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Abstract

This article looks at the nature of activities federal agencies are undertaking to better manage diversity within their workforces.  In 1993, the Merit Systems Protection Board reported that agencies were doing little to prepare for the increasing diversity of the federal civil service.  This article updates that assessment by reporting on the results of a survey administered to 160 federal agencies and subagencies in 1999.  We find that many agencies, like their private-sector counterparts, report that they have implemented a number of programmatic elements recommended by the growing body of literature on diversity in the work place.  In contrast, however, other agencies report that they have very limited programs or programs that are simply repackaged traditional equal employment opportunity and affirmative action (EEO/AA) initiatives.   A model designed to examine this variation suggests that a primary determinant of the level of development of federal agency diversity programs is support from the head of the agency.

Managing Diversity in the Federal Service:

An Examination of Agency Programs

In the late 1980’s, a widely circulated report by the Hudson Institute documented the increasing diversity of the American workforce and raised a number of issues for employers across the country.  The report, Workforce 2000, warned that existing human resources policies and practices, developed when the workforce was largely young, white, and male, would become ineffective as the workforce became older, increasingly nonwhite, and comprised of more women than ever before (Johnston and Packer 1987).  To attract needed employees in such a diverse labor market, the report argued, it would be necessary for organizations to take steps to ensure that their work environments were open to people from varied backgrounds.  Eventually, a significant literature emerged urging employers to establish “diversity management” strategies that would allow them to better achieve that end and warning them of dire consequences if they did not.  Responses by private sector employers to that literature have been widely documented (see, for example, U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 1997, Federal Glass Ceiling Commission 1995, Robinson and Hickman 1999).  Little is known, however, about the nature and extent of diversity management initiatives that have been undertaken by federal agencies.  Efforts designed to make federal agencies attractive employers to a wide array of demographic groups surely would promote a fuller realization of the advantages of a more representative federal bureaucracy (Krislov and Rosenbloom 1981, Meier 1993, Meier and Smith 1994, Selden 1997).  This paper investigates those efforts by examining the results of a survey administered to160 federal agencies and subagencies in 1999.  We report on the degree to which federal agencies have adopted managing diversity strategies and analyze factors that might account for variation in their commitment to the concept.

A Movement to Manage Diversity is Born

One of the earliest contributors to the literature on diversity management was R. Roosevelt Thomas, who in an influential 1990 Harvard Business Review article, argued that as the labor force becomes increasingly diverse, it will be necessary to move “from affirmative action to affirming diversity” (Thomas 1990).  Thomas’ argument was in part a reaction to the lingering hostility that has often been directed toward affirmative action.  According to Thomas, “if affirmative action… meant that no person’s competence and character would ever be overlooked or undervalued on account of race, sex, ethnicity, origins, or physical disability, then affirmative action would be the very thing we need to let every corporate talent find its niche.  But what affirmative action means in practice is an unnatural focus on one group, and what it means too often to too many employees is that someone is playing fast and loose with standards in order to favor that group” (Thomas 1990:109).  Thomas suggested that our goal should be to promote productivity within organizations by enhancing the ability of all individuals to achieve as much as their potential will allow and to “do it without artificial programs, standards—or barriers”  (Thomas 1990:112).  Moreover, Thomas contended, diversity is not just about race, ethnicity, and gender.  Rather, it includes other ways in which people differ from one another, including age, background, education, work role, and personality. 

Other advocates for diversity management who followed Thomas also attempted to distance themselves from traditional equal employment opportunity and affirmative action (EEO/AA) programs.  Affirmative action, in particular, is a controversial concept with vocal opponents who argue that it violates the deeply engrained American precept that advancement should be based solely on merit.  As a consequence, a number of organizations have gone to great lengths to make the distinction between EEO/AA and managing diversity explicit.  Table 1, taken from the National Institutes of Health’s (NIH) Diversity Initiative Home Page, is illustrative.

(Table 1 about here)

The notion that “diversity” is defined not just in terms of characteristics such as gender, race, and ethnicity, but rather encompasses all the ways people differ from one another is one of the central ideas used to distinguish diversity management from EEO/AA and has become a prominent theme in the expanding literature on diversity management (Thomas 1990, 1991; Norton and Fox 1997; Fernandez 1999; Slack 1997; Wilson 1997).  Note that the NIH (Table 1) emphasizes that “Managing Diversity” focuses on “all elements of diversity.”  NASA’s Equal Opportunity and Diversity Management Plan provides another example of this idea.  It argues that “NASA employees are diverse because they bring a variety of different backgrounds, customs, beliefs, religions, languages, knowledge, superstitions, values, social characteristics, etc. with them to the workplace…[In addition to racial and ethnic cultural groups] there are also class cultures, age cultures, gender cultures, and regional cultures to name a few” (NASA 1994:3).

Not all of the contributors to the literature on diversity embrace this expanded focus, however.  Morrison (1992, 9) warns, for example that “The most frightening aspect of moving too hurriedly from affirmative action for targeted groups to promoting the diversity in everyone is that this becomes an excuse for avoiding the continuing problems in achieving equity for people of color and white women” (see also Caudron and Hayes 1997).  Nevertheless, by the end of the 1990s, the focus of policies intended to create more equitable employment environments had shifted in many organizations in two fundamental ways.  First, an emphasis on legally mandated EEO and affirmative action programs was frequently supplemented by voluntary efforts to “manage diversity” to promote equity.  Second, the diversity management movement defined itself as a strategy that included everyone.   

The purpose of this paper is to take a broad look at the extent to which federal agencies report that they have implemented diversity management programs.  If they have done so, what is the range of activities they are undertaking?  What do federal organizations say they are doing to manage diversity?  What is the level of variation among federal agencies in terms of their apparent commitment to this idea?  If that variation is substantial, what explanations can we find, if any, for why some agencies may be doing more than others?  These are the specific questions addressed in the present research. Prior to addressing those questions, a brief review of the kinds of activities recommended by the managing diversity literature is warranted. 

What Does It Mean to Manage Diversity?

