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Preface 

In November 2008, as an exchange student in Atlanta, Georgia, I witnessed the 

election of the first African-American US president from nearby. People sang and danced, 

some celebrated this historic moment at Martin Luther King Jr.’s church, just a couple of 

miles away from my campus. Waking up the next morning, one could feel the air had 

changed, the optimism and positivity could be felt. Some comedians half-joked “racism is 

over”.  

Roughly six years later, racism proved to be not that over and the initial optimism has 

gradually ebbed away. Despite the fact that some of the –perhaps unrealistically– high 

expectations have not become reality, Obama’s election did prove that –although it is not a 

road without hurdles– it is possible for racial-ethnic minorities to emerge into the highest 

leadership positions.  

As many academic scholars and public opinion makers have stated, a commensurate 

representation of qualified racial-ethnic minorities in positions of influence and decision 

making is crucial for successful diversity. The main goal of this dissertation is to contribute to 

an understanding of how, why, and when minority leadership does or does not happen.  
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General Introduction 

 In the last decades, the demographic composition of the Netherlands has rapidly 

changed. For instance, the percentage of racial-ethnic minorities1 in the population has 

increased and is expected to grow in the future (Garssen & Van Duin, 2009). Likewise, 

minorities’ share in the labor market has been growing and will continue to do so in the 

decades to come (CBS, 2003). Additionally, minorities’ level of education and qualifications 

as starters in the labor market has been rapidly increasing (CBS, 2005). Yet, members of these 

groups are typically overrepresented in hierarchically lower occupations and positions, and 

underrepresented in higher level positions (Dekker, 2013; CBS, 2007). The disparities in 

hierarchical positioning of minorities and the majority group are only partially explained by 

objective factors such as the level of education (CBS, 2007). Minorities, much like women, 

seem to face a glass ceiling that hinders their career development to (higher) leadership 

positions (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). 

 The glass ceiling refers to an invisible barrier that prevents members of specific groups 

(e.g., women, minorities) from reaching higher leadership positions in organizations. Recently 

this metaphor has been criticized because it seems to imply no such barriers exist for lower 

and middle level leadership positions (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Indeed, in the Netherlands, the 

estimations for racial-ethnic minorities in high-level leadership positions are less than 1%, and 

estimations for lower and middle-level organizational leadership positions do not exceed 1% 

to 2% (Dekker, 2013). Accordingly, in the current work “the minority glass ceiling” metaphor 

is used in a broad sense to refer to formally non-existing barriers that hinder minorities’ 

opportunities to emerge into leadership roles.  

 So, why is it important to get insight into these barriers and how they can be 

overcome? Minority leadership2 has important implications for multi-ethnic societies. Salient 

minority leaders reduce White-majority group members’ (implicit) prejudice towards 
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minorities, at least temporarily (Plant et al., 2009). Minority leaders are seen as relevant role 

models for members of minority groups which has been shown to decrease cognitive 

performance differences between them and the members of the majority group (Marx, Ko, & 

Friedman, 2009). Moreover, in an increasingly diversifying workplace minority leadership is 

crucial in order to optimally utilize the talent of all employees to gain competitive advantage 

(Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

 Considering this importance, it is surprising to observe that research on minority 

leadership is limited. The vast majority of the existing research is conducted in the US, and 

many new questions remain. Highlighting different aspects of minority leadership in a 

European context, this work illuminates some of the social-cognitive biases that may hinder 

minority leadership, subordinate nonverbal behavior towards minority versus majority 

leaders, and minority employees’ leadership-related self-perceptions and aspirations as a 

function of organizational diversity context. By systematically studying the nature of the 

biases obstructing with minorities’ development into (higher) leadership roles, their 

behavioral consequences, intrapersonal processes for minorities such as leadership related 

goals and aspirations, this dissertation contributes to existing literature in understanding the 

underlying processes of the underrepresentation of minorities in leadership positions. By 

consistently exploring interventions to encourage minority leadership either directly or 

indirectly, the work presented here also offers practical solutions to real life issues with 

important consequences for organizations and the society as a whole.  

Below, I will first briefly review work on categorization and theoretical backgrounds 

relevant to leader perceptions and evaluations. Next, I will discuss racial-ethnic minority 

leadership focusing on minorities as targets, after which I will describe intrapersonal aspects 

racial-ethnic minority leadership focusing on minorities as actors. Finally, I will present an 

overview of the main body of this dissertation.  
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Classical Categorization Theory 

 In her classical work on the “principles of categorization”, Eleanor Rosch (1978) 

describes a natural human tendency to categorize the environment. In this view, the formation 

of categories relies on two main principles. The first principle, the cognitive economy of a 

category, is related with providing “maximum information with the least cognitive effort” (p. 

2). This enables perceivers to treat stimuli originating from the same category as equivalent, 

while easily differentiating between stimuli originating from different categories. The second 

principle, the perceived world structure, asserts that the perceived world is not a random, 

unstructured set of attributes, but has structure into it. That is, some sets of attributes are more 

likely to co-occur than others. The use of these principles yields cognitively economic 

categories that resemble naturally occurring (dis)continuities in the environment (Lord, Foti, 

& De Vader, 1984). 

 Categories are hierarchically structured in terms of a vertical and a horizontal 

dimension (Rosch, 1978). The vertical dimension refers to a category’s inclusiveness, and can 

be divided into three broad levels: The superordinate level is the broadest and most inclusive 

level (e.g., European), which is followed by the basic level (e.g., Dutch), while the narrowest 

and the most specific is the subordinate level (e.g., Amsterdam inhabitant).  The horizontal 

dimension concerns with the segmentation of categories which are on the same vertical level 

(Rosch, 1978; Lord et al., 1984), for example, the categories Dutch, French, and Spanish.  

 In order to make categorical judgments that are optimally separable and 

distinguishable from one another, individuals often make use of prototypes. Prototypes are 

cognitive abstractions common to members of a category (Rosch, 1978; Lord et al., 1984; 

Lord & Maher, 1993). Importantly, prototypes do not determine clear-cut boundaries for 

categories. Rather, they are used to determine the degree of category membership based on a 

comparison between the attributes of a “target” and a typical category member (Rosch, 1975). 
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The more prototypical a target is, the more similarities it has with other members of the 

category (i.e., high family resemblance), and the less it has in common with members of 

different categories (i.e., high cue validity;  Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosch & Mervis, 1975). 

The process of categorization applies to both object- and people-perception (Canton & 

Mischel, 1979).  

Leadership Categorization Theory 

 The Leadership Categorization Theory (LCT) applies insights from the classical 

categorization theory to a leadership context (Lord et al., 1984; Lord & Maher, 1993). 

According to LCT, leadership cognitions are, like in Rosch’s (1978) categorization theory, 

hierarchically structured (Lord et al., 1984). The superordinate level distinguishes leaders 

from non-leaders. The basic level is concerned with leadership categories within specific 

contexts such as business, military or political leadership. The subordinate level further 

differentiates within the basic level. For instance, a political leader can be either conservative 

or liberal. 

 Within LCT, leadership perceptions are thought to be a result of two types of 

processing: (a) Recognition based, and (b) Inferential processing. The recognition based 

processing asserts that leadership evaluations are a result of a perceived degree of fit of a 

target (e.g., a candidate) with existing leadership prototypes (Lord & Maher, 1993). In case of 

a strong match between the traits and behaviors expected from a prototypical leader and the 

traits and behaviors of a target, the target is not only categorized as a leader, but a pattern-

completion process makes perceivers (not necessarily correctly) attribute not-observed, 

prototypical characteristics and behaviors to the target (Shondrick, Dinh, & Lord, 2010). The 

second, inferential, processing emphasizes that leadership perceptions can be inferred from 

performance outcomes: When a unit performs favorably, and this performance can be causally 

attributed to a leader, perceivers’ leadership evaluations of a leader are enhanced (Lord & 
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Maher, 1993).  

Empirical research supports the existence of both of these processes in the formation 

of leadership perceptions. Consistent with the recognition based processing, experimentally 

manipulating leadership prototypicality using vignettes showed that leaders behaving in a 

prototypical manner (e.g., emphasizing goals) are evaluated more positively than those 

behaving in neutral (e.g., seeking information) or anti-prototypical (e.g., neglecting details) 

ways (Lord et al., 1984). The fit between perceivers’ implicit leadership schemata and the 

target is associated with the likelihood of subordinates’ acceptance of leaders’ decisions 

(Lord, 1985), the extent to which leaders can influence subordinates’ behavior (Brown & 

Lord, 2001), and the quality of the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX; Epitropaki & Martin, 

2005). Supporting inference based processing, experimental work showed that after viewing 

identical video tapes of leaders, subordinates who received bogus positive performance 

feedback evaluated their leadership more positively than those who received negative 

performance feedback (Rush, Phillips, & Lord, 1981). Although an important boundary 

condition of this inferential process is perceived causality (i.e., the extent to which 

performance can be attributed to the leader; Lord & Maher, 1993), this boundary condition is 

often easily met. The romance of leadership literature suggests that the role leaders play in 

organizational performance is typically overemphasized; individuals tend to over-attribute 

both positive and negative organizational performance to leaders’ influence (Meindl, Ehrlich, 

& Dukerich, 1985).   

There is a close relationship between recognition-based and inference-based 

processing. On the one hand, performance cues affect prototypicality perceptions. Empirical 

work suggests that the relationship between unit performance and leadership ratings is 

strongly driven by perceived leader-prototypicality, such that this relationship is (nearly) 

eliminated after correcting for global leadership perceptions (Lord & Maher, 1993). On the 
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other hand, while the perception of “personal causation” of events is a normal human 

tendency (Heider, 1944), this tendency is strongly affected by leaders’ prototypicality, 

yielding divergent leadership evaluations, and outcomes under identical performance 

situations. For instance, male (i.e., more prototypical) leaders in strong (versus weak) 

performing organizations are rewarded (or punished) according to the performance 

information, while female (i.e., less prototypical) leaders’ rewards or punishments are not 

directly related to performance cue information (Kulich, Ryan, & Haslam, 2007). Based on 

leader’s prototypicality, unit performance may be a more or less strong determinant of 

leadership outcomes: some leaders may be romanticized more than others (Kulich et al., 

2007).  

In sum, the formation of leadership perceptions and evaluations follow the general 

principles of categorization (Lord et al., 1984; Lord &Maher, 1993; Rosch, 1978). While 

these perceptions and evaluations can be inferred from performance cues, perceived leader 

prototypicality (i.e., the extent to which a target is similar to a “typical” leader) is thought to 

be the core element of LCT. The prototype matching process, however, is not rigid and static. 

The connectionist perspective on LCT offers a number of constraints (i.e., 

organizational environment, leader, follower, task characteristics) on prototype generation 

which can strongly affect leadership evaluations (Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001). These 

constraints help explain how leadership categorization processes can affect leadership 

emergence and effectiveness of members from traditionally underrepresented groups (e.g., 

women, minorities). For instance, recognition and inference based processing may lead to a 

perceived non-fit between targets from traditionally underrepresented groups and leader 

prototypes, negatively affecting their chances to emerge as leaders and to be perceived as 

effective leaders. These mechanisms, however, may be attenuated by other, contextual 

information (e.g., information suppressing the automatic categorization of targets as  
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“women” or “minorities”). Before discussing these processes in detail, below I will describe 

the connectionist perspective in more detail.  

LCT: A Connectionist Perspective  

 The conventional views on LCT compare memory as a file drawer which retrieves 

relevant leadership “files” (i.e., prototypes) to compare with a target in order to decide on the 

degree of fit (Lord et al., 2001). These views, however, would suggest that human memory 

would have an extremely large number of stable files. In fact, leader prototypes can not only 

differ between individuals, but also within individuals between different contexts. The 

connectionist perspective of LCT suggests that “leadership categories are generated on-the-fly 

to correspond to the requirements of different contexts, tasks, subordinates, and maturational 

stages of a group or organization” (Lord et al., 2001, p. 314). 

  Connectionist perspective asserts that the activation (or generation) of leadership 

prototypes occurs in networks that consist of neuron-like units (Lord et al., 2001; Shondrick et 

al., 2010). In these networks there is a constant flow of information through input units that 

either activate (i.e., positive constraint in case of a fit between more than one unit) or inhibit 

(i.e., negative constraint in case of a non-fit between more than one units) output patterns. 

The extent to which activation or inhibition occurs depends on the weights of the connections 

between units which are a result of experiential learning (Lord et al., 2001). Repeated co-

activation of different units can create and strengthen the weights attributed to those 

connections, and (recurrent) experiences can adjust them (e.g., Hogue & Lord, 2007). In this 

way, these networks have both stability and flexibility. Moreover, connectionist networks are 

constraint-satisfying, such that in order for sensible leadership perceptions to emerge, a 

number of constraints on prototypes need to be “satisfied” (Lord et al., 2001, Shondrick et al., 

2010) . For instance, the activated prototype pattern is dependent on factors such as culture 

(e.g., organizational norms), leader characteristics (e.g., affect), follower characteristics (e.g., 
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values), and task characteristics (e.g., goals). 

 Two types of feedback mechanisms are essential for the constraint-satisfying process 

in order to interpret of interactions between units. Feedforward activation refers to a 

straightforward process from inputs to outputs; the total of the inputs determine the output. 

Lord et al. (2001) present an example on text comprehension to clarify this process: The input 

letters “l”, “o”, “v”, “e” yield the output pattern “love” which is meaningful. However, 

depending on the context this word’s interpretation can change (e.g., love for a romantic 

partner, love for cupcakes). Feedback activation assists the interpretation process. For 

instance, the sentence or the text where the word “love” is used contextually helps 

interpretation. During this, a gap filling process takes place: Missing information is “forged” 

using available information from the feedforward and feedback networks. For instance, while 

reading a letter from one’s romantic partner, the first three letters of the word “love” may be 

sufficient to infer the full word. Thus, in connectionist network models, both higher-level 

(top-down) constraints and inputs (bottom-up) define activated output patterns (Lord et al., 

2001, Shondrick et al., 2010). As such, “identical inputs may lead to different categorizations 

or interpretations, if higher constraints differ” (Lord et al., 2001, p. 315). 

 In recap, LCT applies insights from the conventional categorization theory to 

leadership. According to LCT leadership perceptions are a result of a matching process during 

which perceivers mentally match the traits and behavior of a target individual to leadership 

prototypes (i.e.,  their internal  image of a “typical” leader). The connectionist view asserts 

that both perceived traits and behavior and contextual constraints determine the activated 

pattern of leadership prototypes.  

The processes described in LCT have been utilized to study traditionally 

underrepresented groups’ leadership. Although the majority of previous work focuses on 

gender (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon, 1989), LCT 
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perspectives propose that all visible cues (e.g., race, ethnicity) may affect the prototype 

activation process (e.g., Lord & Emrich, 2000). Thus, the mechanisms described above can be 

valuable in explaining the barriers members of racial-ethnic minority groups face in attaining 

leadership positions as well as after they emerge into these positions. Below, I will discuss 

how biases in leadership categorization may suppress racial-ethnic minority leadership. 

Part I: Racial-Ethnic Minorities as Targets in Leadership Research 

Academic research on female leadership strongly demonstrates that when members of 

specific demographic groups are perceived as a mismatch for leadership roles, this negatively 

affects their chances to emerge as leaders as well as their leadership evaluations after 

emerging as such (e.g., Eagly  & Karau, 2002). Typically, leadership roles (and the attributes 

and behaviors associated with it) are thought to fit the “male role” (e.g., being dominant) 

more strongly than the “female role” (e.g., being caring) (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Van Vugt, 

2006; Van Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008). Accordingly, empirical  research demonstrated that 

typical (effective) leader characteristics are more strongly associated with males than females 

(Heilman et al., 1989; Schein, 1973). Moreover, both male and female participants implicitly 

associate high authority roles more strongly with male than female targets (Rudman & 

Kilianski, 2000), and observing agentic leadership behaviors performed by female targets 

activates related leadership prototypes to a lesser extent than when these behaviors are 

performed by male targets (Scott & Brown, 2006). These processes suppress female 

candidates’ chances to emerge into leadership roles. Interestingly, and in line with the 

connectionist perspective, contextual constraints can affect these processes: Empirical 

research shows that when identical tasks are framed as feminine (e.g., art project, hair 

braiding) instead of masculine (e.g., building project, knot tying) females are more likely to 

emerge as leaders in mixed-gender dyads than males (Ho, Shih, & Walters, 2012). Also, crisis 

situations (e.g., weak organizational performance, intragroup competition) can activate female 
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leadership prototypes, making female candidates’ emergence into leadership roles more likely 

than male candidates’(Ryan & Haslam, 2007; Van Vugt & Spisak, 2008).  

Comparable processes may apply to racial-ethnic minority leadership as well. 

Considering that the vast majority of leadership positions in the Western world are held by the 

members of White-majority group (e.g., Dekker, 2013; CBS, 2007; Diversityinc, 2014), and 

that prototypes are cognitive abstractions inferred from recurrent experiences (e.g., Hogue & 

Lord, 2007; Lord &Maher, 1993), some researchers wondered whether repeated exposure to 

White-majority leaders affected leadership categorization processes. If targets’ racial-ethnic 

group membership indeed serves as a cue to distinguish leaders from non-leaders, this might 

(at least to some extent) explain the underrepresentation of minorities in (higher) leadership 

positions.  

Similar to the gender and leadership literature (Heilman et al., 1989; Schein, 1973), 

empirical research in the U.S. demonstrated that typical characteristics of (effective) managers 

are more strongly associated with White-Americans than Hispanic- or African-Americans 

(Chung-Herrera & Lankau, 2005). Drawing on this, Rosette, Leonardelli, and Phillips (2008) 

showed evidence for a pro-White leadership bias in leadership categorization. This bias 

entails that, in the U.S., being White is considered a typical attribute of business leaders. 

Using scenarios, the authors manipulated the demographic composition of a company (e.g., 

50% White vs. 20% White), and a target’s role (leader vs. subordinate), after which they 

asked participants to “estimate” the racial-ethnic background of the target. Their results 

indicated that when the targets were leaders, participants repeatedly assumed them to be 

White, to such extent that these assumptions far exceeded the statistical probability of the 

person to be White. When the targets were subordinates, however, participants’ responses 

reflected objective, demographic information. This effect was both found for racial-ethnic 

minority targets in general and for specific racial-ethnic group targets (i.e., Asian-American, 
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Hispanic-Latin American, or African-American). Importantly, both minority and White-

majority participants showed this bias which points to a general LCT related bias, and not 

merely a bias in favoring leaders from one’s own group. This finding is striking because there 

is growing literature on the importance of social groups membership on leadership 

perceptions and evaluations. Social groups (e.g., VU-students) are often mentally represented 

in terms of group prototypes; attributes that are typical for group membership. The Social 

Identity Model of Leadership posits that the more individuals represent the group prototype, 

the likelier it is for them to be perceived as (effective) leaders, especially when situational 

cues increase the salience of the social group (Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011). Rosette 

et al.’s findings, however, support a pro-White, rather than a pro-ingroup bias in leadership 

perceptions, at least when focusing on racial-ethnic group membership.3  

A pro-White bias in leadership categorization is also demonstrated in studies focusing 

merely on Asian-Americans (Festekijan, Tram, Murray, Sy, & Huynh, 2013; Sy et al., 2010). 

Asian-Americans are an especially interesting group to study because while they are typically 

perceived as a highly competent, “model minority” group (e.g., educational achievements, 

income advancement; Hurh & Kim, 1989; Wong, Lai, Nagasawa, & Lin, 1998), they are 

underrepresented in (higher) leadership positions (Festekijan et al., 2013). Research findings 

on Asian-Americans’ leadership are mixed: some research reported comparable association 

strength between Asian- and White-Americans and characteristics associated with managers 

(Chung-Herrera & Lankau, 2005), while other research showed  leadership perceptions of 

Asian-Americans to be comparable to those of other minority groups (Rosette et al., 2008, 

Study 4). New, extended studies supported an overall pro-White leadership bias: Participants’ 

leadership perceptions ratings were higher for White than for Asian-American leaders 

(Festekijan et al., 2013; Sy et al., 2010). In line with the LCT (e.g., Lord & Maher, 1993), the 

relationship between the racial-ethnic background of a target and the related leadership 
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perceptions was mediated by perceived leadership prototypicality (Sy et al., 2010). An 

assessment of the occupational context as a contextual constraint (Lord et al., 2001) showed 

that, because Asian-Americans have a stronger stereotypical fit with engineering than with 

sales, participants reported higher leadership perceptions of Asian-American leaders working 

in engineering than those employed in sales (Sy et al., 2010).  

In line with both recognition and inference based processing defined in LCT (Lord & 

Maher, 1993), research also showed that White leaders’ leadership evaluations (perceived 

effectiveness and potential for leadership advancement) are especially positive when the 

organization performs well and this performance can be attributed to the leader’s effort while 

racial-ethnic minority leaders’ evaluations are not significantly affected by performance 

information (Rosette et al., 2008). The “romance of leadership” appears to apply to minority 

leaders less than to White-majority leaders (see Meindl et al., 1985). In an attempt to uncover 

how perceivers explain situations where non-prototypical leaders lead successful units, Carton 

and Rosette (2011) showed that performance attributions of successful minority leaders were 

different than of White-majority leaders. An analysis of extensive archival data showed that 

when African-American leaders (in this case quarterbacks in American football teams) were 

successful, their unit’s success was typically attributed to non-leadership related positive 

characteristics (e.g., being athletic), while their unit’s failure was attributed to leadership 

related negative characteristics (e.g., being incompetent; Carton & Rosette, 2011).  

In sum, empirical work supports that a pro-White leadership bias may indeed be (at 

least to some extent) responsible for the underrepresentation of racial-ethnic minorities in 

leadership positions. Research confirms the notion that biases in leadership categorization 

processes suppress the perceived fit between a minority target and leadership position, which 

in turn may diminish their chances to emerge into leadership roles. Moreover, these biases can 

also be active later in the process, as in evaluating or responding to leaders with different 
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racial-ethnic group memberships.  

Based on the preceding discussion, Part I of this dissertation (i.e., first two empirical 

chapters) centers around two specific goals: (a) understanding the nature and (b) gaining 

insight into the behavioral consequences of the pro-White leadership bias in a European 

context.4 Considering explicit expressions of the pro-White bias violates egalitarian societal 

norms, this work used implicit measures to capture this bias and focused on non-verbal 

behavioral reactions (e.g., Bluemke & Friese, 2008; Dovidio, 2009; Dovidio, Kawakami, & 

Gaertner, 2002; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) 

In order to achieve the first goal, the first step is to establish whether a pro-White 

leadership bias also exists in European context. If individuals think of a White-majority group 

member when they think of a leader, the mental association between leadership related stimuli 

and stimuli associated with the White-majority group should be stronger than with stimuli 

associated with racial-ethnic minorities. Reaction time measures are instrumental in 

measuring these associations. One of the widely used reaction time measures in social 

psychology research, the Implicit Association Test (IAT) is the ideal tool to measure this bias 

(Greenwald et al., 1998). The IAT helps quantify the relative strength of an automatic 

association between a target-concept (e.g., White-Black) and an attribute dimension (e.g., 

pleasant-unpleasant). Because reacting to combinations of target-concept and attribute 

dimensions with stronger associations is easier (e.g., White and leader), the reaction times 

should be shorter than when reacting to combinations with weaker associations (e.g., minority 

and leader). In the current work the single-attribute variant of the IAT is used. Single-attribute 

IAT (SA-IAT; Penke, Eichstaedt, & Asendorpf, 2006) strongly resembles the single-target 

IAT (Friese & Bluemke, 2008; Wigboldus, 2003) and measures the strength of the association 

between a single attribute (e.g., leader) and target categories (e.g., White-majority vs. racial-

ethnic minority). Furthermore, in line with the connectionist view, contextual factors should 
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be able to change the strength of this bias. For instance LCT suggests that immediate, 

automatic categorization of targets with specific demographic group memberships (e.g., 

women) suppresses their categorization as leaders (Lord & Maher, 1993). Thus, contextual 

cues suppressing the automatic categorization of targets as members of racial-ethnic groups 

might prove instrumental in suppressing the pro-White leadership bias.  

In order to achieve the second goal, the current work focuses on subordinates’ non-

verbal behavior (in particular interpersonal distance) as a function of leaders’ racial-ethnic 

background. Leadership is a reciprocal phenomenon. Leaders can “claim” leadership either 

verbally (e.g., stating “I am the boss”) or nonverbally (e.g., expanding bodily posture), but for 

them to actually act as leaders and exert influence subordinates need to claim the reciprocal 

subordinate role, and “grant” the leaders the leadership role (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). This 

can be done verbally (e.g., stating “Yes, boss!”) or nonverbally (e.g., restricting bodily 

posture). Typically, claims by prototypical leaders are granted more often than claims by non-

prototypical leaders (DeRue &Ashford, 2010; Lord & Maher, 1993). In case of racial-ethnic 

aspects of leader prototypicality, this might mean that subordinates’ nonverbal behavior 

would be more in line with “typical subordinate behavior” in case of a White-majority than a 

racial-ethnic minority leader. For instance, interpersonal distance behavior highly correlates 

with hierarchical standing of individuals: those higher in the hierarchy keep less physical 

distance from others, whereas those who stand lower, tend to do the opposite (e.g., Hall, 

Coats, & Smith & LeBeau, 2005). Uniting this with leadership prototypicality research, it 

might be expected that subordinates will especially show increased interpersonal distance 

when the leader has a White-majority background rather than when he/she has a racial-ethnic 

minority background as an expression of an increased willingness to “grant leadership”. 

However, because the stereotype-to-behavior link especially occurs in ambiguous situations 

(Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000; Hodson, Dovidio, & Gaertner, 2002), this “spatial 
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discrimination” may disappear when leadership emergence is non-ambiguous and explicitly 

merit-based.  

Part II: Racial-Ethnic Minorities as Actors in Leadership Research 

The general focus in the literature has been on how a pro-White leadership bias affects 

minority leadership (i.e., a “minority-target approach”). Recently, some researchers have 

applied insights from this literature to intrapersonal aspects leadership (i.e., self-perceptions 

as a leader; Festekijan et al., 2013). Research showed that experimentally increasing the 

salience of male-leadership prototype negatively affects self-rated performance of female 

leaders, especially when they have low levels of leadership self-efficacy (Hoyt & Blascovich, 

2007). Other work demonstrated that specific minority group members (i.e., Asian-American) 

report lower levels of leadership aspirations than White-majority group members because they 

perceive themselves to be less qualified as leaders than White-majority group members do 

(Festekijan et al., 2013). These findings highlight an important aspect of minority leadership 

development, leadership related self-perceptions, that  has been largely ignored in the 

literature.  

This is surprising considering that leadership development is a function of both being 

perceived as a leader by subordinates, as well as seeing oneself as such and acting accordingly 

(DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Hogue & Lord, 2007). In fact, empirical work shows that seeing 

oneself as a leader predicts the leadership nominations individuals receive (Emery, Daniloski, 

& Hamby, 2011). Moreover, theoretical work suggests that positive leadership self-

perceptions can encourage individuals to engage in pro-active, “adaptive” behaviors (e.g., 

seeking promotions) which are important antecedents of goals, aspirations, and eventually 

success in relevant career paths (Lent & Brown, 2013). Considering  leadership perceptions 

are embedded in organizational contexts (Hogue & Lord, 2007), it is especially interesting to 

identify organizational variables that may affect minority employees leadership-related self-
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perceptions. This would answer the recent call for studying organizational context to identify 

intra-individual leadership perceptions (Festekijan et al., 2013), and help introduce evidence-

based tools for organizations to stimulate minority leadership. One candidate for such 

organizational context is organizational diversity ideology. 

Diversity ideologies are policy strategies on how to approach diversity in order to 

increase intergroup harmony and suppress conflict (Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 

2000).  The two dominant strategies in the literature share these goals, but propose different 

paths to achieve them (for a review see Rattan & Ambady, 2013). The underlying assumption 

of the colorblind ideology is that suppressing the categorization of people into social groups 

should eliminate negative consequences of intergroup relationships (e.g., prejudice, conflict). 

Accordingly, this ideology focuses on de-emphasizing social group membership (e.g., 

Apfelbaum, Norton, & Summers, 2012; Wolsko et al., 2000) as a way of achieving intergroup 

harmony. It is, however, debatable whether this premise is fully achievable because 

categorizing the environment is a basic human need to cope with a large amount of 

information (e.g., Rosch, 1978), and social group memberships, such as race and gender, are 

detected in the brain within milliseconds (Ito & Urland, 2003). The alternative, 

multiculturalist ideology, asserts that categorization in itself is not harming (see Park & Judd, 

2005). Within this ideology, the focus of attention is acknowledging and valuing diverse 

characteristics of members of different social groups (Wolsko et al., 2000).  

 Diversity ideologies affect intergroup relations. For instance, participants primed with 

colorblindness (vs. those primed with multiculturalism) show increased levels of implicit and 

explicit pro-White bias (Richeson & Nusbaum, 2004). Whereas multiculturalism increases 

perspective taking and  positive attention, colorblindness enhances negative affect and 

decreases empathy towards outgroups (Burkard & Knox, 2004; Todd & Galinsky, 2012; 

Vorauer, Gagnon, & Sasaki, 2009). Although multiculturalism can increase stereotyping, it 
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simultaneously encourages more positive out-group evaluations (Verkuyten, 2005; Wolsko et 

al., 2000). 

