination (ff = .28, SE = .90, p = .756), and again does not
support hypothesis 8. Finally, a logistic regression was used to examine the extent to
which inclusive leadership influences the odds that an individual does or does not
experience workgroup discrimination. The workgroup discrimination count variable was
transformed into a categorical variable by assigning participants to one of two groups: (a)
those that reported experiencing at least some workgroup discrimination in their current
workgroup and (b) those that reported they had never experienced workgroup
discrimination in their current workgroup. The logistic regression model was statistically
significant, y*(9) = 45.94, p < .001, explained 25.90% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in
workgroup discrimination, and correctly classified 78.60% of cases (compared to 73.10%
without the information provided by the independent and control variables). However,
results from the Wald test suggest that inclusive leadership did not add significantly to
the model (f = -.48, SE = .31, p = .125). Taken together, results do not support hypothesis
8.

Hypothesis 9 was tested with simple mediation using the dichotomous version of
the workgroup discrimination variable. As shown in Table 5, results from Hayes’ (2018)

PROCESS model 4 with 10,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals (Cls)
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suggest that inclusive leadership does not have an indirect effect on workgroup
discrimination via workgroup inclusion (5 = -.09, SE = .25, LLCI = -.60, ULCI = .41) or
a direct effect on workgroup discrimination (5 = -.39, SE = .38, LLCI =-1.14, ULCI =
.36). While these results do not support hypothesis 9, they do indicate that inclusive
leadership is positively related to workgroup inclusion (ff = .50, SE = .05, LLCI = 41,
ULCI = .59).

Hypotheses 10 through 14 made predictions about how the virtuality in one’s
relationship with their leader and workgroup moderates the relationships between
inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion as well as between inclusive leadership and
workgroup discrimination. Specifically, it was predicted that the effects of inclusive
leadership on workgroup inclusion and workgroup discrimination would be stronger
when individuals are objectively closer to their leader (hypothesis 10) and workgroup
(hypothesis 11), feel subjectively closer to their leader (hypothesis 12), and rely less on
CMC to communicate with their leader (hypothesis 13) and workgroup (hypothesis 14).

As shown in Figure 5 and Table 6, results from Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS model 8
with 10,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals (Cls) partially support
hypothesis 10. While leader-follower dispersion did not moderate the relationship
between inclusive leadership and workgroup discrimination, it did moderate the
relationship between inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion (5 = .30, SE = .08,
LLCI = .13, ULCI = .46) such that the relationship was stronger for those collocated with
their leader (8 = .59, SE = .05, LLCI = .48, ULCI = .69) and weaker for those dispersed
from their leader (5 = .30, SE = .07, LLCI = .15, ULCI = .44).

Figure 5
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Results Predicting Workgroup Discrimination from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup

Inclusion and the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion

Workgroup Inclusion

Leader-Follower

Dispersion 4
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Note. Numbers indicate effect size with standard error in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p < .01.

The remaining moderation hypotheses were not supported, because neither the
extent to which inclusive leadership predicts workgroup inclusion nor workgroup
discrimination varied as a function of perceived proximity to their leader, workgroup
dispersion, or reliance on electronic communication to interact with one’s leader or
workgroup.

Exploratory Analyses

In addition to analyses conducted to test hypotheses, several analyses were
performed to explore post-hoc research questions about the moderating role of
communication technology reliance. Although hypotheses about the relative extent to
which individual rely on electronic communications were not supported, there may be
important difference based on specific virtual mediums used. The current study’s

measures of communication technology use captured the extent to which specific

mediums — face-to-face; video conference; telephone; text messaging, instant message, or
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virtual chat; email; discussion boards; and social media — were used and the
informational value provided by each.

In the current sample, subjective ratings of each medium’s informational value
support the notion as face-to-face is the most valuable for communicating with one’s
leader (M = 31.41%, SD = 26.53%) and workgroup (M = 32.74%, SD = 29.94%);
however, CMC mediums were ranked differently (see Table 7). On average, the most
valuable medium for communicating with one’s leader or workgroup was text/instant
message/virtual chat (M = 14.02%, SD = 14.43%; M = 14.28%, SD = 14.57%)), followed
by email (M = 14.00%, SD = 13.12%; M = 13.23%, SD = 12.64%), phone (M = 13.69%,
SD =11.29%; M =11.95%, SD = 11.14%), video conference (M =11.11%, SD =
13.06%; M = 11.74%, SD = 15.29%)), discussion forums (M = 8.32%, SD = 8.63%; M =
8.22%, SD = 9.27%), social media (M = 6.43%, SD = 8.87%; M = 6.27%, SD = 8.17%),),
and other (M = 1.02%, SD = 3.38%; M = 1.58%, SD = 4.89%). According to theory (Daft
& Lengel, 1986), video would be the objectively richest virtual communication medium
tested. However, as shown in Table 7, the current sample rated video lower than text,
email, and phone in terms of the informational value provided by interactions with
leaders and workgroup members. Although no moderation effect was observed for the
combination of virtual mediums (i.e., hypotheses 6, 7, 13, and 14 were not supported),
individual CMC mediums were examined individually in an exploratory manner.

In the moderated mediation models predicting workgroup identification
(mediator) and follower performance (outcome), the relationship between inclusive
leadership and follower workgroup identification was not moderated by the use of text,

email, phone, discussion forums, and social media to communicate with their leader or
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workgroup. However, small negative moderation effects were observed for use of video
conference to communicate with leaders — when predicting follower task performance
(see Table 8a) and helping (see Table 8b) — and for use of video conference to
communicate with workgroups — when predicting task performance (see Table 9a) but
not helping (see Table 9b). These results suggests that inclusive leadership is more
predictive of workgroup identification when video conference is used less frequently.

In the moderated mediation model predicting workgroup inclusion (mediator) and
workgroup discrimination (outcome), a small negative moderation effect was observed
for workgroup use of telephone conversations on the relationship between inclusive
leadership and workgroup inclusion but not workgroup discrimination (see Table 10).
This suggests inclusive leadership is more predictive of workgroup inclusion when
workgroups communicate less frequently via telephone conversations.

The small moderation effects observed for use of video conference (to
communicate with leaders and workgroups) and telephone (to communicate with
workgroups) do not necessarily support hypotheses. However, they do suggest that less
use of video conference and telephone conversations is more favorable for the inclusive

leadership process.
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Chapter 4: Discussion

Taken together, the current study’s results contribute to our understanding of
inclusive leadership as both a performance enhancing leadership style and diversity
management strategy in the context of virtual work.

Performance Benefits of Inclusive Leadership

Results from the current study provide additional support for the notion that
inclusive leaders not only encourage prosocial behaviors in their followers (e.g., helping)
but that adopting an inclusive leadership style can also have a significant impact on
employee task performance. Unlike findings from prior studies, this relationship appears
linear (see Xiaotao et al., 2018), and is just as likely for whites and racial minorities (see
Jin et al., 2016). As proposed by Randal et al. (2018), the performance benefits of
inclusive leadership seem to be at least partially because employees with more inclusive
leaders tend to see their workgroup membership as a key part of their social identity.
Inclusive leaders treat all workgroup members fairly and ensure that unique perspectives
are heard, and unique expertise is valued (Li, 2021). These behaviors make members feel
like insiders and encourage them to experience the successes and failures of the
workgroup as their own, which provides various performance benefits (Randal et al,
2018).

In addition, the current study provides insight into how the expected performance
benefits of inclusive leadership may and may not depend on virtuality in the work
environment. Findings suggest that while overall reliance on communication technology

does not help or harm the performance benefits of inclusive leadership, dispersion may
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present significant challenges. Specifically, working from a different location than one’s
leader (e.g., working from home while one’s leader works from the office, working from
home while one’s leader also works from home, working from two separate offices)
weakened the performance benefits of inclusive leadership. While inclusive leadership
was no less likely when individuals were distanced from their leaders (M = 3.80, SD =
.74) versus collocated with their leaders (M = 3.83, SD = .61), the impact of inclusive
leadership on performance outcomes became insignificant. Interestingly, whether other
workgroup members also worked from that same location was not a significant factor.
This finding — that inclusive leadership is more likely to improve performance when
leaders and followers typically work from the same location — begs the question of what
allows inclusive leadership to provide the expected performance benefits when leaders
and followers are collocated that might not be available when leaders and followers are
dispersed.

The weaker relationship between inclusive leadership and performance for those
working at a distance from their leaders did not appear to be because of the increased
reliance on communication media such as email or video conference as might be
expected. In fact, the extent to which individuals met face-to-face with their leader rather
than via communication technology had no influence on the performance benefits of
inclusive leadership. This suggests that collocation with one’s leader provides something
more than just increased face-to-face meetings, but it also explains why, for the most
part, richer communication technologies were not necessarily more favorable than leaner
technologies as it is not about supplementing face-to-face communication. There was,

however, a small moderation effect observed for video conference, but it suggests that
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richer communication technologies may actually be unfavorable, as more frequent use of
video conferences weaken the impact of inclusive leadership on performance. This
finding should be interpreted cautiously given the very small effect size, but it does seem
to imply that the use of richer communication media can become excessive and present
challenges for inclusive leadership. Recent discussion about the cons of video-based
technologies in the workplace (e.g., “Zoom fatigue”) in research (e.g., Bailenson, 2021)
and practice (e.g., Fosslien & Duffy, 2020) suggests that the observed moderation effect
is not because video inherently makes it harder for leaders to perform inclusion, but
instead, video weakens the inclusion process because employees’ experiences of video
calls are less favorable overall (Bailenson, 2021). In other words, the excessive use of
video conference calls could be expected to jeopardize any leadership process, and so
inclusive leaders are likely to bring less performance benefits when they use video more
frequently regardless of their inclusion efforts.