We draw from the extensive literature on managing diversity in order to identify explicit and implicit recommendations for steps organizations should take to create better climates for diversity.  Among the most common ones are the following: 

· Ensure management accountability. Management officials’ performance ratings and compensation should depend in part on their success in achieving diversity-related goals. (Morrison 1992, Cox 1994, Fernandez 1999, Wilson 1997, CAPS 1996, Dobbs 1996).

· Re-examine the organization’s structure, culture, and management systems. Selection, promotion, performance appraisal criteria, and career development programs should be examined for potential bias, and where necessary, be revamped. (Norton and Fox 1997, Thomas 1996, Mathews 1998, Wilson 1997, Morrison 1992, Cox 1994, Fernandez 1999, Dugan et al. 1993, CAPS 1996, Fine 1995).

· Pay attention to the numbers.  The representation of groups in various levels and occupations in the organization should be closely monitored (Morrison 1992, Norton and Fox 1997, Cox 1994, CAPS 1996, Thomas 1996). Wilson (1998) and Morrison (1992) also emphasize the importance of monitoring employees’ perceptions of the organizational environment.  

· Provide training. Organizations should ensure that employees are taught about the importance of diversity goals and the skills required to work effectively in a diverse workforce  (Cox 1994, Thomas 1996, Fernandez 1999, Chambers and Riccucci 1997, Wilson 1997, Hudson and Hines-Hudson 1996, CAPS 1996, Mathews 1998, Gardenswartz and Rowe 1993).

· Develop mentoring programs.  Mentors should be made available to employees as they can serve an important role in communicating organizational expectations to employees who are interested in advancement. (Morrison 1992, Fernandez 1999, Cox 1994, Payne 1998, Thomas and Gabarro 1999, Wilson 1997, CAPS 1996, Dugan et al 1993, Fine 1995). 

· Promote internal identity or advocacy groups.  Organizations should encourage the development of formally or informally constituted groups representing specific categories of nontraditional employees such as women, African Americans, or gays and lesbians.  Such representation can help mitigate the potential isolation of members of these groups and may provide leadership in resolving conflicts (Morrison 1992, Cox 1994, Thomas and Gabarro 1999, Dobbs 1996, Digh 1997; see Norton and Fox 1997 for disagreement with this approach).  A variant of this approach is to establish “advisory” groups that include representatives from many distinct groups in the workforce (Wilson 1997, CAPS 1996, Fine 1995).

· Emphasize shared values among employees, customers and stakeholders.  Organizations should recognize that, in many cases, their culture and structure reflect the orientation of Euro-American men, and they should proactively work to create a more inclusive climate, linking diversity to their business strategy (Fernandez 1999, Thomas and Gabarro 1999, Wilson 1997, CAPS 1996, Norton and Fox 1997).

It should be readily apparent that these prescriptions share some of the tenets of traditional EEO/AA programs, and so it is quite possible that in some organizations, diversity management programs may consist largely of traditional EEO efforts. These efforts would be primarily oriented toward protecting employees from legally proscribed discrimination and affording them the opportunity for redress should an action meeting the legal definition of discrimination take place. The organization may also undertake affirmative action programs designed specifically to increase the representation of underrepresented groups in various occupations and grade levels. Alternatively, diversity management may be much broader, with an emphasis on changing organizational cultures to emphasize the value of a diverse workforce and/or providing greater opportunities for diverse employees to influence employment policies, through such vehicles as a high-level diversity advisory council. Traditional training courses focused on rights and responsibilities under EEO/AA regulations may be supplemented with coaching employees and supervisors in how to work effectively with employees from diverse backgrounds.

The NIH diversity program, for example, has an ambitious agenda focused on changing behavior within the agency by encouraging employees to “practice listening to persons whose views are different from [their own]” and to not “laugh at or participate in jokes that bash others or reinforce stereotypes” (NIH 1997, 29, 31). NIH also has a Diversity Council which is charged with providing guidance to the agency’s director on policies and programs to address what they see as critical diversity issues. (NIH 2000). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) also embraces a wider focus and uses organizational assessment as “the heart of the managing diversity process” (NOAA 1998, 8). A climate survey is administered to all employees followed by prompt feedback sessions and action planning by individual work groups.

At this point, however, there is nothing in the literature to indicate whether the diversity management activities at the NIH or NOAA are typical of other federal organizations.  A year after publication of Workforce 2000, the U.S. Office of Personnel Management released a similar report suggesting that the federal government also needed to take steps to be able to compete for its “fair share of the best qualified members of [the] changing workforce” (Johnson et al. 1988, 32).  But federal agencies were apparently slower to jump on the diversity bandwagon than their private sector counterparts.  The U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) summarized its findings from a 1993 survey of federal agencies by saying that overall, they “did not report any significant resource commitment or personnel program changes intended solely to address the changing demographic projections” (MSPB 1993, x).   A current systematic examination of diversity management initiatives in federal agencies is needed.  

Data and Methodology

To assess the presence of diversity management programs in federal agencies, we draw on the results of a survey administered by the National Performance Review’s (NPR) Diversity Task Force to 160 agencies and subagencies in the spring of 1999.
  The survey asked federal organizations about the components of, and resources devoted to, any diversity initiatives they might have.  Responses, in the form of usable returned questionnaires, were obtained from 137 or 85.6 percent of the organizations surveyed.
 These included components from the 23 largest departments and agencies as well as the U.S. Postal Service and most of the smaller agencies. Collectively, these organizations represent more than 80 percent of the federal civilian workforce.  In addition, the fact that data were collected at the subagency level is advantageous.  Many examinations of differences among federal agencies on various dimensions previously have had to rely on information aggregated to the full agency or department level, necessarily overlooking the many nuances there can be among subagencies within larger departments.