 Besides affecting intergroup relations, diversity ideologies can also influence self-

perceptions and behavior, especially for minorities. Multiculturalism is associated with 

heightened general self-esteem among minorities (Verkuyten, 2009). In dyadic interactions, 

minorities interacting with White partners who are primed with colorblindness (vs. with 

multiculturalism) show cognitive depletion, whereas partners’ ideology priming does not 

affect Whites’ cognitive performance (Holoien & Shelton, 2012). In an organizational 

context, minority workers’ perceptions of their White-majority co-workers’ multiculturalism 

(vs. colorblindness) is positively (vs. negatively) associated with psychological engagement 

(Plaut, Thomas, & Goren, 2009).  

 Individuals’ reactions to diversity ideologies are motivated by how functional they are 

for their ingroup (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy, 2010). Considering colorblind perspectives’ 

focus on de-emphasizing intergroup differences, they are thought to be less instrumental for 

minority than for majority groups, because they distract from intergroup disparities (Dovidio, 

et al., 2010; see also Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009). By being open to differences, 

multiculturalism is more functional for minorities because it serves minorities’ motivation to 

maintain group values and distinctiveness (Hehman et al., 2012). This entails that whether 

diversity ideologies are functional for minority groups is strongly associated with the extent to 

which this creates an open environment in which intergroup differences are affirmed. 

Multiculturalist perspectives appear to be more successful at achieving this than colorblind 

perspectives.  

 Empirical findings support the prediction that perceived openness to differences 

especially influences minorities’ responses. For instance, both racial-ethnic and situational 

minorities prefer pluralistic, multiculturalist perspectives more than majorities do (Arend-
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Toth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Hehman et al., 2012). Organizational environments that 

acknowledge and value diversity are positively associated with minority employees’ 

employment status and negatively associated with retention intentions (Konrad & Linehan, 

1995; McKay et al., 2007). Salient presence of diversity cues influence minority, but not 

White-majority job-seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness (Perkins, Thomas, & 

Taylor, 2000; Walker, Field, Berneth, & Beckon, 2012).  

 From a White-majority point of view, the extent to which an organization is  open to 

differences appears to be less central (and less functional), because “being different” is seen 

as a minority attribute while the White-majority group is considered the default racial-ethnic 

category (McDermott & Samsom, 2005; Unzueta & Binning, 2010). Majorities perceive that 

diversity initiatives do not apply to them, and, despite their differential outcomes, minorities 

associate both colorblind and multicultural ideologies more strongly with their self-concept 

than majorities (Plaut et al., 2011). Accordingly, increasing the situational salience of 

different diversity ideologies affect minorities’, but not majorities’, self-perceptions and 

performance (e.g., Holoien & Shelton, 2010).  

Because of their varying instrumentality for group needs, organizational contexts 

increasing the salience of specific diversity ideologies are also likely to have differential 

effects on employees’ career-related self-perceptions and decisions. Indeed, social cognitive 

career development models assert that career related goals and behaviors are strongly tied 

with contextual variables which can either form support- or barrier-like mechanisms (e.g., 

Lent & Brown, 2013). Empirical research shows that diversity-related contextual supports 

(e.g., a positive campus climate which entails safe intergroup relations with limited perceived 

discrimination), are positively associated with minority students’ academic self-efficacy, and 

academic goal pursuits in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) areas in 

which they are typically underrepresented (Byars-Winston, Estrada, Howard, Davis & Zalapa, 
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2010).  

In sum, recent work underscores the importance of intra-individual processes in 

explaining the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions. Integrating the 

organizational context in understanding these processes appears especially interesting. In this 

regard, organizational diversity contexts communicating openness and respect for differences 

seem promising to affect these processes more positively because of they create an 

environment open to differences. These open environments can form contextual supports for 

(high-potential) minority employees to have more positive expectations regarding 

organizational leadership as well as increased leadership aspirations. These environments can 

thus be instrumental in buffering against the negative influence of biases in leadership 

categorization (see Part I), and help encourage minority leadership emergence. Part II of this 

dissertation focuses on how the organizational diversity contexts affect minority employees’ 

leadership-related self-perceptions and self-selection tendencies.  

Overview of this dissertation 

 This dissertation is built around three empirical chapters, each illuminating different 

aspects of minority leadership. The empirical chapters highlight minority leadership from 

different perspectives. While Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 focus on how leadership biases affect 

minority leadership (e.g., perceptions, subordinate behavior), Chapter 4 addresses minorities’ 

leadership related self-perceptions as affected by organizational contexts. See Table 1.1 for a 

schematic overview of the empirical chapters. 

 Chapter 2 focuses on capturing an implicit pro-White leadership which may suppress 

minorities’ chances to emerge into (higher) leadership positions. Earlier research in the United 

States confirmed that when individuals think of a leader, they tend to think of a White-

majority group member (e.g., Rosette et al., 2008; Sy et al., 2010). This chapter aims to 

conceptually replicate these findings in a European context, as well as to extend them by 
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showing its implicit nature and interventions to suppress it. Study 2.1 replicates the Rosette et 

al. (2008) findings by showing that organizational leadership roles (vs. non-leadership roles) 

are more strongly associated with White majority than racial-ethnic minority targets. If being 

a member of the White-majority group is considered prototypical for leaders, unobserved 

leadership characteristics should be more easily associated with targets with a White-majority 

background than those with an ethnic minority background. This gap filling process described 

in LCT (e.g., Lord & Maher, 1993; Lord et al., 2001) would result in decreased reaction times 

when White-majority targets are paired with typical leadership characteristics, than when 

racial-ethnic minority targets are paired with these characteristics. The results from Studies 

2.2 and 2.3 confirm this prediction by showing that participants react faster (vs. slower) when 

White-majority (vs. ethnic minority) stimuli are paired with typical leadership characteristics. 

Study 2.4 focuses on whether this bias predicts explicit leadership-related decision making 

and whether there are possible interventions to suppress this bias.  First, the results show that 

higher levels of an implicit leadership bias are related with an increased willingness to hire 

White-majority candidates (as opposed to an ethnic minority candidate) for higher leadership 

positions, under equal circumstances. Moreover, according to the connectionist perspective on 

LCT (e.g., Lord et al., 2001) higher level constraints can significantly affect prototype 

activation. One such constraint may be recategorization cues (e.g., cues that emphasize the 

existence of different group memberships within an overarching group; Gaertner & Dovidio, 

2000) present in the environment. Specifically, this study focuses on whether the presence of 

the cues of a shared overarching group membership in the environment (i.e., in this case 

wearing a T-shirt in the same color as ethnic-minority targets) would suppress the implicit 

pro-White leadership bias. The results supported the predictions; participants in the 

recategorization condition showed a significant drop in implicit pro-White leadership bias. 

 Building upon these cognitive biases in leadership perception, Chapter 3 focuses on 
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subordinates’ behavioral responses to White-majority versus racial-ethnic minority leaders. 

Intergroup-relations research identifies increased physical distance as an expression of 

decreased affiliation individuals experience towards members of out-groups (e.g., Mehrabian 

1968; Dotsch & Wigboldus, 2008). Power and leadership research asserts that in hierarchical 

relationships the meaning of physical distance changes and signals the hierarchical 

arrangements; people in lower hierarchical ranks tend to take more distance from those higher 

in hierarchy and vice versa (e.g., Hall, Coats, & LeBeau, 2005). This chapter concerns with 

the question how the leader’s racial-ethnic background affects subordinates’ physical 

distance/proximity responses.  

The underlying prediction in Chapter 3 was that individuals have a tendency to 

nonverbally grant leadership more readily to prototypical (i.e., White-majority) leaders than to 

non-prototypical (i.e., ethnic-minority) leaders (see DeRue & Ashford, 2010). If leader 

prototypicality affects such nonverbal responses, nonverbal behavior typically observed in 

power/leadership behavior (i.e. that those lower in the hierarchy keep increased physical 

distance from those higher in the hierarchy) should especially occur when the leader is 

prototypical. This can result in increased physical distance responses towards White-majority 

compared with ethnic minority leaders. The results of Studies 3.1 and 3.2 confirm this spatial 

discrimination hypothesis by showing that White-majority group member subordinates indeed 

keep more (conceptual and actual) physical distance from White-majority leaders than from 

ethnic-minority leaders. Study 3.2 shows that larger physical distances correlate negatively 

with participants’ willingness to take over the leadership role (i.e., own willingness to show 

leadership behavior). Interestingly, Study 3.3 demonstrates that spatial discrimination drops 

when participants receive bogus feedback on the reason why the target has the leadership role. 

Specifically, this discrimination is observed  when the leader’s emergence into the leadership 

role is based on chance, but not when it is based on qualification. The results indicate that the 
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findings in power/leadership literature arguably only applies to more prototypical leaders. 

Moreover, when intergroup relations occur in a hierarchical setting, the findings from 

intergroup relations may reverse such that subordinates keep a larger distance from ingroup 

than outgroup targets.  

Chapter 4 shifts the focus from leadership perceptions to minorities’ leadership-related 

self-perceptions, because in order to gain in-depth understanding of leadership processes, an 

understanding both inter- and intrapersonal aspects is essential. For individuals to emerge as 

leaders, it is crucial that they perceive themselves as leaders and engage in leadership related 

behaviors (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001; DeRue &Ashford, 2010; Hogue & Lord, 2007). 

Research reported that members of demographic minority groups that are considered less 

prototypical for leadership roles have lower levels of leadership aspirations than those who 

are considered more prototypical (Festekijan et al., 2013). Considering leadership perceptions 

are often embedded in organizational contexts (Hogue & Lord, 2007), Chapter 4 concerns 

with the question how organizational contexts can stimulate positive leadership self-

perceptions and leadership aspirations of minority employees. In answering this question, 

Study 4.1 focuses on situational minorities in a minimal group setting, whereas Study 4.2 

focuses on racial-ethnic minority and majority group employees in the Netherlands. The 

results of these studies show that minority employees working in organizations that explicitly 

endorse multiculturalism report higher levels of positive leadership self-perceptions and 

leadership aspirations than those working in organizations endorsing colorblindness. 

Interestingly, the specific definition attached to colorblindness also has an effect on minorities 

responses. That is, when colorblindness is merely defined in terms of an overarching category 

membership (i.e., the firm) of the employees responses become less positive than when it is 

defined in terms of individual differences. An investigation of this process shows that to the 

extent an organizational context communicates openness to differences, they positively affect 
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minority employees leadership related self-perceptions (i.e., self-efficacy, outcome 

expectations) and aspirations (i.e., willingness to apply for a higher leadership position). 

Although multiculturalism manages this more than colorblindness, because of its increased 

openness to differences, colorblindness focusing on inter-individual differences yields more 

positive outcomes for minorities than colorblindness focusing merely on being part of the 

company. 

Finally, Chapter 5 integrates the findings from the empirical chapters and discusses 

theoretical as well as practical implication of these. Moreover, this final chapter addresses 

limitations of the current work and offers directions for future research.  

Because the empirical chapters are a result of collaborations, I use the word “we” 

instead of “I”. These chapters are written as individual papers, and can be read separately.  
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Table 1.1 

Overview of the Empirical Chapters 

 

Part I 

  

Chapter 2 

  

The Implicit Pro-White Leadership Bias 

   

Study 2.1 

 

 The implicit association between organizational 

(non-)leadership roles and White-majority vs. 

racial-ethnic minority targets  

  Study 2.2  The implicit pro-White leadership bias: The 

implicit association between  leadership traits 

and White-majority vs. racial-ethnic minority 

targets  

  Study 2.3  The implicit pro-White leadership bias measure 

vs.  conventional implicit association measures 

  Study 2.4  The implicit pro-White leadership and  

behavioral intentions  

 Recategorization strategies to suppress the 

implicit pro-White leadership bias  

  

Chapter 3 

  

Subordinates’ Interpersonal Distance 

  Study 3.1  Subordinates’ conceptual spatial discrimination 

towards White-majority vs. racial-ethnic 

minority leaders 

  Study 3.2  Subordinates’ actual spatial discrimination 

towards White-majority vs. racial-ethnic 

minority leaders 

 Spatial discrimination and willingness to 

grant/claim leadership 

  Study 3.3  Merit based leader emergence to suppress 

subordinates’ spatial discrimination 

 

Part II 

  

Chapter 4 

  

Diversity Ideologies and Leadership Self-Selection 

  Study 4.1  Organizational diversity ideology and minorities’ 

leadership self-efficacy 

  Study 4.2  Organizational diversity ideologies and 

minorities’ anticipated self-efficacy, positive 

outcome expectations and willingness to apply 

for higher level leadership positions 
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Footnotes 

1. Unless stated otherwise, in this dissertation the term “racial-ethnic minority” refers to 

“non-Western minorities” in the Netherlands. These are individuals in the Dutch 

society who are (or whose parents are) originally from countries in Africa, Latin 

America, Asia (excluding Indonesia and Japan) or Turkey (CBS, 2014). This 

definition is used to describe the category label “minority” in Chapter 2 and in Chapter 

3 target minorities belonged to this group. Racial-ethnic minorities in Chapter 4 (Study 

2) involved both non-Western and Western minorities, because the latter group was 

extremely small and excluding them did not affect the results. In each chapter, detailed 

information is provided regarding the specific racial-ethnic composition of the sample. 

Throughout this dissertation the term “minority” is often used to as an abbreviated 

version of the of the term “racial-ethnic minority”. 

2. In this dissertation “minority leaders” refers to leaders with a racial-ethnic minority 

background, and not to leaders who lead minority groups.  

3. I will discuss the Social Identity Model of Leadership in the General Discussion in 

more detail. 

4. Because all Part I studies were conducted in the Netherlands, “European context” 

refers to the Dutch context. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

Think Leader, Think White? 

Capturing and Weakening an Implicit Pro-White Leadership Bias 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter is based on: 

Gündemir, S., Homan, A.C., de Dreu C.K.W., & van Vugt M. (2014). Think leader, think 

white? Capturing and weakening an implicit pro-white leadership bias. PLoS ONE, 9(1): 

e83915. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0083915  
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Abstract 

Across four studies, we found evidence for an implicit pro-White leadership bias that helps 

explain the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions. Both White-

majority and ethnic minority participants reacted significantly faster when ethnically White 

names and leadership roles (e.g., manager; Study 2.1) or leadership traits (e.g., decisiveness; 

Study 2.2 & 2.3) were paired in an Implicit Association Test (IAT) rather than when ethnic 

minority names and leadership traits were paired. Moreover, the implicit pro-White leadership 

bias showed discriminant validity with the conventional implicit bias measures (Study 2.3). 

Importantly, results showed that the pro-White leadership bias can be weakened when 

situational cues increase the salience of a dual identity (Study 2.4). This, in turn, can diminish 

the explicit pro-White bias in promotion related decision making processes (Study 2.4). This 

research offers a new tool to measure the implicit psychological processes underlying the 

underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions and proposes interventions to 

weaken such biases.   

 

Keywords: implicit bias, prejudice, leadership prototypes, stereotypes, the glass ceiling 
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Think Leader, Think White? 

Capturing and Weakening an Implicit Pro-White Leadership Bias 

While the first African-American president in US-history is re-elected for a second 

term in the White House, ethnic minorities in the Western world still have difficulties finding 

their way to higher hierarchical positions in the labor market (CBS, 2007; U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2011). Much like women, ethnic minorities seem to face a glass ceiling that 

hinders their vertical career development (Maume, 1999; Morrison &Von Glinow, 1990). 

This is problematic for several reasons. First, barriers in attaining leadership positions as 

perceived by members of ethnic minority groups could cause this group to psychologically 

disengage and devalue success in these areas (Schmader, Major, & Gramzow, 2001). 

Furthermore, having ethnic minority leaders gaining prominence as role models for others 

with similar backgrounds reduces the negative effects of stereotype threat and counters "race-

based performance differences" (Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009; Marx & Roman 2002). Third, 

ethnic minority leaders can serve as anti-stereotypical examples that reduce implicit prejudice 

towards minorities, at least temporarily (Plant et al., 2009). Considering the significance of 

(ethnic) diversity for team and organizational performance (Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & 

Homan, 2004), the societal need for recruiting and selecting the most qualified individuals in 

leadership positions, and preventing an unnecessary loss of (ethnic minority) talent, it is 

surprising that the number of studies on this subject is somewhat limited (for exceptions, see 

Carton & Rosette, 2011; Rosette, Leonardelli, & Phillips, 2008). 

Across the social science disciplines, a variety of explanations have been offered for 

the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions. Sociologists have focused 

on how status inequality on the societal level can cause power disparities in small groups by 

influencing performance expectancies towards women and minorities (Berger, Fisek, 

Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; Ridgeway, 1991; see also Walker, Webster, & Bianchi, 2011). 
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Some industrial economics models suggest that inequalities originate from decision makers' 

reliance on groups' anticipated performance averages (Phelps, 1972), and their risk aversion 

tendencies (Aigner, & Cain, 1977). Social psychology offers a complementary perspective -

that likely precedes these explanations- which we develop and test here. We conjecture that a 

major cause of the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions in the 

Western world is that this group does not fit the predominant "image" or prototype of a leader.  

According to leadership categorization theory (Lord & Maher, 1993), an enhanced fit 

between a target individual's characteristics and the perceiver's implicit ideas about a typical 

leader (i.e., leadership prototypes) leads to positive leadership evaluations and effective 

leadership perceptions. This process of matching can result in: (1) the classification of the 

target as a (non)leader and, (2) "a pattern-completion process through which unobserved but 

prototypical traits or behaviors are also associated with the categorized individual" 

(Shondrick, Dinh, & Lord 2010, p. 961).  We argue that a leadership bias towards ethnic 

minorities can occur in both of these aspects. First, people expect (business) leaders to be 

White, so when they estimate an individual's organizational role, they assume White targets to 

have leadership positions to a much larger extent than objective information (i.e., racial 

demographic composition of a company) would suggest (Rosette et al., 2011). Second, 

unobserved typical leadership traits can be mistakenly more strongly associated with 

individuals from some groups than others which then affects leadership evaluations.  

In this paper, we show that (effective) leadership traits (e.g., ambitious, decisive) are 

more strongly associated with White-majority group members than ethnic minorities at least 

in Western societies. Across four studies, we uncover that leadership roles are more strongly 

associated—automatically and largely unconsciously—with White-majority group members 

than with ethnic minorities, and we expose the association between universal leadership 

prototypes with racio-ethnic categories (i.e., White-majority versus ethnic minority) in the 
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Western world. Consistent with work on intergroup relations (Gaertner, & Dovidio, 2000), we 

argue and show that the implicit pro-White leadership bias can be (at least to some extent) 

suppressed through re-categorization techniques (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Gaertner, 

Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993). 

We first introduce Leadership Categorization Theory, and discuss previous work on 

the pro-White leadership bias. Subsequently, we build on work on intergroup relations to 

highlight strategies (i.e., re-categorization) to suppress the pro-White leadership bias. The 

studies shed light on the possible antecedents of ethnic minorities' underrepresentation in 

organizational leadership positions and test ways to counter it.  

Leadership Categorization and the Pro-White Leadership Bias 

Leadership Categorization Theory (LCT; Lord & Maher, 1993) applies insights from 

classical categorization perspectives to a leadership context. Categories are "cognitive 

structures that represent knowledge about a stimulus (e.g., automobiles, leaders) and its 

attributes" (Medvedeff & Lord, 2007). They can help structure large amounts of information 

into efficient formats by "allowing us to treat many categorized stimuli as equivalent" 

(Medvedeff & Lord, 2007, p. 21; Lord & Maher, 1993) and to discriminate easily between 

information originating from different categories (Rosch, 1978). During this process a target's 

resemblance to, or divergence from the prototypes (i.e., typical characteristics of category 

members) guides perceivers' categorization tendencies (Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosch, 1978]. 

Accordingly, LCT explains perceived leadership as a result of cognitive processes during 

which the evaluator mentally matches the characteristics of the target individual with existing 

leader prototypes (Lord & Maher, 1993). When there is a match, i.e. if the target's 

characteristics fit perceivers' leader prototypes, the favourability of their leadership is 

enhanced (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; also see Livingston, Rosette, & Washington, 2012). 

Attributes such as intelligence, decisiveness, self-confidence, ambition, and reliability are 
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universally considered prototypical leadership traits (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Den Hartog & 

Koopman, 2001; Kirkpatrick, & Locke, 1991; Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984; Van Vugt, 

2006; Van Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008), whereas traits such as egotism, ruthlessness, and 

dishonesty are considered the antithesis of  leadership (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & 

Gupta, 2004).  

Typical attributes of a category membership (e.g., "leader") can be inferred from the 

specific exemplars of that category (Lord et al., 1984; Smith & Zarate, 1992) Because most of 

the higher hierarchical level and leadership positions in the Western world are occupied by  

members of the White-majority group (e.g., U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011, Alliance 

for Board Diversity Census, 2010), the concomitant frequent experiences with White leaders 

are likely to cause perceivers to assume leaders in general to be White. Indeed, in the US, 

business leaders (compared to those in subordinate positions) are assumed to be White, and 

from this perspective a pro-White leadership bias in both perception and evaluation of 

leadership potential and effectiveness may have developed (Rosette et al., 2011).  

As perceivers evaluate a target's leadership potential and/or effectiveness, they assess 

the extent to which the target's attributes and/or behavior are in line with their pre-existing 

prototypes (Lord et al., 1984). During this process of "matching" the target to a pre-existing 

prototypical image, perceivers can use partial information to infer leadership patterns, which 

can cause prototype consistent "false-positives" (Lord & Emrich, 2000). Thus, a pro-White 

leadership bias may involve the (mis)categorization of prototypical leadership attributes as 

typical for White-majority group members. Earlier research hints at this possibility. High 

status groups (e.g., White-majority), for instance, are seen as more competent, a construct 

highly related to leadership (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002).  Furthermore, Livingston and 

Pierce (2009) uncovered that having a baby face – which is considered a non-typical leader 

attribute (Zebrowitz & Montepare, 2005) – is negatively correlated with success among White 
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males in high positions of leadership, whereas it appears to have a "disarming" effect on 

Black CEO's. 

In addition to targets' fit to universal leadership prototypes, their embodiment of group 

level prototypes can play a role in leadership perception and perceived effectiveness (Hogg, 

2001; Hogg & Van Knippenberg, 2003). That is, as targets are seen as more prototypical for 

the group, their leadership evaluations will be more favorable among those who identify 

strongly with the group (e.g., Van Knippenberg B, & Van Knippenberg, 2005). From this 

perspective, the pro-White leadership bias should be stronger among White-majority members 

than ethnic minority members for two reasons. First, the White group members have a 

stronger association of universal leadership traits with White-majority targets. Second, White 

group members (compared to ethnic minority members) should have more positive leadership 

evaluations of White-majority targets because of their in-group prototypicality. Research on 

leadership (vs. subordinate) roles, however, shows that both White-majority and ethnic 

minority group members assume leaders in general to be White (Rosette et al., 2008). 

Furthermore, targets' in-group prototypicality does not necessarily affect the perceivers' 

evaluation of their fit to general leadership prototypes (Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997), which is 

the focus of current research. We, thus, expect to observe the implicit pro-White leadership 

bias in both White and non-White perceivers. 

In sum, we argue that typical leadership traits are more strongly associated with 

White-majority group members than with ethnic minority members, and this should manifest 

itself in explicit evaluations of the leadership potential of the target. Although some research 

has questioned the (individual) level predictive value of implicit measures of explicit behavior 

(Blanton et al., 2009), meta-analyses have shown a moderate, positive relationship between 

perceivers' implicit biases and their responses on related explicit measures (Agerström &  

Rooth, 2011; Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt, 2005; Nosek et al., 2007). 
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Our first goal here is to test the emergence of an automatic, subconscious pro-White 

leadership bias and its effects on decisions to promote White-majority candidates into higher 

level leadership positions in hypothetical business settings.  

Weakening the Pro-White Leadership Bias 

The second goal of our paper is to examine the effectiveness of specific cognitive 

strategies that can be used to weaken pro-White leadership biases. According to the LCT, 

perceivers' cognitive simplifications (e.g., categorization) are likely to cause perceptual biases 

towards minority groups. Lord and Maher's (1993) discussion on gender bias in this context is 

relevant for the pro-White leadership bias: "…in many instances initial exposure to a female 

manager results in the immediate categorization of her into a female category, as opposed to 

a manager or leader category. […] this type of processing may also be a source of bias." (p. 

99). Thus, the immediate categorization of a target individual as, for instance, "Hispanic 

American" could inhibit his/her categorization as a "potential leader" which, in turn, would 

restrict his/her chances to emerge as a leader as well as being perceived as an effective leader. 

One possible way to restrain this bias is to focus on the situational sensitivity of the 

prototype activation process. More recent views on leadership categorization reject the "rigid" 

aspects of information processing from the original LCT (i.e., context independent prototype 

activation) and embrace a connectionist model [see Bechtel & Abrahamsen, 2002; Lord, 

Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001). According to the connectionist view of leadership 

categorization, information originating from various sources (individual, task-related, social 

context etc.) can co-act and create "contextually sensitive leadership categories or behavioral 

scripts" (Lord et al., 2001). Indeed, research has shown that situational factors can determine 

patterns of prototype activation and perceived leader effectiveness (e.g., Ryan, Haslam, 

Hersby, & Bongiorno, 2011; Van Vugt & Spisak, 2008).  

We argue that, if the pro-White leadership bias emerges from immediate 
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categorization of a target as ethnic minority - which then suppresses their possible 

categorization as a potential leader - reducing this tendency can also help suppress this type 

of bias. Here we focused on a strategy proven to reduce intergroup differentiation (i.e., the 

perception of racio-ethnic groups as separate subgroups): increasing the salience of a dual 

identity.  

Dual Identity Suppresses the Pro-White Leadership Bias 

 Intergroup differentiation tends to be substantially reduced under various forms of re-

categorization. The Common Ingroup Identity Model (CIIM; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; 

Gaertner et al., 1993) specifies two forms of re-categorization—emphasizing an overarching, 

common identity, and creating a dual identity. Introducing an overarching level of 

identification (e.g., being European) that is inclusive of all the subgroups (e.g., being German, 

Dutch, French) reduces subgroup categorization and mitigates intergroup differentiation 

(Gaertner et al., 1993). Indeed, introducing a common ingroup identity is associated with 

intergroup friendship and helping (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; West, Pearson, Dovidio, 

Shelton, &Trail, 2009), endorsement of international cooperative actions (Beaton, Dovidio, & 

Léger, 2008), and positive intergroup evaluations and compliance behavior (Nier et al., 2001). 

The benefits of re-categorization in terms of one overarching identity may be offset by 

the individual's fundamental need to differentiate themselves from others (Brewer, 1991). 

Thus, a mere focus on an inclusive category may not satisfy the need for distinctiveness. 

Furthermore, seemingly overarching identities may be (implicitly) claimed by the members of 

the dominant group. In the United States, for instance, "being American" has been shown to 

be strongly associated with "being White" (Devos, & Banaji, 2005). Increasing the salience of 

the "common ingroup identity" American could increase prejudice displayed by Caucasian 

Americans toward, for instance, African Americans (Dach-Gruschow & Hong, 2006). These 

downsides are less prominent in CIIM's second strategy for overcoming intergroup 
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differentiation; the creation of a dual identity within an overarching level of identification 

(Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Highlighting both super- and subordinate levels of identification 

simultaneously can especially be relevant when it relates to group memberships that are 

central to individuals' social self and when visible attributes reflect group membership, such 

as racio-ethnic groups (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy, 2009; for evidence see e.g., González & 

Brown, 2003, 2006). Thus, when a dual identity is made salient, ethnic minority targets will 

not be perceived as such prior to the possibility to be perceived as a potential leader. 

Accordingly, we expect that a dual identity suppresses the pro-White leadership bias. 

Taken together, if the pro-White leadership bias flows from the immediate 

categorization of a target as a member of a racial/ethnic group which restricts his/her 

perceived leadership potential,  we should find that cross-categorization and emphasizing dual 

identity reduces the pro-White leadership bias. Examining these possibilities is the second 

main goal of the current research.  

The Present Research 

Our first goal - to capture the pro-White leadership bias - was pursued in the first three 

studies. In all three studies, we focused on implicit evaluations using standard and newly 

developed implicit association tests (IAT, Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003). The IAT 

measure is based on the assumption that stronger associations between two or more categories 

are cognitively more easily accessible than weaker associations, and as a result, reactions 

times for the earlier combination are shorter than for the latter (Greenwald et al., 2003; Lord 

et al., 1984). This approach enabled us to demonstrate that an implicit pro-White leadership 

bias exists and is present regardless of the perceiver's ethnicity (i.e., both majority and 

minority members should display pro-White leadership bias). To our knowledge this is the 

first time this specific type of bias is recorded using the IAT. Our second goal—to uncover 

strategies that reduce pro-White leadership bias—was pursued in Study 2.4. Study 2.4 
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focused on re-categorization by means of instigating a dual identity. In Study 2.4 we 

complemented the implicit measures of bias with an explicit measure of promotion-related 

decision making.   