In sum, while findings generally support current theory about the performance
benefits of inclusive leadership, they highlight important contingencies due to virtuality
in the workplace. Inclusive leadership may be less relevant when leaders and followers
are physically dispersed, but employees’ perceptions and experiences of virtuality are
also impactful. Inclusive leaders tend to foster higher perceived proximity (the subjective
side of dispersion) as compared to non-inclusive leaders, but it did not help them attain
higher performance when objective dispersion was high. In other words, inclusive
leadership may lead employees to experience the “far but close” paradox (Wilson et al.,
2008), but it does not buffer against the detriments of objective distance for performance.

In general, the use of communication technology does not help or hurt the performance
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benefits of inclusive leadership. However, the subjective experience of specific
communication technologies (in this case video conference and telephone) may present
unique challenges. Thus, the performance benefits of inclusive leadership are likely not
interrupted by subjective distance or objective technology use but do depend on objective

distance and subjective perceptions of technology.

Inclusive Leadership as a Diversity Management Strategy

In practice, inclusive leadership has been cited as a method for reducing bias and
discrimination (Schoeller, 2020), yet there is very little empirical support for the notion
that inclusive leaders can directly reduce the level of discrimination in their workgroups.
Prior theoretical explanations of inclusive leadership (e.g., Randal et al., 2018; Shore et
al., 2011) have proposed that inclusive leadership helps reduce discrimination in the
workplace because it leads to the development of workgroup inclusion, and members of
inclusive groups are less discriminatory to each other. However, evidence from the
current study’s sample suggests that neither inclusive leadership nor workgroup inclusion
is related to lower levels of workgroup discrimination. The lack of relationship between
inclusion and discrimination was partially due to the low rate of discrimination typically
experienced at work. For example, individuals with highly inclusive leaders and/or
workgroups were just as likely to report never experiencing workgroup discrimination as
those with leaders and/or workgroups who do not practice inclusion. However, the
current sample also suggests that for those who do experience workgroup discrimination,
it is just as likely that their leader and workgroup are not inclusive as it is that their leader
and workgroup are inclusive. Overt discriminatory behaviors are not very common in the

workplace, but they do still happen. In the current study, 72.10% of the sample reported
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experiencing at least some workgroup discrimination. Thus, it is concerning that
inclusion, when adopted as a leadership style or developed at the group-level, seems to
have no impact on discrimination.

It should be noted that these empirical findings rely on the scholarly definition of
inclusion, which may be different from what has been discussed in the practitioner
literature. The evidence presented here only suggests that inclusive leadership does not
reduce discrimination when inclusion is defined as meeting individuals needs for
belongingness, uniqueness, and authenticity and implementing organizational diversity,
equity, and inclusion initiatives. The scale used to measure inclusive leadership (Li,
2021) was developed to measure inclusive leadership as meeting followers
belongingness, uniqueness, and authenticity needs by (a) treating all workgroup members
with fairness, equality, and respect; (b) encouraging integration of and synergy among all
workgroup members; and (c) explicitly enacting diversity and inclusion in the
workgroup. Investigation of the relationships between workgroup discrimination and
specific factors of inclusive leadership did not provide any additional insight, as the
factor scores were all highly correlated with each other, and all three factor scores were
unrelated to workgroup discrimination just as the overall index score. The scale used to
measure workgroup inclusion (Chung et al., 2020) was developed to capture two factors,
how workgroups meet members needs for (a) belonging and (b) uniqueness. Similarly,
these two factors were highly intercorrelated and neither were related to workgroup
discrimination when examined individually. The lack of relationship between workgroup
discrimination and inclusive leadership, workgroup inclusion, or any of the two inclusion

variables factor scores begs the question, why is inclusion as it is currently defined and
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measured in the literature an ineffective strategy for reducing discrimination in the
workplace?

One potential reason the current conceptualizations of inclusive leadership and
workgroup inclusion are unable to significantly reduce workgroup discrimination is the
assumption that a similar approach to inclusion is appropriate for all groups and all
individuals. Current definitions and measures of inclusion used in the literature (including
this study) assume that because everyone wants to be included, trying to meet individuals
inclusion needs can be done by treating everyone with equal levels of and approaches to
inclusion. It is also assumed that inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion should
provide the same benefits regardless of workgroup diversity such that inclusion does not
depend on any specific characteristics or group composition. Unfortunately, there is very
little empirical evidence to support these assumptions. Theoretically, these assumptions
may be untenable for at least three reasons. First, while all individuals may have
inclusion needs, they may differ in the extent to which they need to feel included in
general and in the workplace specifically (Schutz, 1958). Second, the extent to which
inclusion works to reduce discrimination may depend on the specific characteristics of
workgroup members (e.g., gender, race, age, and sexual orientation). Finally, diversity is
a characteristic of groups, not individuals, and thus, individual needs for inclusion must
be considered in context. For example, in groups with strong faultlines (i.e., when groups
are separated by subgroups composed of similar individuals, e.g., gender creates a
faultline between women versus men in the group) it may be more beneficial to tailor
inclusion efforts to the needs of specific subsets of a workgroup that feel minoritized

rather than the group in general. The way inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion
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are currently studied does not question these three assumptions. This allows the literature
to follow an equality approach, where inclusion is meant to make everyone feel equally
included. However, equality may be an ineffective goal if inclusion is adopted to reduce
discrimination. The reality is that discrimination is experienced unequally. For example, a
recent study by The Harris Poll showed that the most common type of workplace
discrimination in the US was race-based, suggesting that racial minorities experience
more discrimination than white employees (Jackson, 2020). The same study found that
men were more likely than women to experience age-based discrimination at work
(Jackson, 2020). Thus, not only do some individuals experience more workplace
discrimination because of one specific part of their identity, but multiple characteristics
can interact to make individuals more or less vulnerable to discrimination. Thus, a more
targeted, equity-based approach that takes into account the unique experiences of each
individual and in the unique context of each team may be necessary for inclusion to go
beyond improving performance and significantly reduce discrimination.

The Impact of Virtuality on Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Inclusion

The relationship between inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion, and the

role of virtuality in that relationship, was examined in the current study to understand the
impact of inclusive leadership on workgroup discrimination. While insights from these
efforts do not inform the extent to which inclusive leadership reduces workgroup
discrimination (because these two variables were unrelated), they do provide insight into
the role of virtuality in the inclusion process in general. As expected, those with more
inclusive leaders were also likely to be members of more inclusive groups. However, this

relationship did depend on one of the virtual work environment dimensions examined,
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leader-follower dispersion. Inclusive leadership was more strongly related to workgroup
inclusion when individuals were collocated with their leader rather than dispersed across
different work locations. This finding implies that inclusive leadership is most relevant
for leading collocated teams, but it may also be that spatial dispersion makes inclusive
leadership more difficult. If spatial dispersion presents challenges to the inclusive
leadership process, “shortening” the distance by meeting face-to-face more frequently
would be expected to ease this tension. Similarly, more frequent use of information-rich
or subjectively valuable communication media would also be expected to improve the
relationship between inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion if spatial dispersion
simply makes inclusive leadership more difficult. Yet none of the communication
mediums examined (face-to-face or virtual) moderated the relationship between inclusive
leadership and workgroup inclusion.