In subsequent pages, we review information from the survey regarding the kinds of diversity program activities undertaken by federal organizations.  Our first objective is to provide an updated “status report” on the extent to which federal agencies have adopted the prescriptions for diversity initiatives called for in the now abundant literature, as no such descriptive view has been available since the MSPB reported little effort in this regard in 1993.  A secondary objective is to determine whether we can identify agency characteristics that are associated with the level of development of their diversity programs.  To supplement evidence from the agency survey, we conducted follow up interviews during the summer of 2001 with a small sample of agencies with diversity programs at various levels of development.  Their descriptions of their programs, and the documentation they provided to us, added to our confidence in the accuracy of the survey instrument as a valid measure of the breadth of agency programs.

What Are Federal Agencies Doing?

The first question on the NPR survey asked whether federal agencies had undertaken a diversity initiative.  More than 88 percent, or 120 of the 137 agencies responding answered in the affirmative, indicating that an overwhelming proportion of federal organizations had such efforts by the end of the 1990s – at least in some form.  Perhaps it is more interesting to note, however, that after years of attention given to the issue of diversity management, 16 organizations, or nearly 12 percent of the total, reported that they have not undertaken a diversity initiative.
 The officials we interviewed at one of these agencies confirmed that even two years after completing the NPR survey, the agency still made no distinction between EEO and diversity.  The agency’s efforts focus primarily on traditional EEO concerns such as minority and female recruitment, the processing of discrimination complaints, and employee upward mobility. Four of the 16 agencies without diversity programs, or 2.9 percent of responding organizations, indicated that while they had not yet implemented an initiative, they were planning to do so in fiscal year 1999.  An official we interviewed from an agency in this category confirmed that while their diversity initiative is still relatively undeveloped, a Diversity Council has been appointed, which is now in the process of developing a diversity action plan.

The NPR survey asked those agencies who reported having diversity initiatives whether their diversity programs differed from their internal EEO/AA programs “in that [they address] workplace diversity issues previously not addressed in the organization’s EEO/AEP.”
  The purpose of this question was to determine the extent to which agencies may have simply relabeled or renamed their EEO/AA programs in an effort to embrace the diversity movement or perhaps to shield their traditional efforts from the controversy associated with affirmative action.  Interestingly, slightly more than one-fourth (25.8 percent) of the agencies that claimed to have diversity initiatives in place indicated that those programs did primarily consist of their former EEO/AA efforts.  In those cases, diversity management was, to borrow a common phrase, old wine in new bottles.  They were apparently continuing programs that had been in place for some time under the rubric of EEO/AA, but at the time of the survey those activities were referred to as “diversity initiatives.”  We spoke with officials from such an agency and although they now insist EEO and diversity are distinct, the diversity effort seems to be focused primarily on recruitment and upward mobility; traditional EEO functions.  

Seventy percent of the organizations with diversity programs, nevertheless, indicated that their diversity initiatives were broader in scope than their EEO/AA programs in that they addressed work place issues that had not received significant attention earlier.   Previously un-addressed issues could include a focus on nontraditional demographic attributes such as organizational role or geographic origin or the development of advocacy groups such as a diversity council.

The bulk of the survey asked federal agencies specific questions about the nature of their diversity programs (assuming they had one in place).  A very wide variety of issues ranging from the organization or structure of their efforts to the content of their programs was addressed. The proportion of organizations with programs possessing a number of specific characteristics is presented in Table 2.  Several interesting observations can be made regarding the presence of these various programmatic attributes.  For example, it is clear that most agency efforts address demographic characteristics protected by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act or subsequent legislation such as the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  As many as 95 percent of the organizations that reported having a diversity initiative indicated, for instance, that their program specifically addressed race/color; a result that is hardly surprising.  According to the survey, federal diversity programs also typically address ethnicity/national origin (90.8 percent) and gender (89.2 percent) which are also basic factors commonly used to define diversity.  A large proportion of the respondents also address disability status (85.8 percent) and religion (72.5 percent).

(Table 2 about here)

What is obviously most remarkable here is not that large majorities of agencies’ diversity initiatives address these dimensions of diversity, but rather that some agencies may not speak to these issues.  It is surprising that even 5 percent of federal agencies with diversity programs did not report that their programs specifically addressed racial differences and nearly 10 percent failed to report that their programs dealt explicitly with ethnicity/national origin.  One is left to wonder how effective programs could possibly be implemented under such circumstances.   More than one quarter (27.5 percent) of the responding organizations reported that they did not address religious differences, and almost 15 percent indicated that they failed to address disability status.   Alternatively, a very large proportion (81.7 percent) indicated that they addressed one or more demographic characteristic not protected by legislation, such as geographic origin, communication style, or work style.  Clearly, there are substantial and important differences among these organizations in the nature of their diversity management activities.

As noted previously, an important component of many diversity programs is the provision of training (Cox 1994, Thomas 1996, Fernandez 1999, Chambers and Riccucci 1997, Wilson 1997, Hudson and Hines-Hudson 1996, CAPS 1996, Mathews 1998, Gardenswartz and Rowe 1993). When the MSPB surveyed federal agencies in 1991/1992 about their diversity programs, a majority reported they provided some diversity training.  Many agencies said they required it of all of their employees or at least all of those enrolled in supervisory development programs (U.S. MSPB 1993).  A substantial proportion (85 percent) of the respondent organizations examined in the present study also indicate that they include “diversity training” for employees as a component of their diversity initiatives.  But as before, what is more remarkable is that as many as 15 percent of the organizations which claim to have diversity programs in place fail to indicate that they have diversity training available for their employees as part of their efforts.

Most of the other program characteristics reported in Table 2 are present in the initiatives of relatively fewer organizations.  Many of these items are embraced by only about 40 to 50 percent of the federal organizations with diversity programs.  For example, only 46.7 percent of these organizations report that their diversity initiative is incorporated into their organizational vision or mission statement.  In addition, only about half (49.2 percent) indicate that their organization has a diversity policy, directive, or administrative order.  Thus, there is no clear uniformity in the presence of items thought to be important to diversity initiative success or development.