Study 2.1: Implicit Association Between Leadership Roles and Ethnicity 

 The first study was a conceptual replication of Rosette and her colleagues (2008). We 

hypothesized that organizational leadership roles are more strongly associated with White-

majority members than with ethnic minority members among both White-majority and ethnic 

minority participants. (Hypothesis 1).  

Method  

Participants and Procedure. Participants were 40 students (14 men, 26 women; Mage 

= 22.15, SDage = 3.17) at a large Dutch university.1 Twenty-seven participants had a native-

Dutch ethnic background, and 13 had an ethnic-minority background (of which five were 

Surinamese-Dutch, three Asian-Dutch, two Turkish-Dutch, one Moroccan-Dutch, and two 

other non-native Dutch). In this and the following studies, ethnic group categorization was 

based on participants’ self-reports and was measured after the reaction time measures. 

Participants received extra course credits or €2 for their participation. They were seated in a 

cubicle with a desk and a computer and completed the Ethnicity-Organizational Roles IAT on 

the computer. After the IAT, the participants filled out a demographics questionnaire (e.g., 

gender, age, ethnic background).  

The IAT Measure. In designing the Ethnicity-Organizational Roles IAT we followed 

the guidelines by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998). The measure consisted of seven 

blocks. In Block 1 (practice, 20 trials), participants were asked to categorize native-Dutch 

names by pressing the key "Q", and ethnic-minority names by pressing the key "P". In Block 

2 (practice, 20 trials), they categorized high status roles by pressing the key "Q", and low 

status roles by pressing the key "P". In Block 3 (practice, 20 trials) and Block 4 (test, 40 
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trials), the target and the attribute concepts were combined. The participants pressed the key 

"Q" if the stimulus belonged to one of the two categories "native-Dutch or high-status" and 

they pressed the key "P" if the stimulus was a part of "ethnic-minority or low status". In Block 

5 (reversed practice, 20 trials), the participants were asked to press "Q" if the stimulus 

belonged to the category "ethnic minority", and to press "P" if the stimulus was part of 

"native-Dutch". In Block 6 (reversed combined practice, 20 trials), and Block 7 (reversed 

combined test, 40 trials), participants pressed the key "Q" to indicate that the stimulus 

belonged to either "ethnic-minority" or "high status", and pressed "P" if it belonged to either 

"native-Dutch" or "low status" (see Table 2.1 for an overview). The order in which the 

participants completed Block 3 (B3) and Block 4 (B4) and Block 6 (B6) and Block 7 (B7) 

was counterbalanced. 

Table 2.1   

Procedure of the Ethnicity-Organizational Roles IAT (Study 2.1) 

Block No. of 

Trials 

Function Items  

Assigned to 

Left Key  

Response 

Items  

Assigned to  

Right Key  

Response 

1 20 Practice Native-Dutch names Ethnic-Minority 

names 2 20 Practice High status roles Low status roles 

3 20 Practice Native-Dutch names + Ethnic-Minority 

names + 

 

   High status roles Low status roles 

4 40 Test Native-Dutch names + 

 

Ethnic-Minority 

names + 

 

   High status roles Low status roles 

5 40 Practice Ethnic-Minority 

names 

Native-Dutch names 

6 20 Practice Ethnic-Minority 

names+ 

 

Native-Dutch 

names+ 

 

   High status roles Low status roles 

7 40 Test Ethnic-Minority 

names+ 

 

Native-Dutch 

names+ 

 

   High status roles Low status roles 

Note. IAT = Implicit Association Test 
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Prior to the response time measure, participants were made familiar with the target-

concept categories (i.e., native-Dutch and ethnic minority), the attribute categories (i.e., high 

status and low status organizational roles) and the stimuli. We used 20 male names (ten 

native-Dutch [e.g., Jasper, Alex, Onno], and ten Arab-Dutch names [e.g., Ayoub, Hamza, 

Bilal]) as the stimuli for the two target-concept categories (also see De Dreu, Greer, Van 

Kleef, Shalvi, & Handgraaf, 2011). For the attribute category we used five high status 

organizational roles (i.e., boss, supervisor, leader, executive, and authority), and five low 

status organizational roles (i.e., helper, assistant, subordinate, aid, and follower; adapted from 

(Rudman & Kilianski, 2000). 

Results and Discussion 

We followed the improved scoring procedure (Greenwald et al., 2003) to calculate an 

IAT score, D, for each participant. We used the data from B4, B5, B6, and B7. After 

calculating the mean response time for correct responses per block, we replaced each 

incorrect response with the mean of that specific block and added a 600 millisecond "error 

penalty". We computed pooled standard deviations for B3 and B6 and for B4 and B7. We 

calculated the corrected means for each of the four blocks and computed two subtractions: B6 

- B3 and B7 - B4. We divided each outcome by the relevant pooled standard deviation. The 

average of the two quotients yielded an IAT score, D, for each participant. A positive IAT 

score implies a stronger association between high-status organizational roles and native-Dutch 

relative to the association between high-status organizational roles and ethnic-minorities, a 

negative score implies the reversed relationship, and a zero score implies no association 

between ethnicity and organizational roles.  

In line with Hypothesis 1, the mean IAT scores of the participants was positive (M = 

0.24, SD = 0.48, d = 0.50; see Rudman, 2011), and differed significantly from zero t (39) = 

3.17, p = .003. To investigate possible ethnicity effects we created a new dichotomous 
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variable "participant ethnicity" (native-Dutch versus other). The mean IAT-score of the 

native-Dutch participants (M = 0.20, SD = 0.43), and for the ethnic-minority participants (M = 

0.33, SD = 0.59), did not differ from one another t (38) = -0.81, p = .43. These results support 

the prediction that organizational leadership roles are more strongly associated with White-

majority group members than ethnic-minority individuals (Hypothesis 1) by the members of 

both racial-ethnic groups.  

Study 2.2: Implicit Association Between Leadership Traits and Ethnicity 

 Study 2.1 showed the expected automatic association between target's ethnicity and 

leadership roles. However, the mean IAT-score derived from the task used in Study 2.1 is a 

"relative" effect: it represents a difference in the strength of the association between the 

combination "White-majority = leadership roles, ethnic minorities = subordinate roles" and 

"White-majority = subordinate roles, ethnic minorities = leadership roles" (Bluemke & Friese, 

2008). That is, it is unclear whether the implicit bias we found is driven by a stronger 

association between White-majority and leadership roles or between ethnic minority and 

subordinate roles. In Study 2.2 we eliminated this limitation by relying on an SA-IAT (Penke, 

Eichstaedt, & Asendorpf, 2006) in which the categories that represent different ethnicities 

(i.e., native-Dutch and ethnic minority) are linked to a single attribute (i.e., leader). The use of 

an SA-IAT enabled us to directly test our second prediction that universal leadership traits are 

more strongly associated with White-majority group members than with ethnic minorities 

among both White-majority and ethnic minority participants (Hypothesis 2). In the SA-IAT 

developed here, participants were asked to categorize stimuli into one of the categories 

"native-Dutch" (i.e., White-majority), "ethnic minority" or the attribute "leader". Depending 

on the phase, the attribute shared a response key with one of the two ethnicity categories. This 

enabled us to compare reaction times associated with either combination and to investigate a 

possible bias using the (SD corrected) difference scores.  
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Method  

Participants and Procedure. Participants were 82 students (25 men, 56 women, 1 

missing; Mage = 20.80, SDage = 3.33) at a large Dutch university. 62 participants had a native-

Dutch ethnic background, and 20 had an ethnic-minority background  (of which four were 

Surinamese-Dutch, four Antillean-Dutch, four Moroccan-Dutch, three Asian-Dutch, and five 

other non-native Dutch). They received extra course credits or €2 for their participation. 

Participants were seated in a cubicle with a desk and a computer and completed the Ethnicity-

Leadership SA-IAT on the computer. After the SA-IAT, the participants filled out a 

demographics questionnaire (e.g., gender, age, ethnic background).  

The SA-IAT Measure. We developed a Single Attribute Implicit Association Test 

(SA-IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998; Penke et al., 2006). The SA-IAT was adapted from the 

method proposed by Greenwald et al. (1998; Penke et al., 2006) and is similar to the Single-

Target IAT (Bluemke & Friese, 2008; Wigboldus, 2003). The measure consisted of three 

blocks. In Block 1 (practice, 20 trials), participants were asked to categorize native-Dutch 

names by pressing the key "Q", and ethnic-minority names by pressing the key "P". In Block 

2 (test, 35 trials), participants pressed the key "Q" to indicate that the stimulus belonged to 

either "native-Dutch" or "leader", and pressed "P" if it belonged to "ethnic minority". In Block 

3 (test, 35 trials), participants pressed the key "Q" if the stimulus belonged to "native-Dutch" 

and pressed "P" if it belonged to either "ethnic minority" or "leader" (see Table 2.2 for an 

overview). The test blocks had a key-distribution of 2:2:3 (or 3:2:2) in order to avoid a 

response bias potentially caused by equal frequencies of correct responses per key (Karpinski 

& Steinman, 2006). The order of the two test blocks was counterbalanced. 

Prior to the response time measure, participants were made familiar with the 

categories (i.e., native-Dutch and ethnic minority), the attribute (i.e., Leader) and the stimuli. 

The stimuli used for the two categories were 10 male names (five native-Dutch [e.g., Jasper], 
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and five Arab-Dutch [e.g., Jafaar]; also see De Dreu et al., 2011). For the attribute "Leader" 

we used five traits prototypically associated with leaders: Decisive, Intelligent, Self-confident, 

Ambitious, and Reliable (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Den Hartog & Koopman, 2001; 

Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Van Vugt et al., 2008). 

Table 2.2   

Procedure of the Ethnicity-Leadership SA-IAT  

Block No. of 

Trials 

Function Items  

Assigned to 

Left Key  

Response 

Items  

Assigned to  

Right Key  

Response 

1 20 Practice Native-Dutch names Ethnic-Minority names 

2 35 Test Native-Dutch names + 

 

Ethnic-Minority names 

   Leadership traits  

3 35 Test Native-Dutch names 

 

Ethnic-Minority names 

+ 

 

    Leadership traits 

Note. SA-IAT = Single Attribute Implicit Association Test. In Study 2.4 "names" are replaced 

with pictures.  

 

Results and Discussion 

As in Study 2.1, we used the improved scoring procedure (Greenwald et al., 2003) to 

calculate an SA-IAT score, D, for each participant. As predicted in Hypothesis 2, the mean 

SA-IAT scores of the participants was positive (M = 0.27, SD = 0.43, d = 0.62), and differed 

significantly from zero t (81) = 5.64, p < .001. The mean SA-IAT score of the native-Dutch 

participants (M = 0.30, SD = 0.43), and the ethnic-minority participants (M = 0.16, SD = 0.44) 

did not differ from one another, t (80) = 1.28, p = .20. These results support the hypothesis 

that leadership traits are more strongly associated with White-majority group members than 

ethnic-minority individuals (Hypothesis 2), by the members of both racial-ethnic groups.  

One possible limitation of this study may be that all leadership traits used as stimuli 

(e.g., intelligent, decisive) can be considered positive traits. Thus, the pro-White leadership 
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bias measured in Study 2.2, can be an expression of a general implicit pro-White bias (i.e., an 

automatic association of positive words with White-majority targets). Yet, we have strong 

reasons to believe that our SA-IAT measure uncovers a different type of association than a 

mere general pro-White bias. In this respect, the results revealed that –similar to White-

majority participants– ethnic minority participants showed a pro-White leadership bias. This 

is in contrast with previous empirical research on generalized implicit measures that reported 

no significant bias by ethnic minorities (i.e., IAT scores for the automatic association between 

positive words and target racio-ethnic groups did not differ from zero; Newheiser & Olson, 

2012; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002). A bias in the race-ethnicity related assumptions 

about individuals in leadership positions (as opposed to subordinates), however, has been 

recorded for both White-majority and ethnic-minority perceivers (Rosette et al., 2008).  

Nevertheless, because the ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT is a newly developed instrument, we 

conducted an additional study in a different Dutch university to replicate the findings from 

Study 2.2 and to show the dissimilarities between this measure and generalized implicit 

prejudice measures. 

Study 2.3: Pro-White Leadership Bias = General Pro-White Bias? 

  Although Study 2.2 revealed a clear implicit pro-White leadership bias, one additional 

step may be useful to assure the robustness of the bias. Our goal in Study 2.3 was to replicate 

the findings from Study 2.2, as well as, to give a conclusive answer about its divergence from 

the more conventional, general implicit association measures. In this study, the participants 

completed both an ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT and an SA-IAT that measured a generalized 

implicit prejudice. We expected both White-majority and ethnic minority participants to 

display an implicit pro-White leadership bias (Hypothesis 3a), but only the first group to show 

a generalized implicit pro-White bias (Hypothesis 3b).  

Method  
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Participants and Procedure. Participants were 94 students (18 men, 71 women, 5 

missing; Mage = 21.51, SDage = 3.05) at a large Dutch university. Eightyparticipants had a 

native-Dutch ethnic background, and 14 had an racial-ethnic minority background (of which 

eight were Turkish-Dutch, two Asian-Dutch, and four other non-native Dutch). They received 

extra course credits or €2,50 for their participation. Participants were seated in a cubicle with 

a desk and a computer and completed both an Implicit Prejudice SA-IAT and an Ethnicity-

Leadership SA-IAT on the computer. Depending on the condition they either started with the 

Implicit Prejudice SA-IAT or the Ethnicity-Leadership SA-IAT. After the SA-IAT's, the 

participants filled out a demographics questionnaire (e.g., gender, age, ethnic background).  

The SA-IAT measures. The Leadership-Ethnicity SA-IAT was identical to the 

instrument used in Study 2.2. The Implicit Prejudice SA-IAT replaced the attribute "Leader" 

with "Good". Following Wigboldus (2003), the stimuli used for the Implicit Prejudice SA-

IAT were love, peace, joy, happiness, and flower. 

Results and Discussion 

 In line with Hypothesis 3a, two separate one-sample t-tests revealed that both native-

Dutch (M = 0.25, SD = 0.50, d = 0.51; t [79] = 4.52, p < .001, and ethnic minority participants 

(M = 0.23, SD = 0.49, d = 0.48; t [13] = 1.78, p = .049 [one-tailed]) showed a stronger 

association between leadership traits and native-Dutch than these traits and ethnic-minorities. 

However, only native-Dutch participants (M = 0.30, SD = 0.48, d = 0.61 ; t [79] = 5.48, p < 

.001) associated non-leadership related positive words more strongly with native-Dutch than 

ethnic minorities. The mean Implicit Prejudice SA-IAT score of the ethnic-minority 

participants (M = 0.06, SD = 0.51, d = 0.12) did not statistically differ from zero, t (13) = 

0.46, p = .66  (Hypothesis 3b). We also calculated the correlation between the Implicit 

Prejudice SA-IAT and the Leadership-Ethnicity SA-IAT. As we would have expected, the 

Pearson correlation between the two measures was statistically not significant,  
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r (92) = .17, p = .10. These findings support our assumption that the Leadership-Ethnicity SA-

IAT differs from the Generalized Implicit Prejudice measures.  

Studies 2.2 and 2.3 revealed (i) the presence of an implicit pro-White leadership bias 

that (ii) differs from the more conventional, generalized implicit prejudice measure. The 

ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT can, thus, be used to measure a specific implicit bias that is 

likely to put up to the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in leadership positions. In 

Study 2.4 we targeted contextual factors—re-categorization—that was hypothesized to 

mitigate the pro-White leadership bias. In this final study we engaged White-majority group 

members, because this group still dominates the positions of power in organizations (e.g., 

CBS, 2007), and thus it is essential to uncover under which circumstances bias by the 

members of this group diminishes.  

Study 2.4: Dual Identity to Suppress the Implicit Pro-White Leadership Bias 

 In this study we examined dual identity (as a re-categorization strategy) as a boundary 

condition on the pro-White leadership bias. The target stimuli belonging to the same ethnic 

category were all featured in T-shirts of the same color (e.g., all native-Dutch stimuli wore 

blue T-shirts). Prior to the SA-IAT measure we asked the participants to wear a T-shirt in the 

same color as their ingroup (i.e., intergroup differentiation condition: salient ethnic groups in 

the absence of an overarching identity) or their outgroup (i.e., dual identity condition: salient 

ethnic groups within an overarching identity). We expected the participants in the intergroup 

differentiation and the control condition to show higher levels of a pro-White leadership bias 

than those in the dual-identity condition (Hypothesis 4a). Furthermore we expected that the 

mean SA-IAT score would be positive and significantly deviating from zero in the intergroup 

differentiation and control conditions, while the mean SA-IAT score would not be 

significantly differing from zero in the dual-identity condition (Hypothesis 4b).  

 The second goal of Study 2.4 was to investigate whether the SA-IAT scores predict 
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discriminatory behavior during promotion related decision making processes. Earlier research 

has stressed biases in leadership categorization specifically as a pro-White rather than an anti-

minority bias (Rosette et al., 2008). The ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT fits this idea because the 

SA-IAT scores reflect an SD corrected difference score between an implicit "pro-White" and 

"pro ethnic-minority" leadership bias. Larger SA-IAT scores thus reflect the extent to which 

participants perceive a White-majority target to better fit a leadership position than an ethnic 

minority target. This implicit bias could influence their explicit leadership-related decision 

making processes, so that a higher SA-IAT score is associated with an enhanced willingness 

to promote a White (and not a non-White) target to a higher leadership position (Hypothesis 

4c). 

Method  

Participants and Procedure. Participants were 67 native-Dutch students (20 males, 

44 females, 3 missing; Mage = 22.17, SDage = 7.57) at a large Dutch university. Participants 

were seated in a cubicle with a desk and a computer and completed the Ethnicity-Leadership 

SA-IAT on the computer. Prior to the SA-IAT measure they were either asked to wear a T-

shirt (in  blue or green) or they were not asked this (=control). They were randomly assigned 

to either the dual identity, intergroup differentiation or the control condition.  

After the SA-IAT's, the participants were asked to read the short resume of a candidate 

for a higher leadership position within a fictitious company. The candidate in the scenario had 

a lower level management position in the company as the head of a department and applied 

for a higher level position to become the head of the division. The scenario was accompanied 

by an organizational structure scheme that showed the promotion aspects of this application.  

The resumes were kept constant except the name of the candidate which was either a native-

Dutch or an ethnic minority (in this case a Moroccan/Arab) name (see Appendix A for the 

resume). The participants were asked to imagine they were a member of the committee that 
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made the promotion decision and rated their willingness to hire the candidate for the higher 

leadership position. The participants, then, filled out a demographics questionnaire (e.g., 

gender, age, ethnic background).  

 SA-IAT measure. The procedure of the Ethnicity-Leadership SA-IAT was identical 

to the studies above. The SA-IAT stimuli in this study consisted of five pictures per category 

(i.e., five native-Dutch and five Moroccan pictures, Langer et al., 2010). In order to keep 

interethnic boundaries salient, the stimuli of the same ethnic group featured in T-shirts all in 

the same color. The specific T-shirt color per target ethnic group was counterbalanced. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions: (1) Participants wore the 

same colored T-shirt as their ethnic in-group targets (e.g., participant blue - native-Dutch 

stimuli blue; the intergroup differentiation condition). (2) Participants wore the same colored 

T-shirt as their ethnic out-group targets (the dual identity condition). (3) Participants were not 

given a T-shirt before the measure; all pictured individuals wore black T-shirts (=control). 

 Promotion. The participants' willingness to promote the candidate to a higher 

leadership position was measured using one item: "I would hire this candidate for the position 

of the head of the division." The participants rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = completely 

disagree, 7 = completely agree) to what extent they agreed with the statement. 

Results and Discussion  

SA-IAT effects per condition. An SA-IAT score, D,  per participant was calculated 

using the same algorithm as before. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed that 

the conditions differed from one-another, F(2, 64) = 3.78, p = .028, ηp² =.11. Contrast 

analyses comparing the dual identity condition to the remaining two conditions partially 

supported  Hypothesis 4a, showing that the mean SA-IAT score in the dual-identity condition 

(M = 0.08, SD = 0.44, d = 0.19) was lower than the control condition  (M = 0.38, SD = 0.49, d 

= 0.77), t(64) = -2.34, p = .023, but not different from the inter-group differentiation condition 
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(M = 0.10, SD = 0.26, d = 0.40),  t(64) = 0.15 p = .88. Furthermore, results revealed that the 

participants in the  intergroup differentiation condition (t [27] = 2.09, p = .046), and in the 

control condition (t [20] = 3.54, p = .002) showed significantly stronger associations between 

native-Dutch and leadership traits than between ethnic minority and leadership traits  (i.e., 

their scores significantly differed from zero). However, scores of participants in the dual-

identity condition did not differ from zero (t [17] = 0.80, p = .44), indicating bias suppression 

is this condition. Supporting Hypothesis 4b, these results suggest that introducing a dual 

identity can weaken the implicit pro-White leadership bias. 

Promotion. To investigate whether the implicit bias assessed by the ethnicity-

leadership SA-IAT can predict intentions to hire a majority (and not an ethnic minority) 

candidate for a higher leadership position, we conducted a multiple regression analysis. After 

centering the SA-IAT scores, and creating dummy variables for the candidates' racial 

background (White= 0, Minority =1), we computed the interaction term for SA-IAT score-by-

candidates' racial background (Aiken & West, 1991). We entered these variables 

simultaneously as independent variables in a regression analysis and identified “willingness to 

promote” as the dependent variable. Higher SA-IAT scores predicted participants' increased 

intentions of promoting a candidate to a higher leadership position, B = 1.34, SE = .49, t(62) = 

2.76, p = .008, while candidates' racial background did not have a significant main effect on 

the participants' intentions to promote them to a higher leadership position, B = 0.11, SE = 

.25, t(62) = 0.44, p = .66. Importantly, there was a significant two way interaction between 

SA-IAT scores and candidates' racial background, B= -1.29, SE = .62, t(62) = -2.09, p = .041. 

Simple slopes for White and ethnic minority candidates were tested for high (+1 SD) and low 

(-1 SD) levels of SA-IAT scores. As expected higher levels of the SA-IAT effect predicted 

willingness to promote a White candidate to a higher leadership role, B= 1.34, SE = .49, t(62) 

= 2.76, p = .008, while this effect did not predict the participants' willingness to promote an 
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ethnic minority candidate to a higher leadership position, B= 0.04, SE = .39, t(62) = 0.11, p = 

.91. Thus, supporting Hypothesis 4c, a larger score on the ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT is 

associated with positive intentions to hire a White-majority candidate into a higher leadership 

position, and is unrelated to the intention to hire an ethnic minority candidate.2 

Study 2.4 showed that introducing a dual identity (i.e., having an overarching level of 

categorization while keeping racial-ethnic boundaries salient) can help suppress the implicit 

pro-White leadership bias. Moreover, the results also showed that this bias can influence 

promotion related decision making processes. These results support the view that re-

categorization (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) can be an effective strategy to repress the pro-

White leadership bias. This finding is especially relevant, because this bias can restrict the 

higher level leadership possibilities of ethnic minorities by causing discriminatory behavior 

during promotion-related decision making processes.  

Although the bias for the intergroup differentiation and the control conditions were 

both statistically significant, it is surprising that the mean SA-IAT scores in the former were 

clearly lower than the latter. Moreover, although we did not predict this, the intergroup 

differentiation condition was significantly lower than the control condition. This finding does 

not fit the theory as this condition arguably amplifies subgroup categorization and thus should 

have been at least as high as (or higher than) the control condition. One possible explanation 

for this effect is that wearing a T-shirt in itself might have created an overarching level of 

identification which also reduced the mean bias in the intergroup differentiation condition.  

Because both ethnic target groups were featured in T-shirts in striking colors, the intended 

amplification of differences between the ethnic categories may have become less salient. 

Another possible explanation is that by making intergroup boundaries overly salient, this 

condition might have activated bias control, and as a result might have depressed the SA-IAT 

effect altogether. Nevertheless, the participants in the intergroup differentiation condition still 
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expressed a significant level of pro-White leadership bias (and those in the dual identity 

condition did not) which tells us that the intergroup differences were –at least to some extent- 

processed. 

General Discussion 

Across four studies, we integrated leadership categorization theory (e.g., Lord & 

Maher, 1993) and theory on intergroup relations (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) to 

investigate the possible intra-individual antecedents of the underrepresentation of ethnic 

minorities in leadership positions as well as offered contextual interventions to restrict this. 

Earlier research suggested that frequent experiences with White-leaders have created a pro-

White leadership bias in the Western world, which is –to some extent- responsible for the 

underrepresentation of racial-ethnic minorities in leadership positions (Rosette et al., 2008). In 

this research we focused on an implicit pro-White leadership bias. In line with the hypotheses, 

the results showed that organizational leadership roles (Study 2.1), and more importantly, 

universal leadership traits are more strongly associated with White-majority group members 

than ethnic minorities (Study 2.2 & 2.3). Crucially, this bias can be weakened by increasing 

dual levels of identification (i.e., recategorization; Study 2.4), which can suppress explicit 

pro-White biases during promotion related decision making processes (Study 2.4).  

Our findings extend previous research (Rosette et al., 2008) by showing that the 

association between leadership roles and targets' ethnic background is -at least partially- an 

implicit, non-deliberative process which also occurs in a European context. The studies also 

provide insight into bottom-up aspects of the pro-White bias in leadership categorization by 

showing the association between universal leadership prototypes with racial-ethnic categories 

(Shondrick et al., 2010). Previous research has demonstrated similar implicit bias for sex 

(Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004), but not for ethnicity. Although the existence of such a bias may 

be discouraging, the possibility to "turn it off" by using rather easy-to-apply cognitive 
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interventions, which in turn can diminish explicit pro-White bias in promotion-related staffing 

decisions, is promising.  

Our findings advance theory by assessing novel hypotheses about racial-ethnic biases 

in leadership categorization and the conditions under which these biases can be weakened. 

This research answers the call for investigating the intersecting areas of diversity and 

leadership research (Eagly & Chin, 2010) by showing that the perspectives from either of 

these areas can make meaningful contributions to the other. Specifically, supporting the 

connectionist view (Lord et al., 2001), our results clearly demonstrate that racial-ethnic biases 

that may occur during the prototype activation process are sensitive to situational cues. 

Applying strategies from intergroup relations perspectives can be helpful in restricting this 

type of leadership bias. Our findings likely translate to leadership categorization bias towards 

other leadership minorities such as women and sexual minorities as they combat bias in its 

nascence. Furthermore, these results extend and complement research on leadership 

emergence (Ho, Shih, & Walters, 2012)  and perceivers' evaluations of counter-stereotypical 

leaders under varying conditions and situational cues (Abrams, Randsley de Moura, Marques, 

& Hutchison, 2008; Rast, Gaffney, Hogg, & Crisp, 2012).  

This research provides instruments for work organizations to restrict pro-White 

leadership bias and accommodate ethnic minority employees in their vertical career 

development. The leadership-ethnicity SA-IAT is an easily applicable assessment and 

selection tool to determine decision makers’ level of bias. The results of the measure can be 

used as an instrument to increase awareness of the implicit bias towards ethnic minority 

leadership. When explained thoroughly, this measure can be a valuable tool in diversity 

training practice and inform the trainees on ways to combat the behavioural consequences of 

this type of bias (Pendry, Driscoll, & Field, 2007). Furthermore, our results show that the 

implicit pro-White leadership bias may be weakened when multi-group memberships are 
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made salient (Study 2.4). Organizations can, for instance, focus on diversity policies that 

recognize and value diverse characteristics of its employees (Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, 

Ditlmann, & Crosby; 2008; Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2000).  

Although our work specifically focuses on implicit, automatic processes, we cannot 

rule out that more explicit, deliberative processes may play a role in these responses. For 

instance, some research shows that prototype-consistency plays an important role in how 

White versus African-American leaders and subordinates are explicitly evaluated (Knight, 

Hebl, Foster, & Mannix, 2003). While prototype-consistent White leaders are evaluated (e.g., 

achievement motivation) more positively than White subordinates, African-American leaders 

are evaluated less positively than African-American subordinates. These results suggest that, 

because changes to status quo may be threatening for the members of the White-majority 

group, who on average have a disproportionably large access to scarce resources (e.g., 

leadership positions), they may be both consciously as well as unconsciously motivated to act 

in ways that retain social arrangements as they are. Moreover, these biases may both 

consciously and unconsciously help retain and justify the status-quo, which in turn might 

protect both those who are advantaged (e.g., White-majority) and disadvantaged (e.g., racial-

ethnic minority) by the status-quo from negative psychological consequences (e.g., negative 

affect; see Jost & Hunyady, 2002). Future research should focus on the additive, or possibly 

multiplicative, effects of implicit and explicit leadership biases towards different racial-ethnic 

groups, and the possible system-justifying motivations that may affect their strength. 

Our studies have several limitations. Although controlling for the participants' gender 

does not influence our results, the stimuli used in these studies were male targets only; thus, 

we do not know if our findings generalize to female targets. Some studies suggests that this 

type of bias may be stronger in case of female minority targets (e.g., Berdahl & Moore, 2006). 