Given that neither the extent to which individuals communicated face-to-face with
their leaders or workgroups nor the use of communication technologies in general or
specific mediums had an influence on the extent to which inclusive leaders were able to
develop inclusion in their workgroups, results imply that inclusive leadership is only
relevant for leading collocated teams. However, further post-hoc examination of the data
suggests this may be a premature conclusion. For example, the extent to which
individuals met face-to-face with their leaders was significantly higher for collocated
dyads (M = 7.14, SD = 13.38) than those dispersed across different work locations (M =
1.53, SD = 2.23). In addition, those that worked from the same location as their leader
were significantly less likely than those dispersed from their leader to have telephone

conversations with their leader (M = 1.61, SD =2.39, and M = 3.86, SD = 12.72
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respectively) or to use video conferences to communication with their leaders (M = .92,
SD =1.94, and M =2.07, SD = 5.13) and workgroup in general (M = 1.23, SD = 3.61,
and M =3.27, SD = 6.76). The remaining communication technologies examined (email,
text, discussion forums, social media) were used at equal rates on average regardless of
whether individuals were collocated with their leader. Despite the lack of significant
moderations, these mean differences suggest that leader-follower collocation is at least
partially a proxy for the way individual communicate with their coworkers. When
individuals work from the same location as their leader, they spend more time
communicating face-to-face with both their leaders and workgroups and less time
communicating with their leaders via the phone and with both their leaders and
workgroups over video conference. These specific conditions seem to create the most
favorable environment for inclusion to “trickle-down” from leaders to workgroups.
Another explanation for the current study’s findings about the moderating role of
virtuality in the relationship between inclusive leadership and workgroup discrimination
could be that inclusive leadership was measured from the employee perspective (i.e.,
individuals’ subjective perception of the extent to which their manger exhibits the
inclusive leadership style). However, the information individuals use to inform
perceptions of their leaders’ inclusion may differ depending on virtuality in the work
environment. Studies have yet to explore the antecedents of inclusive leadership, but if
inclusive leadership is considered a special case of ethical leadership, there are likely
leader, situational, and organizational factors that predict employee perceptions of
inclusive leadership (see Foley, 2021). For example, the extent to which leaders are

personally concerned about ethics and morality has been proposed as predictor of
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whether leaders develop a reputation for ethical leadership (Ko et al., 2017). Similarly,
the extent to which leaders seem to know about DEI and personally value inclusion likely
predicts employees perceptions of inclusive leadership. When working at a distance from
one’s leader, employees perceptions of their leader’s thoughts and feelings about DEI
may be less salient or well development, whereas those who tend to observe and interact
with their leader more face-to-face likely have more insight into their leader’s thoughts
and feelings about DEI. As described above, the average level of inclusive leadership
reported by those distanced from their leaders (M = 3.80, SD = .74) versus collocated
with their leaders (M = 3.83, SD = .61) was not significantly different. However, it could
be that inclusive leadership had a stronger impact when leaders and follower are

collocated because of what informs individuals’ perceptions of inclusive leadership.

Limitations and Future Research Needed

Findings from the current study, like those from any single study, should be
interpreted considering limitations. As discussed above, inclusive leadership is
theoretically unique from similar leadership styles and thus is expected to provide unique
benefits for diversity and inclusion related goals. The current study was not able to
compare the effects of inclusive leadership on follower performance or workgroup
discrimination to other styles. Future research should examine the incremental predictive
validity of inclusive leadership alongside similar styles such as ethical leadership,
empowering leadership, transformational leadership, and shared leadership. Such studies
could explore the extent to which other styles are better suited for reducing
discrimination and whether they provide the same performance benefits as inclusive

leadership. From the current study’s results, it is unclear whether the lack of relationship
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between inclusive leadership and workgroup discrimination is because the inclusive
leadership style lacks some component that is necessary to significantly reduce
discrimination or because it includes some component that works against the goal of
reducing discrimination. For example, it could be that inclusive leadership creates a “too-
much-of-a-good-thing” effect (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013) where workgroups with
moderately inclusive leaders see a reduction in discrimination but there is a tipping point
at which these beneficial effects begin to wane and instead, very high levels of inclusive
leadership are associated with more discrimination than moderate levels. The current
sample does not support this notion as the relationship between inclusive leadership and
workgroup discrimination does not follow this pattern (see Appendix E). Future research
could examine the relative effects of adopting an inclusive leadership style in addition to
other similar styles (e.g., a leader that is both inclusive and authentic) versus replacing
inclusive leadership with a similar style (e.g., comparing inclusive leaders to ethical
leaders) to identify the most optimal leadership approach for improving performance and
reducing discrimination. In addition, more research on the dimensionality of the inclusive
leadership style is needed to examine not only the overlap between inclusive leadership
and similar styles (e.g., empowering leadership) but also the predictive validity at the
facet level. For example, it could be that the “Implementing organizational diversity and
inclusion related policies and programs in the work unit” facet of inclusive leadership is
unrelated to discrimination, but the “Providing equal opportunity and fair treatment to all
work unit members” facet does help reduce discrimination. Further validation of
inclusive leadership measures such as Li’s (2021) could help address this research

question.
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Another potential avenue for future research is to examine the influence of
organizational level climate for inclusion and/or the role of organizational culture and
values. While recognizing that the individual experience of inclusion is informed by
practices at many organizational levels (Ferdman, 2014), the current study examined
inclusion at only the leader and workgroup levels. However, part of the inclusive
leadership style is implementing organizational diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI)
initiatives at the workgroup level. The current study did not capture information about the
specific policies and programs being used by participants’ organizations. Future research
might explore the characteristics of organization’s DEI programs and the role of specific
cultural values in the inclusion process. For example, studies of ethical leadership have
shown that ethical organizational behavior tends to “trickle-down” from top level
managers to middle managers to all employees (e.g., Mayer et al., 2009) and that when
organizations and leaders send a consistent message about ethical norms and standards,
ethical leadership has a stronger impact on follower performance outcomes (Peng & Kim,
2019). Thus, the performance effects of inclusive leadership shown in the current study
may be strengthened by organization level inclusion. However, given that inclusion is a
specific value, both the alignment between the level of inclusion at multiple
organizational levels and the strength of that value in the organizational culture should be
examined. For example, value alignment may aid the performance effects of inclusion
while the strength and nature of an organizational DEI-related values may be what
influences the extent to which inclusion reduces discrimination.

The current study’s findings provide some important insights into the impact of

virtuality on inclusion; however, the study had two related limitations that could be
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explored in future research. First, missing data issues made it impossible to examine the
impact of configural dispersion in workgroups. Having some collocated and some
distanced group members may present unique challenges for the inclusion process.
Theoretically, if inclusive leadership provides performance benefits mostly for followers
working from the same location as their leader (as results suggested), then the benefits of
inclusive leadership for individual-level performance may not translate to the workgroup-
level for groups with configural dispersion. Second, virtuality in the relationships
between individuals and their leaders or workgroups was examined in terms of
participants “typical” work environment; however, there may be important distinctions
between unique work arrangements. For example, the finding that inclusive leadership
improves performance only when leaders and followers work from the same location
could be examined to determine the exact amount of time that leaders and followers need
to be collocated to allow for inclusive leadership to provide performance benefits. It may
be that leaders and followers can work dispersed some of the time but that there is a
tipping point (e.g., working from home more than one day per week) at which dispersion
becomes a significant burden for inclusion. Future research is needed to replicate findings
from the current study and extend them to account for different virtual work
arrangements at both the individual- and team-level.

Another potential limitation of the current study is the operationalization of
workgroup discrimination. First, workgroup discrimination was looked at in general, not
in terms of specific demographics. As discussed above, the extent to which inclusion
reduces discrimination may depending on the specific characteristics of workgroup

members, but it may also depend on the specific types of discrimination experienced in
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the workgroup. Inclusion may be generally beneficial for groups with all levels of
diversity, but groups may have unique inclusion-related needs depending on the historical
and social contexts that underly member identities. In the current study, participants were
instructed to consider within-group discrimination they had experienced “because of
gender, race, age, sexual orientation, or other demographic characteristics.” This allowed
for a higher-level comparison between groups’ overall levels of discrimination, which
was appropriate for the study because inclusive leadership is expected to meet the needs
of all groups regardless of what characteristics make them diverse or homogenous.
However, the workgroup discrimination measure does not provide a way to parse which
specific types of discrimination (e.g., racial discrimination) contributed to ratings and
which did not. It may be that inclusive leadership is successful for reducing some specific
types of discrimination but fails to address the unique needs of groups with other specific
types of discrimination. In general, more diverse groups were those that experienced
more within-group discriminatory behaviors. However, the overall rating of workgroup
diversity was only moderately correlated with the average of gender, race, age, and
sexual orientation-based diversity (» = .42). When examined individually, workgroup
discrimination was unrelated to workgroup diversity in terms of gender, race, or age, but
it was related to workgroup diversity in sexual orientation (» = .28). Interestingly,
discrimination and diversity ratings were also unrelated to participant gender and race
such that women and racial minorities did not report higher perceived diversity or
discrimination, but they were related to participant sexual orientation. Taken together,
significantly more workgroup discrimination was reported by those who (a) identified as

not straight/heterosexual reported (F(242) = 2.54, p = .007, Mitraight = 2.53, Mhot-straight =
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3.50) and (b) were members of workgroups with more sexual orientation based diversity
(F(4,239) =5.40, p <.001). What specific type(s) of discrimination contributed to
workgroup discrimination ratings in the current study is unknown, but it seems likely that
the extent to which inclusive leadership can help reduce workgroup discrimination may
depend on specific characteristics. For example, inclusion may be able to reduce gender,
race, and age but not sexual orientation-based discrimination. Future research is needed
to examine the role of inclusion in reducing specific types of discrimination.

Second, both discrimination experience from workgroup members towards
oneself and discrimination observed between other workgroup members were examined
in one composite measure of the general level of discrimination in the workgroup.
However, personally experiencing discrimination and being a bystander to others’
experiencing discrimination can be very different experiences (e.g., Sinclair, 2021). I
expected inclusion to help reduce both types of experiences, and thus participants were
instructed to consider how many discriminatory “incidents happened in your workgroup
to you or other members.” Given that both inclusive leadership and workgroup inclusion
were measured from the individual employee’s perspective, it could be that one
explanation for the lack of relationships between inclusion and workgroup discrimination
found in the current study are due to the lack of distinction made between discrimination
that individuals experienced themselves versus observed being committed towards others.
For example, it could be that employee who see their workgroup managers as more
inclusive are also those that experience less discrimination themselves but not necessarily

observe less discrimination happening to others in their workgroup. Future research is
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needed to explore the effects of inclusive leadership on more specific forms of
workgroup discrimination.