In fact, some of the items listed in Table 2 are found in only a distinct minority of the organizations studied.  Fewer than 32 percent require employees to attend diversity training beyond an initial course.  Less than 27 percent report that there is a specific person who has day-to-day operational responsibility for the organization’s diversity initiative, and only 25 percent of these organizations report having a diversity resources center or reading room.  The program characteristic that is found in the smallest number of organizations (11.7 percent) is the presence of a commitment to diversity as an element in the performance plans of non-supervisory employees.

In summary, by 1999 most federal agencies appear to have heeded the call to develop a program to better manage the increasingly diverse workforce.  While many have adopted most of the components that the literature prescribes, there is wide variation in that respect. Some have done little more than rename their traditional EEO efforts while others have expanded the demographic characteristics recognized by the program, have linked diversity with the organization’s strategic plan, and/or have issued specific diversity policies or orders.  The question that presents itself, then, is what accounts for the variation among agencies?   

Examining Agency Variation

To take a closer look at agency variation in the implementation of diversity management initiatives, we identified five separate programmatic aspects including characteristics of their diversity training efforts, internal communications regarding their programs, accountability for diversity within the organizations, activities reflective of broader resource commitments to the programs, and the scope of their programs in terms of the dimensions of diversity addressed.  Table 3 presents each of these components and the items from the survey that are included in indices designed to measure each one.  The survey items were dichotomous variables coded 0 if an organization did not report having a programmatic feature in place and 1 if the program characteristic was present.  Scores on each of the dimensions (training, communications, etc.) were obtained by summing the responses to each of the relevant survey items.  A summary measure of the overall level of development of agency diversity programs was also constructed by converting each of the dimensional sub-indices to standardized or Z scores and then summing those scores.  The alpha scores indicate the there is a high degree in internal consistency among the items included in each index.

(Table 3 about here)

Table 4 presents agency scores on each of the programmatic dimensions examined and the summary index.  The agencies are listed in descending order based on the summary index score.  As can be seen, there is variation on each dimension as well as the summary measure.  In general, the variation on these measures is consistent with previous research that has found a wide range in the number of family friendly programs offered in public sector organizations (Durst 1999, Newman, McCurdy and Lovrich 2001). The U.S. Coast Guard obtained the highest overall score (7.58), and obtained maximum scores on each of the program dimensions examined.

(Table 4 about here)

We subjected the validity of the index scores as measures of the breadth of agency programs to a rough test by speaking with officials from, and examining documentation for, agencies who scored low, in the middle range, and high on the summary index.  Two agencies that scored very low, the Economic Development Administration from the Department of Commerce and the National Agricultural Statistics Service, confirmed that they are doing little more than performing traditional EEO functions.  Two agencies at the high end, the National Institute of Standards and  Technology and the National Institutes of Health (see table 3) have very well-developed diversity programs.  Both specifically embrace R. Roosevelt Thomas’ approach to diversity, including defining diversity broadly to include many characteristics other than traditional EEO categories.  Among the program characteristics that they have are diversity councils that report directly to the agency head and staff who are responsible for the diversity initiatives on a full-time basis. They each also have a strong focus on changing their organizational cultures to provide better climates for diversity. One agency in the middle, the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA), confirmed that it is performing some, but not all, of the activities the literature calls for. MSHA has an implementation plan for its diversity program, and requires all employees to receive diversity training. But it does not yet have program elements such as a diversity council, formal mentorship or internship programs, or a specific budget for diversity.
After index scores were calculated, our attention shifted to an attempt to find explanations for variation observed in the level of development of agency diversity efforts.  The first variable considered was a measure of support for diversity programs by agency heads.  Numerous scholars have argued that commitment from top management in an organization is essential if diversity programs are to be effectively implemented (see, for example, Morrison 1992, Norton and Fox 1997, Thomas and Gabarro 1999, Cox 1994, Chambers and Riccucci 1997, Clayton and Crosby 1992, Fernandez 1999, Wilson 1997, Dobbs 1996, CAPS 1996, Thomas 1996, and Fernandez 1999).  It is argued that organizational leaders must often intervene personally and be willing to support the effort with organizational resources.  They must also be willing to communicate that support throughout the organization.  A related body of literature also has shown the importance of leadership in making progress toward achieving EEO goals in municipal government.  This research has found that mayors, members of city councils, or senior administrators can contribute significantly to an increase in the representation of minorities or women in the municipal workforce (see, for example, Stein 1996; Salzstein 1986, 1989; Kerr and Mladenka 1994; Browning, Marshall and Tabb 1984).  

Based on this literature, we anticipated that the explicit commitment of the heads of the organizations examined to diversity management might explain why some  organizations’ programs are more broadly developed than others.  The NPR survey asked whether federal agency (or sub-agency) heads had issued a statement in support of diversity in their organizations, and we use responses to that question as our indicator of commitment by the head of the organization.  Responses were coded as a dichotomy with 1 indicating that a statement had been issued and 0 indicating that no statement had been issued.  Only approximately 53 percent of the organizations reported that their heads had supported diversity through such a statement.

It was also expected that agency size, in terms of the total number of employees, would be positively associated with diversity program development.  Larger organizations generally have more resources than smaller ones and so are typically better able to provide greater opportunities for internal advancement and lateral changes into new jobs. In previous research, for example, agency size has been found to be positively related to the number of “family-friendly” policies in place (Newman, McCurdy and Lovrich 2001).  Because many of the activities associated with diversity programs require substantial resources, and because agency size varies widely among the agencies we examine, we expect to find a positive association between agency size, measured as the total number of employees in an agency (in thousands) as of 1996 and the subsequent presence and development of diversity programs as reported by agencies.

Our model of diversity program development also includes measures of minority and female representation in agency workforces as of 1996.  We expected that program development would be associated with the general level of minority and female representation (i.e., total minority and female employment as proportions of total agency employment) in the organizations studied, but the direction that these relationships would take was not entirely clear.  Diversity initiatives could be more developed in better integrated agencies because women and minorities are more likely to be supportive of those initiatives (Naff 1998, Sani 2000).  That would be consistent with Durst’s finding (1999) of a positive relationship between the percentage of female employees and the number of family friendly programs offered.  But alternatively, if an agency’s diversity program is seen primarily as a means for promoting an increase in minority or female employment, one might expect greater diversity effort from agencies with lower minority and female representation in their workforces.  