Recent research, however, argues that the bias is especially present towards male targets 
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(McDonald, Navarrete, & Van Vugt, 2012). Future studies should include both male and 

female targets. One possible strategy is to compare the bias strength for all possible 

combinations of gender and ethnicity (e.g., White female-minority male, White male-minority 

female). 

Second, all four studies were conducted in a lab setting with university students as 

participants. This begs the question of whether perceivers with more work and life experience 

also would show a bias in Ethnicity-Leadership SA-IAT. Recent research, however, shows 

that even participants with considerable work experience and knowledge about stereotypes are 

not immune for comparable biases (Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & 

Handelsman, 2012). Yet, it is interesting and valuable to conduct similar research in work  

organizations and real-life promotion contexts. Furthermore, the pro-White bias found in our 

studies may be restricted to the Western world where Whites are the numeric majority as well 

as the dominant group in terms of power, and resources. How would these results translate 

into other parts of the world? Cross–cultural research is needed to examine the transferability 

of this bias to the other parts of the world.  

One of the striking findings of the present research is that both ethnic minorities and 

the members of the White-majority group show a pro-White leadership bias in the 

categorization of universally valued leadership traits. Interestingly, minorities’ level of bias 

shows greater variability across the studies than the majorities’ level of bias. This may be a 

result of larger heterogeneity within this group than the majority group. For instance, the 

number of years these individuals reside in The Netherlands may have influenced their 

implicit leadership prototypes and thus affected their scores. Current studies cannot 

disentangle these aspects. However, combining the ethnic minority data from the second and 

the third studies (n = 34) shows that on average this group shows a significant implicit pro-

White leadership bias (M = 0.19, SD = 0.45, d = 0.42; t [33] = 2.45, p = .020). Still, it may be 
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interesting for future studies to focus on possible variables that affect minorities’ pro-White 

leadership bias. 

From an in-group prototypes view on leadership (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Van 

Knippenberg, 2003; Van Knippenberg, 2011), one might argue that ethnic minority 

participants' scores should have shown a pro-minority rather than a pro-White leadership bias. 

Although our findings do not support this, it is important to note that the pro-White and pro-

ingroup biases in leadership are not necessarily mutually exclusive. First, the source of the 

bias in both cases is the immediate categorization of the target as a member of a dichotomy 

(i.e., White versus minority) other than the dichotomy central to leadership evaluations (i.e., 

leader versus non-leader; Lord & Maher, 1993). Both types of bias, then, arguably occur as a 

result of categorizing a target individual as a non-member of the target category. Thus 

suppressing the perceivers' "spontaneous" categorization of the target as a member of an 

ethnic minority group, helps reducing the bias in leadership categorization. This explains how 

a bias reduction strategy derived from social and self-categorization perspectives (i.e., re-

categorization; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000) is effective in suppressing the pro-White 

leadership bias. Second, leadership categorization is a hierarchical model, thus, the specificity 

of prototypes varies between the different levels (Lord & Maher, 1993). The current research 

focuses on the highest, most abstract level where the perceivers distinguish leaders from non-

leaders. In-group prototypes may be more visible and relevant in the lower levels of the 

hierarchy where perceivers, for instance, distinguish between political and military leaders. 

Future studies should focus on the interaction between general leadership schemata (Lord & 

Maher, 1993), and within-group leadership prototypes (e.g., Hogg & Van Knippenberg, 2003) 

as a function of the different hierarchical levels of categorization. 

Another important direction for future research is to examine the consequences of the 

pro-White leadership bias for minorities themselves. This is in line with recent perspectives 
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that call for including stigmatized individuals in research as actors, instead of mere targets  

(Shelton, Alegre, & Son, 2010).  How does this bias relate to career decisions of ethnic 

minorities? Are minorities with high levels of bias on the ethnicity-leadership SA-IAT, for 

instance, less likely to pursue promotion, or to apply for leadership positions? Earlier research 

has, for instance, shown that stigmatized individuals' self-endorsement of stereotypes affects 

their perception of and performance in stereotype relevant areas (Schmader, Johns, & 

Barquissau, 2004). It may, thus, mean that the larger ethnic-minority participants' scores on 

the leadership-ethnicity SA-IAT, the smaller their willingness to apply for leadership 

positions or to aspire organizational leadership positions. Future studies should examine 

possible self-selection tendencies by ethnic minorities as a function of their internalization of 

the pro-White leadership bias. 

In sum, the general finding that people tend to associate universally valued leadership 

traits more with White rather than with ethnic minority categories –at least partially- 

illuminates why ethnic minorities may be less likely to obtain higher level leadership 

positions in Western society. Yet importantly, we show that relatively simple re-

categorization procedures can help weaken this bias. This may limit an explicit pro-White 

bias in promotion decisions, which has important implications for leadership practice. 
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Footnotes 

1. Our initial N's for the four studies were respectively 43, 89, 100, and 70. In each study, 

we lost or excluded the data of several participants because of technical errors (i.e., 

lost/ not-recorded [SA-]IAT data), procedural errors (e.g., in Study 2.4 some 

participants accidentally wore a T-shirt in the control condition or did not wear one in 

one of the remaining conditions), or issues with categorizing them into one of the 

ethnic groups due to lack of clarity in the self-reports. For Study 2.4, we did not pre-

select participants based on ethnicity but entered and analyzed only the data of native-

Dutch participants.  

2. We also tested the mediation from our experimental manipulation to willingness to 

promote through SA-IAT, moderated by candidate’s racial-ethnic group membership. 

We did not find support for this moderated mediation model.  
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Subordinates' Interpersonal Distance to Leaders Depends on Leaders' 

Ethnicity  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter is based on: 

Gündemir, S., Homan, A.C., van Vugt M., & de Dreu C.K.W. Subordinates' Interpersonal 

Distance to Leaders Depends on Leaders' Ethnicity (under review) 
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Abstract 

How we use interpersonal space tells a lot: We position ourselves close to those we like, keep 

some distance from outgroups, and as leaders we take and get more space than as 

subordinates. Here we merge these insights with implicit leadership theories and argue that 

subordinates use interpersonal distance as an expression of “granting” leadership. We 

modeled this in an ethnic intergroup-relations context, where White-majority participants 

were assistant/leader and their leader/assistant was White-majority or racial-ethnic minority. 

Participants kept greater distance from White-majority than from racial-ethnic minority 

leaders, a subtle expression of their explicit willingness to grant leadership (Study 3.1 & 3.2). 

Spatial discrimination disappeared when leader-appointment was merit-based (Study 3.3). 

Thus, interpersonal distance can communicate increased leadership endorsement, which 

happens more with White-majority leaders than with racial-ethnic minority leaders.  

 

Keywords: interpersonal distance, discrimination, leadership, stereotypes 
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Subordinates' Interpersonal Distance to Leaders Depends on Leaders' Ethnicity 

“Please, have a seat”. How frequent are we offered this, and automatically position 

ourselves somewhere in social space? Granted, we may sometimes quickly think about the 

strategic advantages of particular seating arrangements, or ponder normative considerations. 

But in more informal, day-to-day settings—during team meetings at work, at dinner with 

friends in restaurants—most of us position ourselves quasi-randomly around the table.  

Or do we? Does the way we position ourselves vis-à-vis others reflect something more 

than quasi-randomness? Could it be that the way we position ourselves tells us something 

about the way we relate to others, whether we see others as part of the ingroup or, instead as 

belonging to some rivaling and undesirable outgroup? Could it be that the way we position 

ourselves tells us something about whether we see others as our leader or, instead, as our 

assistant whose sole purpose is to serve and execute? Indeed, from ancestral human 

environments to modern societies, spatial arrangements associate with intergroup relations, 

with interpersonal proximity reflecting affiliation (Mehrabian, 1968; 1969), and interpersonal 

distance between members of different (ethnic) groups reflecting more negative intergroup 

attitudes, stronger discriminatory tendencies, or coping with threat unique to intergroup 

contexts (Dotsch & Wigboldus, 2008; Dovidio, Hebl, Richeson, & Shelton, 2006; Goff, 

Steele, & Davies, 2008; Hendricks & Bootzin, 1976; Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 

1994). Put differently, and except perhaps when love is in the air, during team meetings at 

work we would sit closer to those colleagues of similar ethnicity, than to those with different 

ethnic backgrounds. And in so doing, social categorizations are reinforced and team faultlines 

created—seating arrangements signal who belongs with whom, and who should be 

approached and included, versus avoided and excluded (Homan, Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, 

& Van Kleef, 2007; King & Ahmad, 2010). 
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 Besides reflecting intergroup attitudes, spatial behavior signals hierarchy. Those lower 

in the hierarchy maintain greater interpersonal distance towards others, whereas the higher 

placed tend to do the opposite (DePaulo & Friedman, 1998; Hall, Coats, & Smith-LeBeau, 

2005; Rosenfeld, Giacolone, & Kennedy, 1987; Smith & Galinsky, 2010; see also Keltner, 

Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003; Magee & Smith, 2013; Murray, Mane, & Pusey, 2007). In fact, 

both humans and non-human primates nonverbally claim power and leadership by expanding 

themselves and taking up enlarged space, while potential followers reciprocally respond with 

constricting and submissive bodily postures (De Waal, 1982; De Waal & Van Hooff, 1981; 

Tiedens & Fragale, 2003). Thus, during team meetings at work leaders position themselves so 

that they have relatively much space around them; subordinates stick together and at relative 

distance from the leader. And in so doing both leader and subordinates signal that the 

hierarchy is as it is, with the leader being the leader and the subordinate ready to serve and 

execute. Seating arrangements not only reflect (implicit) social categorization processes but 

also (implicit) hierarchical relations within groups of people.  

 Racial-Ethnic Leadership Biases and Their Consequences 

An implication of the above theory and research is that White-majority employees 

keep considerable interpersonal distance from leaders of racial-ethnic minority background, 

and stay closer to leaders that share their White-majority background. Indeed, the intergroup 

dynamics outlined above suggest White-majority workers sit relatively far away from their 

racial-ethnic minority leader, and the findings on hierarchy likewise suggest that they keep 

quite some distance from this leader. Thus, interpersonal distance from racial-ethnic minority 

leaders would be quite substantial and signal an affiliative and hierarchical gap between the 

White-majority workers on the one hand, and their ethnic-minority leader on the other hand. 

Conversely, this gap should be considerably smaller when the leader is of White-majority 

background too. 
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 However straightforward and intuitive the above reasoning may appear, below we 

argue and show it to be wrong. Leadership is dynamic and reciprocal. Whether leaders are 

holding a formal hierarchical position or not, for them to claim leadership and exert influence, 

potential followers need to grant them that role—they need to accept their claim to leadership, 

and accept a reciprocal follower role for themselves (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; see also 

Keltner, Van Kleef, Chen, & Kraus, 2008; Van Vugt, 2006). Those who fit existing implicit 

leadership prototypes better are more likely to be granted their leadership claim (DeRue & 

Ashford, 2010; Lord & Maher, 1993), and because of our relatively frequent experiences with 

and exposure to White-majority leaders (compared to racial-ethnic minority leaders) in the 

Western world the prototypical image of leaders is associated with being White-majority 

rather than racial-ethnic minority (Gündemir, Homan, De Dreu, & Van Vugt, 2014; Rosette, 

Leonardelli, & Phillips, 2008). If true, people should more readily grant leadership to White-

majority leaders than to racial-ethnic minority leaders (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). It would 

also mean that White-majority workers keep less physical distance from a racial-ethnic 

minority leader, than from a leader who shares their White-majority background. Evidence for 

this possibility would fit the finding that physical distance is actively used to regulate 

hierarchical relationships, and that leaders who perceive subordinates as a threat to their 

power position actually increase physical proximity, to control them better (Mead & Maner, 

2012).  

Taken together, we conjecture that interpersonal distance may serve as a nonverbal 

expression of granting leadership, whereby subordinates claim the reciprocal follower role for 

themselves and accept the hierarchically superior position of their leader. Subordinates' 

increased physical distance provides their leaders both literally and figuratively the space to 

act as leaders. Crucially, then, when leaders' racial-ethnic background fits implicit leadership 

prototypes (i.e., when the leader is White; Gündemir et al., 2014; Rosette et al., 2008), 
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subordinates distance themselves from their leader more as a way of granting them the 

leadership role. When the leaders' racial-ethnic background does not fit implicit leadership 

prototypes (i.e., when the leader has a racial-ethnic minority background), subordinates' 

spatial behavior may signal decreased acceptance of the leadership claim, expressed as 

relatively more physical proximity behavior.  

Overview and Hypotheses 

Study 3.1 and 3.2 provide a first test of the idea that subordinates are more likely to 

nonverbally grant the leadership role to a prototype-consistent (i.e., White-majority) than to a 

prototype-inconsistent leader. We tested Hypothesis 1 that people position themselves further 

away from a White-majority leader than from a racial-ethnic minority leader. Yet because 

such spatial positioning should be specific to leaders and not a mere reflection of intergroup 

discrimination, in Study 3.2 we expected such spatial positioning to be no different with 

subordinates from White-majority and racial-ethnic minority backgrounds. In Study 3.2 we 

also tested Hypothesis 2 that participants as subordinates are less likely to aspire to show 

leadership behavior (i.e., less leadership claiming) under a White-majority than under a racial-

ethnic minority leader, and Hypothesis 3 that distance correlates negatively with participants' 

willingness to show leadership behavior. Study 3.3 explored a critical boundary condition to 

these general effects. Empirical research shows that the stereotype-to-behavior link (e.g., 

'Whites are more competent than minorities', thus 'hire a White candidate instead of a 

minority candidate') especially occurs in ambiguous situations (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000). 

When situational cues are clear (e.g., a job candidate's background is clearly strong), people 

no longer discriminate between targets with different racial-ethnic backgrounds (e.g., Hodson, 

Dovidio, & Gaertner, 2002). Accordingly, we tested Hypothesis 4 that subordinates keep 

more physical distance from a White-majority than from an ethnic minority leader only under 

ambiguous leader-emergence conditions (i.e., based on a random draw), and not when leader-



  Leader Ethnicity and Interpersonal Distance 

77 
 

emergence is unambiguous (i.e., based on merit). 

Average interpersonal distance differ among racial-ethnic groups (e.g., Baxter, 1970). 

Across experiments, we therefore focused on an ethnically homogeneous group of 

participants. Because both White-majority group members and ethnic minorities believe 

White-majorities to better match leadership roles (Gündemir et al., 2014; Rosette et al., 2008), 

we examined White-majority subordinates' spatial discriminatory behavior towards White-

majority versus racial-ethnic minority leaders. Because the studies were conducted in the 

Netherlands, participants were native-Dutch. As the racial-ethnic minority group, we focused 

on Moroccan-Dutch targets; the most stigmatized of large racial-ethnic minority groups in the 

Netherlands which often evokes avoidant behavioral responses (e.g., Dotsch & Wigboldus, 

2008; Wennekers, 2013).  

Study 3.1 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 40 male an 45 female native-Dutch students (Mage = 20.25, SDage = 

2.52) at a Dutch university. We focused on a one factor (leader ethnicity: White-majority 

[native-Dutch] vs. racial-ethnic minority [Arab-Dutch]) between subjects design.1 

Procedure 

Participants were asked to imagine themselves working in a company, where they 

would participate in a departmental meeting. They were shown a drawing of the board room, 

displaying a table with one seat at the head, and five seats at each side of the table, of which 

five were crosswise occupied (see Figure 3.1). The departmental leader was 'seated' at the 

head of the table. Depending on condition, the department head had a native-Dutch (Mr. van 

Baal) or an Arab (Mr. el Battoui) name. The participants indicated which of five remaining 

chairs they would sit in.  
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2

Meeting table
Mr. Van Baal 

or
Mr. El Battoui

X X X

X X

 

Figure 3.1.  Picture of the meeting table. The rectangles with an “X” represent the chairs that 

are “occupied”. 

 

Measures  

Physical distance. The possible choices of chair for participants varied in distance from 

the department head (1= lowest physical distance, 5 = greatest physical distance). 

Manipulation check. Participants were asked to indicate the ethnicity of the head of the 

department. 

Results and Discussion 

Preliminary analyses. In all studies, we did not pre-select participants based on race-

ethnicity but entered and analyzed only native-Dutch data to test the hypotheses. We excluded 

participants based on criteria determined prior to data-collection: (i) A three standard 

deviation from the sample mean on the dependent measure(s). (ii) An incorrect answer to 

manipulation checks with categorical response scales. Including these participants does not 

change our interpretations. In all studies, as the dependent variable(s) was (were) not normally 
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distributed, we applied a log-transformation before the analyses. However, unless stated 

otherwise, we report the original means and standard deviations to facilitate interpretability. 

In Study 3.1, one of the 85 participants incorrectly recalled the ethnicity of the 

department head and one participant's response to the dependent variable was three standard 

deviations above the mean. These participants were eliminated from the analyses. Conceptual 

distance responses did not differ between male and female participants.  

Physical distance. Supporting Hypothesis 1, participants positioned themselves closer 

to the racial-ethnic minority leader (M = 1.51, SD = 0.77) than the White-majority leader (M = 

1.98, SD = 0.98), t (81) = 2.45, p = .017, d = 0.53.  

This study confirmed our basic prediction that subordinates keep more distance from 

White-majority than from racial-ethnic minority leaders. In Study 3.2, our goal was to test this 

prediction in a more realistic setting including another factor to the design (i.e., target is an 

assistant) to confirm that this effect is unique to leadership.  

Study 3.2 

Participants and design 

Participants were 22 male and 18 female native-Dutch students (Mage = 21.58, SDage = 

5.25) at a Dutch university. The experiment had a 2 (target ethnicity: native-Dutch vs. 

Moroccan-Dutch) by 2 (target role: leader vs. assistant) between-subjects design. 

Procedure 

The experiment was advertised as a study on working in dyads, with the best-performing 

dyad receiving a gift card. The experimenter explained to the participants that during the Lego 

task one of them would be the leader and the other the assistant. At the end of the experiment 

the leader would evaluate the assistant's performance. In fact, there was no other participant. 

The participants randomly picked one of two closed envelopes to see their task role (role 

manipulation). They were led to a cubicle and filled out a personal information sheet (e.g., 
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first name, study major, ethnic background, hobbies). They “exchanged” information sheets 

with their purported dyad partner, which they examined for two minutes. The sheets were 

identical except for the first name and ethnic background of their partner (native-Dutch vs. 

Moroccan-Dutch). Dyads were always of the same sex. After studying their partner’s 

information sheet, the experimenter took the participants to the room where they would be 

working later on so that they could leave their personal belongings (e.g., coat). The room 

contained a table with two boxes of Lego on it, as well as a chair with a sweater and a 

backpack on it. The experimenter explained that the sweater and backpack belonged to their 

dyad partner. The experimenter asked the participants to place a chair across their partner's, as 

to facilitate a strategy discussion on the task later on, while the experimenter left the room 

with an excuse for 20-30 seconds. The participants positioned the chair and left their 

belongings on it. The experimenter returned, and took the participant to a cubicle to fill out 

final questionnaires before the Lego task would start. Because there was no actual Lego task, 

the participants were then told that this was the end of the experiment and were debriefed. 

After data collection one randomly selected participant received the promised gift card. 

Measures 

Physical distance. The distance between the participants' chair and the dyad partner's 

chair was measured and recorded in centimeters.  

Willingness to show leadership behavior. We developed a measure where participants 

indicated a preferred allocation of six subtasks between their partner and themselves so that 

each would have three unique tasks. Three of the six tasks were leadership tasks (e.g., 

determining the strategy to complete the Lego-task successfully), and three were non-

leadership tasks (e.g., performing concrete sub-tasks based on the strategy; based on Van 

Vugt, 2006; see also see De Pater, Van Vianen, Fischer, & Van Ginkel, 2009). A pre-test 

using a different sample (N = 35) confirmed that leadership tasks were perceived as more 
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leadership related (M = 6.37, SD = 0.73) than the non-leadership tasks (M = 3.97, SD = 1.74), 

t (34) = 7.24, p < .001, d = 1.80). 

Manipulation checks. Participants indicated their assigned role during the Lego-task 

(leader vs. subordinate), and their dyad partner's ethnicity (native-Dutch vs. Moroccan-

Dutch).  

Results and Discussion 

Manipulation checks and preliminary analyses. One participant answered the 

ethnicity manipulation check incorrectly, one participant did not follow the instructions (i.e., 

put the chair against the target's chair), and one participant's score on physical distance was 

more than three standard deviations above the mean: These participants' data were eliminated. 

Average distance and willingness to show leadership behavior did not differ between male 

and female participants.  

Physical distance. A 2 (target ethnicity) by 2 (target role) Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) showed a marginally significant main effect of target role, F(1, 33) = 3.55, p = 

.076, ηp² = .09, a significant main effect of target ethnicity, F(1, 33) = 6.90, p = .013, ηp² =.17, 

and a non-significant interaction, F(1, 33) = 1.73, p = .198, ηp² =.05. Supporting Hypothesis 1, 

simple contrasts showed that participants sat significantly closer to the Moroccan leader than 

the native-Dutch leader, F (1, 33) = 7.16, p = .011, ηp² = .18. When the target was the 

assistant, participants sat equally close to the native-Dutch, and the Moroccan target, F(1, 33) 

= 0.94, p = .339, ηp² = 0.02 (see Figure 3.2, left panel). 

Willingness to show leadership behavior. A 2 (target ethnicity) by 2 (target role) 

ANOVA with the number of leadership tasks the participants assigned to themselves as 

dependent variable showed a significant main effect of target role F(1, 33) = 14.19, p = .001, 

ηp² = .30, a significant main effect of target ethnicity, F (1, 33) = 7.96, p = .008, ηp² = .19, and 

a marginally significant interaction, F (1, 33) = 3.61, p = .066, ηp² = .10. Supporting 
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Hypothesis 2, simple contrasts showed that participants assigned themselves more leadership 

tasks in case of a Moroccan-Dutch leader than a native-Dutch leader, F(1, 33) = 10.28, p = 

.003, ηp² = .24. When the target had the assistant role, participants assigned the leadership 

tasks independent of target ethnicity, F(1, 33) = 0.46, p = .50, ηp² = .01 (see Figure 3.2, right 

panel).  

Physical distance and leadership behavior. Supporting Hypothesis 3, physical 

distance was negatively correlated with participants' willingness to perform leadership tasks, 

r(35) = -.34, p = .037.2 

Replicating Study 3.1, Study 3.2 shows that individuals keep more distance from a 

White-majority than from an ethnic minority leader. This effect appears unique to “target-

leader” situations; no such distance effect is found when the target was an assistant. 

Importantly, as individuals keep more distance from targets, they also prefer them to perform 

more leadership tasks. This confirms the idea that individuals’ physical distance responses can 

reflect their endorsement of hierarchical arrangements.  

Our goal in Study 3.3 was to replicate and extend the effects found in Study 3.2. First, 

in Study 3.3 we included a leader emergence condition manipulation to investigate whether 

removing ambiguity around leader emergence would help suppress spatial discriminatory 

behavior. Second, we included extra measures to understand the nature of the observed 

discrimination more in depth. For instance, some might suggest that keeping relatively less 

physical distance from a minority than from a White-majority leader may also be a 

consequence of increased liking. Considering the effects are mainly driven by the White-

majority condition (i.e., increased distance from a White-majority leader results in a relative 

difference), this explanation seems unlikely. However, in order to rule out this possibility, in 

Study 3.3 we measured participants’ liking of the leader using a psychological warmth scale 

(e.g., Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2006). Finally, if spatial 
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Figure 3.2. Mean physical distance between the participant and the target (left) and mean number of leadership tasks participants wish to perform 

themselves (right) depending on the target ethnicity and task role manipulation. Error bars represent standard error
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distance is an expression of granting leadership (rather than an expression of [dis-]liking) 

which happens more in case of a prototypical, White-majority group leader than an ethnic 

minority-leader, there may be intra-individual variables affecting the extent to which 

participants express this tendency. In Study 3.3, we measured on participants’ social 

dominance orientation (SDO); a variable highly associated with the endorsement of existing 

hierarchical relationships, and support for group-based hierarchical arrangements (Pratto, 

Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). High-SDO individuals endorse the status quo strongly, 

so they should grant leadership more readily to prototypical, White-majority leaders, 

expressing this in an increased physical distance, thus affirming existing hierarchical 

arrangements.   

Study 3.3 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 32 male and 49 female native-Dutch students (Mage = 21.83, SDage = 

2.63) from a Dutch university. The experiment had a 2 (leader ethnicity: native-Dutch vs. 

Moroccan-Dutch) by 2 (leader emergence conditions: chance-based vs. merit-based) between-

subjects design. 

Procedure 

The procedure was similar to Study 3.2 with some alterations. Here, leadership role was 

supposedly based on the results of a self-developed personality scale (e.g., "I am someone 

who encourages others to work creatively."), and a number sequence task with a time limit 

(e.g., 2-17-5-7-9-62-?) that the participants completed prior to the Lego-task. Depending on 

condition participants received feedback stating that (a) the other student was chosen as the 

leader because s/he had higher test scores (i.e., merit-based) or (b) the computer randomly 

picked the other student as the leader (i.e., chance-based) .  

Measures  
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Physical distance. The distance between the participant's chair and the dyad partner's 

chair was measured and recorded in centimeters.   

Additional measures. Leader liking was measured using a four item warmth scale: 

“friendly”, “warm”, “trustworthy”, and “sincere” (Fiske et al., 2002; Oldmeadow & Fiske, 

2007; α = .83). SDO was measured using an eleven item scale (Pratto et al., 1994). Sample 

items include: “Some groups of people are simply not equal to others.”; “If people were 

treated more equally, we would have less problems (reverse-coded).” (α = .88). Both scales 

were administered using 7-point Likert scales.  

Manipulation checks. Participants indicated their dyad partner's ethnicity (native-

Dutch vs. Moroccan-Dutch). The leader emergence manipulation was checked with two 

items: The other student was assigned the leader role … (a) because s/he scored higher on the 

tests/questionnaires (merit-check), (b) randomly while he/she and I scored comparably on the 

tests/questionnaires (chance-check).” 

Results and Discussion 

Manipulation checks and preliminary analyses. All participants correctly recalled 

target's ethnicity. Participants' sex did not affect spatial distance. Two participants' data were 

removed because their score on the dependent measure was more than three standard 

deviations above the mean. One participant's partial data was lost due to technical errors.  

As expected, participants in the “merit-based leader” condition scored higher on the 

merit-manipulation check (M = 5.80, SD = 1.20) than those in the “chance-based leader” 

condition (M = 2.18, SD = 1.48), F(1, 74) = 132.50, p < .001, ηp² = .64. Moreover, 

participants in the "chance-based leader" condition scored higher on the chance-manipulation 

check (M = 6.15, SD = 1.42) than those in the “merit-based leader” condition (M = 2.92, SD = 

1.44), F(1, 74) = 90.80, p < .001, ηp² = .55. Target ethnicity, and the target ethnicity and 

leader emergence interaction were not significant (Fs < 1.60, ps > .21 ).  
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Physical distance. A 2 (leader ethnicity) by 2 (emergence conditions) ANOVA showed 

a main effect ethnicity, F(1, 74) = 9.12, p = .003, ηp² = .11, no effect for emergence 

conditions, F(1, 74) = 1.18, p = .281, ηp² =.02, and a significant interaction, F(1, 74) = 4.52, p 

= .037, ηp² =.06. Supporting Hypothesis 4, simple contrasts showed that when leader 

emergence was based on chance, participants sat closer to a Moroccan than a native-Dutch 

leader, F(1, 74) = 13.50, p < .001, ηp² = .15. When leader emergence was based on merit, 

participants sat equally close to a Moroccan and a native-Dutch leader, F(1, 74) = 0.39, p = 

.533, ηp² = .00 (see Figure 3.3).  

 

 

Figure 3.3. Mean physical distance between the participant and the target depending on the 

leader ethnicity and emergence conditions. Error bars represent standard errors. 

 

Auxiliary analyses. First, A 2 by 2 ANOVA showed that the manipulations had 
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neither main nor interactive effects on leader liking (Fs < 1.36 , ps > .25). Including leader 

liking as a covariate to the physical distance analyses does not change the main effects 

(ptarget_ethnicity = .004, ptarget_leader_emergence = .294) or the interaction effect (pinteraction = .038). 

Finally, leader liking and physical distance are uncorrelated,  r(76) = -.01, p = .96. 

 

 
 

Figure 3.4. Two way interaction between target ethnicity and participant’s SDO. Note: 

Simple slopes are plotted 1SD below and above the mean. 

 

Second, in order to assess whether especially those who score high on SDO 

nonverbally grant leadership more to prototypical leaders, we performed a multiple regression 

analysis including the manipulations, SDO (mean-centered), and their interaction terms as 

independent variables and physical distance as the dependent variable. Additional to the 

effects described earlier, results showed only a marginal two-way interaction between SDO 
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and target ethnicity (p = .059). Simple slopes analyses showed that higher levels of SDO were 

indeed associated with increased physical distance from a prototypical, White-majority group 

leader (B = 0.054, SE = 0.026, p = .044), but not from the minority leader (B = -0.012, SE = 

0.023, p = .585; see Figure 3.4). 