Another potential limitation of the current study and an important avenue for
future research is the way virtuality was examined in relation to discrimination. Virtuality
was examined as a moderator variable; however, it could be that virtuality has a direct
impact on workgroup discrimination. Virtuality in the work environment fundamentally
changes the way employees interact with each other, and previous research suggests that
these changes can both reduce and promote discrimination. Based on equalization theory
(see Ocker, 2007), virtuality makes discrimination harder to discern, but based on the
concept of deindividuation, some argue that virtuality begets discrimination by increasing
reliance on stereotypes (see Dubrovsky et al., 1991). In the current sample, the level of
workgroup discrimination individuals reported was correlated to virtuality variables such
that more discrimination was reported by those who relied more on CMC to
communicate with their leader and workgroup and were dispersed from their workgroup
but collocated with their leader. These bivariate relationships imply that virtuality is
related to increased discrimination (as deindividuation theory suggests), making diversity
management strategies especially important in highly virtual work environments. Given
that results from the current study suggest that inclusive leadership does not have a
significant impact on workgroup discrimination at any level of virtuality, additional
research is needed to identify how leaders can work against discrimination, especially to
meet the increased need in virtual work environments.

Finally, the current study must be interpreted in light of the COVID-19 pandemic

and other impactful socio-cultural trends. While the study was originally conceptualized
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prior to the pandemic, much of the planning and all of the data collection was completed
after March 2020 when the world of work drastically changed for many in the U.S.
Response patterns may have been different if captured before COVID-19, but they may
also have been different if data was collected at a different point during the pandemic.
The survey was conducted in January 2022, almost two years into the pandemic.
Individuals may have responded differently if surveyed only one year or even 6 months
into the pandemic, because they had less time to adjust to the COVID related changes in
their workplace. In addition to COVID, there have been some important inflection points
during the past couple of years that have highlighted diversity, equity, and inclusion
(DEI) issues in the U.S. workplace. For example, the summer of 2020, which has been
called the “summer of racial reckoning” (e.g., Chang & Martin, 2020) due to the
widespread protests against police shootings of unarmed Black people, forced many
organizations to begin prioritizing DEI (Thorbecke, 2020). Results from the current study
are less likely to depend on COVID because the overall extent to which one’s work
environment changed was controlled for, but they may depend on the DEI context in
which they were observed, and thus future research is needed to replicate and extend
findings. For example, future studies could examine how organizational climate for
inclusion and changes to that climate influence the extent to which inclusive leadership
provides performance benefits and/or reduces discrimination.
Practical Implications

Findings from the current study support the notion that inclusive leadership is a

helpful leadership style for improving follower performance, which has been discussed in

the literature (e.g., Randal et al., 2018). However, findings also suggest that inclusive
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leadership does not reduce discrimination. By examining both the positive, performance
effects of inclusive leadership and the extent to which inclusive leadership impacts the
more negative side of diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI), i.e., discrimination, the
current study is among the first to address the gap between DEI science and practice.
While the scientific literature has mostly focus on the performance benefits of inclusion
(Shore et al., 2018), inclusion is expected to be antithetical to discrimination in practice
(Sawyer et al., 2020). Recent discussions in more applied journals targeted at
practitioners describe inclusive leadership in particular as a promising diversity
management strategy. For example, in the Harvard Business Review, Bourke & Espedido
(2020) argue “inclusive leadership is emerging as a unique and critical capability helping
organizations adapt to diverse customers, markets, ideas and talent.” Without empirical
evidence that inclusive leadership helps reduce discrimination, this kind of conclusion
may be premature.

The current study is one of the first to empirically test whether the inclusive
leadership provides more than the expected performance benefits and helps organizations
meet is their DEI goals. My findings suggest that inclusive leadership surely helps
diverse groups perform despite their differences (workgroup diversity was included as a
control variable in all analyses), but it may not actually reduce the discrimination that
will cause employees to become unsatisfied and leave the organization. Recent calls urge
organizations to adopt diversity management strategies that focus on employee retention
rather than selection to achieve a diverse workforce (e.g., Hancock et al., 2021). One of
the main reasons minority employees leave is because of discrimination (Pandey, 2020).

It is important that diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) efforts address the negative side
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of diversity not just the positive sides of inclusion. Many leadership styles (e.g.,
empowering leadership: Hill & Bartol, 2016) and workgroup processes (e.g., cohesion:
Paul et al., 2016) can provide performance gains in diverse groups, but inclusive
leadership is meant to go above and beyond similar styles to address DEI issues.
Organizations should be cautious in the assumptions they make about inclusion given
evidence that neither inclusive leadership nor workgroup inclusion has an impact on
workgroup discrimination. Other strategies (e.g., anti-bias training for all employees)
may be needed to bolster inclusion efforts. Alternatively, inclusion may need to be
redefined to, for example, tailor the approach to the unique needs of specific employees
and workgroups.

The current study also provides insights into the extent to which virtual work
environments interrupt the inclusion process. Inclusive leadership appears more relevant
for collocated groups. In addition, the moderation effects observed for specific
communication media provide support for the idea that value of specific communication
mediums is subjective and depends highly on the preferences of communicators. For
example, prior theory suggests that richer communication mediums would aid the
inclusion process for dispersed groups, but findings from the current study suggest that in
order to develop workgroup inclusion inclusive leaders should actually avoid richer
media regardless of whether their follower are collocated or dispersed. Organizations and
leaders must take virtuality into account and consider how the use of specific
communication technologies (e.g., video conference) and work arrangements (e.g.,

working from home) may reduce their ability to develop inclusion.
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Considering the role of virtuality in workplace DEI may be especially important
during the COVID-19 pandemic. COVID-19 has had a significant impact on the work
environment for many in the U.S. (Parker et al., 2020). In the current sample, 59% said
their work environment changed at least somewhat as a result of the COVID pandemic
and 23% said their work environment changed to a great extent. However, it should be
noted that these changes (e.g., high rates of working from home, “Zoom fatigue”) are
essentially extreme versions of preexisting situations (e.g., many worked from home
before COVID-19 but it is more prevalent and frequent during COVID-19, video
conferences were used prior COVID-19 but they were not used as a replacement for all
face-to-face communications all the time as they have been during COVID-19). Thus, it
is important for organizations to consider the role of virtuality in DEI not just in response
to COVID-19, but also in preparation for a post-COVID workplace.

Conclusion

The current study serves as an important empirical test of inclusive leadership
theories. Inclusion has been discussed in both research and practice as a promising
diversity management solution, but empirical investigations are lacking. Findings from
the current study make a significant contribution by providing empirical evidence of
some benefits and drawbacks of inclusive leadership. As the workforce becomes
increasingly diverse and organizations continue to operate in increasingly virtual
environments, inclusive leadership may be promising a strategy for realizing the
performance benefits of employee differences. However, physical distance between
leaders and followers may pose as a significant challenge for inclusive leaders. In

addition, inclusive leadership may not be the best strategy for addressing the more
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negative side of workforce diversity as inclusive leaders do not appear to lead
workgroups with less discrimination than leaders who had not adopted an inclusive style.
Taken together, these findings suggest important directions for future research and reveal
interesting insights for organizations looking to develop inclusion in their leaders and

workgroups.
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Table 1

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for Multidimensional Constructs (Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Inclusion) and Discriminant Validity of
Main Study Variables

0¢I

Measure x? df p RMSEA (90% CI) CFI TLI SRMR
Inclusive Leadership
25 items: 1 factor 723.90 275 .000 .084 (.077-.092)** 871 .859 .059
25 items: 4 factors (based on theoretical dimensions) 558.50 269 .000 .068 (.060-.076)** 917 .907 .049
25 items: 3 factors (based on Li’s [2021] sample) 694.01 272 .000 .082 (.075-.090)** .878 .866 .058
25 items: 3 factors (based on EFA results) 519.47 272 .000 .063 (.055-.071)** 929 921 .048
12 items: 3 factors (based on EFA results) 86.43 51 .001 .054 (.034-.074)** 973 .965 .037
WG Inclusion ® 30.80 34 625 .000 (.000-.040) 1.00 1.00 .025
Total © 4327.98 2393 .000 .061 (.058-.064)** .838 .832 .070
Inclusive Leadership & WG Inclusion 4666.28 2399 .000 .066 (.063-.069)** 811 .804 .075
Inclusive Leadership & L-F Perceived Proximity 4937.41 2399 .000 .070 (.067-.073)** .788 .780 .083
WG Identification & WG Inclusion 4368.86 2399 .000 .062 (.059-.065)** .835 .829 .070

Note. EFA = exploratory factor analysis; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis
Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; L-F = leader-follower; WG = workgroup.