Each of the program indices was regressed on our measures of agency head commitment, organizational size, and minority and female representation.  The results of those regressions are presented in Table 5.  The models explain from 12 to 40 percent of the variation in agency programs depending on the dimension examined.  In each of the models, agency head commitment is strongly and positively associated with agency programs as expected.  This finding indicates that organizations in which the agency head has expressed a commitment to diversity are doing more than those agencies where no such commitment by agency leadership was demonstrated on each of the dimensions examined.

Other variables in the model exhibit statistically significant relationships to selected programmatic dimensions only.  For example, female representation is negatively associated with diversity training and the aspects of diversity addressed.  Although the relationships are not significant, the sign on that variable is negative on each of the other dimensions examined as well. This result suggests that organizations with lower levels of female representation in their workforces do more with respect to these diversity program dimensions.  It may be that fewer women in the workforce signal a need for a diversity program to make the agency more attractive to women.  Interestingly however, minority employment is not significantly associated with any of the program indicies although its sign is also negative in all but one case.  In addition, the coefficient on organizational size is positive in each instance, but it is significant only in the case of communication.  That result is intuitive since one would expect that larger organizations might have a greater need to develop internal communication mechanisms, and greater resources to do so, than would smaller organizations.  In the final model (in which the summary measure based on the scores of the other five indices is the dependent variable),  34 percent of the variance in reported levels of overall program development is explained.

(Table 5 about here)

Conclusion

In this paper we examined the ways in which the movement to “manage diversity” has manifested itself in agencies and subagencies in the federal government.  Over the past decade a large body of literature has developed that prescribes means for creating a better climate for diversity.  One might have expected that the Clinton Administration’s promise to deliver a federal government that “looks like America” would have resulted in considerable activity consistent with this literature.  This seems to be the case as many federal agencies had, by 1999, greatly broadened the scope of their diversity initiatives from where they were in 1993.  Yet, while most federal agencies surveyed do claim to have a diversity initiative in operation, we found that there is considerable variation in the level of effort among them

Two important findings emerged from this descriptive assessment of agency initiatives via the written survey.  First, a substantial share of agencies (25.8 percent) indicating that they are engaged in a diversity effort report that they have simply repackaged their traditional EEO/AA programs.  Those agencies have not, it would seem, embraced the broader concept of a diversity management as reflected in the literature.  Second, a small but not insignificant proportion of agencies that report having diversity programs indicate that they do not address some of the most basic and traditional dimensions of diversity including race, ethnicity, religion, and disability.  Of course, this result raises a number of fundamental and intriguing questions about the content and purpose of diversity programs within those organizations. 

Our next task was to attempt to identify reasons for observed dramatic differences in levels of diversity program effort among agencies. That analysis shows that the development of agency diversity programs is consistently and positively linked to a commitment to diversity by the heads of the organizations studied.  Indeed, an expression of support from the agency head appears to have a substantial impact on each of the dimensions of diversity programs examined.  This finding has obvious implications for future program development and is consistent with research suggesting that people in leadership positions in municipal government can influence the growth of minority or female employment in municipalities. 

In a number of ways, this work provides a baseline or foundation for understanding federal efforts to manage diversity.  Additional insight into the nature of agency programs might be developed in future research through additional analysis of carefully selected cases designed to further probe the development of agency diversity initiatives and the extent to which agency leadership has approached the issue of diversity management strategically.  Such an analysis could provide a valuable supplement to and extension of this study.

Notes
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Table1 
National Institutes of Health Definitions of EEO/Affirmative Action

and Managing Diversity

	EEO/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
	MANAGING DIVERSITY

	Mandatory
	Voluntary

	Legal, social, moral justification
	Productivity, efficiency, and quality

	Focuses on race, gender, ethnicity
	Focuses on all elements of diversity

	Change the mix of people
	Changes the systems/operations

	Perception of preference
	Perception of equality

	Short-term and limited
	Long-term and on-going

	Grounded in assimilation
	Grounded in individuality


Source: National Institutes of Health Diversity Home Page http://www1.od.nih.gov/OEO/WDI/managing_diversity.htm

Table 2

Responses to Specific Items on the Diversity Survey

	Item
	Proportion of Agencies with Characteristic (percent)

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses race
	95.0

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses ethnicity/national origin
	90.8

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses gender
	89.2

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses disability status
	85.8

	Diversity training is provided for employees

	85.0

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses one or more nontraditional demographic characteristics*
	81.7

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses age
	80.0

	Other employees, such as a diversity council or diversity trainers, perform significant duties related to the diversity initiative in addition to any single individual with day-to-day operational responsibility
	79.2

	Diversity training designed to accomplish specific objectives
	78.3

	The agency evaluates the effectiveness of diversity training provided to employees
	74.2

	Training objectives are communicated to employees
	73.3

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses religion
	72.5

	Diversity initiative is linked to the organization’s strategic plan or performance plan
	72.5

	Diversity initiative specifically addresses sexual orientation
	68.3

	Diversity is an element in performance plans of supervisors and managers
	67.5

	Diversity is an element in performance plans for members of the Senior Executive Service
	66.7

	Diversity awareness material is available
	60.0

	Diversity initiative implementation plan
	56.7

	Organization uses measures (such as productivity and performance) to assess the effectiveness of the diversity initiative
	55.0

	Accomplishment or status report
	54.2

	Head of the organization has key leadership responsibility for diversity
	51.7

	Diversity policy, directive, or administrative order
	49.2

	Internship program
	48.3

	Diversity initiative is incorporated into the organization’s vision or mission statement
	46.7

	The agency has conducted an organizational culture/diversity audit or survey in designing or implementing diversity plan


	46.7

	Program includes awards and incentives
	45.8

	Diversity council/group charter
	44.2

	Diversity newsletter or other similar communication
	43.3

	A specific identifiable amount is designated in the organization’s budget for the diversity initiative
	35.8

	Formal mentoring program
	34.2

	Informal mentoring program
	31.7

	Organization requires employees to attend additional diversity training beyond an initial course
	31.7

	There is a specific person who has overall primary day-to-day operational responsibility for the diversity initiative
	26.7

	Diversity resource center or reading room
	25.0

	Diversity is an element in performance plans of non-supervisory employees
	11.7


* Nontraditional demographic characteristics included such attributes as communication style, economic status, family status, first language, geographic origin, military experience, organizational role, work experience, and work style.