 Results of Study 3.3 replicated Study 3.2 and showed that spatial discrimination can 

be suppressed when leader emergence is explicitly qualification-based. Additional analyses 

disconfirmed possible alternative explanations and supported the idea that increased physical 

distance from a leader can be an expression of increased willingness to grant leadership. 

Discussion 

Three experiments supported the novel prediction that subordinates adjust their spatial 

behavior and leadership-related behavioral intentions depending on targets' racial-ethnic 

(non)fit to leader-schemata as a way of granting or claiming leadership (DeRue & Ashford, 

2010, Keltner et al., 2008). Participants gave prototype-consistent (i.e., White-majority; 

Rosette et al., 2008) leaders literally more space to act as a leader than racial-ethnic minority 

leaders.  

These findings contribute to implicit leadership theories' leader-follower power 

dynamics by illuminating discriminatory spatial behaviors. Consistent with and extending 

earlier research on the racial-ethnic leadership biases and leader evaluations, our result 

patterns support a behavioral pro-White rather than an anti-minority leadership bias (see 

Rosette et al., 2008). That is, participants tend to take more distance from a White-majority 

group leader (instead of seeking proximity to a minority leader) as a way of granting them 

leadership which results in the observed spatial discrimination. As such, our results support 

“differential favoring”, rather than “differential harming” of leaders with different racial-

ethnic group memberships (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014). Importantly, Study 3.3 shows that 

this behavioral discrimination towards racial-ethnic minority versus White-majority leaders 
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especially occurs when leader emergence is ambiguous (see Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000); 

'legitimizing' the leader-emergence process can thus be an effective strategy to diminish 

subordinates' discriminatory behaviors. Our results are particularly interesting considering the 

stigmatized position of the target racial-ethnic group members in the Dutch setting, where the 

initial response is often an increased distance relative to native-Dutch targets (Dotsch & 

Wigboldus, 2008; Wennekers, 2013).   

The findings contribute also to intergroup relations literature. Intergroup relations 

research has demonstrated that individuals physically distance themselves more from 

outgroups than from their ingroup (Hendricks & Bootzin, 1976), especially when they hold 

negative implicit attitudes (Dotsch &Wigboldus, 2008). Reversing these findings, our results 

show that in contexts that explicate hierarchical relationships the meaning of physical distance 

can change and may lead people to actually show more physical proximity behavior towards 

outgroups than towards their ingroup. Finally, our findings illuminate that the link between 

interpersonal distance and hierarchical standing (Hall et al., 2005) can depend on perceivers' 

perceptions of targets' (non)fit to hierarchical roles. These behavioral responses are also 

related to participants' increased willingness to challenge and claim the leadership role, more 

so for non-prototypical than for prototypical leaders. Combined, these findings indicate that 

subordinates react to situations that contradict implicit leadership biases by reinforcing and 

recovering existing stereotypes. These effects are especially visible for individuals who 

support the status-quo of hierarchical arrangements (Pratto et al., 1994). These results uncover 

micro-level mechanisms that may underlie the retention of societal hierarchies along racial-

ethnic lines.  

Considering the importance of racial-ethnic minority leadership for multi-racial/ethnic 

societies such as reducing race-based performance differences (Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009), 

and decreasing (implicit) biases against racial-ethnic minorities (Plant et al., 2009), it is 
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essential to understand implicit leadership biases and their behavioral consequences. Such 

understanding informs strategic interventions aimed at countering bias and to optimally utilize 

the talents of leaders with diverse racial-ethnic backgrounds. An important implication of our 

observations for companies and affirmative action policies is that to minimize (subtle) 

discrimination towards organizational leaders with different racial-ethnic backgrounds, it is 

essential to remove ambiguity and to clearly communicate candidates' emergence into these 

roles in terms of qualifications. 

The current work is not conclusive about the underlying process of the observed 

discriminatory behavior, and there may be some alternative explanations for our findings. 

Although our experimental approach enables us to attribute the observed behavioral 

discrimination to target race and other experimental conditions, we can only speculate what 

exact psychological mechanism drove the findings. One possible alternative explanation is 

that individuals may (pretend to) like ethnic-minority leaders more, and as a result may 

choose to be literally closer to them than to White-majority leaders. In order to account for 

this alternative explanation, we included a “warmth” measure in Study 3.3, and did not find 

support for this explanation. Besides, the pattern of our results are more in line with a pro-

White leadership prototype explanation than with an ethnic-minority leader liking 

explanation. For instance, participants tend to keep more distance from a White-majority 

leader than from a minority leader. That is, the effects are driven by the White-majority group 

leader, rather than the ethnic-minority leader condition. If physical proximity in this situation 

would signify liking, these findings would entail decreased liking of a White-majority leader 

rather than increased liking of a minority leader. Also, individuals prefer White-majority 

leaders to show more leadership behavior than ethnic-minority leaders. Within a liking 

explanation, this finding may be explained as a way of participants’ willingness to help a 

more liked leader to succeed by claiming more challenging leadership tasks for themselves. 
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Again, the pattern of findings would suggest that the participants prefer to help a White-

majority leader less. Besides, if the task-distribution measure results would be interpreted as 

increased willingness to help, this would still (indirectly) support the pro-White leadership 

bias. By disproportionably claiming leadership tasks for themselves, subordinates would deny 

minority leaders the autonomy to act as leaders, which arguably retains dependency and 

implies distrust in minority leaders’ ability to perform these challenging leadership tasks 

successfully (e.g., Nadler, 1997), especially considering the bonus the best performing team 

would win. Moreover, the finding that especially high-SDO individuals physically distance 

themselves from a White-majority leader further supports the claim that physical distance in 

actively used to confirm hierarchical arrangements as they are. 

New  research is needed to understand boundary conditions of the observed spatial 

discrimination better. Although our leader emergence manipulation in Study 3.3 appeared to 

be effective, it may have evoked apprehension in the participants, as the feedback participants 

received in the “merit-based condition” may have implied personal incompetence to act as 

leaders. This may explain the lack of a main effect of emergence conditions on spatial 

behavior. Also, although Study 3.3 provided support for our overall hypothesis, the pattern of 

the results is surprising. The interaction effect is mainly caused by the fact the participants 

keep more distance from a “chance-based” White leader than a “merit-based” White leader. 

Given our rationale, minimizing distance in the “chance-based” minority condition, or an 

overall increased distance in the “merit-based” condition would be more plausible. Future 

work should use different manipulations (e.g., where participants are not contestants) to 

understand the unanticipated result patterns more in depth. Moreover, we focused on a single 

type of nonverbal behavior and can only speculate whether other types of nonverbal behavior 

(e.g., posture; Hall et al., 2005) would show similar patterns. Furthermore, we concentrated 

on initial positioning and did not study on-going leader-follower interactions. These may 
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amplify initial bias but might also reduce them. Awaiting the results of new work, however, it 

is clear from the present work that when power/leadership relationships occur in intergroup 

settings, some of the robust findings from the literature can reverse; especially when leader 

emergence is ambiguous, increased physical distance can communicate increased leadership 

endorsement, which happens more with White-majority leaders than with racial-ethnic 

minority leaders. 

Acknowledgements 

We thank Ljerka Redzcep, Tim de Wilde, Michael van den Oudenalder, and James 

Scott  for their assistance during data collection. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Leader Ethnicity and Interpersonal Distance 

93 
 

Footnotes 

1. This study included a manipulation of departmental performance which was either 

weak or strong. This factor had neither main (p = .12) nor interactive effects (p = .46) 

on the dependent measure, and correcting for this variable does not affect our results. 

It is further ignored. 

2. Physical distance did not mediate the relationship between the manipulations and the 

number of leadership tasks participants desired to perform.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

Yes, I Can and I Will: Organizational Diversity Ideologies as Support 

Mechanisms for Minorities’ Leadership Self-Selection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter is based on: 

Gündemir, S., Dovidio, J. F., Homan, A.C., & de Dreu C.K.W. Yes, I Can and I Will: 
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Abstract 

In two experiments we examined how organizational diversity ideologies affect minorities’ 

leadership-relevant self-perceptions and goals. Organizational mission statements were 

manipulated to reflect ideologies acknowledging and valuing subgroup differences 

(Multiculturalism), de-emphasizing subgroup differences in favor of inter-individual 

differences (Individual-Differences Colorblindness), or de-emphasizing subgroup differences 

in favor of an overarching group membership (Superordinate Colorblindness). Study 4.1 (N = 

162) showed that minorities in a minimal group setting report higher levels of leadership self-

efficacy when organizations endorse Multiculturalism or Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness rather than Superordinate Colorblindness, by increasing perceptions of 

organizational openness to differences. Focusing on racial-ethnic minority and majority 

employees, Study 4.2 (N = 119) replicated and extended these findings by revealing similar 

results on anticipated leadership self-efficacy, positive outcome expectations and willingness 

to apply for higher level leadership positions. Theoretical and practical implications are 

discussed.    

Keywords: diversity, leadership, diversity ideologies 
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Yes, I Can and I Will: Organizational Diversity Ideologies as Support Mechanisms for 

Minorities’ Leadership Self-Selection 

Despite a rapidly diversifying labor force, racial and ethnic minorities in the Western 

world are systematically underrepresented in higher-level leadership positions, such as in 

hospital boardrooms (Diversityconnection, 2011), the European parliament (Süssmuth, 2007), 

senior police ranks (De Vries, Van Der Wal, Keijzer, & Kop, 2010), and top military 

positions (Military Leadership Diversity Commission, 2011). In 2013, a mere 5% of the 

CEO’s in Fortune 500 companies had a racial-ethnic minority background (Diversityinc, 

2014). In the Netherlands, the estimations of corporate top leadership positions held by racial-

ethnic minorities is around only 1% (Dekker, 2013).  

Seeking to understand the causes and solutions for this underrepresentation in the 

external domain, earlier work suggested that prejudice and discrimination by members of 

majority groups can directly create barriers to the advancement of members of minority 

groups in organizations (Livingston & Pierce, 2009; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Others have 

argued that social biases operate more indirectly, for example by shaping (implicit) leadership 

stereotypes that favor majority-group members and suppress minority leadership emergence 

(Gündemir, Homan, De Dreu, & Van Vugt, 2014; Rosette, Leonardelli, & Phillips, 2008), by 

lack of mentoring and exclusion of minorities from informal networks (Kilian, Hukai, & 

McCarty, 2005), or by creating environments that signal to minorities that their chances for 

success within an organization are limited (Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & 

Crosby, 2008).  

While such foci are important and revealing, research tends to overlook the potentially 

crucial role that minority members themselves play in their obtainment of leadership 

positions. Minorities’ leadership-perceptions, goals, and aspirations are essential precursors of 

their leadership development (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Festekijan, Tram, Murray, Sy, & 



Chapter 4 

100 
 

Huynh, 2013; Hogue & Lord, 2007). That is, besides being perceived as a leader by others, 

racial-ethnic minorities need to perceive themselves as such, and act accordingly to become 

leaders. If and how these leadership claims can be influenced by the organizational context is 

largely unknown, and we lack the proper tools that can encourage minorities’ self-selection 

for leadership positions. Here we address this issue.  

Given that leadership self-perceptions are often embedded in organizational settings 

(Hogue & Lord, 2007), we focus here on an important, diversity relevant organizational 

factor: diversity ideologies. Diversity ideologies are policy frameworks on how to approach 

diversity (Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2000), which strongly affect (inter)group and 

(inter/intra-)individual processes (for a review see Rattan & Ambady, 2013), and form 

practical, applicable instruments for organizations to manage diversity processes. In the 

literature, two broad types of diversity ideologies are distinguished: multiculturalism, which 

focuses on acknowledging and valuing diversity, and colorblindness, which focuses on de-

emphasizing different group memberships (Wolsko et al., 2000). The conceptualization of 

colorblindness involves – and often combines – two possible forms: (a) focusing on 

overarching common group membership or (b) recognition of inter-individual differences and 

individual uniqueness. However, these two forms are not equivocal because their core 

message prescribes opposing response patterns. Whereas the earlier form encourages 

uniformity, the latter appears to be more open to differences. As such, we distinguish between 

these two aspects of colorblindness as separate ideologies to inspect possible similarities and 

differences in responses they evoke. We propose that multiculturalism and colorblindness 

with a focus on inter-individual differences may encourage leadership-relevant goals and 

cognitions of minorities by communicating a climate that is open to differences.  

Our research makes a number of important contributions. Focusing on minorities’ 

leadership-relevant self-perceptions and aspirations, this work extends earlier work on 
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minority leadership that focused on minorities as mere targets -instead of actors- in leadership 

development (cf. Gündemir et al., 2014; Rosette et al., 2008). Because individuals’ self-

claims to leadership are central to leadership development (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), 

investigating minorities’ leadership self-claims addresses a crucial, yet under-investigated 

aspect of minority leadership. The inclusion of diversity context – in this case the specific 

diversity ideology – illuminates when and why minorities will have adaptive leadership-

related self-perceptions and behavioral intentions. Considering that diversity ideologies are 

highly manageable tools for organizations, our approach offers promising practical tools for 

encouraging and managing minority leadership talent in organizational settings. Also, 

distinguishing between different types of colorblindness is not only valuable for 

understanding how different types of colorblindness affect minorities’ leadership self-

selection, but also empirically demonstrates the consequences of broader conceptualization 

issues around colorblindness in the literature (e.g., Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy, 2010), and 

offers ways to successfully cope with them. 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

Social cognitive models have helped illuminate leadership self-selection processes in 

traditionally underrepresented groups, such as women (e.g., Yeagley, Subich, & Tokar, 2010; 

Beaman, Duflo, Rande, & Topalova, 2012). In this work, career development is proposed to 

result from an interaction between personal, cognitive, and contextual variables (Bandura, 

1986; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 2000). That is, although actors’ self-efficacy (i.e., 

context-specific convictions to execute tasks successfully to attain desired outcomes; 

Bandura, 1977, 1982, 2006), outcome expectancies (i.e., beliefs about the consequences of 

one’s actions; Lent & Brown, 2006), and goals (i.e., behavioral intentions to achieve specific 

outcomes, Bandura, 1986; Lent & Brown, 2006) are important antecedents of career behavior 

(e.g., choosing a career path) and outcomes, these variables are not isolated from their 



Chapter 4 

102 
 

environment. Contextual supports (e.g., relevant role models) facilitate while contextual 

barriers (e.g., discriminatory hiring practices) suppress these personal and cognitive variables 

(Lent & Brown, 2006, 2013). Thus, to understand minorities’ leadership self-selection, it is 

crucial to identify contextual supports or barriers affecting their leadership-related self-

perceptions – in particular leadership self-efficacy, positive expectations regarding attaining 

leadership roles, and intentions to pursue leadership positions. One such contextual variable is 

organizational diversity ideology.  

Diversity ideologies “signal social identity contingencies – judgments, stereotypes, 

opportunities, restrictions, and treatments that are tied to one’s social identity in a given 

setting” (Purdie-Vaughs et al., 2008, p. 615). Despite different diversity approaches’ common 

goal of achieving harmonious intergroup relations, the two dominant views in the literature 

have opposing premises. Colorblindness focuses on de-emphasizing social group membership 

(e.g., Apfelbaum, Norton, & Summers, 2012; Wolsko et al., 2000). The assumption 

underlying this view is that suppressing the categorization of people into social groups should 

eliminate negative consequences of intergroup relationships (e.g., prejudice, conflict). 

Multiculturalism, however, acknowledges and values diverse characteristics of the members 

of different social groups (Wolsko et al., 2000). From this perspective, categorization in itself 

is not perceived as harming (see Park & Judd, 2005); the value and interpretation attached to 

it are the critical determinants of the effects of categorization.  

Typically, minorities prefer multiculturalism over colorblindness (Dovidio, Gaertner, 

& Saguy, 2009; Ryan, Hunt, Weible, Peterson, & Casas, 2007; Verkuyten, 2006). Compared 

to colorblindness, multiculturalism is more likely to serve minorities’ motivation to maintain 

group values and distinctiveness (Hehman et al., 2012) and more directly communicates 

respect for their distinctive social identity by an organization (Bergseiker, Shelton, & 

Richeson, 2010).  By being open to differences, multicultural organizational contexts are 
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highly instrumental for minorities (Dovidio et al., 2010) and can be perceived as support 

mechanisms affecting their self-perceptions at work. Indeed, empirical research shows that 

diversity-related contextual supports (e.g., a positive campus climate which entails safe 

intergroup relations with limited perceived discrimination) are positively associated with 

minority students’ academic self-efficacy and goal pursuit in areas in which they are typically 

underrepresented (Byars-Winston, Estrada, Howard, Davis & Zalapa, 2010). Moreover, recent 

work shows that increased perceptions of value in diversity heighten religious minorities’ 

general work motivations and expectations for work ability (Van Laar, Derks, & Ellemers, 

2013).  

By contrast, the extent to which colorblindness is open to differences appears more 

complex because colorblindness can be achieved in different ways (Plaut, 2010). One version 

of colorblindness emphasizes the importance of suppressing racial, ethnic, or gender group 

memberships, and seeing others as members of one superordinate group1 (e.g., Holoien & 

Shelton, 2012; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 2012; Plaut, Garnett, Buffardi, & Sanchez-Burks, 

2011; Todd & Galinsky, 2012). Another version de-emphasizes group membership generally 

(both in terms of racial/ethnic group membership and superordinate group membership), and 

instead focuses on the unique qualities of individuals and on inter-individual differences and 

distinctiveness, regardless of social group memberships (e.g., Ryan et al., 2007; Verkuyten, 

2010; Dovidio et al., 2010; Peery, 2011; Wilder, 1986).   

Although some work distinguishes between individual differences versus overarching 

category membership perspectives (e.g., Levin et al., 2012; Verkuyten, 2010), colorblindness 

is often operationalized as a combination of these aspects (e.g., Morrison & Chung, 2011; 

Guimond et al., 2013; Gutierrex & Unzueta, 2010; Wolsko et al., 2000). However, we 

propose that colorblindness emphasizing common identity or focusing on individual 

differences can have different effects among minority-group members in organizations.  In 
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particular, because colorblindness focusing on individual differences, like multiculturalism, 

acknowledges the value of differences and conveys acknowledgment for distinctiveness 

(albeit on individual level), minority group members may perceive the organization as open to 

expressing differences and diversity and feel more efficacious in the organization. Consistent 

with this reasoning, Ryan et al. (2007) found that colorblindness explicitly focusing on 

individual differences and multiculturalism are positively correlated. Therefore, minority-

group members are likely to respond more favorably to colorblindness that emphasizes 

individual differences (which we term Individual-Differences Colorblindness) compared to 

one that promotes a single superordinate identity (Superordinate Colorblindness).  

Thus, organizational diversity ideologies endorsing Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness or Multiculturalism can form contextual supports for minority employees 

because they communicate openness to differences, either on subgroup or individual level. As 

such, they are likely to positively affect minorities’ leadership related self-perceptions. The 

following was hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 1: Minorities will perceive a company endorsing Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness or Multiculturalism as more open to differences than a company 

endorsing Superordinate Colorblindness.  

Hypothesis 2: Minorities will report more positive leadership self-perceptions when a 

company endorses Individual-Differences Colorblindness or Multiculturalism than 

when it endorses Superordinate Colorblindness.  

Hypothesis 3: There will be an indirect relationship between diversity ideology and 

minorities’ leadership self-perceptions through perceived openness to differences.  

We argue that diversity ideologies and the related perceived openness will affect 

minority, but not majority employees. Although majority groups generally endorse 

colorblindness more than minorities do (e.g., Ryan et al., 2007), their self-cognitions, goals, 
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and behavior are less affected by diversity ideologies or organizational openness to 

differences, because “being different” is seen as a minority attribute. Typically, when 

examining race, the White-majority group is considered the default racial-ethnic category 

(McDermott & Samsom, 2005), and “being diverse” is associated more strongly with racial-

ethnic minorities than with majorities by the members of both groups (Unzueta & Binning, 

2010). Group membership is a more central and salient aspect of both racial-ethnic and 

situational minorities’ self-concept than of majorities’ (Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer, 2001; 

McGuire &McGuire, 1988; McKay et al., 2007). Moreover, both colorblindness and 

multiculturalism are more strongly associated with “the self” by minorities than by majorities 

(Plaut et al., 2011). As such, different diversity approaches affect minorities’ self-perceptions 

and performance, while they have limited influence on majorities (e.g., Holoien & Shelton, 

2012). For instance, the presence of diversity cues positively influence minorities’, but not 

White-majorities’, perceptions of organizational attractiveness (Perkins, Thomas, & Taylor, 

2000; Walker, Field, Bernerth, & Beckon, 2012). Accordingly, we expected that the responses 

of racial-ethnic majority-group members would differ from those of racial-ethnic minority-

group members in two ways: 

Hypothesis 4: Both Multiculturalism and Individual-Differences Colorblindness will 

be perceived as more open to differences than Superordinate Colorblindness (H4a), 

and will have more positive effects on participants’ leadership self-perceptions (H4b), 

although only for racial-ethnic minorities, and not for racial-ethnic majorities. 

Hypothesis 5: Participants’ racial-ethnic group (minority vs. majority) will moderate 

the indirect effect of diversity ideologies Multiculturalism and Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness on leadership self-perceptions through perceived openness, such that 

the indirect effect will only be positive and significant for minority employees.  

Overview of the Studies 
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In order to test these hypotheses, we performed two experiments. In contrast to 

previous work that has investigated responses to the two general diversity ideologies of 

Multiculturalism and Colorblindness, we further distinguished between Superordinate and 

Individual-Differences Colorblindness. We measured perceived organizational openness to 

differences, leadership self-efficacy (Study 4.1 & 4.2), positive outcome expectancies as 

leaders within the organization, and leadership related goals (Study 4.2). The conceptual 

model for the current work is presented Figure 4.1. 

In Study 4.1, US participants were experimentally placed in the minority of employees 

in a company based on a personal quality unrelated to race or ethnicity, using a procedure 

modeled after the minimal group paradigm (e.g., Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). 

Participants were given bogus feedback about their personality qualities and the distribution 

of related personality qualities within the organization, after which they received a description 

of organizational diversity ideology: (a) Multiculturalism, (b) Superordinate Colorblindness, 

or (c) Individual-Differences Colorblindness. These descriptions included statements about 

the manipulated group dimension. Consistent with earlier research showing that situational 

minorities’ reactions to diversity ideologies resemble racial-ethnic minorities’ reactions 

(Hehman et al., 2012), we expected that to the extent that diversity ideologies communicate 

openness to differences, they would evoke more positive leader-relevant self-perceptions for 

the minority group.   

To replicate and extend the results of Study 4.1, in Study 4.2 we focused on racial-

ethnic groups and expanded the outcomes assessed. Focusing on racial/ethnic groups permits 

a conceptual replication of our findings in Study 4.1, and a comparison between the responses 

of racial-ethnic minority- and majority-group members. We replaced the information about 

personality type with information based on racial-ethnic group. We included scales measuring 

positive outcome expectancies (e.g., Bandura, 1994; Lent et al., 1994), and intentions to apply 
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for a higher leadership position (choice goals), because these strongly guide actual actions 

(see Ajzen, 1988; Lent et al., 2005; Locke & Latham, 1990).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Conceptual model 

Study 4.1 

Method 

Participants and design. Study 4.1 had a single-factor (Organizational Diversity 

Ideology: Multiculturalism vs. Superordinate Colorblindness vs. Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness) between-subjects design. One hundred and sixty-two participants (70 males, 

91 females, 1 missing; Mage = 32.08, SDage = 12.63) were recruited online and were randomly 

assigned to one of the three conditions. All participants were residents of the United States 

and the racial-ethnic composition of the sample was: 64.2% White, 12.3% African-American, 

10.5% Latino/Hispanic-American, 9.3% Asian American, 2.4% other, 1.2% missing. 

Participants had on average 8.65 (SD = 10.49) years of full-time, and 5.38 (SD = 6.38) years 

of part-time work experience. 

Procedure and measures. After electronically signing the statement of informed 

consent, participants filled out the short questionnaire. Participants were told that their 

answers would determine whether they had a (in fact, fictitious) “D” or an “E” type 

personality. After a filler task, all participants received bogus personality feedback stating that 
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they had a typical “D” personality. Their “personality” was depicted by general statements 

that are likely to apply to everyone (e.g., “You can sometimes be extraverted and sociable, 

and sometimes you can be introverted and reserved”; adapted from Forer, 1949). Participants 

were asked to imagine they worked as an entry-level manager for a company called Terra that 

used the personality scale for its employees. They received information (e.g., number of 

employees, gender distribution) about the company, including figures showing that 15% of 

the company had a “D”-type personality; the remaining 85% had an “E” type personality.  

Next, participants were presented with the company’s mission statement. The mission 

statement presented the company’s diversity ideology in ways modeled after materials used 

by Purdie-Vaughns et al. (2008) and Wolsko et al. (2000) to reflect a (a) Multiculturalism  

(e.g., “appreciating and recognizing personality type diversity creates an exciting work 

environment”), (b) a Superordinate Colorblindness (e.g., “focusing on what we have in 

common creates an exciting work environment”), or (c) an Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness (e.g., “focusing on individual characteristics creates an exciting work 

environment”; see Appendix for the full texts).  

The participants then rated their perceptions of the company’s openness to expressing 

differences. Three items represented the measure: (a) “To what extent do you think that 

differences (e.g., in opinion) can be expressed in this company?” (b) “To what extent do you 

think that expressing differences (e.g., in opinion) are accepted in this company?”, and  (c) 

“To what extent do you think that expressing differences (e.g., in opinion) are appreciated in 

company?” Participants indicated their agreement with each statement on a 7-point (1 = not at 

all, 7 = completely) scale. A principal component analysis revealed a single underlying factor 

with an eigenvalue of 2.65. The scale was highly reliable (α = .93). After that, participants 

were asked to imagine themselves in the role of role an entry-level manager and to complete 

the Leader Self-Efficacy Scale. We used a 12-item scale adapted from Paglis and Green 
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(2002). Participants indicated on an 11-point response format (0% = not at all confident, 

100% = completely confident) their confidence for performing leadership tasks described in 

the items (e.g., “I think I can identify the most critical areas for making meaningful 

improvements in this project team’s effectiveness.”). The scale was highly reliable (α = .96).  

Participants answered questions about the manipulation and other aspects of the study, 

and responded to demographic items. To assess whether the manipulation was successful, 

participants rated (1 = not at all true; 7 = completely true) the extent to which each of the 

following statements was true about the company’s perspective: (a) Terra Company believes 

that one should focus on being a part of the organization instead of being a member of a 

certain personality type group (Superordinate Colorblindness),  (b) Terra Company believes 

that one should focus on individual characteristics instead of personality type differences 

(Individual-Differences Colorblindness), and (c) Terra Company believes that one should 

value personality type diversity (Multiculturalism). The participants also rated the accuracy of 

the personality feedback (1= completely inaccurate, 7 = completely accurate), and reported 

their personality type (Type D vs. Type E) and the percentage of the employees with the same 

personality type (15% vs. 85%), and indicated their sex, age, race, and work experience. 

Results 

Preliminary analyses. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) across the three 

conditions for each manipulation check measures was followed by pairwise comparisons 

using the Tukey HSD procedure to control for Type I errors. The pattern of results for the 

three manipulation-check questions supported the intended manipulations.  

There was a significant effect of condition for the question checking the manipulation 

of Superordinate Colorblindness, F(2,158) = 14.37, p < .001, ηp
2 = .15. As expected, 

participants in the superordinate condition (M = 5.78, SD = 1.75) agreed more strongly that 

the company believes “one should focus on being a part of the organization instead of being a 
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member of a certain personality type group” than participants in the Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness (M = 4.62, SD = 1.85, p = .003), and participants in Multiculturalism 

condition (M = 3.86, SD = 1.81, p < .001). The latter two conditions did not differ.   

Also as expected, there was a significant effect of condition for the item asking about 

the extent to which “one should focus on individual characteristics instead of being a member 

of a certain personality type group,” F(2, 158) = 15.27, p < .001, ηp
2  = .16.  Participants in 

Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition (M = 5.10, SD = 1.92) agreed with this 

statement more strongly than those in the Superordinate Colorblindness condition (M = 4.08, 

SD = 2.03, p = .012) and participants in the Multiculturalism condition (M = 3.16, SD = 1.53, 

p < .001).  The latter two conditions also differed (p = .036).  

Finally, in terms of the manipulation checks, there was an effect for condition for the 

item about the extent to which the company values “personality type diversity,” F(2,158) = 

9.55, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11.  As anticipated, participants in the Multiculturalism condition tended 

to agree more with this statement (M = 4.78, SD = 2.12) than those in the Individual-

Differences (M = 3.93, SD = 2.15, p = .083) and more than those in the Superordinate 

Colorblindness (M = 2.98, SD = 1.88, p < .001) conditions.  Participants in the Individual-

Differences Colorblindness condition agreed with this statement more than those in the 

Superordinate Colorblindness condition (p = .043). 