*Results for the EFA-suggested 3 factor solution with 13 items removed due to cross-loadings.

bResults for Workgroup Identification are for the 2 hypothesized dimensions.

¢ Total indicates the results from a CFA including all 7 variables (Inclusive Leadership, Perceived Proximity to Leader, Workgroup Identification, Task
Performance, Helping Behavior, Workgroup Inclusion, and Workgroup Discrimination) as individual factors. Inclusive Leadership & WG Inclusion
indicates the results from a CFA with only 6 factors where Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Inclusion are included as a single factor. Inclusive
Leadership & L-F Perceived Proximity indicates the results from a CFA with only 6 factors where Inclusive Leadership and Leader-Follower Perceived
Proximity are included as a single factor. WG Identification & WG Inclusion indicates the results from a CFA with only 6 factors where Identification
with Workgroup and Workgroup Inclusion are included as a single factor.

*p <.05. **p < .0l.



1€l

Table 2a

Key Variables Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

Variables M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Inclusive Leadership 4.56 98 243
2. WG Identification 380 .67 242 62%*
3. Task Performance 4.23 59 244 60*%  59%*
4. Helping Behavior 3.88 .69 243 A49%x 5ok G H*
5. WG Inclusion 4.03 59 243 JUEE S JIRE S 74%% 0 56%*
6. WG Discrimination 262 1.68 244 -.02 .05 -19%% .04 -.02
7. L-F Dispersion 76 43 244 -.02 .07 .01 11 .02 21K
8.L-FCMC 72 31 243 .06 -.01 -.09 -.04 -.01 9%k D5%
9. L-F Perceived Proximity 3.58 .80 244 OT7F* 5%k 36%* J35%x 53%k D6%* .07 .07
10. WG Dispersion 31 46 244 .01 .03 A7%F .09 3% SA44xE - Q5RE - _AREE ] T7EE
11. WG CMC .68 33 243 .06 .00 -.09 -.05 -.05 27k -23% 0 g4¥x 11 - 52%*

Note. N = the number of participants out of the total 244 for which data is available for a given variable; WG = workgroup; L-F = leader-follower; CMC
= Computer-mediate communication.

*p <.05. ** p<.0l.
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Table 2b

Control Variable Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations between Controls and Key Variables

Variables M SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
14. Need for Inclusion 3.65 59 241 AS5*E 56k 45k 3ok Sk _22%* .06 .02 35% .09 -.05
15. COVID 2.69 97 243 .08 d4% .04 A1 A3% 0 19%x - 15*  17* .09 -24%% 21
16. Leader Mgmt. Level 2.10 .68 243 5% 8% 30%* 13 22%% 04 -03  -01 d4% 0 -.02 -.02

17. WG Interdependence 3.70 98 244 23%x 0 Q7RE - A3%x 0 3Qkx - B4Rk _35%% .01 -21%* .07 A7 - 23%

18. WG Diversity 3.31 96 244 23%x 0 15% 17 15*  26%*  17* .03 .08 24%% - -.09 .09
19. Gender 41 49 244 .06 5% .05 .05 .09 -.05 -08 .07 .04 .03 .08
20. Age 3797 1192 242 .05 A2 .08 .10 14* .04 -03 .02 .07 -.03 .05
21. Sexual Orientation .90 30 244 -.03 -13*  -03 -.02 -.09 - 17*%% -02  -.08 -.04 .04 -.12

Note. N = the number of participants out of the total 244 for which data is available for a given variable; Mgmt = management; 1 = Inclusive
Leadership; 2 = Workgroup Identification; 3 = Task Performance; 4 = Helping Behavior; 5 = Workgroup Inclusion; 6 = Workgroup Discrimination; 7 =
Leader-Follower Dispersion; 8 = Leader-Follower CMC Use; 9 = Leader-Follower Perceived Proximity; 10 = Workgroup Dispersion; 11 = Workgroup
CMC Use.

*p <.05. ** p<.0l.

Table 3a

Simple Mediation Results Predicting Task Performance from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup Identification
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Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept .55 28 1.97 .050 -.00 1.10
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership A3x* .06 7.33 .000 31 .54
Controls
Need for Inclusion 39H* .06 6.10 .000 .26 .51
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .03 .03 93 352 -.04 .10
Leader Management Level .04 .05 74 458 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.15 252 -.03 11
Workgroup Diversity .00 .03 .00 999 -.07 .10
Gender .10 .06 1.56 121 -.03 22
Age .00 .00 1.65 101 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -21 1 -1.97 .051 -42 .00
Predicting Task Performance (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.19%** 24 4.93 .000 1 1.66
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 28%* .06 5.05 .000 17 .39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 24%* .06 4.24 .000 13 .36
Controls
Need for Inclusion A1 .06 1.79 .075 -.01 22
COVID-related Change in Work Environment -.04 .03 -1.32 .188 -.09 .02
Leader Management Level 3% .04 3.26 .001 .05 21
Workgroup Interdependence 3% .03 4.30 .000 .07 18
Workgroup Diversity .02 .03 73 464 -.04 .08
Gender .02 .06 29 776 -.09 12
Age -.00 .00 -34 734 -.01 .00
Sexual Orientation -.03 .09 -.36 720 =22 15

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 3b

Simple Mediation Results Predicting Helping Behavior from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup Identification

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept .53 28 1.91 .057 -.02 1.08
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership A4x* .06 7.49 .000 .33 .56
Controls
Need for Inclusion 38x* .06 5.96 .000 25 .51
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .03 .03 78 434 -.04 .09
Leader Management Level .04 .05 .76 448 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.10 274 -.03 11
Workgroup Diversity -.00 .03 -.10 921 -.07 .06
Gender .10 .06 1.65 101 -.02 23
Age .01 .00 1.74 .084 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -21 1 -1.95 .052 -42 .00
Predicting Helping Behavior (Dependent Variable)
Coeft. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept .86* .33 2.61 .010 21 1.51
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 24%* .08 3.06 .003 .08 40
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 36%* .08 4.56 .000 .20 Sl
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.01 .08 -.06 .950 -.16 15
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .00 .04 .06 952 -.08 .08
Leader Management Level -.04 .06 -.78 437 -.15 .07
Workgroup Interdependence AT7EE .04 4.15 .000 .09 25
Workgroup Diversity .04 .04 1.13 259 -.03 12
Gender .03 .08 .39 .700 -12 18
Age .00 .00 .63 528 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.02 13 -13 .896 -.27 .23

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 4a

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion When Predicting Task Performance

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.21%* .39 3.08 .002 44 1.99
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership 18 .10 1.91 .057 -.01 37
Moderator: Leader-Follower Dispersion -1.04* 41 -2.55 011 -1.85 -.24
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Dispersion 32w A1 3.07 .002 12 .53
Conditional effects
Leader-Follower Collocated STH* .06 8.03 .000 .38 .63
Leader-Follower Dispersed 18 .10 1.91 .057 -.01 37
Controls
Need for Inclusion A40%* .06 6.47 .000 .28 .52
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .06 .03 1.77 .078 -.01 A2
Leader Management Level .04 .05 77 442 -.05 A2
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.28 202 -.02 A1
Workgroup Diversity .00 .03 -.08 .937 -.07 .06
Gender A2 .06 1.97 .050 .00 24
Age .00 .00 1.42 153 -.01 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 10 -1.94 .054 -41 .00
Predicting Task Performance (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.19%* 24 4.93 .000 71 1.66
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 28%* .06 5.05 .000 17 .39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 24%* .06 4.24 .000 13 .36
Controls
Need for Inclusion d1 .06 1.79 075 -.02 22
COVID-related Change in Work Environment -.04 .03 -1.32 .188 -.09 .02
Leader Management Level 3% .04 3.26 .001 .05 21
Workgroup Interdependence 3% .03 4.30 .000 .07 18
Workgroup Diversity .02 .03 73 464 -.04 .08
Gender .02 .06 .28 776 -.09 A2
Age .00 .00 -34 734 -.01 .00
Sexual Orientation -.03 .09 -.36 720 =22 15

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 4b

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion When Predicting Helping Behavior

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.23%* .39 3.14 .002 46 2.01
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership 19* .10 2.01 .046 .00 38
Moderator: Leader-Follower Dispersion -1.10%* 41 -2.68 .009 -1.90 -.29
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Dispersion 4% A1 3.19 .002 13 .55
Conditional effects
Low Leader-Follower Dispersion (Collocated) S3H* .06 8.21 .000 40 .65
High Leader-Follower Dispersion (Dispersed) 19* .10 2.01 .046 .00 38
Controls
Need for Inclusion 39%* .06 6.32 .000 .26 S1
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .05 .03 1.61 .109 -.01 A2
Leader Management Level .04 .05 .79 433 -.05 A2
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.23 220 -.03 A1
Workgroup Diversity -.01 .03 -.18 .858 -.07 .06
Gender 3% .06 1.51 .040 .01 25
Age .00 .00 1.52 .132 .00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 10 -1.93 .060 -40 .00
Predicting Helping Behavior (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE t LLCI ULCI
Intercept .86* 33 2.61 .010 21 1.50
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 24%* .08 3.06 .003 .08 39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 3o%* .08 4.56 .000 .20 Sl
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.01 .08 -.06 .950 -.16 15
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .00 .04 .06 952 -.08 .08
Leader Management Level -.04 .05 -.78 437 -.15 .07
Workgroup Interdependence A7 .04 4.15 .000 .09 25
Workgroup Diversity .04 .04 1.13 .260 -.03 A2
Gender .03 .07 .39 .700 -12 18
Age .00 .00 .63 .528 .00 .08
Sexual Orientation -.02 13 -.13 .896 -.27 23

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.