Table 3

Components of Diversity Programs




Index scores represent the sum of the activities reported as part of agency diversity programs under each of the following headings

Training  (Alpha = .83)

· Diversity training is part of the diversity management program

· Training is designed to accomplish specific objectives

· Training objectives are communicated to employees

Communication  (Alpha = .72)

· There is a diversity management program implementation plan

· Diversity is incorporated into agency vision or mission statement

· There is a diversity policy, directive, or administrative order

· Diversity management program includes the use of communication media

(e.g., newsletter, intranet)

· Diversity management program is linked to the agency strategic plan

Accountability  (Alpha = .70)

· The agency uses measures (e.g., productivity, performance) to assess the effectiveness of its diversity program in achieving stated objectives

· Employees are held accountable for taking appropriate actions to achieve the objectives of the diversity program

· There is a diversity program accomplishment or status report

· The diversity program is linked to the agency’s annual performance plan

· The diversity program includes awards and incentives

· The agency evaluates the effectiveness of diversity training provided to employees

Additional Resource Commitment  (Alpha = .59)

· There is a diversity resource center of diversity reading room

· The diversity initiative includes a formal mentoring program

· The agency has  a diversity council/group charter

· The agency has conducted an organizational culture/diversity audit or survey

· The diversity program includes an informal mentoring program

· The program includes an internship program



Table 3 (continued)

Components of Diversity Programs



· There is one individual in the agency who has primary operational responsibility for the diversity program on a full-time basis

· Other than one individual who has primary responsibility for diversity, there are other employees who perform significant duties directly related to the implementation of the diversity program

· There is a specific identifiable amount designated in the organization’s budget for the diversity management program

Aspects of Diversity Addressed (Alpha = .91)

· Age

· Communication Style

· Disability (physical/mental)

· Economic Status

· Education

· Ethnicity/National Origin

· Family Status (e.g., single parent, elder-care provider)

· First Language

· Gender

· Geographic Origin (e.g., East, West, Midwest, South)

· Military Experience/Veteran Status

· Organizational Role/Level (e.g., managerial, clerical)

· Race/Color

· Religion

· Sexual Orientation

· Work Experience (e.g., routine, repetitive, creative)

· Work Style (e.g., individualistic, collaborative)

Table 4

Agency Scores on Diversity Program Indicies

	 
	Training
	Communication
	Accountability
	Resources
	Scope
	Summary

	U.S. Coast Guard       
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	9.00
	17.00
	7.58

	National Institute of Standards and Technology 
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	9.00
	14.00
	7.03

	 Department of Veterans Affairs,                                      Headquarters 
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	17.00
	6.68

	 Veterans Benefits Administration 
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	17.00
	6.68

	 Federal Bureau of Prisons 
	3.00
	5.00
	5.00
	7.00
	17.00
	6.18

	 U.S. Postal Service
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	14.00
	6.13

	 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	7.00
	17.00
	6.10

	Veterans Health Administration    
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	5.00
	17.00
	5.78

	 Food and Drug Administration
	3.00
	5.00
	5.00
	6.00
	17.00
	5.73

	 Office of the Secretary of the Army
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	6.00
	17.00
	5.65

	 Federal Aviation Administration    
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	6.00
	17.00
	5.65

	 National Institutes of Health
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	5.00
	16.00
	5.60

	 Patent and Trademark Office
	3.00
	4.00
	4.00
	8.00
	17.00
	5.55

	 Fish and Wildlife Service  
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	5.00
	15.00
	5.42

	 Department of Housing and Urban Development
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	7.00
	16.00
	5.41

	 Social Security Administration    
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	6.00
	9.00
	4.77

	 Bureau of Land Management 
	3.00
	5.00
	5.00
	7.00
	8.00
	4.54

	Federal Transit Administration
	3.00
	5.00
	4.00
	4.00
	17.00
	4.34

	 Department of the Interior, Headquarters
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	4.00
	11.00
	4.24

	Transportation, Research and Special Programs Administration 
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	3.00
	16.00
	4.11

	Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
	3.00
	3.00
	5.00
	7.00
	11.00
	3.91

	 Naval Sea Systems Command    
	3.00
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	12.00
	3.65

	 Bureau of Reclamation
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	5.00
	8.00
	3.55

	 Cooperative Research, Education, and Extension Service
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	5.00
	10.00
	3.42

	Defense Logistics Agency
	3.00
	5.00
	3.00
	3.00
	17.00
	3.39

	Environmental Protection Agency
	3.00
	3.00
	3.00
	5.00
	17.00
	3.11

	 Federal Highway Administration   
	2.00
	4.00
	6.00
	5.00
	8.00
	2.70

	Air Force, Pacific Air Forces
	3.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	12.00
	2.70

	Air Force, Air Education and Training Command
	3.00
	2.00
	6.00
	6.00
	7.00
	2.64

	NASA, Stennis Space Center  
	3.00
	3.00
	5.00
	5.00
	7.00
	2.28

	NASA, Marshall Space Flight Center
	3.00
	2.00
	6.00
	4.00
	9.00
	2.11

	U.S. Secret Service
	3.00
	4.00
	2.00
	4.00
	13.00
	2.02

	Labor, Office of the Inspector General
	3.00
	5.00
	3.00
	4.00
	7.00
	2.01

	Economic Research Service
	3.00
	2.00
	5.00
	3.00
	12.00
	1.71

	Federal Bureau of Investigation    
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	3.00
	17.00
	1.63