On average, participants perceived the personality description to be significantly more 

accurate (M = 5.75, SD = 1.14) than the mid-point (i.e., neutral) of the scale, t(160) = 19.49, p 

< .001, d = 3.08, and this did not differ between conditions (p = .993). All but two participants 

reported their personality type correctly, and all but three accurately identified the percentage 

of D-type employees in the organization. We retained these participants in our analyses; 

removing them does not change our results. Because participants’ racial-ethnic background 

(i.e., White vs. Minority) or gender did not have main or interactive effects (Fs < 1.58, ps > 
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.21) on any of the dependent variables, we excluded these factors from our main analyses. 

Despite approaching normality, the dependent measures in both studies were non-normally 

distributed and were transformed accordingly. Because our results and interpretations did not 

change using the raw or the transformed variables, we based the analyses of both studies on 

non-transformed variables (see Hepler & Feltz, 2012). Table 4.1 provides the means, standard 

deviations, and correlations for all Study 4.1 variables. 

Table 4.1. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Between Study 4.1 Variables 

 n M SD 1 2 3 

1. ID-CBb 162 0.38 0.49    

2. MCb 162 0.31 0.46 -.52**   

3. LSE 161 7.56 1.99    -.10 .08  

4. Perceived openness 162 4.61 1.73  .25** .11 .17* 

Note. All tests are two-tailed. ªDummy 1: 0 = Superordinate Colorblindness & Multiculturalism, 1 = 

Individual-Differences Colorblindness. bDummy 2: 0 = Superordinate & Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness, 1 = Multiculturalism. *p < .05, **p < .01. 

 

Hypothesis tests. To test Hypotheses 1-3, we first examined the effect of the three 

ideology conditions on perceptions about the organization’s openness to expressing 

differences (H1) and participants’ leadership self-efficacy (H2), and then employed a 

regression-based path analysis (Hayes, 2013) to test the hypothesized (H3) indirect path from 

ideology to leadership self-efficacy mediated by perceived organizational openness to 

differences.  

Supportive of H1, there was a significant effect of condition on perceived openness, 

F(2,158) = 12.53, p < .001, ηp
2 = .14. As expected, compared to Superordinate Colorblindness 

(M = 3.69, SD = 1.80), participants in the Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition (M 

= 5.16, SD = 1.47), F(1, 159) = 23.60,  p <.001, ηp² = 0.13, and those in the Multiculturalism 

condition (M = 4.89, SD = 1.58), F(1, 159) = 14.34,  p <.001, ηp² = 0.10, perceived the 

organization to be more open to differences. Inconsistent with H2, there was no direct effect 
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of condition on leadership self-efficacy F(2,158) = 0.87, p = .421, ηp
2 = .01. Participants’ 

leadership self-efficacy in the Superordinate Colorblindness condition (M = 7.82, SD = 1.72) 

did not differ from participants in the Multiculturalism (M = 7.80, SD = 1.98) or from those in 

Individual-Differences Colorblindness (M = 7.51, SD = 2.19) conditions (Fs < 0.67, ps >.41).  

To test the predicted indirect effect (H3), we employed a regression based path 

analysis (Hayes, 2013). Using the PROCESS procedure for SPSS (Model 4; Hayes, 2013), we 

estimated the indirect effect of diversity ideology on LSE through perceived openness (H3, 

the product of the paths a and b in Figure 4.2). Prior to the analyses we performed indicator 

coding to create two (k – 1) dummy variables for the independent variable (Hayes & Preacher, 

2013). These were used to examine the relative effect of being in the reference condition 

(Superordinate Colorblindness coded as 0) to one of the other two conditions (Individual-

Differences Colorblindness, and Multiculturalism coded as 1). We ran the analyses entering 

either dummy as independent variable while controlling for the other, non-focal dummy 

(Hayes, 2013).  

To test the indirect effect, we calculated bias-corrected confidence intervals (CI) for 

the indirect effect based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (Hayes, 2013; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). 

The null-hypothesis regarding the indirect effect is rejected if the CI excludes zero. The 

regression coefficients are presented in Figure 4.2. The results supported H3: There was a 

significant indirect effect of Individual-Differences Colorblindness on leadership self-efficacy 

through perceived openness to differences (point estimate = .37, SE = .17, 95% bias corrected 

CI [.089, .777]). Similarly, there was a significant indirect effect of Multiculturalism on 

leadership self-efficacy through perceived openness to differences (point estimate = .30, SE = 

.15, 95% bias corrected CI [.072, .690]). 
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Figure 4.2. Unstandardized regression path coefficients for the simple mediation analyses in 

Study 4.1.  Note: Dotted lines represent the total effect (i.e., c’+ab) of diversity ideology on 

leadership self-efficacy. Independent variables represent dummy’s comparing the focal 

condition to the reference condition, Superordinate Colorblindness. Each analysis includes the 

non-focal diversity ideology as a covariate. +p <.10, *p <.05, **p <.01 

 

Discussion 

The results showed that as minorities’ perceptions of organizational openness to 

express differences are increased by the salient diversity ideologies (Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness and Multiculturalism), they feel more capable of fulfilling leadership roles 

successfully. This result occurs more strongly for Multiculturalism or Colorblindness 

emphasizing individual uniqueness (Individual-Differences Colorblindness) than for 

Colorblindness focusing on a single overarching group membership (Superordinate 

Colorblindness). A methodological strength of Study 4.1 is that it isolates the experience of 

being a minority in a given context from other social factors. For instance, depending on the 

nature and priorities of an organization and the size of different units, members of different 

units (e.g., accounting) may experience minority status and react to salient diversity 
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ideologies differently.  

However, a limitation of the methodological approach in Study 4.1 is that it is unlikely 

that participants had a strong connection with the attribute determining their minority status, 

in contrast to racial or ethnic identities, which may have stronger effects. One consequence 

might be that the Individual-Differences Colorblindness ideology was as effective at 

indirectly promoting minority efficacy as Multiculturalism because participants did not have 

to forfeit a highly valued social identity (as racial and ethnic minorities might have to do) to 

have their distinctiveness recognized in the Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition. 

Study 4.2 examined the effects of organizational diversity ideology (Multiculturalism vs. 

Superordinate Colorblindness vs. Individual-Differences Colorblindness) on racial-ethnic 

minority and majority group members’ leadership self-efficacy, positive outcome 

expectations, and goals.  

Study 4.2 

Method 

Participants and design. Study 4.2 had a 3 (Organizational Diversity Ideology: 

Multiculturalism vs. Superordinate Colorblindness vs. Individual-Differences Colorblindness) 

x 2 (Participant’s Racial-Ethnic Group: White-majority vs. racial-ethnic minority) between-

subjects design. Non-student, working adult participants were targeted through 

advertisements on newsletters, mailing lists, and networking organizations to complete an 

online study on “perceptions at work.” They were asked to participate and send the link to 

others. We reached 227 potential participants, and 120 completed the research (52.8%). We 

identified one participant who completed the study twice, and eliminated the second session.  

Participants were 119 adults (39 males, 80 females; Mage = 32.03, SDage = 11.31). The 

racial-ethnic composition was 53.8% majority/native-Dutch, and 46.2% ethnic-minorities 

(14.3% Turkish-Dutch, 6.7% Surinamese-Dutch, 5.9% Moroccan-Dutch, 0.8% Antillean-
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Dutch, 12.6% Other, non-Western background, 5.9% Other minority, some western 

background)2.  With respect to education, 27.7% had a master’s degree, 26.0% a bachelor’s 

degree, 42.0% only completed high school, and the remaining participants completed primary 

education. In terms of employment, 91.6% of the participants had a job, working on average 

28.01 hours (SD = 15.08) a week. Removing the participants without a job did not change our 

results, and we retained them in the analyses. Six randomly chosen participants received a 

gift-card for their participation. 

Procedure and measures. The procedure resembled Study 4.1 with some alterations. 

All participants were given identical information about the company’s hierarchical structure 

(e.g., project teams working under specific divisions, which are managed by heads of 

divisions). After the diversity ideology manipulation, which was identical to that used in 

Study 4.1, except “personality type” diversity information was replaced by “racial-ethnic 

group” information, they rated their perceptions of the company’s openness to expressing 

differences. The items were identical to Study 4.1. A principal component analysis revealed a 

single underlying factor with an eigenvalue of 2.54. The scale was highly reliable (α = .91).  

Participants were then asked to imagine that they had an entry level managerial 

position. They were told that the head of one company division (a middle to high leadership 

position in the organizational hierarchy) would be leaving and that they were potential 

candidates for this position. Participants completed an adapted 12-item LSE scale (Paglis & 

Green, 2002), imagining themselves in this higher leadership position (α = .95). 

Next, they completed a four-item positive outcome expectations scale. The items were, 

“If I were to get this promotion, I expect” (a) “the subordinates to fully accept my authority,” 

(b) “other heads of divisions to treat me as a valuable colleague,” (c) “the board of directors to 

accept my vision for the division,” and (d) “the subordinates to execute my strategic decisions 

enthusiastically.” Participants indicated on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = completely) their 
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expected agreement with each item. A principal component analysis revealed a single 

underlying factor with an eigenvalue of 2.59. The scale was reliable (α = .81). 

Subsequently, we measured participants’ higher-level leadership choice goals with two 

items: (a) “I would like to apply for this higher leadership position,” and (b) “It is very 

probable that I would apply for this higher leadership position.” The scale was highly reliable, 

r(117) = .86, p < .001. Finally, participants responded to three manipulation-check items 

adapted from the Study 4.1 and provided demographic information. 

Results 

Preliminary analyses. First, we created a dichotomous “racial-ethnic group” variable 

(native-Dutch vs. ethnic-minority).2 Participants’ racial-ethnic group did not main or 

interactive effects on diversity ideology manipulation checks (Fs < 2.04, ps > .14). As in 

Study 4.1, we performed a one-way ANOVA across the three conditions (Multiculturalism, 

Superordinate Colorblindness, and Individual-Differences Colorblindness) for each 

manipulation check measure, followed by pairwise comparisons using the Tukey HSD 

procedure to control for Type I errors.  

The pattern of results for the three manipulation-check questions supported the 

intended manipulations. There was a significant effect of condition for the item asking the 

degree to which the organization focused on a superordinate level of categorization, F(2,116) 

= 27.35, p < .001, ηp
2 = .32. As expected, participants in the Superordinate Colorblindness 

condition (M = 5.61, SD = 1.94) agreed more strongly that the company believes “one should 

focus on being a part of the organization instead of being a member of a certain personality 

type group” than participants in the Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition (M = 

4.40, SD = 1.97, p = .022), and participants in Multiculturalism condition (M = 2.50, SD = 

1.78, p < .001). The latter two conditions also differed (p < .001).  

Also as anticipated, there was a significant effect of condition for the item asking 
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about the extent to which “one should focus on individual characteristics instead of being a 

member of a certain personality type group,” F(2,116) = 43.64, p < .001, ηp
2= .43. 

Participants in Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition (M = 5.80, SD = 1.94) agreed 

with this statement more strongly than those in the Superordinate Colorblindness condition 

(M = 2.35, SD = 1.60, p < .001) and participants in the Multiculturalism condition (M = 2.71, 

SD = 1.77, p < .001). The latter two conditions did not differ (p = .668).  

Finally, in terms of the manipulation checks, there was an effect for condition for the 

item about the extent to which the company values “personality type diversity,” F(2,116) = 

42.12, p < .001, ηp
2 = .42.  As expected, participants in the Multiculturalism condition agreed 

more with this statement (M = 6.42, SD = 0.68) than those in the Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness (M = 3.70, SD = 2.15, p < .001) and more than those in the Superordinate 

Colorblindness (M = 3.32, SD = 2.07, p < .001) conditions.  The latter two conditions did not 

differ (p = .620). Thus, the diversity ideology manipulation was successful. Table 4.2 

provides the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all Study 4.2 variables. 

Hypothesis tests. We employed multiple ANOVA’s to test Hypotheses 4a and 4b. We 

studied simple effects comparing minority and majority participants’ reactions to the 

measures dependent on the salient diversity ideology comparing the Superordinate 

Colorblindness condition to the Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition and to the 

Multiculturalism condition. The means and standard deviations per condition and racial-ethnic 

group are reported in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Between Study 4.2 Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. N = 119. All tests are two-tailed. ª Dummy 1: 0 = Superordinate Colorblindness & Multiculturalism, 1 = Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness. b Dummy 2: 0 = Superordinate & Individual-Differences Colorblindness, 1 = Multiculturalism. c0 =Ethnic minority, 1 = White-

majority. *p < .05, **p < .01. 

 

Variable 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

1. ID-CBª 

 

0.34 

 

0.47 

 

 

     

2. MCb 0.40 0.49     -.59**      

3. Racial-ethnic groupc 0.54 0.50 -.09 .04     

4. Perceived openness  5.13 1.43 -.02     .24**  .13    

5. Leadership self-efficacy 8.24 1.57  .01     .25** -.08    .44**   

6. Positive outcome expectancies 5.24 0.96 -.03 .14   -.20*    .35**   .48**  

7. Higher-level leadership choice goals 4.94 1.72 -.08 .13   -.22*  .21*    .39** .50** 
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 Results showed a significant main effect of ideology, F(2,113) = 6.82, p = .002, ηp
2 = 

.11, and a main effect of ethnic group, F(1,113) = 3.95, p = .049, ηp
2 = .03, on perceived 

openness. These main effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(1,113) = 4.21, p = 

.017, ηp
2 = .07. Supporting H4a, compared to Superordinate Colorblindness condition, 

minorities in Individual-Differences Colorblindness condition, F(1, 113) = 6.60, p =.012,  ηp² 

= 0.06,and in Multiculturalism condition, F(1, 113) = 18.93, p < .001, ηp² = 0.14, perceived 

the organization to be more open to differences. White-majority participants’ perceptions of 

openness to differences were not affected by diversity ideology (Fs < 0.37, ps >.55).  

 In terms of leadership self-efficacy, there was a significant main effect of ideology, 

F(2,113) = 7.41, p = .001, ηp
2 = .12, a non-significant main effect of racial-ethnic group, 

F(1,113) = 0.18, p = .675, ηp
2 = .02, a non-significant interaction, F(2,113) = 2.03, p = .136, 

ηp
2 = .04. Despite the non-significant interaction, a priori contrasts supported H4b. Compared 

to Superordinate Colorblindness condition, minorities in Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness condition, F(1, 113) = 7.41, p = .008, ηp² = .06, and in Multiculturalism 

condition, F(1, 113) = 14.50, p < .001, ηp² = .11, reported higher levels of leadership self-

efficacy. White-majority participants’ leadership self-efficacy was not affected by diversity 

ideology (Fs < 2.18, ps >.14).  

 For leadership choice goals, there was a non-significant main effect of ideology, 

F(2,113) = 1.69, p = .189, ηp
2 = .03, a significant effect of racial-ethnic group, F(1,113) = 

4.73, p = .032, ηp
2 = .04, and a marginally significant interaction, F(2,113) = 2.91, p = .058, 

ηp
2 = .05. Partially supporting H4b, simple contrasts showed a single significant effect: 

Compared to Superordinate Colorblindness condition, minorities in the Multiculturalism 

condition, F (1, 113) = 5.45, p = .021, ηp² = .05, reported increased willingness to apply for a 

higher leadership position. The remaining contrasts were non-significant (Fs < 2.71, ps >.10). 
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Table 4.3 

Means and standards deviations for the Study 4.2 dependent measures per condition and racial-ethnic group. 

 

Group 

 

Ideology 

 

Measures 

   

Openness 

 

LSE 

 

Outcome Exp. 

 

Goals 

 

Minorities 

  

4.94 (1.56) 

 

8.36 (1.81) 

 

5.45 (1.10) 

 

5.35 (1.70) 

  

Superordinate Colorblindness 

 

3.69 (1.47) 

 

7.05 (2.22) 

 

4.96 (1.18) 

 

4.50 (2.03) 

 Individual-Differences Colorblindness 4.90 (1.57) 8.48 (1.76) 5.56 (1.02) 5.38 (1.65) 

 Multiculturalism 5.75 (1.07) 9.06 (1.08) 5.63 (1.09) 5.86 (1.37) 

 

Majorities 

  

5.30 (1.29) 

 

8.13(1.33) 

 

5.06 (0.79) 

 

4.59 (1.66) 

  

Superordinate colorblindness 

 

5.15 (1.64) 

 

7.77 (1.24) 

 

5.10 (0.61) 

 

4.94 (1.33) 

 Individual-differences colorblindness 5.30 (1.06) 8.03 (1.33) 4.82 (0.82) 4.05 (1.94) 

 Multiculturalism 5.40 (1.21) 8.44 (1.37) 5.21 (0.85) 4.72 (1.61) 

 

All 

  

5.13 (1.43) 

 

8.24 (1.57) 

 

5.24 (0.96) 

 

4.94 (1.72) 

  

Superordinate Colorblindness 

 

4.54 (1.71) 

 

7.47 (1.72) 

 

5.04 (0.88) 

 

4.76 (1.64) 

 Individual-Differences Colorblindness 5.09 (1.35) 8.27 (1.57) 5.21 (0.99) 4.75 (1.89) 

 Multiculturalism 5.55 (1.15) 8.71 (1.28) 5.40 (0.98) 5.22 (1.60) 

Note. LSE = leadership self-efficacy
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Table 4.4 

Conditional Indirect Effects with 95% Bias-Corrected CI’s pertaining to Study 4.2 

 

 

 

Leadership self-efficacy 

 

Outcome Expectations 

 

Goals 

 

Predictor 

 

ID-CBa 

 

MCb 

 

ID-CB 

 

MC 

 

ID-CB 

 

MC 

Point estimates 

Minority 

Majority 

 

0.505 (0.273) 

0.063 (0.201) 

 

0.855 (0.315) 

0.103 (0.201) 

 

0.294 (0.161) 

0.036 (0.118) 

 

0.498 (0.182) 

0.060 (0.117) 

 

0.284 (0.203) 

0.035 (0.124) 

 

0.482 (0.275) 

0.058 (0.123) 

95% CI’s 

Minority 

Majority 

 

0.090, 1.192 

-0.276, 0.537 

 

0.371, 1.594 

-0.230, 0.568 

 

0.051, 0.700 

-0.171, 0.311 

 

0.195, 0.924 

-0.144, 0.337 

 

0.013, 0.850 

-0.153, 0.380 

 

0.036, 1.134 

-0.115, 0.422 

Note. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Significant conditional indirect effect estimates and CI’s are typed bold. ª Dummy 1: 0 = 

Superordinate Colorblindness & Multiculturalism, 1 = Individual-Differences Colorblindness. b Dummy 2: 0 = Superordinate & Individual-

Differences Colorblindness, 1 = Multiculturalism.
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In order to test H5, we used a regression based path analysis to estimate conditional 

(i.e., depending on participant’s group membership) indirect effects of diversity ideologies on 

the dependent measures through perceived openness (Hayes, 2013). Similar to Study 4.1, we 

created two dummies for the independent variable comparing Individual-Differences 

Colorblindness and Multiculturalism to Superordinate Colorblindness (Hayes, & Preacher, 

2013). Using PROCESS for SPSS (Model 8), we estimated OLS regression coefficients and 

relied on bootstrapping to infer the conditional indirect effects. Following Hayes (2013), we 

ran the analyses for each dependent variable entering either dummy as independent variable 

while controlling for the other, non-focal dummy.  

The conditional indirect effect point estimates and CI’s are reported in Table 4.4. 

Results support Hypothesis 5: As minority employees perceive an organization either 

endorsing Individual-Differences Colorblindness or Multiculturalism as more open to 

expressing differences, their leadership self-efficacy, positive leadership outcome 

expectancies and willingness to apply for higher leadership roles increase. No such effect was 

found for majority employees.4   

Discussion 

The results of Study 4.2 replicated and extended the findings of Study 4.1. Racial-

ethnic minorities perceived an organization endorsing Individual-Differences Colorblindness 

or Multiculturalism as more open to differences than an organization endorsing Superordinate 

Colorblindness. Second, the pattern of results were generally in line with the predictions that 

compared to a Superordinate Colorblindness, Individual-Differences Colorblindness and 

Multiculturalism increase minority participants’ leadership self-efficacy, positive outcome 

expectancies, and leadership goals. It should be noted that in Study 4.1 we did not find 

comparable direct effects on leadership self-efficacy. Possible reasons for this may be that 

racial-ethnic minority status is more visible, unconcealable, and fixed, whereas personality 
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may be viewed as concealable and malleable, and thus less of a barrier when managed. Also, 

participants may have had previous experience facing barriers because of their race-ethnicity 

but have had few such experiences with personality dimensions. Thus, race-ethnicity may be 

experienced as potentially a more salient obstacle to leadership efficacy (e.g., Levin, Sinclair, 

Veniegas, & Taylor, 2002).  

Importantly, and in line with Study 4.1, we observed the strongest findings for the 

indirect effects. That is, to the extent that an organization communicates openness to 

differences, they positively affect minorities’ leadership related self-cognitions and goals. 

This finding supports the idea that diversity environments can act as support mechanisms and 

encourage minority leadership self-selection because they create a space that is open and 

accepting the differences of employees, either as members of their racial-ethnic groups or as 

individuals. Consistent with research showing that diversity (initiatives) are less likely to 

affect majority groups cognitions and behavioral goals (e.g., Holoien & Shelton, 2012; 

Perkins et al., 2000; Walker et al., 2012), we did not observe divergent reaction patterns as a 

function of the salient diversity ideology for majority members.  

  General Discussion 

In the Western world, minorities are underrepresented in leadership positions (e.g., 

Dekker, 2013; Diversityinc, 2014). Although factors in the external domain such as 

intergroup (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), institutional (Hukai et al., 2005), social-cognitive 

leadership (Gündemir et al., 2014; Rosette et al., 2008) biases can either directly or indirectly 

present obstacles to minority leadership, intrapersonal factors such as whether minorities 

perceive themselves as capable of executing leadership tasks successfully and aspire higher 

leadership roles are patent precursors of leader emergence (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Lent et 

al., 1994, 2000). Because leadership self-perceptions are almost always embedded in an 
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organizational context (Hogue & Lord, 2007), it is especially important to understand whether 

and how these intrapersonal processes are affected by organizational factors.  

Including minorities as actors instead of mere targets (see Shelton, Alegre, & Son, 

2010), the present research shows that organizational diversity ideologies can provide 

supportive environmental contexts and encourage minorities’ leadership claims to the extent 

that they communicate openness to differences. Because different diversity ideologies can 

communicate enhanced openness to differences, when minorities imagined to work for a 

company endorsing Multiculturalism or Individual-Differences Colorblindness, they felt more 

capable of fulfilling an imagined leadership role (Study 4.1), reported higher expectations of 

fulfilling higher-level leadership roles successfully, had more positive expectations regarding 

those roles as well as aspired those roles more strongly (Study 4.2). Although some of the 

effects that diversity ideologies have are more direct in their nature, the most consistent ones 

are the indirect effects through perceived openness. That is, some diversity ideologies 

encourage minorities’ leadership self-selection more than other ideologies, because they 

communicate an environment that is open to differences. 

Theoretical Contributions and Practical Implications 

The current work offers a unique contribution to racial-ethnic minority leadership 

literature by focusing on minorities’ self-perceptions, and by highlighting how organizational 

diversity context differentially affects employees’ leadership related self-perceptions as a 

function of their minority status (see Festekijan et al., 2013). Earlier research suggested that 

multiculturalism has more positive outcomes for minorities than colorblindness (e.g., Plaut, 

Thomas, & Goren, 2009). The present set of studies extends research on diversity ideologies, 

showing that specific definition of colorblindness determines the effect of colorblind 

organizational policies for minorities. Whereas colorblindness focusing merely on an 

overarching level of identity may indeed be perceived less positively by minorities than 
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multiculturalism, colorblindness emphasizing inter-individual differences may be perceived as 

positively. As such, our results indicate that earlier research’s findings regarding the positive 

outcomes of multiculturalism over colorblindness may represent a specific contrast between 

multiculturalism and colorblindness including a single overarching identity. By identifying 

perceived openness to differences as the underlying process, the implications of this work 

reach beyond diversity ideologies literature, and suggest that any organizational context that 

communicates openness to differences will act as a support system for minority employees 

(Byars-Winston et al., 2010; Lent & Brown, 2013), positively affecting their leadership 

related self-cognitions and goals. 

Our experimental approach enables testing causal relationships and suggests concrete 

interventions to stimulate high-potential minorities’ leadership pursuits in companies. A clear 

practical implication is that creating a work environment where the expression of differences 

is allowed, endorsed, and appreciated will help utilize minority employees’ talent by 

encouraging them to self-select for higher leadership positions. These environments not only 

communicate safety for the minority identity promoting trust in and commitment to 

organizations (Plaut et al., 2009; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), but they also encourage 

minorities to optimize their potential at work and pursue vertical career development.  

Minority leadership is of great importance for multi-ethnic societies: it decreases 

implicit bias (Plant et al., 2009), offers salient role models (Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009), 

and helps optimally utilize the available talent to gain competitive advantage (Ospina & 

Foldy, 2009). Thus, applying insights from the present work to organizational policies has 

great advantages for both companies, and the society.  Because our findings are not limited to 

racial-ethnic minorities, these implications are relevant for a large variety of organizational 

settings with situational minorities as well.  

Limitations and Future Research Directions 
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Our work has some limitations. In the current research, we focused on imagined 

situations and fictitious companies. Although the use of experimental design enabled us to 

investigate causal relationships between the investigated variables, future work needs to 

determine external validity of our findings. The current work paves the way for quantitative 

field research to replicate and the findings in more realistic settings (e.g., Edmondson & 

McManus, 2007).  

Some research suggests that there may be inter-individual differences in the 

motivation to lead (Chan & Drasgow, 2001), which we did not measure in the current 

research. Although future work might consider the potential influence of individual 

differences in leadership motivations, our results cannot be explained by these inter-individual 

differences, because the participants were randomly assigned to different conditions; each 

condition arguably had participants with comparably high and low levels of motivation to 

lead. Nonetheless, it would be valuable to incorporate this individual difference measures of 

leadership motivation in future research to study whether members of different racial-ethnic 

groups differ in this motivation and whether this motivation moderates the relationship 

between diversity ideologies and minorities’ leadership goals and aspirations. For instance, 

Multiculturalism and Individual-Differences Colorblindness may encourage these goals and 

aspirations especially for minorities who have a high motivation to lead. Also, even a high 

motivation to lead may not activate leadership related goals and aspirations for minorities who 

work in Superordinate-Colorblindness endorsing firms. 

The materials used stated that participants had a lower-level management role in the 

company. This may have implied an organizational context that is –at least at lower levels- 

open to minority leadership, where at least some minorities have overcome barriers to attain 

leadership positions. Although this information (which was consistent over conditions) does 

not explain the observed response differences between conditions, it is valuable for future 
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work to study minorities’ leadership self-selection as an interactive function of diversity 

ideology and varying levels of minority representation in leadership positions. This may, for 

instance, show that especially co-occurrence of effective diversity ideologies with high 

minority representation promotes leadership self-selection tendencies (see Purdie-Vaughns et 

al., 2008).   

Considering the complexity of minority leadership, it is important for future research 

to study its origins and consequences in large longitudinal studies. This would make it 

possible to incorporate influences at different levels (e.g., organizational, individual), 

including cognitive-person variables (e.g., self-efficacy), and other intra-individual variables 

(e.g., personality, analytical ability). Moreover, considering subordinates’ reactions to 

minority leadership might provide essential insight on how power/influence negotiations 

between these leaders and their subordinates possibly affect further career development of 

minority leaders from lower and middle management to higher management positions. 

Conclusion 

Encouraging minority leadership is crucial; it enables emergence of salient role 

models, has positive effects on intergroup relations, and helps organizations retain and 

optimally utilize minority talent. The current work clearly demonstrates that to the extent that 

organizational diversity ideologies communicate an environment that is highly open to 

(expressing) differences, they encourage minority leadership by activating leadership-relevant 

goals and cognitions of minority employees.  
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Footnotes 

1. This form is also called assimilation. Although some research distinguished this as a 

different ideology (e.g., Verkuyten, 2005), others argued this to be a specific form of 

Colorblindness (e.g., Dovidio et al., 2010; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). Because in the 

literature important elements from this ideology are frequently used to manipulate or 

measure Colorblindness, in this paper we propose this to be specific form of 

Colorblindness.  

2. Specific group membership had no significant main or interactive effects on the 

dependent variables. 

3. Because some research demonstrated that perceivers’ ethnic identification can affect 

reactions to diversity ideologies (e.g., Verkuyten, 2005), we included an ethnic 

identification scale to Study 4.2 for exploratory purposes. Correcting for identification 

does not change our results or interpretations. 