Table 5
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Simple Mediation Results Predicting the Probability of Workgroup Discrimination from Inclusive Leadership via Workgroup Inclusion

Predicting Workgroup Inclusion (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept T4x* 23 3.26 .001 .29 1.19
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership S0** .06 10.87 .000 41 .59
Controls
Need for Inclusion J19** .05 3.77 .000 .09 .30
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .01 .03 35 725 -.04 .06
Leader Management Level .05 .04 1.32 .188 -.03 13
Workgroup Interdependence 08** .03 2.86 .005 .03 .14
Workgroup Diversity .06* .03 2.10 .037 .00 A1
Gender .03 .05 .65 517 -.07 .14
Age .00* .00 1.99 .048 .00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.11 .09 -1.33 .184 -.28 .05
Predicting Workgroup Discrimination (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept 5.09%* 1.67 3.04 .002 1.81 8.37
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) -.39 .38 -1.01 312 -1.14 .36
Mediator: Workgroup Inclusion -17 43 -.40 .689 -1.02 .67
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.67* 33 -2.03 .043 -1.31 -.02
COVID-related Change in Work Environment S8H* 18 3.28 .001 23 92
Leader Management Level 24 25 93 351 -.26 73
Workgroup Interdependence -5Tx* .20 -2.88 .004 -.96 -.18
Workgroup Diversity .19 17 1.09 276 -.15 .53
Gender 18 .34 .54 591 -48 .86
Age .03 .02 1.82 .069 -.00 .06
Sexual Orientation -1.15 5 -1.53 126 -2.62 32

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 6

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Dispersion When Predicting Workgroup Discrimination

Predicting Workgroup Inclusion (Mediator)

Coeff. SE LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.41 31 4.53 .000 0.79 2.02
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership .30 .07 4.07 .000 0.15 0.44
Moderator: Leader-Follower Dispersion -1.03 32 -3.20 .002 -1.67 -0.40
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Dispersion 29 .08 3.46 .001 0.13 0.46
Conditional effects
Leader-Follower Collocated .30 .07 4.07 .000 0.15 0.44
Leader-Follower Dispersed .59 .05 11.28 .000 0.48 0.69
Controls
Need for Inclusion .19 .05 3.85 .000 0.09 0.29
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .02 .03 .88 381 -0.03 0.08
Leader Management Level .05 .04 1.43 154 -0.02 0.13
Workgroup Interdependence .08 .03 2.98 .003 0.03 0.14
Workgroup Diversity .06 .03 2.15 .033 0.01 0.11
Gender .05 .05 92 .360 -0.05 0.15
Age .00 .00 1.70 .092 -0.00 0.01
Sexual Orientation -.09 .08 -1.11 271 -0.26 0.07
Predicting Workgroup Discrimination (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE LLCI ULCI
Intercept 5.18*% 2.39 2.17 .030 49 9.86
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) -.55 50 -1.10 272 -1.54 43
Mediator: Workgroup Inclusion -.33 46 =72 469 -1.23 57
Moderator: Leader-Follower Dispersion -.18 2.28 -.08 938 -4.65 4.29
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Dispersion 28 58 49 .626 -.86 1.43
Conditional effects
Leader-Follower Collocated -.55 .50 -1.10 272 -1.54 43
Leader-Follower Dispersed =27 47 -.58 .564 -1.18 .64
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.63 33 -1.92 .055 -1.28 .01
COVID-related Change in Work Environment J70%%* .19 3.68 .000 .33 1.07
Leader Management Level 25 25 97 334 -.25 74
Workgroup Interdependence - 5T7** .20 -2.80 .005 -.97 -17
Workgroup Diversity .20 18 1.12 263 -.15 .55
Gender .26 .35 75 455 -43 95
Age .03 .02 1.88 .060 -.00 .07
Sexual Orientation -1.25 .78 -1.60 .110 -2.78 .28

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 7

Communication Mediums Rank Ordered by Media Richness Theory and Subjective Ratings of Informational Value

Objective Media Richness Subjective Informational Value
Richest / Most
Value 1. Face-to-face meetings 1. Face-to-face meetings
2. Video conference 2. Text messaging, instant message, or virtual chat
3. Telephone conversations 3. Email exchanges
4. Text messaging, instant message, or virtual chat 4. Telephone conversations
5. Email exchanges 5. Video conference
Leanest / Least 6. Discussion board discussions & social media 6. Discussion board discussions & social media
Value

Note. Objective media richness rank order is based on media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Subjective informational value rank order is based
on results from the current study.
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Table 8a

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Video Conference Technology Use When Predicting Task Performance

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 43 .29 1.51 132 -.13 .99
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership A9** .07 7.48 .000 .36 .61
Moderator: Leader-Follower Video Use .00* .00 2.13 .035 .00 .00
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Video Use -.00* .00 -2.03 .044 -.00 .00
Controls
Need for Inclusion 37 .06 5.87 .000 25 .50
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .03 .03 .76 450 -.04 .09
Leader Management Level .04 .05 .79 431 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.09 276 -.03 11
Workgroup Diversity -.01 .03 -.34 733 -.08 .06
Gender A1 .06 1.75 .082 -.01 24
Age .00 .00 1.45 .148 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 1 -1.90 .059 -41 .01
Predicting Task Performance (Dependent Variable)
Coeft. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.18** 24 4.89 .000 1 1.66
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 28%* .06 5.04 .000 17 0.39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 24%* .06 4.24 .000 13 0.36
Controls
Need for Inclusion A1 .06 1.78 077 -.01 0.22
COVID-related Change in Work Environment -.04 .03 -1.27 205 -.09 0.02
Leader Management Level 3% .04 3.24 .001 .05 0.21
Workgroup Interdependence 3% .03 4.25 .000 .07 0.18
Workgroup Diversity .02 .03 75 455 -.04 0.08
Gender .02 .06 32 147 -.09 0.13
Age -.00 .00 -29 71 -.01 0.00
Sexual Orientation -.03 .09 -.34 735 -21 0.15

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 8b

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Leader-Follower Video Conference Technology Use When Predicting Helping Behavior

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 42 28 1.48 141 -.14 98
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership S0** .07 7.60 .000 .37 .63
Moderator: Leader-Follower Video Use .00* .00 2.01 .046 .00 .00
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Leader-Follower Video Use -.00 .00 -1.93 .055 -.00 .00
Controls
Need for Inclusion 37 .06 5.75 .000 21 49
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .02 .03 .65 516 -.05 .09
Leader Management Level .04 .05 .80 424 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.05 296 -.03 .10
Workgroup Diversity -.01 .03 -41 .682 -.08 .05
Gender 12 .06 1.81 071 -.01 24
Age .00 .00 1.54 125 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 1 -1.89 .060 -41 .01
Predicting Helping Behavior (Dependent Variable)
Coeft. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept .86* 33 2.61 .010 21 1.51
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 24%* .08 3.06 .003 .08 .39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 36%* .08 4.55 .000 .20 Sl
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.01 .08 -.06 950 -.16 15
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .00 .04 .06 953 -.08 .08
Leader Management Level -.04 .06 -.78 438 -.15 .07
Workgroup Interdependence J7EE .04 4.13 .000 .09 25
Workgroup Diversity .04 .04 1.13 261 -.03 12
Gender .03 .08 38 703 -.12 18
Age .00 .00 .63 531 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.02 13 -13 .896 =27 23

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 9a

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Workgroup Video Conference Technology Use When Predicting Task Performance

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept .39 .29 1.36 175 -.18 95
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership ABx* .06 7.72 .000 .36 .60
Moderator: Workgroup Video Use .09%* .04 2.03 .043 .00 17
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Workgroup Video Use -.02% .01 -2.28 .023 -.04 -.00
Controls
Need for Inclusion 39 .06 6.14 .000 .26 .51
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .04 .03 1.10 274 -.03 A1
Leader Management Level .03 .05 74 463 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.12 264 -.03 11
Workgroup Diversity -.01 .03 -.35 127 -.08 .05
Gender .10 .06 1.60 A11 -.02 23
Age .00 .00 1.40 .164 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 1 -1.84 .067 -41 .01
Predicting Task Performance (Dependent Variable)
Coeft. t LLCI ULCI
Intercept 1.18** 24 4.89 .000 71 1.66
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 0.28** .06 5.01 .000 17 .39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 0.24** .06 4.21 .000 13 .36
Controls
Need for Inclusion A1 .06 1.78 077 -.01 22
COVID-related Change in Work Environment -.04 .03 -1.25 213 -.09 .02
Leader Management Level 3% .04 3.24 .001 .05 21
Workgroup Interdependence 3% .03 4.26 .000 .07 18
Workgroup Diversity .02 .03 74 462 -.04 .08
Gender .02 .06 34 734 -.09 13
Age -.00 .00 -30 768 -.01 .00
Sexual Orientation -.03 .09 -.35 725 =22 15