	Department of Education
	3.00
	3.00
	2.00
	6.00
	9.00
	1.60

	Minerals Management Service
	3.00
	3.00
	5.00
	3.00
	7.00
	1.38

	Federal Railroad Administration    
	2.00
	2.00
	5.00
	4.00
	12.00
	1.31

	Agriculture, Risk Management Agency
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	4.00
	10.00
	1.30

	General Services Administration    
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	5.00
	10.00
	1.25

	Office of Thrift Supervision
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	3.00
	12.00
	1.21

	Rural Utilities Service 
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	3.00
	12.00
	1.21

	Health Care Financing Administration
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	12.00
	1.16

	U.S. Mint
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	2.00
	16.00
	1.00

	Farm Service Agency
	3.00
	2.00
	6.00
	2.00
	7.00
	.85

	Mine Safety and Health Administration
	3.00
	4.00
	2.00
	3.00
	9.00
	.84

	U.S. Customs Service
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	3.00
	12.00
	.71

	Defense Information Systems Agency
	3.00
	2.00
	2.00
	6.00
	7.00
	.65

	Naval Undersea Warfare Center Division, Newport
	3.00
	3.00
	3.00
	4.00
	6.00
	.65

	Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
	3.00
	1.00
	4.00
	2.00
	14.00
	.54

	NASA, Ames research Center    
	3.00
	2.00
	1.00
	4.00
	14.00
	.53

	NASA, John F. Kennedy Space Center 
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	2.00
	10.00
	.40

	Defense Intelligence Agency 
	3.00
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	7.00
	.34

	U.S. Geological Survey
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	3.00
	7.00
	.30

	Commerce, Office of the Inspector General 
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	2.00
	9.00
	.21

	Department of State, Headquarters 
	3.00
	1.00
	3.00
	4.00
	10.00
	.21

	Air Force, Air Mobility Command    
	3.00
	1.00
	5.00
	2.00
	9.00
	.13

	Food and Nutrition Service 
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	3.00
	6.00
	.12

	Defense, Washington Headquarters Services 
	3.00
	.00
	3.00
	3.00
	15.00
	.09

	Bureau of Indian Affairs
	3.00
	2.00
	4.00
	4.00
	3.00
	.02

	Naval Undersea Warfare Center Division, Keyport 
	3.00
	3.00
	4.00
	2.00
	4.00
	-.11

	Transportation, Office of Inspector General 
	3.00
	1.00
	2.00
	1.00
	17.00
	-.35

	Air Force, Specific Operations Command
	2.00
	1.00
	5.00
	4.00
	6.00
	-.37

	Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
	1.00
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	14.00
	-.52

	NASA, Langley Research Center
	3.00
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	10.00
	-.74

	U.S. Air Force Academy 
	3.00
	1.00
	.00
	3.00
	14.00
	-1.00

	International Trade Administration
	3.00
	2.00
	3.00
	3.00
	1.00
	-1.30

	U.S. Army, Pacific
	3.00
	1.00
	1.00
	2.00
	12.00
	-1.32

	Food Safety and Inspection Service
	3.00
	.00
	2.00
	2.00
	12.00
	-1.41

	Defense Contract Audit Agency     
	3.00
	.00
	.00
	2.00
	17.00
	-1.49

	U.S. Office of Personnel Administration
	1.00
	2.00
	4.00
	2.00
	5.00
	-2.21

	National Telecommunications and Information Administration
	1.00
	3.00
	2.00
	2.00
	7.00
	-2.25

	Naval Security Command 
	3.00
	2.00
	2.00
	1.00
	3.00
	-2.33

	Treasury, Financial Management Service 
	2.00
	1.00
	.00
	3.00
	10.00
	-2.58

	Small Business Administration     
	2.00
	.00
	3.00
	2.00
	7.00
	-2.67

	Minority Business Development Agency
	1.00
	1.00
	3.00
	2.00
	6.00
	-3.11

	Health and Human Service, Program Support Center 
	2.00
	.00
	2.00
	.00
	7.00
	-4.07

	Commerce, office of General Counsel
	.00
	2.00
	1.00
	1.00
	9.00
	-4.27

	Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration
	.00
	.00
	2.00
	4.00
	5.00
	-4.33

	Internal Revenue Service
	.00
	1.00
	1.00
	3.00
	6.00
	-4.51

	Drug Enforcement Administration 
	1.00
	.00
	2.00
	2.00
	3.00
	-4.75

	U.S. Marshall’s Service 
	3.00
	.00
	1.00
	.00
	.00
	-5.00

	Office of the Secretary of the Navy
	.00
	1.00
	1.00
	2.00
	1.00
	-5.87

	Bureau of Public Debt 
	.00
	.00
	.00
	2.00
	4.00
	-6.41

	Army, Space and Missile Command 
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Air Force Reserve Command 
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Air Force, U.S. Air Forces – Europe
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	National Agricultural Statistics Service
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	U.S. Army Forces Command       
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Army, Military Traffic Management Command 
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	U.S. Army Military District of Washington
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Commerce, Economic Development Administration
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Immigration and Naturalization Service
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Indian Health Service
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	U.S. Marine Corps 
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Naval Space and Warfare Systems Command
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Treasury, Office of the Inspector General
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	 Agricultural Marketing Service 
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	.
	10.00
	.

	 NASA, Johnson Space Center 
	3.00
	5.00
	.
	7.00
	17.00
	.

	 NASA, Dryden Flight Research Center
	.
	5.00
	5.00
	8.00
	11.00
	.

	 Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation, and Enforcement
	2.00
	5.00
	.
	.
	16.00
	.

	National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
	.
	4.00
	6.00
	5.00
	11.00
	.

	NASA, Lewis Research Center
	3.00
	5.00
	4.00
	.
	12.00
	.

	Air Force, Space Command 
	3.00
	3.00
	6.00
	.
	8.00
	.

	Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
	.
	3.00
	.
	5.00
	7.00
	.

	Bureau of Census
	.
	3.00
	3.00
	4.00
	10.00
	.