4. The inter-relations between  the studied dependent variables (self-efficacy, outcome 

expectations, goals) are well documented in the literature and have been shown to not 

vary as a function of one’s group membership (e.g., Lent et al., 2005; Lent, Lopez, 

Sheu, & Lopez, 2011). Although it is not the main focus of the current study,  

exploratory analyses (controlling for diversity ideology, ethnic group, and perceived 

openness) showed that LSE predicted outcome expectancies (B = 0.229, SE = 0.056, p 

< .001), and both LSE (B = 0.209, SE = 0.107, p = .053) and outcome expectancies (B 

= 0.645, SE = 0.169, p < .001) predicted willingness to apply for a higher level 

leadership position. 
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Appendix 

Superordinate Colorblindness manipulation 

“Terra Company believes that a harmonious company can be achieved if we recognize that at 

our core we are all the same, that people with typical D or E personality types are created 

equal, and that we are first and foremost a collective. While other firms mistakenly focus on 

their staff’s personality type diversity, we train our diverse workforce to focus on being part 

of Terra Company and embrace their similarities as members of the company. We feel 

that focusing on what we have in common creates an exciting work environment. Such a work 

environment helps not only us but also our clients. At Terra Company, personality type 

differences are immaterial as soon as you walk through the doors. Regardless of their 

personality background, all employees work under the umbrella of Terra Company.” 

Individual—Differences Colorblindness manipulation 

 “Terra Company believes that a harmonious company can be achieved if we recognize that at 

our core we are all the “same” –each of us is a unique individual–, that people with typical D 

or E personality types are created equal, and that we are first and foremost a company of 

individuals. While other firms mistakenly focus on their staff’s personality type diversity, we 

train our diverse workforce to focus on being individuals and embrace their individual 

characteristics. We feel that focusing on individual characteristics creates an exciting work 

environment. Such a work environment helps not only us but also our clients. At Terra 

Company, different personality types are immaterial as soon as you walk through the doors. 

Regardless of their personality type, each employee is a unique individual and is treated as 

such.” 

Multiculturalism manipulation 

 “Terra Company believes that a harmonious company can be achieved if we 

better appreciate our diversity and integrate the different qualities of employees with typical 
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Type D and Type E personality characteristics in our organization. We should celebrate our 

personality type diversity and learn from it. While other firms mistakenly try to shape their 

staff into a single mold, we believe that embracing our personality type diversity enriches our 

culture. Employees’ personality type diversity can be valuable resources for the company to 

learn from. We believe that appreciating and recognizing personality type diversity creates an 

exciting work environment. Such a work environment helps not only us but also our clients. 

At Terra Company, as soon as you walk through the doors, you’ll appreciate the strength that 

we derive from personality type diversity.” 
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General Discussion 

The main goal of the present dissertation was to enhance the knowledge on the 

psychological mechanisms concerning racial-ethnic minority leadership. Three empirical 

chapters highlighted different aspects of racial-ethnic minority leadership. Part I focused on 

uncovering the existence and nature of the pro-White leadership bias in the European context, 

and how this bias affects subordinates’ nonverbal behavior towards leaders with different 

racial-ethnic backgrounds. Part II investigated how the organizational diversity context affects 

minorities’ leadership-related self-perceptions, goals and aspirations.  

In this chapter, I will present an overview of the findings, discuss the theoretical and 

practical implications as well as the limitations of the current work. I will also highlight some 

aspects of minority leadership that offer interesting directions for future studies.  

Overview of the Findings 

 Chapter 2 focused on the pro-White leadership bias in the European context. Earlier 

work in the United States demonstrated that when people think of a leader (as opposed a non-

leader) they tend to have a White-majority group individual in mind. This pro-White 

leadership bias results in a mismatch between racial-ethnic minority targets and the “typical 

image of a leader” which then suppresses their chances to emerge into leadership positions as 

well as their (perceived) effectiveness as leaders (Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosette, Leonardelli, 

& Phillips, 2008). In Chapter 2, we demonstrated that the pro-White leadership bias is also 

relevant in the European context and that this bias has an implicit nature. Using a reaction-

time measure, we showed that both leadership roles and effective leadership traits are more 

strongly associated with native-Dutch than ethnic-minority stimuli, an association that both 

native-Dutch and racial-ethnic minority participants show. In the final study of Chapter 2, we 

explored (a) whether the implicit pro-White leadership bias predicts discriminatory behavior 

during promotion-related decision making, and  (b) whether interventions suppressing the 
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automatic categorization of targets into racial-ethnic groups could help decrease this bias. 

Results showed that, under equal circumstances, increased levels of the implicit pro-White 

leadership bias were indeed associated with a heightened willingness to give promotions to 

White-majority rather than racial-ethnic minority candidates. Furthermore, emphasizing dual-

levels of categorization was (partly) successful at decreasing the implicit pro-White leadership 

bias.  

Chapter 3 focused on the (anticipated) dyadic interactions between subordinates and 

leaders with different racial-ethnic backgrounds. Theoretical models focusing on the 

reciprocal dynamics of subordinate-leader relationships suggest that in order for leaders to be 

accepted to exert influence, subordinates need to (non)verbally grant them leadership and 

assume the reciprocal subordinate role for themselves (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). 

Subordinates are more likely to “grant” leadership to prototypical than  non-prototypical 

leaders. Having demonstrated the implicit pro-White leadership bias in Chapter 2, our main 

prediction was that subordinates’ nonverbal behavior would reflect typical findings from 

“nonverbal behavior during leader-subordinate interactions” literature more strongly when the 

leader is more prototypical (i.e., when he/she is a White-majority group member). 

Specifically, we focused on interpersonal distance. Earlier work on interpersonal distance 

between individuals as a function of hierarchical standing indicated that whereas those higher 

in the hierarchy keep less distance from others and invade others’ personal space more freely, 

those lower in the hierarchy tend to do the opposite (e.g., Hall et al., 2005). Our expectation 

was that subordinates would show such “typical subordinate nonverbal behavior” of keeping 

an increased distance more in case of prototypical, White-majority group leaders than with 

less prototypical, racial-ethnic minority leaders. Moreover, we expected subordinates’ 

increased physical proximity (as opposed to increased physical distance) to leaders to be 

associated with their willingness to  “challenge and take over” (as opposed to accept and 



General Discussion 

 

135 
 

endorse) the leader’s role. Indeed, our results indicated that subordinates keep more physical 

distance from native-Dutch than from Moroccan-Dutch leaders. Also, as they keep more 

distance from the leader, they are less willing to perform leadership behavior themselves. This 

effect is limited to the “target leader” condition; no spatial discrimination effect occurs when 

the target has an assisting role. Interestingly, this spatial discrimination disappears when the 

leadership role is explicitly “qualification based” (i.e., target is “chosen” as the leader because 

of his/her capacities).   

Earlier research focusing on the underrepresentation of racial-ethnic minorities in 

leadership positions has primarily studied minorities as targets of bias and prejudice. The first 

part of this dissertation (i.e., Chapter 2 and 3) fits this tradition as well. Part II, however, 

highlighted an important, yet underexposed aspect of this underrepresentation by focusing on 

intra-individual aspects of minority leadership. Chapter 4 shifted the focus from a “minority 

target” to a “minority actor” approach. The main goal of this chapter was to understand 

minorities’ leadership-related self-perceptions. Considering leadership self-perceptions are 

almost always embedded in an organizational context (Hogue & Lord, 2007), we focused on 

these self-perceptions as a function of organizational diversity ideology (Wolsko et al., 2000). 

Our main prediction was that by communicating an environment which is open to expressing 

differences, some diversity ideologies are more instrumental for minorities than others. As a 

result, to the extent that an organizational diversity ideology explicates openness to 

differences, they should encourage high-potential minorities’ leadership self-selection. Our 

results supported this prediction. Minorities who were asked to imagine that they worked for 

companies that endorsed either Multiculturalism or Individual-Differences Colorblindness, 

reported higher levels of leadership self-efficacy, more positive outcome expectations 

regarding leadership positions, and more willingness to apply for leadership positions than 

minorities imagining to work for organizations endorsing Superordinate Colorblindness. 
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These effects were mainly indirect; diversity ideologies affected outcome measures through 

perceived openness to expressing differences.  

Implications of the Findings    

 Chapter 2 extended earlier research by showing that the pro-White leadership bias also 

exists in the European context and the bias is –at least partially- an implicit one. Frequent 

experiences with White-majority group leaders may have led individuals to assume leaders in 

general to be White-majority group members (e.g., Rosette et al., 2008).  In line with the 

leadership categorization theory, this assumption resulted in a gap filling process. That is, 

unobserved leadership attributes are presumed to be more “fitting” for prototypical, White-

majority group targets than for racial-ethnic minority targets. The implicit pro-White 

leadership bias is -at least to some extent- responsible for the underrepresentation of racial-

ethnic minorities in leadership positions as it predicted an increased willingness to promote 

White-majority candidates into higher leadership roles rather than equally suitable racial-

ethnic minority candidates. Thus, this bias suppresses minority leadership emergence by 

favoring White-majority group individuals under equal circumstances.  

Chapter 3 demonstrated that the consequences of this bias are not limited to leader 

emergence but are also observable in subordinate-leader behavioral dynamics. Our findings 

indicated that subordinates nonverbally grant leadership more readily to more prototypical 

than less prototypical leaders. In case of less prototypical leaders both nonverbal behavior  

and more explicit measures show that subordinates challenge these leaders by increasing 

physical proximity and by expressing an increased desire to show leadership behavior 

themselves.  The demonstrated spatial discrimination is especially interesting because White-

majority individuals typically keep more distance from racial-ethnic minorities than from 

White-majorities when situations do not explicate hierarchical relationships (e.g., Dotsch & 

Wigboldus, 2008; Wennekers, 2013). Our results uncovered that when racial-ethnic minority 
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targets hold situational power/leadership positions, some of these robust effects regarding 

physical distance/proximity  in the literature can reverse. Furthermore, the findings of Chapter 

3 are in line with work on female leadership, which demonstrates that leadership 

prototypicality biases affect different phases of leadership development  (Eagly & Karau, 

2002). That is, when non-prototypical group members emerge into leadership roles, 

subordinates may “challenge” their authority more and be less deferential than towards more 

prototypical leaders. A possible consequence of this process is that non-prototypical leaders 

are less likely to be promoted to higher-level leadership positions, because the lack of 

subordinate deference and acceptance results in decreased effectiveness (-perceptions) of their 

lower and/or middle management positions.  

What can be done about the pro-White leadership bias? Leadership categorization 

theory suggests that when individuals encounter targets from  traditionally underrepresented 

groups, they automatically categorize them, for instance in terms of “race-ethnicity”, which 

suppresses the targets’ categorization as potential leaders (Lord & Maher, 1993). If this is the 

case, then situational factors that suppress this automatic tendency to categorize others in 

terms of racial-ethnic category should make the pro-White leadership bias less prominent. 

One such factor in the literature is introducing dual levels of categorization where specific 

group memberships are embedded in overarching identity levels (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). 

Indeed, Chapter 2 demonstrates that the pro-White leadership bias may decrease when dual 

identities are salient (e.g., one is part of both racial-ethnic groups and a team based on T-shirt 

color). A practical implication of this finding for work organizations is that in order to 

decrease the pro-White leadership bias, it is important to have policies focusing on 

simultaneously activating categorization on both subgroup (e.g., ethnic group) and 

superordinate levels (e.g., department). In addition to affecting leadership emergence, the pro-

White leadership bias also has consequences for leader-subordinate behavioral dynamics. 
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Chapter 3 shows that to decrease discriminatory subordinate behavior towards leaders with 

different racial ethnic backgrounds, a possible strategy  is to reduce any ambiguity around 

leader emergence. That is, work organizations should clearly communicate that the leaders 

emerge into these roles because of their high qualification. This has important implications for 

affirmative action policies as individuals hired as part of these policies are often assumed to 

be less qualified (e.g., Heilman, Block, & Lucas, 1992). Especially when racial-ethnic 

minority leaders are hired under (the impression of) such policies, it may be valuable to 

communicate the leaders’ merit and qualifications for the position to limit subordinates’ 

discriminatory behavior.  

The second part of this dissertation focused on how organizational diversity ideologies 

affect minorities’ leadership related self-perceptions, goals and behavioral intentions. Chapter 

4 showed the malleability of minorities’ leadership self-perceptions as a function of diversity 

ideologies. These findings are especially valuable because organizational diversity ideologies 

are manageable; they offer practical tools for work organizations to successfully encourage 

minority leadership. The implications of findings exceed racial-ethnic minority leadership. 

For instance, the first study of Chapter 4 demonstrated that even relatively simple 

experimental manipulations segmenting individuals into groups of minorities and majorities 

are sufficient for them to favor ideologies that communicate openness to differences. Thus, 

our results apply to a large variety of organizational contexts with racial-ethnic as well as 

situational minorities such as professional minorities (e.g., IT-specialists in a law firm). Also, 

our results address an important conceptualization aspect of diversity ideologies research by 

showing that the specific operationalization of the colorblind ideology (i.e., in terms of 

individual differences or overarching identities) has significant effects on the responses it 

evokes. Because colorblind ideologies emphasizing individual differences communicate 

openness to expressing differences and being different, albeit on an individual level, they are 
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perceived more positively by minorities than colorblind ideologies which ignore differences 

on both an individual and a sub-group level.  For future research it is crucial to consistently 

make a distinction between these two types of colorblindness to uncover how and when each 

ideology is effective.  

Limitations and New Research Questions 

 Despite the important theoretical contributions and practical implications of the work 

presented in this dissertation, many questions still remain. In this section, I will describe some 

of the discussion points regarding the empirical chapters as well as some aspects of minority 

leadership that were not the focus of the current work, but which may offer valuable 

directions for future research. 

 First, (nearly) all the studies reported in this dissertation were conducted in the 

Netherlands. An important question is: To what extent are the findings generalizable to other 

parts of the world? Individuals in countries with different historic backgrounds and intergroup 

relationships may for example show higher or perhaps lower levels of a pro-White leadership 

bias. Moreover, in some parts of the world Whites are a numeric minority themselves. Could 

one expect a pro-White leadership bias in these areas as well?  

Most of the work reported in this dissertation builds upon earlier work that was 

conducted in the US. Considering we were able to replicate (as well as to extend knowledge 

on) the pro-White leadership bias in the Netherlands, our results imply that the work reported 

here is –at least to some extent– generalizable to other countries. In Western Europe and the 

US, the White-majority group is both the numeric majority as well as the “dominant” racial-

ethnic group (e.g., members of this group holds the most positions of power and influence). 

Consequently, most encounters and experiences with leaders in this part of the world involves 

White-majority group leaders. Leadership categorization perspectives posit that these frequent 

encounters underlie biases in leadership perception (e.g., Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosette et al., 
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2008). As such, it is likely that our results have validity in other parts of Western Europe and 

the US. However, we can only speculate about the scope of its generalizability beyond these 

parts of the world. For future work it would be interesting to study similar biases in countries 

with varying demographic compositions in other parts of the world, such as Asia and Africa.  

Second, this dissertation used an experimental approach to study variables of interest. 

This approach has a number of limitations. For instance, some might wonder to what extent 

the results of IAT’s recorded an artificial environment and the fictitious promotion-related 

decision making measure in Chapter 2 translate to real life situations. Although this is a valid 

question, earlier work showed that implicit measures of prejudice and stereotypes successfully 

predict actual hiring decisions (e.g., Agerström &Rooth, 2011). Another possible limitation of 

the experimental design is that participants are often university students who are on average 

younger and have less working experience than individuals in the labor market. By using an 

online experiment and targeting working, non-students adults, Chapter 4 extended the scope 

of the samples to study minority leadership. Despite its limitations, a crucial advantage of the 

experimental approach is the possibility to investigate of causal relationships in a controlled 

lab environment. This helps disentangle the specific directions of the relationships between 

race ethnicity, leadership perceptions and evaluations, and contextual variables. 

Third, one criticism of the empirical chapters may be the lack of differentiation 

between groups of minorities. In both Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, the group of minority 

participants included individuals with diverse racial-ethnic backgrounds. Although the 

definition used to identify the group of racial-ethnic minorities is the official definition used 

in the Netherlands (see Chapter 1), combining the data of individuals with different 

backgrounds into a single “minority” group possibly affects the results and interpretations. 

For instance, there may be subtle intergroup differences within the racial-ethnic minority 

group affecting the strength of their pro-White leadership bias (Chapter 2) or reactions to 
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different diversity ideologies (Chapter 4). Our relatively small minority samples may have 

been unable to detect such differences. However, it can also be argued that diverse minority 

groups’ reactions do not need to show differences, at least in case of the current work. For 

example in Chapter 2, because an implicit pro-White leadership bias finds its nascence in a 

basic categorization error as a result of repeated experiences with White-majority leaders 

(Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosette et al., 2008), theoretically there is little reason to assume 

systematic differences between different groups of minorities. Similarly, the results in Chapter 

4 show that both racial-ethnic and situational minorities (of whom the vast majority were 

White-majority group members) respond more positively when organizational diversity 

ideologies communicate openness to differences. These results strongly suggest that being a 

member of the subordinate minority group – and not necessarily being member of a specific 

minority group –  is the driving force behind responses to different organizational diversity 

ideologies.  

Fourth, the empirical chapters consistently explored strategies to suppress bias and 

discrimination and encourage minority leadership. Although the strategies in Part 1 (partially) 

supported our predictions, as discussed in the discussion sections of Chapters 2 and 3, the 

result patterns were quite complex and somewhat unanticipated. Based on the current data, we 

cannot completely rule some of the alternative explanations. Consequently, although our data 

support the existence of biases and discriminatory behavior strongly, more research on the 

suggested interventions is needed. This would not only provide insight into why (or why not) 

specific strategies (e.g., increasing the salience of dual categorization or communicating 

qualification based leader emergence) work, but also help design empirically grounded real-

life interventions to encourage minority leadership. 

 In this dissertation racial-ethnic minority leadership is mainly studied from a 

leadership categorization perspective. A large variety of relevant aspects were addressed such 
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as social cognitive leadership biases, subordinate reactions to minority leadership, and 

minorities’ self-perceptions regarding leadership goals and aspirations as a function of 

organizational diversity context. In so doing, we included minorities both as targets and 

actors, and studied cognitions, (self)perceptions, as well as behavior. Yet, many questions 

remain and new ones emerge. Of course, it is practically impossible for any single dissertation 

to incorporate all relevant perspectives to study a specific phenomenon. Below, I will 

highlight three specific areas of research that were not explicitly studied in the current work, 

but that offer fruitful ideas for future studies. These are the influence of social identity 

processes, and multiple demographic group memberships on racial-ethnic minority leadership, 

and the possible influence of race-ethnicity on leadership styles and behavior. 

The Social Identity Theory of Leadership 

One criticisms of the Leadership Categorization Theory is that it does not explicitly 

include the social group (e.g., project-team, organization) in which leader-subordinate 

relations are embedded into the analysis of leadership processes. People tend to segment their 

social environment in ingroups (i.e., groups they are members of) and outgroups (i.e., other 

groups; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1985). This segmentation results in social group 

memberships which affect individuals’ self-perceptions, as well as perceptions of and 

behavior towards others (e.g., Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Brewer, 1979; 

Ellemers, 2012; Ostrom, Carpenter, Sedikides, & Li, 1993; Scheepers, 2013; Scheepers, 

Spears, & Doosje, 2006). For instance, generally speaking, people like and help ingroup 

members more than outgroup members (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Social groups are 

mentally represented in terms of group prototypes (e.g., Hogg & Terry, 2000). These are 

attributes (e.g., characteristics, behaviors, attitudes) that define groups and help distinguish 

different groups from each other.  
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The Social Identity Model of Leadership rests on the premise that leadership 

perceptions are strongly affected by psychological processes associated with group 

memberships (Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011). Especially when the social group 

becomes more salient, the extent to which individuals fit the ingroup prototypes becomes an 

equally important predictor of leadership perceptions and evaluations as general leadership 

prototypes (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Van Knippenberg, 2011). Whereas leadership 

categorization perspectives are concerned with whether a target represents what is typical for 

leaders in general, leader-prototypicality focuses on whether a target represents what is typical 

for the group.  

Empirical work demonstrated that leader ingroup prototypicality is positively 

associated with, for instance, leader emergence (Fielding & Hogg, 1997), endorsement (Van 

Vugt & De Cremer, 2002), and effectiveness (Van Knippenberg & Van Knippenberg, 2005). 

Studies focusing on the simultaneous effects of leader prototypicality and leader ingroup 

prototypicality indicated that both types of prototypicality explain unique variance in leader 

evaluations (Fielding & Hogg, 1997; Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 1998). However, when social 

group membership is highly salient (e.g., high identification, intergroup differentiation) the 

relative influence of ingroup prototypicality increases (Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997; Hogg et 

al., 1998). 

 Applying insights from the social identity approach to racial-ethnic minority 

leadership implies that whereas minorities may prefer minority leaders over White-majority 

leaders, White-majority group members prefer White-majority leaders to minority leaders. 

Earlier work, however, did not find support for this basic prediction from the social identity 

perspective on leadership. In their influential work, Rosette and her colleagues (2008) 

demonstrated that in the US both racial-ethnic minorities and White-majority group members 

displayed a pro-White leadership bias. Drawing on this, the current research also mainly used 
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a leadership categorization approach rather than a social identity approach to study racial-

ethnic minority leadership. Our work showed similar effects in the Dutch context. Chapter 2 

demonstrated that the implicit pro-White leadership bias is shown by both native-Dutch and 

racial ethnic minority participants. It appears that frequent experiences with White-majority 

leaders may overrule the preference for in-group prototypical leaders, at least for racial-ethnic 

minorities (see Ospina & Foldy, 2009).   

 Despite these findings, I argue that the current state of research is too premature to 

fully eliminate the social identity explanation of  racial-ethnic minority leadership. Social 

identity perspectives of leadership regularly discuss this model’s implications for traditionally 

underrepresented demographic groups’ (i.e., women and racial-ethnic minorities) leadership 

emergence and effectiveness in terms of pitfalls. That is, because Western work organizations 

are historically White-majority group dominated, ingroup prototypes may fit White-majority 

group members better than racial-ethnic minorities (Hogg & Terry, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 

2011). Also, local ingroup prototypes may be affected by societal prototypes, decreasing 

minorities’ fit to them and as a result suppressing their chances for leadership (Van 

Knippenberg, 2011). These views imply an ingroup prototypicality-bias towards racial-ethnic 

minority (candidate) leaders. If true, an ingroup prototypicality bias may represent a formerly 

neglected mechanism in the explanation of the underrepresentation of racial-ethnic minorities 

in leadership positions. It is valuable for future work to test whether and, if so, how this bias 

affects minority leadership emergence and evaluations. Also, it is crucial for future research to 

simultaneously investigate general leader prototypicality and social identity aspects of 

leadership in the study of racial-ethnic minority leadership. Finally, it may be interesting to 

study whether leader prototypicality and ingroup prototypicality affect (potential) minority 

leaders’ leadership-relevant self-perceptions (e.g., self-efficacy), and goals (e.g., leadership 

aspirations).  
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Intersectionality 

 This dissertation focused on the isolated effects of race-ethnicity on leadership. 

Although this focus is valuable in experimental research to understand causal relationships 

between specific variables, real life perceptions and evaluations are hardly ever based on a 

single attribute. When we perceive others, we typically encode a number of demographic 

attributes, such as gender, race-ethnicity, and age (e.g., Kurzban, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2001; 

Levin & Levin, 1982). The exact combination of demographic attributes possessed by targets 

may have important effects on leadership judgments that may go beyond the single attributes’ 

effects. For instance, leadership by racial-ethnic minority men may be perceived differently 

than leadership by racial-ethnic minority women because being male is typically considered a 

prototypical leadership characteristic (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Van Vugt, 2006). Although 

the current dissertation cannot explain such interactive effects of for instance race-ethnicity 

and gender, studying intersectionality is important for future research. Intersectionality 

research is concerned with the effects of multiple subordinate group memberships (e.g., 

racial-ethnic minority women) on bias, prejudice, and discrimination (Crenshaw, 1991; 

Hancock, 2007; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Although intersectionality is relevant for a 

large variety of group memberships (e.g., race-ethnicity, gender, social-economic class, 

sexual orientation), the vast majority of existing work is concerned with race-ethnicity and 

gender (e.g., Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). Below, I will discuss several perspectives from 

the literature that provide insight into how intersectionality may affect leadership perceptions 

and evaluations and that offer interesting future research directions. 

 The Double Jeopardy perspective  rests on the premise that being a member of  

multiple subordinate groups (e.g., minority, female) has more negative consequences for 

individuals in terms of prejudice and discrimination than being a member of a single 

subordinate group (e.g., minority, male). Research on Double Jeopardy showed that minority 
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women indeed face more harassment, wage and occupational barriers at work than White-

majority women and men (e.g., Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Purdie-Vaughs & Eibach, 2008).

 In contrast, the Subordinate Male-Target Hypothesis suggests that prejudice and 

discrimination are forms of aggression which occur between male perpetuators and male 

targets (e.g., Navarrate, McDonald, Molina, & Sidanius, 2010; Sidanius & Veniegas, 2000; 

Van Vugt, De Cremer, & Janssen, 2007). According to this view, although racial-ethnic 

minority women -just like White women- will experience prejudice and discrimination as a 

result of their gender, membership of a subordinate racial-ethnic group will mainly have 

negative effects on racial-ethnic minority men (Sidanius & Veniegas, 2000).  

More recently, the Intersectional Invisibility perspective suggested that the findings 

from earlier work are not due to the “oppression” of subordinate men but rather the 

“marginalization” of subordinate women (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Because Western 

society is ethnocentric (i.e., the prototypical racial-ethnic group is the White-majority group) 

and androcentric (i.e., the prototypical person is a male), racial-ethnic minority women are 

considered non-prototypical both as racial-ethnic and gender group members (Purdie-

Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). This makes this group “invisible”. On the one hand, this 

invisibility may sometimes help them escape from prejudice and discrimination. On the other 

hand, their “voice” is heard less, their contributions are neglected or marginalized (Purdie-

Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; Shackelford, Wood, & Worchel, 1996) 

 How do these distinct perspectives affect leadership emergence and effectiveness of 

racial-ethnic minority men and women? In line with the Double Jeopardy perspective, a 

relatively recent study showed that African-American female leaders were evaluated less 

favorably than African-American male, and White-American leaders (Rosette & Livingston, 

2012), though only when the unit they led was unsuccessful. The Subordinate Male Target 

perspective suggests that leadership by minority men would be less endorsed than minority 
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women, especially by majority group men because they are motivated to maintain the status 

quo of group hierarchies (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Empirical research demonstrated that 

minority men are more discriminated against in, for instance, the criminal justice system and 

labor market than majority-group men, whereas no differences were found between minority 

and non-minority women (Arai, Bursell, Nekby, 2008; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Yet, the 

Subordinate Male Target hypothesis has not yet been directly tested in a leadership context. In 

predicting how intersectionality of race-ethnicity and gender may affect leadership, the 

Intersectional Invisibility perspective offers two contradictory predictions. On the one hand, 

racial-ethnic minority women potentially escape prejudice and discrimination by being non-

prototypical targets. On the other hand, they are less likely achieve leadership positions 

because of this non-prototypicality (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008).  Empirical findings 

regarding this perspective are mixed. Because the Double Jeopardy perspective receives 

experimental support (Rosette & Livingston, 2012), at least the idea that minority women 

may escape prejudice seems to be rejected. However, other research shows that whereas 

White-majority women and African-American men are penalized for showing dominance, 

African-American women are not (Livingston, Rosette, & Washington; 2012; Livingston & 

Pearce, 2009). This implies that leadership relevant, non-stereotypical behavior by (some) 

minority women may be accepted whereas these behaviors evoke negative responses when 

they are shown by minority men. This fits the Intersectional Invisibility perspective’s 

prediction that minority women may be less prominent targets of prejudice than minority 

men.  

Applying insights from intersectionality literature to understand racial-ethnic minority 

leadership more in depth is an important, yet under-investigated area. Considering multiple 

demographic group memberships simultaneously can illuminate barriers that members of 

specific groups may face and help offer solutions for these barriers.  Existing work on 
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intersectionality, however, often does not focus on leadership and has a narrow scope.  For 

instance studies often focus on the experiences or perceptions of racial-ethnic minority 

women in comparison with White-majority women (e.g., Jean-Marie, Williams, & Sherman, 

2009; Livingston et al., 2012; for an exception see Rosette & Livingston, 2012). In order to 

uncover the exact dynamics of intersectionality of  race-ethnicity and gender in leadership 

processes, it is important to simultaneously include both race-ethnicity and gender into single 

studies. Moreover, it is valuable to go beyond race-ethnicity and gender intersectionality as 

well. For instance, the Intersectional Invisibility approach suggests that, additional to 

ethnocentrism and androcentrism, also heterocentrism (i.e., prototypical person is 

heterosexual) affects how targets are perceived and evaluated. As such, perceptions and 

evaluations of (candidate) leaders with different race-ethnicity, gender, as well as sexual 

orientations may reveal novel outcome patterns. Similarly, it may be interesting to incorporate 

religion into intersectionality studies as well. In Western Europe, for instance, some of the 

most salient forms of  intergroup prejudice, and conflict center around religious minorities, in 

particular Muslims (e.g., González, Verkuyten, Weesie, & Poppe, 2008). Considering some of 

the largest racial-ethnic minority groups in Western countries are (or are perceived as) 

Muslims, bias and prejudice associated with religion and race-ethnicity may be intertwined. 