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 9b

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Workgroup Video Conference Technology Use When Predicting Helping Behavior

Predicting Workgroup Identification (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept .39 .29 1.35 178 -.18 95
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership A9** .06 7.82 .000 .36 .61
Moderator: Workgroup Video Use .08 .04 1.80 .073 -.01 17
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Workgroup Video Use -.02% .01 -2.06 .041 -.04 -.00
Controls
Need for Inclusion 38k .06 6.01 .000 .26 .51
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .03 .03 1.00 317 -.03 .10
Leader Management Level .04 .05 75 456 -.06 13
Workgroup Interdependence .04 .03 1.07 285 -.03 .10
Workgroup Diversity -.01 .03 -42 .676 -.08 .05
Gender 11 .06 1.65 101 -.02 23
Age .00 .00 1.48 .140 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.20 1 -1.83 .069 -41 .02
Predicting Helping Behavior (Dependent Variable)
Coeft. SE t p LLCI ULCI
Intercept ST7x* 33 2.64 .009 22 1.52
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) 23%* .08 3.00 .003 .08 .39
Mediator: Workgroup Identification 36** .08 4.51 .000 .20 51
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.00 .08 -.05 .958 -.16 .16
COVID-related Change in Work Environment .00 .04 .10 919 -.07 .08
Leader Management Level -.04 .06 =77 444 -.15 .07
Workgroup Interdependence J7EE .04 4.18 .000 .09 25
Workgroup Diversity .04 .04 1.10 273 -.03 12
Gender .03 .08 43 .670 -12 18
Age .00 .00 .62 .539 -.00 .01
Sexual Orientation -0.021 0.1267 -0.1657 0.8686  -0.2708 0.2288

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01.
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Table 10

Moderated Mediation Results for the Moderation Effect of Workgroup Telephone Technology Use When Predicting Workgroup Discrimination

Predicting Workgroup Inclusion (Mediator)

Coeff. SE t P LLCI ULCI
Intercept .35 27 1.33 186 -17 .88
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership 57k 05 10.75 .000 46 67
Moderator: Workgroup Telephone Use 15% .06 2.53 012 .03 27
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Workgroup Telephone Use _04%* 02 22.68 008 -07 -01
Controls
Need for Inclusion 20 .05 4.00 .000 .10 31
COVID-related Change in Work Environment 02 03 61 544 -.04 .07
Leader Management Level 06 .04 1.68 094 -.01 .14
Workgroup Interdependence 07* 03 2.53 012 .02 13
Workgroup Diversity 07* .03 2.50 013 01 12
Gender .02 .05 43 .670 -.08 13
Age .01* .00 2.23 .027 .00 .01
Sexual Orientation -.08 09 -.94 347 =25 .09
Predicting Workgroup Discrimination (Dependent Variable)
Coeff. SE t P LLCI ULCI
Intercept 4.42% 1.92 2.30 .021 .66 8.18
Independent Variable: Inclusive Leadership (Direct effect) .05 43 -59 558 -1.09 59
Mediator: Workgroup Inclusion -20 44 -44 659 -1.06 67
Moderator: Workgroup Telephone Use 43 54 80 425 -.63 1.49
Interaction: Inclusive Leadership * Workgroup Telephone Use -.09 13 -.69 488 -36 17
Controls
Need for Inclusion -.62 33 -1.86 .063 -1.27 .03
COVID-related Change in Work Environment 57x* 18 3.18 002 22 92
Leader Management Level 24 26 95 341 -.26 75
Workgroup Interdependence _56%* 20 -2.84 .005 -.95 -17
Workgroup Diversity .19 .18 1.10 271 -15 .54
Gender 15 .35 45 .655 -.52 .83
Age .03 .02 1.66 .097 -.01 .06
Sexual Orientation “1.11 75 -1.48 138 -2.59 36

Note. *p < .05. **p < 01.



Appendix A

List of Hypotheses

Inclusive Leadership and Follower Performance

1.

Follower perceptions of inclusive leadership will be positively related to their (a) task performance and
(b) helping behavior. — Supported (see Tables 3a and 3b; Figures 3 and 4)

Workgroup identification mediates the relationships between follower perceptions of inclusive
leadership and their (a) task performance and (b) helping behavior. — Supported (see Tables 3a and
3b; Figures 3 and 4)

The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and follower workgroup identification will be
negatively moderated by objective dispersion between leaders and followers such that inclusive
leadership has but a stronger effect follower workgroup identification when there is less objective
distance between individuals and their leader, but a weaker effect on follower workgroup identification
when there is more objective distance between individuals and their leader. — Supported (see Tables
4a and 4b)

The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and follower workgroup identification will be
negatively moderated by workgroup dispersion such that inclusive leadership has a weaker effect on
follower workgroup identification when there is more objective distance between workgroup members,
but a stronger effect when there is less objective distance between workgroup members. — Not
Supported

The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and follower workgroup identification will be
positively moderated by a follower’s perceived proximity to their leader such that inclusive leadership
has a stronger effect on follower workgroup identification when perceived proximity is higher (there is
less subjective distance between leader and follower), but a weaker effect when perceived proximity is
lower (there is more subjective distance between leader and follower). — Not Supported

The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and follower workgroup identification is
negatively moderated by reliance on electronic media to communicate with one’s leader such that
inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on workgroup identification when leaders and follower
communicate via electronic media relatively less frequently than when leaders and follower
communicate via electronic media relatively more frequently. — Not supported (see Tables 8a and 8b
for exploratory analysis results)

The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and follower workgroup identification is
negatively moderated by reliance on electronic media to communicate with one’s workgroup such that
inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on workgroup identification when individuals rely on
electronic media relatively less frequently than when they communicate with their workgroup via
electronic media relatively more frequently. — Not supported (see Tables 9a and 9b for exploratory
analysis results)

Inclusive Leadership and Workgroup Discrimination

8.

Follower perceptions of inclusive leadership will be negatively related to workgroup discrimination. —
Not Supported

The positive relationship between follower perceptions of inclusive leadership and workgroup
discrimination is mediated by workgroup inclusion. — Partially Supported (see Table 5)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination will be negatively moderated by objective dispersion between leaders and
followers such that inclusive leadership has a weaker effect on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination when there is more objective distance between leader and follower, but
stronger effects when there is less objective distance between leader and follower. — Partially
Supported (see Table 6)

The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination will be negatively moderated by workgroup dispersion such that inclusive
leadership has weaker effects on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination when there
is more objective distance between workgroup members, but stronger effects when there is less
objective distance between workgroup members. — Not Supported

The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination will be positively moderated by a follower’s perceived proximity to their
leader such that inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination when perceived proximity is higher (there is less subjective distance
between leader and follower), but weaker effects when perceived proximity is lower (there is more
subjective distance between leader and follower). — Not Supported

The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination will be negatively moderated by reliance on electronic media to
communicate with one’s leaders such that inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on (a) workgroup
inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination when leaders and follower communicate via electronic
media relatively less frequently than when leaders and follower communicate via electronic media
relatively more frequently. — Not Supported

The positive relationships between inclusive leadership and (a) workgroup inclusion and (b)
workgroup discrimination will be negatively moderated by reliance on electronic media to
communicate with one’s workgroup such that inclusive leadership has a stronger effect on (a)
workgroup inclusion and (b) workgroup discrimination when workgroups communicate via electronic
media relatively less frequently than when workgroups communicate via electronic media relatively
more frequently. — Not Supported (see Table 10 for exploratory analysis results)
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Appendix B

Eligibility Check and Informed Consent Form for MTurk Survey

Welcome! To participate in this research study, you must meet the following criteria:

» 18 years or older

+  Reside in the United States

+  Have worked for at least 1 month in a position that is full-time (minimum 35 hours per week)
+ Inyour full-time job, you belong to a workgroup with a primary manager to whom you report

Before we begin, please confirm that you are eligible to participate.
0 True
[ False

The purpose of this research study is to learn about the experience of working during the COVID-19
pandemic. The survey will ask questions about your job, manager, and workgroup. Participation consists of
completing a questionnaire that should take about 30 minutes.

Participant Rights and Protections

- Although it may not directly benefit you, this research study may benefit society by improving our
knowledge of remote work. There are no risks for participating beyond those associated with normal
computer use.

- Your participation is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw your consent or discontinue participation at
any time without penalty. To stop, click on the “Return HIT” button, or close your browser window.

- Your responses will be confidential and can be identified only by your Amazon Worker ID number, which
will be kept confidential and will not appear in any reports or publications of this research study. All your
responses, including responses to demographic information (e.g., age, employment), will only be analyzed
and reported at a group level. You may print this form for your records.

Compensation

If you complete the research study satisfactorily, you will receive $3.50 to compensate you for your
participation. You will be paid via Amazon’s payment system. Please note that this research study contains
checks to make sure that participants are finishing the tasks honestly and completely. In accordance with
the policies set by Amazon Mechanical Turk, we may reject your work if you do not complete the HIT
correctly or if you do not follow the relevant instructions.