	Bureau of Labor Statistics
	.
	1.00
	.
	5.00
	12.00
	.

	Department of Energy
	.
	2.00
	.
	5.00
	7.00
	.

	Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms
	.
	3.00
	3.00
	6.00
	9.00
	.

	Department of Labor, Headquarters
	.
	2.00
	.
	4.00
	10.00
	.

	National Park Service
	3.00
	3.00
	.
	.
	17.00
	.

	Comptroller of the Currency 
	.
	3.00
	3.00
	6.00
	15.00
	.

	Grain Inspection, Packers, and Stockyards Administration 
	.
	3.00
	3.00
	.
	13.00
	.

	NASA, Goddard Space Flight Center
	.
	2.00
	4.00
	5.00
	8.00
	.

	Department of Justice, Headquarters 
	.
	.00
	4.00
	2.00
	9.00
	.

	Agriculture, Rural Business Cooperative Service 
	.
	4.00
	.
	2.00
	3.00
	.

	Federal Emergency management Agency
	.
	1.00
	2.00
	2.00
	10.00
	.

	NASA, Headquarters 
	3.00
	3.00
	2.00
	.
	10.00
	.

	Department of the Treasury, Headquarters 
	.
	.00
	2.00
	3.00
	8.00
	.

	Agricultural Research Service 
	3.00
	.00
	1.00
	.
	8.00
	.

	Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
	.
	1.00
	3.00
	3.00
	7.00
	.

	Department of Health and Human Services, Headquarters
	.00
	1.00
	.
	2.00
	8.00
	.

	Pension and Welfare Benefits Administration
	.
	3.00
	4.00
	.00
	3.00
	.

	Bureau of Engraving and Printing
	1.00
	.00
	3.00
	.
	14.00
	.

	Air Force, Air Combat Command    
	.
	2.00
	.
	1.00
	3.00
	.

	Health Resources and Services Administration
	.
	.00
	2.00
	3.00
	6.00
	.

	Army, Total Army Personnel Command
	.
	4.00
	.
	.
	.00
	.

	Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
	.
	2.00
	2.00
	3.00
	3.00
	.

	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers       
	.
	3.00
	.
	2.00
	.00
	.

	Employment Standards Administration 
	.
	3.00
	3.00
	1.00
	4.00
	.

	Maritime Commission  
	.
	3.00
	2.00
	1.00
	2.00
	.

	Transportation, Administrative Service Center 
	.
	.00
	.00
	2.00
	.00
	.

	National Cemetery System 
	.
	.00
	.00
	2.00
	1.00
	.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	107
	133
	121
	123
	133
	97

	Minimum
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-8.04

	Maximum
	3.00
	5.00
	6.00
	9.00
	17.00
	7.58

	Mean
	2.29
	2.30
	3.17
	3.41
	8.95
	.047

	Std. Deviation
	1.18
	1.71
	2.01
	2.23
	5.47
	4.43

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5

Effect of Selected Variables on Agency Diversity Program Characteristics

 (regression coefficients) 
 
	Characteristic
	Independent Variables
	b
	BETA
	t  statistic

	Training
	
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	.767
	.332
	3.325***

	
	Organizational Size
	.000
	.003
	.033

	
	Minority Representation
	-.002
	-.036
	-.315

	
	Female Representation
	-.026
	-.277
	-2.418*

	
	Constant
	3.228
	
	7.110***

	
	R2=.22,   n=87,   F=5.758***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Communication
	
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	1.994
	.589
	7.642***

	
	Organizational Size
	.015
	.153
	1.998*

	
	Minority Representation
	-004
	-.032
	-.357

	
	Female Representation
	-013
	-.097
	-1.097

	
	Constant
	1.998
	
	3.862***

	
	R2=.40,  n=108,  F=17.269***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Accountability
	
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	2.163
	.536
	6.304

	
	Organizational Size
	1.388E-02
	.122
	1.443

	
	Minority Representation
	-1.321E-02
	-.094
	-.960

	
	Female Representation
	-9.842E-03
	-.062
	-.635

	
	Constant
	2.915
	
	4.347***

	
	R2=.34,  n=98,  F= 12.202***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Resource Commitment
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	1.731
	.387
	4.133***

	
	Organizational Size
	017
	.134
	1.441

	
	Minority Representation
	-.009
	-.059
	-.550

	
	Female Representation
	-1.584E-02
	-.089
	-.833

	
	Constant
	3.450
	
	4.111***

	
	R2=.20,  n=98,  F=5.820***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Aspects of Diversity Addressed
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	2.857
	.253
	2.716**

	
	Organizational Size
	.049
	.148
	1.597

	
	Minority Representation
	.020
	.048
	.453

	
	Female Representation
	-093
	-.207
	-1.947*

	
	Constant
	11.005
	
	5.276***

	
	R2=.12,  n=108,  F=3.637**
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Summary Index
	
	
	
	

	
	Agency Head Commitment
	4.677
	.521
	5.360***

	
	Organizational Size
	.033
	.144
	1.498

	
	Minority Representation
	-.009
	-.033
	-.297

	
	Female Representation
	-.043
	-.121
	-1.093

	
	Constant
	-.030
	
	-.018

	
	R2=.34,  n=78,  F=9.244***
	
	
	


  *p<.05
 **p<.01
***p<.001

� Subagencies are components of larger agencies and departments; examples include the Patent and Trademark Office within the Commerce Department and the Drug Enforcement Agency within the Department of Justice.  The NPR Diversity Task Force staff worked with designated individuals from each major department and agency to determine which of their subordinate units should be asked to complete a survey; i.e., which had responsibility for developing (or not) a diversity program. Their intention was to compile as comprehensive a list as possible of federal departments and subagencies rather than drawing a sample. 





� Those completing the survey on behalf of their agencies were Directors of EEO or Civil Rights or other high-level administrators.





�  One organization did not respond to this question and is subsequently excluded from our analysis.





� The acronym stands for: Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Employment Plan.





�  Approximately 4.2 percent of the organizations with diversity programs had no useful response to this question.
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