This may also apply to some of our findings. For instance, in Chapter 3 we focused on 

Moroccan-Dutch targets; the results may be influenced by both the ethnic and the (presumed) 

religious background of the targets. When using an intersectionality approach in future 

research, including gender and religion explicitly into research can help illuminate the isolated 

as well as interactive effects race-ethnicity on leadership perceptions and evaluations. Finally, 

it may be valuable for future work to study how intersectionality affects minorities’ leadership 

related self-selection. Future research can, for example, focus on how multiple subordinate 
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group memberships affect individuals’ leadership related self-perceptions (e.g., leadership 

self-efficacy), goals and aspirations.  

Leadership Styles 

 A meta-analysis on female leadership showed that male and female leaders may differ 

in their leadership styles (Eagly & Johnson, 1990). For instance, especially in laboratory 

environments, female leaders tend to be more interpersonal oriented and democratic than male 

leaders. An interesting question is whether leaders’ racial-ethnic background also affects how 

they enact leadership. The majority of research concerned with this question was performed in 

the seventies, and the results were generally not conclusive. For instance, whereas some 

studies indicated that African-American leaders have a more directive style and a higher 

power motivation than White leaders, others concluded the opposite (for a review see Ospina 

& Foldy, 2009).  

A more recent study investigated whether racial-ethnic minority leaders empower their 

subordinates more than White-majority group leaders (Pitts, 2005). The underlying 

assumption behind this prediction was that because minorities tend to more readily employ 

collectivistic behavioral patterns (e.g., emphasizing group goals over individual goals) than 

White-majority group members (Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2001), they may be more willing to 

allow collective decision making and downward power allocation. The results, however, 

showed an effect in opposite direction: White-majority group leaders were more empowering 

than ethnic minority leaders (Pitts, 2005). This result suggests that less prototypical, minority 

leaders tend to keep control and influence more to themselves than more prototypical, White-

majority group leaders. One possible reason for this strategy may be that because they are less 

prototypical, their leadership position may be perceived as less legitimate, and would be 

questioned and challenged more often than in case of White-majority group leaders (Ospina & 

Foldy, 2009; see also Chapter 3). This may result in more controlling, less empowering 
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enactments of leadership. Additional to actual differences in leadership styles between leaders 

with various racial-ethnic backgrounds, exhibition of identical leadership styles may be 

evaluated differently depending on leaders’ racial-ethnic background. For instance, a meta-

analysis on female leadership showed that women exhibiting masculine leadership styles were 

evaluated less positively than men exhibiting these styles (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 

1992). For future work it may be interesting to investigate similar effects for race-ethnicity 

and leadership as well. 

In sum, although existing research does not consistently demonstrate leadership style 

differences between racial-ethnic minority and majority group members, new research is 

needed in order to understand the underlying processes more in depth. For example, minority 

leaders may perceive their leadership positions as more precarious, which may result in less 

empowering behavior towards subordinates.  

Concluding Remarks 

A recent popular-scientific survey suggested that members of Generation Y (i.e., those 

born between 1980-2000; my generation) no longer believe race-ethnicity hinders 

opportunities and accomplishments of individuals. According to the survey, this generation 

believes in a world where people are treated equivalently regardless of race-ethnicity and in 

which race-ethnicity related issues will become even less prominent in the future. Despite this 

generation’s arguably overly optimistic views, this dissertation shows that race-ethnicity is 

still an important variable influencing perceptions and behavior in our social lives.   

 The goal of this dissertation was to contribute to an understanding of race-ethnicity 

within a leadership context. The empirical work  presented here highlights social-cognitive 

biases favoring White-majority group members above racial-ethnic minority group members 

for leadership positions, and how these biases affect subordinate discriminatory behavior 

towards leaders with White-majority versus racial-ethnic minority backgrounds. This work 
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also identifies interventions to suppress (the discriminatory consequences of) such biases. 

Finally, the current work demonstrates that organizational diversity ideologies can encourage 

minority employees leadership self-selection by communicating an environment that accepts 

and values different views.  

While the current work answers some important questions, many questions remain and 

new ones emerge. I hope the findings and future research ideas introduced above will 

encourage others to study racial-ethnic minority leadership. Answering these questions and 

gaining more in-depth insight into the mechanisms underlying racial-ethnic minority 

leadership will not only have theoretical relevance, but will also be instrumental for work 

organizations to utilize the talent of a diverse labor force.  
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Summary 

In the Western world racial-ethnic minorities are underrepresented in leadership 

positions. For instance, in the Netherlands, non-Western minorities are overrepresented in 

lower level organizational positions, whereas they are underrepresented higher-level, 

leadership roles (CBS, 2007; Dekker, 2013). This pattern remains even after correcting for 

some of the objective differences (e.g., education; CBS, 2007). It seems that racial-ethnic 

minorities –much like women- face a glass ceiling that hinders their career development into 

higher-level, leadership positions (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). The main goal of this 

dissertation was to gain insight into the underlying psychological mechanisms of the glass 

ceiling for racial-ethnic minorities.  

Achieving this is important for several reasons. Minorities in leadership positions help 

decrease implicit biases that members of majority groups may have towards minorities in 

general (Plant et al., 2009). Minority leaders also act as role models for others individuals 

from a similar background. Research shows that salient role models can help increase 

(cognitive) performance of minorities (e.g., Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009). Moreover, in a 

labor market that is rapidly diversifying, it is crucial to optimally utilize minority talent in 

order to gain competitive advantage (Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

Given this importance, there has been surprisingly little research on minority 

leadership. Existing research is conducted mainly in the United States and many questions 

still remain. In this dissertation, I studied minority leadership in a European context. In doing 

so, I focused on two broad aspects of this phenomenon. In Part I of this dissertation I focused 

on perceptions of and reactions to minorities in leadership positions. In Part II the focus was 

on minorities as active participants in leadership development. Here, I studied how 

organizational factors affected minorities leadership relevant perceptions and leadership self-

selection tendencies.  
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Chapter 2 zoomed in on the pro-White leadership bias in the European context. 

Empirical work in the United States shows that when people think of a leader, they tend to 

have a White-majority group member in mind (Rosette et al., 2008). As a result of these 

biases in leadership categorization, individuals with a minority background do not fit the 

“typical image” of a leader as well as majority group members. Consequently, they emerge 

less often as leaders, and when they do, they are not perceived as effective (Lord & Maher, 

1993; Rosette el al., 2008). In Chapter 2, we showed that the pro-White leadership bias is also 

present in the European context and that it can have an implicit nature. Our reaction time 

measure showed that both leadership roles and effective leadership traits are more strongly 

associated with native-Dutch than ethnic-minority stimuli. Both native-Dutch and minority 

participants showed this automatic bias. In the final study of Chapter 2, we studied whether  

pro-White leadership bias predicts discriminatory behavior during promotion decisions. 

Additionally, we investigated whether interventions focusing on suppressing the automatic 

categorization of individuals as members of ethnic groups would diminish the pro-White 

leadership bias. Results showed that higher levels of an implicit pro-White leadership bias 

were  associated with an explicit willingness to promote a native-Dutch candidate and not an 

equally suitable minority candidate to a higher leadership position. Moreover, when 

situational cues emphasized dual levels of categorization (i.e., making both an ethnic and a 

superordinate group membership salient),  the implicit pro-White leadership bias was –at least 

to some extent- decreased.  

Chapter 3 focused on anticipated interactions between subordinates and leaders with 

different racial-ethnic backgrounds. Theoretical models describing the subordinate-leader 

dynamics propose that for leaders to be able to show actual leadership and have real 

influence, they need to be supported and endorsed by their subordinates (DeRue & Ashford, 

2010). Subordinates typically endorse prototypical leaders’ leadership more than that of non-
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prototypical ones. Given our findings in Chapter 2, that showed that minorities are perceived 

as less prototypical as leaders than native-Dutch, we expected to find that subordinates would 

less readily accept minorities’ leadership and that this would be visible in their nonverbal 

behavior. In this chapter, we focused specifically on interpersonal space. Earlier research 

showed that people lower in the hierarchy maintain greater interpersonal distances towards 

others, whereas the higher placed tend to do the opposite (e.g., Hall et al., 2005). Based on 

this, our prediction was that subordinates would distance themselves more from prototypical, 

native-Dutch leaders than less prototypical, minority leaders. Additionally, we predicted that 

increased physical proximity (versus increased physical distance) would indicate a 

willingness to challenge and take over the leadership position (versus accepting and endorsing 

it). The results showed that subordinates indeed kept more physical distance from a native-

Dutch than from a minority (in this case Moroccan-Dutch) leader. This spatial discrimination 

effect occurred only when the anticipated task partner had a leadership role and not when he 

or she had a subordinate role. Increased physical distance was negatively related with 

participants’ desire to show leadership behavior themselves. The final study of Chapter 3 

showed that the observed spatial discrimination effect disappears when leadership emergence 

is explicitly qualification based.  

Earlier research on minorities and leadership focused mainly on minorities as targets 

of bias. The first two empirical chapters fit this tradition as well. In the third and final 

empirical chapter, the focus shifted from biased perceptions of and reactions to minority 

leadership to leadership self-selection by minorities themselves. In this chapter we studied 

leadership relevant self-perceptions and behavioral tendencies of minorities. Because 

leadership self-perceptions almost always occur in an organizational setting (Hogue & Lord, 

2007), we focused on these perceptions and behavioral tendencies as a function of a diversity-

relevant organizational variable: organizational diversity ideology (Wolsko et al., 2000). Our 
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presumption was that some diversity ideologies are more instrumental for minority employees 

than others because they create an environment in which (the expression of) differences are 

accepted. We predicted that minority employees working in these organizations would have 

more positive leadership self-perceptions and an increased desire to occupy leadership 

positions. Our results were in line with these predictions. Minorities who imagined to work 

for organizations endorsing multiculturalism or colorblindness with a focus on inter-

individual differences reported higher degrees of leadership self-efficacy, more positive 

outcome expectations regarding leadership roles and an increased willingness to apply for 

higher level leadership positions than minorities who imagined to work for an organization 

that endorsed a colorblind ideology with a mere focus on a superordinate identity. These 

effects were primarily indirect: via an increase in the perceptions of organizational openness 

for differences.  

Part I of this dissertation showed that biases in leadership categorization can suppress 

minorities’ emergence into leadership roles. These processes can also affect the leader-

subordinate dynamics after minorities emerge into leadership roles. Their leadership is 

accepted less and challenged more by subordinates than leadership by majority group 

members. Part II showed that organizational diversity context can have an important effect on 

how minority employees perceive their own leadership. When organizations communicate 

openness to differences (e.g., openness for expressing different opinions), minorities will have 

more positive expectations regarding higher level leadership roles and will be more willing to 

pursue these roles.  

This dissertation contributes to existing literature by widening our knowledge of 

biases in leadership perceptions and their behavioral consequences in a European context. 

Additionally, the focus on minorities’ leadership relevant intra-personal processes (e.g., 

leadership relevant goals and aspirations) as a function of organizational context illuminated 
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crucial aspects of  minority leadership that as yet have not received the deserved research 

attention. In the empirical chapters, we consistently explored possible interventions to 

encourage minority leadership. As such, we offer organizations practical tools to encourage 

minority leadership and to optimally utilize the talent in the diversifying labor market.  
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In de Westerse wereld zijn etnische minderheden ondergerepresenteerd in 

leiderschapsposities. Zo zijn in Nederland niet-Westerse allochtonen oververtegenwoordigd in 

lagere, uitvoerende posities, maar ze zijn ondervertegenwoordigd in hogere, leidinggevende 

posities (CBS, 2007; Dekker, 2013). Ook na een correctie voor objectieve verschillen zoals 

geslacht, opleidingsniveau en urbanisatie blijven de beroepsniveauverschillen tussen 

minderheden en autochtonen overeind (CBS, 2007). Het lijkt erop dat etnische minderheden –

vergelijkbaar met vrouwen– te maken te hebben met een glazen plafond dat hun 

carrièreontwikkeling naar hogere, leidinggevende posities belemmert (Morrison & Von 

Glinow, 1990). Het belangrijkste doel van dit proefschrift was om meer inzicht te krijgen in 

de onderliggende psychologische mechanismen van het glazen plafond voor etnische 

minderheden.   

Het bereiken van dit doel is belangrijk om meerdere redenen. Minderheden in 

leiderschapsposities kunnen de impliciete vooroordelen die de leden van de 

meerderheidsgroep jegens minderheden hebben, helpen verminderen (Plant et al., 2009). 

Minderheden in leiderschapsposities dienen ook als rolmodellen voor andere individuen met 

een minderheidsachtergrond. Uit onderzoek blijkt dat saillante rolmodellen (cognitieve) 

prestaties van minderheden helpen verhogen (e.g., Marx, Ko, & Friedman, 2009). Verder is 

het in een steeds diverser wordende arbeidsmarkt cruciaal om de leiderschapstalent van 

werknemers met alle etnische achtergronden optimaal te benutten om zo competitief voordeel 

te krijgen (Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

Het is daarom verrassend dat er relatief weinig onderzoek is gedaan naar leiderschap 

door minderheden. Het bestaande onderzoek is voornamelijk in de Verenigde Staten 

uitgevoerd en er zijn nog altijd onbeantwoorde vragen. In dit proefschrift heb ik leiderschap 

door minderheden in een Europese context onderzocht. Daarbij heb ik mij op twee brede 
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aspecten gericht. Deel 1 van het proefschrift richtte zich op het bestuderen van de percepties 

van en reacties op minderheden in leiderschapsposities. Deel 2 focuste op minderheden als 

actieve deelnemers in het proces van leiderschapsontwikkeling. Hierbij heb ik gekeken naar 

onder welke organisatorische omstandigheden minderheden, die potentieel geschikt voor 

leiderschapsposities waren, hun eigen leiderschapseffectiviteit hoog achtten, positieve 

uitkomstverwachtingen rondom leiderschap hadden en bereid waren te solliciteren naar 

(hogere) leiderschapsposities.  

In Hoofdstuk 2 lag de nadruk op het “pro-blanke leiderschapsvooroordeel” in de 

Europese context. Empirisch werk in de Verenigde Staten heeft laten zien dat wanneer 

mensen aan een leider denken, ze de neiging hebben om een blanke, meerderheidsgroep lid in 

gedachten te hebben (Rosette et al., 2008). Door deze vertekening in het 

leiderschapscategorisatieproces passen individuen met een minderheidsachtergrond minder 

sterk bij het “typisch beeld” van een leider dan degenen met een meerderheidsachtergrond. 

Hierdoor komen ze minder snel in aanmerking voor leiderschapsposities en als ze in die 

posities zijn, wordt hun effectiviteit lager ingeschat dan de effectiviteit van leiders met een 

meerderheidsachtergrond (Lord & Maher, 1993; Rosette el al., 2008). In Hoofdstuk 2, hebben 

we aangetoond dat het pro-blanke leiderschapsvooroordeel ook relevant is voor de Europese 

context en dat dit vooroordeel ook impliciet kan zijn. Een reactietijdmeting toonde aan dat 

zowel leiderschapsrollen als effectieve leiderschapskenmerken sterker met autochtoon-

Nederlandse dan met etnisch-minderheidsstimuli geassocieerd werden. Deze automatische 

associatie werd bij zowel autochtoon-Nederlandse als allochtone participanten gevonden. In 

de laatste studie van Hoofdstuk 2, hebben we onderzocht of het impliciete pro-blanke 

leiderschapsvooroordeel discriminerend gedrag bij promotiebeslissingen zou voorspellen. 

Daarnaast hebben we bestudeerd of interventies die gericht zijn op het onderdrukken van de 

automatische categorisatie van individuen als leden van etnische-groepen dit impliciete pro-
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blanke leiderschapsvooroordeel zouden verminderen. Uit de resultaten bleek dat naarmate 

beslissers een sterker impliciet pro-blanke leiderschapsvooroordeel hadden, ze meer bereid 

waren een autochtoon-Nederlandse kandidaat (en niet een even geschikte allochtone 

kandidaat) te promoveren naar een hogere leidinggevende functie. Verder bleek het 

benadrukken van duale niveaus van categorisatie (d.w.z. het saillant maken van zowel de 

etnische groep als een overkoepelend groep lidmaatschap) gedeeltelijk succesvol in het 

verminderen van het impliciete pro-blanke leiderschapsvooroordeel. 

Hoofdstuk 3 richtte zich op (geanticipeerde) interacties tussen ondergeschikten en 

leiders met verschillende etnische achtergronden. Theoretische modellen die de dynamiek 

tussen  ondergeschikten en leiders beschrijven, suggereren dat alleen die leiders die door 

ondergeschikten  worden gesteund en geaccepteerd in staat zullen zijn om daadwerkelijk 

leiderschap te tonen en invloed uit te oefenen (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). Ondergeschikten 

hebben vaak de neiging om leiderschap van typische leiders sterker te accepteren dan dat van 

niet-typische leiders. Omdat we in het voorgaande empirisch hoofdstuk hebben aangetoond 

dat minderheden als minder typische leiders worden beschouwd dan autochtone-

Nederlanders, verwachtten we dat ondergeschikten leiderschap door minderheden minder 

zouden accepteren dan dat van autochtone-Nederlanders en dat dit zichtbaar zou zijn in hun 

non-verbaal gedrag. We hebben ons specifiek op interpersoonlijke afstand gericht. Eerder 

onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat mensen die hoger op de hiërarchie staan over het algemeen 

minder afstand van anderen nemen en vaker andermans persoonlijke ruimte betreden, terwijl 

de mensen die lager op de hiërarchie staan vaak het omgekeerde doen (e.g., Hall et al., 2005). 

Onze voorspelling was dat ondergeschikten meer afstand zouden nemen van een typische, 

autochtoon-Nederlandse leiders dan van een minder typische, allochtone leider. Daarnaast 

verwachtten we dat toegenomen fysieke nabijheid (versus toegenomen fysieke afstand) een 

indicatie zou zijn van de bereidheid om het leiderschap uit te dagen en over te nemen (versus 
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te accepteren en onderschrijven). De resultaten lieten zien dat  ondergeschikten inderdaad 

meer afstand nemen van een autochtoon-Nederlandse dan van een allochtone (in dit geval 

Marokkaans-Nederlandse) leider. Dit ruimtelijke discriminatie effect vond alleen plaats 

wanneer de geanticipeerde partner een leiderschapsrol had maar niet wanneer hij/zij een 

ondergeschikten rol had. Meer fysieke afstand hing daarnaast negatief samen met de wens om 

zelf leiderschapsgedrag te laten zien. De laatste studie van Hoofdstuk 3 liet zien dat het 

geobserveerde ruimtelijke discriminatie effect verdwijnt wanneer individuen de 

leiderschapsrol expliciet op grond van kwalificaties verkregen.  

Eerder onderzoek naar minderheden en leiderschap richtte zich met name op 

minderheden als “het doelwit” van vooroordelen. De eerste twee empirische hoofdstukken 

van dit proefschrift passen bij deze traditie. In het derde en laatste empirische hoofdstuk 

verschoof de focus van percepties van minderheden in leiderschapsposities die selectie en 

effectiviteit van minderheidsleiders belemmeren naar leiderschapszelfselectie door 

minderheden. Hierbij werd gericht aandacht besteed aan leiderschap-relevante zelf-percepties 

en gedragsneigingen van minderheden. Aangezien leiderschapszelfpercepties vrijwel altijd in 

een organisationele setting plaatsvinden (Hogue & Lord, 2007), hebben we ons gericht op 

deze percepties als een functie van een variabele op organisatieniveau die relevant is voor 

diversiteitsgerelateerde processen: organisationele diversiteitsideologieën (Wolsko et al., 

2000). Ons uitgangspunt was dat sommige diversiteitsideologieën instrumenteler zijn voor 

werknemers met een minderheidsachtergrond dan andere ideologieën omdat deze een open 

omgeving creëren waarin verschillen en het uiten hiervan geaccepteerd wordt. We 

verwachtten dat werknemers met een minderheidsachtergrond die in organisaties werken die 

deze diversiteitsideologieën onderschrijven, positievere leiderschapszelfpercepties en een 

sterkere wens om hogere leiderschapsposities te bekleden zouden rapporteren. Onze resultaten 

ondersteunden deze verwachtingen. Minderheden die zich voorstelden voor organisaties te 
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werken die multiculturalisme of kleurenblindheid met een focus op interindividuele 

verschillen onderschreven, hadden hogere leiderschapszelfeffectiviteit, meer positieve 

uitkomstverwachtingen en een sterkere wens te solliciteren naar hogere leidinggevende 

functies binnen de organisatie dan wanneer ze zich voorstelden voor een organisatie te werken 

die kleurenblindheid met een enkele overkoepelende identiteit onderschreef. Deze effecten 

waren  met name indirect en verliepen via een toename in percepties rondom organisationele 

openheid voor verschillen. 

Het eerste deel van dit proefschrift liet zien dat vertekeningen in 

leiderschapscategorisatie-processen, de leiderschapskansen van individuen met een 

minderheidsachtergrond  kunnen beperken. Deze processen kunnen ook invloed hebben op 

relaties tussen leiders en ondergeschikten wanneer minderheden leiderschapsrollen 

bemachtigen. Zo wordt bijvoorbeeld hun leiderschap minder geaccepteerd en meer uitgedaagd 

door ondergeschikten dan leiderschap door de leden van de meerderheidsgroep. Het tweede 

deel toonde aan dat organisationele diversiteitscontext een belangrijk effect kan hebben op de 

wijze waarop werknemers met minderheidsachtergrond hun eigen leiderschap beschouwen. 

Wanneer organisaties open zijn jegens verschillen (bv. verschillende meningen) en het uiten 

ervan, hebben minderheden meer positieve verwachtingen over het vervullen van hogere 

leiderschapsposities en zijn ze meer bereid na te jagen.  

Dit proefschrift heeft de bestaande kennis vergroot door vertekeningen en 

vooroordelen in leiderschapspercepties en de gedragsmatige gevolgen ervan in een Europese 

context te bestuderen. Daarnaast heeft de focus op de intra-persoonlijke processen voor 

minderheden zelf (zoals leiderschapsrelevante doelen en aspiraties) als functie van een 

organisationele context licht geworpen op een aspect van minderheidsleiderschap dat in 

eerder onderzoek weinig aandacht heeft gekregen. In de empirische hoofdstukken werd ook 

consistent aandacht besteed aan mogelijke interventies die direct of indirect 
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minderheidsleiderschap zouden kunnen aanmoedigen. Daarmee biedt dit werk praktische 

tools aan organisaties om leiderschap door minderheden aan te moedigen en zo de diversiteit 

aan talent in de hedendaagse arbeidsmarkt optimaal te benutten.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

165 
 

DANKWOORD 

 

“…and what is the use of a book,” thought Alice  

“without pictures or conversation.”  

(Alice ‘s Adventures in Wonderland) 

 

Het woord ‘significantie’ heb ik nooit eerder zo vaak gehoord of gebruikt als in de 

afgelopen vier jaar. Hoe vaak heb ik me niet druk gemaakt om een niet-

significant resultaat of hoopte ik een significante bijdrage te kunnen leveren. Nu 

is het tijd de significantie van de mensen in mijn promotieproces te erkennen.  

 Astrid. Ik weet niet of ik ooit een loopbaan in de wetenschap had 

overwogen als ik jou niet in het derde jaar van mijn studie was tegengekomen 

en je niet een hippe jurk met een paarse maillot had gedragen. Hoe jij als docent 

en onderzoeker mij (en veel anderen) hebt geïnspireerd, is voor mij nog altijd 

het mooiste voorbeeld van een rolmodel in de ‘echte’ wereld. Ik zal altijd 

dankbaar zijn voor jouw scherpe blik, enthousiasme, gezelligheid, steun in 

moeilijkere momenten en vertrouwen in mij. Jij bent de beste mentor waar een 

AIO op kan hopen. Jouw bijdrage in de afgelopen jaren aan mij als onderzoeker, 

maar ook als persoon is het meest significant van allemaal. Bedankt! 

 Mark. Jij was vanaf het begin bij mijn project betrokken. Jouw inzichten en 

kennis hebben mij in de afgelopen jaren geholpen om kritisch naar mijn eigen 

werk te blijven kijken. Ik ben onder de indruk van jouw enthousiasme voor de 

wetenschap. Naast onze gesprekken over de inhoud van mijn project, was het 

ook leuk om met jou te praten over andere dingen zoals de wetenschappelijke 

ethiek en evolutionaire psychologie, maar ook de Turkse politiek en Fenerbahçe. 

Bedankt! 

Carsten. Ook al ben je later bij mijn project betrokken geraakt, is jouw 

bijdrage aan dit proefschrift en aan mijn ontwikkeling als onderzoeker significant 

geweest. Ondanks dat mijn ‘semi-overstap’ naar de UvA in het begin spannend 

was, is onze prettige samenwerking één van de belangrijkste factoren waarom ik 

mij daar snel thuis voelde. Ik heb in de afgelopen jaren veel van jou geleerd en 

hoop dit te kunnen blijven doen. Bedankt! 

Jack. Visiting your lab was one of the defining periods in my career. Before 

I came to New Haven, I did not know you personally but I heard from everyone 

who knew you what a wonderful scientist and a great person you were. After I 
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met you, I understood soon enough why everybody loved Jack. I am so glad to 

have the chance to work with you. Thank you for your input, wisdom, and 

kindness. I would also like to thank the PhD-students and post-docs at the 

Intergroup Relations Lab for their hospitality.  

De leden van mijn beoordelingscommissie. Bianca Beersma, Janka Stoker, 

Daan Scheepers, Daniël Wigboldus en Jan-Willem van Prooijen. Ik ben erg blij 

dat jullie deel van mijn commissie willen uitmaken. Dank voor de tijd die jullie 

aan het lezen van dit proefschrift hebben besteed. Ik kijk uit naar jullie scherpe 

vragen tijdens mijn verdediging en het proosten (hopelijk) erna.  

Al mijn VU, UvA, KLI en ASPO collega’s. Ik reken mezelf gelukkig om zij-

aan-zij met jullie te hebben gewerkt, ideeën te hebben uitgewisseld en te hebben 

gelachen. Dank jullie wel! Ik wil graag al mijn voormalige en huidige 

kamergenoten bedanken voor de gezelligheid door de jaren heen. In het 

bijzonder wil ik graag de collega’s bedanken met wie ik in verschillende secret-

dinner societies “mead & meat” heb gedeeld. Anna. Ik kan je niet genoeg 

bedanken voor al je hulp en ondersteuning in de afgelopen jaren. Natuurlijk ook 

mijn lieve Hester. Ik ben zo blij dat je op de VU mijn buurvrouw was en dat dit 

snel in een bijzondere vriendschap veranderde. Onze sushi-sisterhood blijft voor 

altijd bestaan! Bedankt! 

Mijn liefste paranimfen. Marco. Onze liefde voor puppies heeft ons in 

eerste instantie samengebracht. We hebben in de afgelopen jaren samen zoveel 

gelachen, zoveel flessen wijn gedronken en zoveel interessante doch onzinnige 

discussies gehad (ik weet niet meer in welke volgorde). Ik kijk al uit naar onze 

doctorentrip naar Istanbul en die cowboyhoed en puppy komen nog! Anita. Hoe 

kan ik nou in een paar zinnen iets over jou zeggen? Ik had nooit kunnen 

voorspellen dat het blonde meisje dat ik op mijn eerste werkdag in mijn kamer 

zag zitten zo’n onmisbare persoon in mijn leven zou worden. Jij bent één van de 

liefste en leukste mensen die ik ken. Ik bof met een vriendin zoals jou! Ik weet 

zeker dat we samen nog heel veel glazen witte wijn zullen drinken, kaasstengels 

zullen eten en reisjes zullen maken. Anita & Marco: ik ben zo blij dat jullie op 30 

januari naast mij zullen staan. Bedankt! 

Arkadaşlarım ve ailem. Vrienden/vriendinnen en familie. Öncelikle sevgili 

annem Güneş. Zaman zaman sana oldukça  uzak bir dünya da olsa, her zaman 

beni dinleyip, destek verdiğin ve benim başarılarıma benden çok sevindiğin için 

teşekkürler. Seni çok seviyorum. Çocukluktan bu yana hayatımda olan ve beni 
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doktoram sırasında (aslında her zaman) uzaklardan da olsa destekleyen canım 

arkadaşlarım Evre, Ayşe, Meryem, Berna, ve kuzenim Betül. İyiki varsınız. Lieve 

vriendinnen die vanaf het begin van mijn promotie naar mijn eindeloze verhalen 

over wetenschap, carrièreplanningen en promotie-outfit ideeën hebben willen 

luisteren: Laila, Ceyda, Lidia, ook de VU-meisjes: Jitske, Grace, Sharelyn, Lieske, 

Amber, Aruna, bedankt! Mijn andere familie, Karin en Hans. Dank jullie wel voor 

jullie enthousiasme en steun tijdens mijn promotie en daarbuiten. Jullie 

positiviteit heeft mij geholpen om door de moeilijkere momenten heen te komen. 

Bedankt!  

Jasper. Mijn altijd significante constante. Bedankt voor het proeflezen van 

alle hoofdstukken die in dit proefschrift staan en het weghalen van de onnodige 
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