Questions

This research and its procedures have been approved by The George Washington University’s Institutional
Research Board (IRB Approval Number: NCR213897). For information about this research study or your
participation, please contact Kira Foley, Department of Organizational Sciences and Communication at The
George Washington University at kirafoley@gwu.edu. Questions about your rights as a participant in this
research study or any concerns or complaints can be directed to The George Washington University Office
of Human Research at 202-994-2715.

By clicking the “I consent” button below, you indicate that you meet the eligibility criteria, have read and
understood the description of the research study, and agree to participate.

1 | consent

[1 1 do not consent

Note. If either “False” or “I do not consent” was selected, then the individual was skipped to the end
of the survey form. To participate, individuals were required to select “True” and then “I consent.”
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Appendix C

MTurk Recruitment Materials

MTurk Posting:

Title: Answer a survey about your workplace experiences

Description: We are conducting an academic research study to understand your opinion about
the experience of working during the COVID-19 pandemic. To participate in this research study
and receive credit for this HIT, you must meet the eligibility criteria.

Survey Link Instructions:

Overview and Eligibility: We are conducting an academic research study to understand your
opinion about the experience of working during the COVID-19 pandemic. To participate in this
research study and receive credit for this HIT, you must meet the following criteria:

e 18 years or older

e Reside in the United States

e Have worked for at least 1 month in a position that is full-time (minimum 35 hours per
week)

e In your full-time job, you belong to a workgroup with a primary manager to whom you
report

Survey Link Instructions: Please select the link below to complete the research study. The
survey must be completed in a single sitting. At the end, you will receive a code that you must
paste into the box below to receive credit for completing the HIT. Your participation will require
about 30 minutes, and you will be paid $3.50 upon successfully completing the HIT.

Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the research study. When you are
finished, you will return to this page to paste the code into the box below.

Survey link: https://columbiangwu.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0HTtZchs10Onalxn

Provide the survey code here: [e.g., 123456]
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Appendix D

Measures: Original and Adapted Item Wording

Inclusive Leadership (Li, 2021)

Instructions: Please indicate the extentto ~ Scale: Almost never (1), Seldom (2),
which each statement is true of your Sometimes (3), Often (4), Almost always
manager. (5)

Item stem: My manager...

18.
19.
20.
. tries to create an atmosphere in which all workgroup members feel a sense of

21

22.
23.
24.
25.

makes training opportunities equally accessible to all workgroup members.
makes him/herself equally accessible to all workgroup members.

makes resources equally accessible to all workgroup members.

conducts fair performance reviews of workgroup members.

treats everyone in the workgroup fairly.

listens to all workgroup members with respect.

communicates openly with all workgroup members.

respects individual differences in the workgroup.

seeks members' input when pursuing workgroup goals.

. encourages diverse inputs from all members to achieve workgroup goals.

. encourages workgroup members to contribute in their own ways.

. integrates perspectives from all workgroup members.

. encourages everyone in the workgroup to participate in decision making.

. asks for opinions from all workgroup members when making decisions.

. actively incorporates different points of view into final decisions.

. welcomes constructive debate among workgroup members.

. encourages workgroup members to challenge each other's perspectives in a

constructive way.

encourages all workgroup members to collaborate with each other.
encourages all workgroup members to learn from one another.
encourages workgroup members to be their authentic selves.

belongingness.

reduces biases toward marginalized group members in the workgroup.
confronts both direct and subtle forms of discrimination in the workgroup.
implements organizational diversity and inclusion programs in the workgroup.
implements organizational diversity and inclusion initiatives in the workgroup.
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Identification with Workegroup (Mael & Ashforth, 1992)

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to  Scale: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2),

which you agree or disagree with the Neither disagree nor agree (3), Agree (4),
following statements. Strongly agree (5)

1. When someone criticizes my workgroup, it feels like a personal insult.

2. T am very interested in what others think about my workgroup.

3. When I talk about my workgroup, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’.

4. My workgroup’s successes are my successes.

5. When someone praises my workgroup, it feels like a personal compliment.

6. If a story in the media criticized my workgroup, I would feel embarrassed.

* Adaptations: Item referent was changed from “school” to “workgroup.”

Workegroup Inclusion (Chung et al., 2020)

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to  Scale: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2),

which you agree or disagree with the Neither disagree nor agree (3), Agree (4),
following statements. Strongly agree (5)

1. Tam treated as a valued member of my workgroup.

2. Ibelong in my workgroup.

3. Tam connected to my workgroup.

4. Tbelieve that my workgroup is where I am meant to be.

5. I feel that people really care about me in my workgroup.

6. I can bring aspects of myself to this workgroup that others in the group don’t have

in common with me.

People in my workgroup listen to me even when my views are dissimilar.

While at work, I am comfortable expressing opinions that diverge from my group.

I can share a perspective on work issues that is different from my group members.

0. When my group’s perspective becomes too narrow, I am able to bring up a new
point of view.

= o 0~

Follower Performance

Instructions: Please rate the extent to Scale: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2),
which the following statements are true for ~ Neither disagree nor agree (3), Agree (4),
you in the past 1 month. Strongly agree (5)

1. Iperformed well in my job.
2. My manager was very satisfied with my job performance.
3. Members of my workgroup were very satisfied with my job performance.
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Follower Helping Behavior (Podsakof et al., 1990)

Instructions: How often do you engage in ~ Scale: Almost never (1), Seldom (2),

the following behaviors in your full-time Sometimes (3), Often (4), Almost always
job? (5)

1. Help others who have been absent.

2. Help others who have heavy workloads.

3. Help orient new people even though it is not required.

4. Help others who have work related problems.

5. Lend a helping hand to those around me.

Workegroup Discrimination (Bowleg et al., 2008: Landrine & Klonoff, 1996)

Instructions: In the past twelve months, Scale: Never (1), Once in a while (less
how many times have the following than 10% of the time) (2), Sometimes (10-
incidents happened in your workgroup to 25% of the time) (3), A lot (26-49% of the
you or other members? time) (4),
Most of the time (50-70% of the time) (5),
Item stem: Members... Almost all of the time (more than 70% of
the time) (6)

1. Treated each other unfairly because of personal characteristics.

2. Accused or suspected each other of doing something wrong (such as stealing,
cheating, not doing your share of work, or breaking the law) because of their
personal characteristics.

3. Misunderstood each other’s intentions and motives because of personal
characteristics.

4. Have been really angry with each other about something discriminatory that was
done by someone in your workgroup to another group member because of their
personal characteristics.

5. Were forced to take drastic steps (such as filing a grievance, filing a lawsuit,
quitting your job, moving away, and other actions) to deal with some
discriminatory thing that was done by other members of your workgroup.

6. Have gotten into an argument or a fight about something discriminatory that was
done to you or somebody else in your workgroup.

7. Made fun of, picked on, pushed, shoved, hit, or threatened you or somebody else
in your workgroup because of personal characteristics.

8. Have been really angry with each other about a discriminatory joke that was said
by someone in your workgroup.

9. Have been denied a raise, promotion, job or something at work they deserved

because of their personal characteristics.
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*Adaptations: Original Items 1-9 from the Schedule of Racist Events and Items 6-11
and 13 from the Schedule of Sexist Events were condensed into Item 1. Original
Schedule of Racist Events item 17 was removed due to inability to adapt referent
appropriately. Original Schedule of Racist Events item 18 was removed.

Leader-Follower Perceived Proximity (O’Leary et al.. 2014)

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to  Scale: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2),

which you agree with the following Neither disagree nor agree (3), Agree (4),
statements. Strongly agree (5)

1. I feel close to my manager.

2. Even when we are not working in the same place, I still feel close to my manager.

3. Ifeel closer to my manager than the actual physical distance would suggest.

4. Thave a warm feeling about my manager.

5. Physical distance doesn’t matter in my relationship with my manager.

6. When I think of my manager, the distance between the two of us generally seems

small.

With regard to work, I often think about my manager.

Even when we’re not actively working on something, I feel close to my manager.
. Psychologically, my manager feels close.

0. I feel connected to my manager.

1. Even when we haven’t been in the same place, it hasn’t seemed like I was far
from my manager.

12. When I think of my manager, she/he seems close.

— =0 %0 N

*Adaptations: Item referent was changed from “this colleague” to “my manager.”
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Appendix E

Scatterplots of the Relationships Between Inclusive Leadership and Outcomes
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© Observed © Observed
5.000000000 oo ©0 000 0000000 ©0 0O O O 000 0O P~ Linear 5.0 ° ° o o © 00000 o0 000 oo Linear
—* Quadratic o o o o ° 00 <" = Quadratic
= *Cubic # = Cubic
4.000000000
3.000000000 o ° 22
° °
° o o ° oo °
° ° L]
°
°
2.000000000 2.0
2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
Inclusive Leadership Inclusive Leadership
Workgroup Discrimination
© Observed
6.00 — Linear
° —* Quadratic

= *Cubic

1.00

Inclusive Leadership

153



