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What is managing diversity and why does it matter? 
Sharon Mavin and Gill Girling University of Northumbria at Newcastle 

Abstract: In the UK, human resource practitioners and academics alike are becoming more aware of the emergence of managing diversity. But what does managing diversity actually mean, how does it translate into practice, and what does it matter? The following paper brie y debates the rhetoric of managing diversity and considers whether managing diversity is a distinct approach to managing people or a means of diluting equal opportunities in UK organizations. With respect to the realities of the concepts in UK organizations, empirical data from a survey of sixty UK human resource professionals and general line managers is presented. We pose a number of cautionary questions, including what does it matter and to whom? By doing so we intend to encourage further critique and challenges in respect to the concept of managing diversity in organizations. 

Keywords: Managing diversity, equal opportunities, HRM/D, rhetoric, reality Introduction 
Today the workforce does not look, think, or act like any workforce of the past, nor does it hold the same values, have the same experiences, or pursue the same needs and desires (Jamieson and O’ Mara 1991). The composition of today’ s workforce has changed signi cantly in terms of age, gender, ethnicity, culture, education, disabilities, and values. Running parallel to these changes is the shift in thinking by human resource theorists and practitioners with regard to addressing equality in the workplace (Cooper and White 1995; Liff and Wacjman 1996). This shift is underpinned by the emergence of the business case argument for equal opportunities, as opposed to the persuasive debate for social justice or equal opportunities as ‘ correcting an imbalance, an injustice or a mistake’ (Thomas 1990). There is now a view that, after twenty years of the ‘ stick’ of legal compliance (which has achieved little), the ‘ carrot’ of underpinning the business case for equal opportunities will perhaps achieve more (Dickens 1994). The business case argument for equal opportunities in organizations is often termed ‘ managing or valuing diversity’ , but, as with most contemporary 
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management issues, the underlying principles and interpretation of this concept are open to mass interpretation, criticism, and indeed misunderstanding. D. Miller (1996) argues that the significant widening of the meaning of equal opportunities has brought with it more complex and confusing messages for employers and practitioners. By drawing on literature and empirical data, we consider whether managing diversity is a distinct approach to managing people or a means of diluting equal opportunities in UK organizations and pose a number of cautionary questions, including: what does it matter and to whom? By doing so, we intend to encourage further critique and challenges in respect to the concept of managing diversity in organizations. 

What is managing diversity? 
Thomas (2000) argues that, with the growing number of mergers and acquisitions, workforce diversity will become more of a priority for organizations and, therefore, in the future, people will become clearer on what diversity is and how to manage it. As with the debates surrounding de nitions of human resource management and development (HRM/D), managing diversity as a concept means different things to different people. It can relate to the issue of national cultures inside a multinational organization (Hofstede 1984); it can relate to the further development of equal opportunities or to a distinct method of integrating different parts of an organization and/or managing people strategically. Much of the literature regarding managing diversity relates to the US experience, where the concept is particularly popular; a re ection perhaps of the more pronounced diversity of workforce composition (Cassell 1996). In a recent report (1999), a Department of Education in America described managing and valuing diversity as a key component of effective people management, arguing that it focuses on improving the performance of the organization and promotes practices that enhance the productivity of all staff. Their dimensions of diversity include gender, race, culture, age, family/carer status, religion, and disability. The de nition provided also embraces a range of individual skills, educational quali cations, work experience and background, languages, and other relevant attributes and experiences which differentiate individuals. In the UK, managing diversity has only recently come into fashion and subsequently gained pace since the mid-1990s. To date there is a lack of critical evaluative research and literature to support a common understanding of the concept of managing diversity, what impact it has on equal opportunities and what this actually means in practice in UK organizations. Existing literature relating to managing diversity can be broadly categorized into two groups, the first of which can be seen as doing little more than reiterating the traditional arena of equal opportunities (see Cooper and White 1995; Copeland 1988; Ellis and Sonner eld 1995). The second literature group views managing diversity as going far beyond the conventional approach to equal 
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opportunities, such as compliance to legislation and targeted group initiatives, and views it rather as an explicit strategic approach to valuing individual differences. Galagan (1991), Gill (1996), and Stringer (1995) describe managing diversity as going beyond the concept of equality on the basis of ethnic origin and gender. They include differences such as age, sexual orientation, language, political ideology, physical or mental capabilities, size, geography, marital/family status, religion, occupation, education, and social class. Kossek and Lobel (1996) consider diversity to be not only derived from differences in ethnicity and gender, but also based on differences in function, nationality, language, ability, religion, lifestyle, or tenure. Kandola and Fullerton (1994a) promote the idea of diversity as consisting of visible and non-visible differences, which include factors such as sex, age, background, race, disability, personality, and work style. They propose that harnessing these differences will create a productive environment in which everybody feels valued, where their talents are fully utilized, and in which organizational goals are met. The European Institute for Managing Diversity (2000) argues that managing diversity focuses on harmonizing the professional and personal life of all people, as this is the human capital of public and private organization. The Institute argues that managing diversity increases corporate pro ts through creating a supportive climate for all employees to participate and contribute, with a high degree of ef ciency and innovation, linked to corporate objectives. Thomas (1990) believes that managing diversity means enabling every member of your workforce to perform to his or her potential. ‘ It means, getting from employees rst, everything we have a right to expect and second, if we do it well, everything they have to give’ (Thomas 1990). The implicit question in this de nition is: for what and for whom? Thomas’ s managerialist de nition lacks the consideration of the bene t to the individual; there is an implication of organizational and management control. D. Miller (1996) argues that the managing diversity approach reaf rms the ‘ neo-liberal’ perspective in which the maximization of individual potential is the overriding principle. Within this model the underlying strategy is to use diversity to add value to the organization and to use a range of measures essentially to address the corporate culture. The business case for managing diversity offers a way to operate equal opportunities as a strategic issue, a core value linked to organizational competitiveness (Dickens 1994). Therefore, the way to place this on the corporate agenda is to see the concepts as providing tangible bene ts rather than being socially and morally right. This raises the question as to who is driving managing diversity and to what end. The positive expansion of the definition of managing diversity to include both visible and non-visible factors is seen to be threefold (Stringer 1995). First, it avoids the inaccurate assumption that only those things we see can make a difference; invisible differences may lead to radically different workplace values, behaviours, and perceptions. Second, it reduces the perceptions of those people 
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supported by legislation, such as racial minorities and women, as a ‘ problem’ in organizations, thus requiring everyone to attend training courses. Indeed, Harisis and Kleiner (1993) have previously suggested that, to maintain competitiveness, organizations should recruit, develop, and promote on the basis of competency, rather than on group membership. They argue that, as managing diversity is about individuals and their contribution to the organization rather than about groups, it is therefore contradictory to provide training and other opportunities based solely on gender, disability, or race. This follows the managerial philosophies of HRM/D relating to the development of individual psychological contracts of employment, the subsequent undermining of collective bargaining, and therefore the power associated with group organization, and reinforces the managerialism associated with managing diversity. Stringer’ s (1995) third point is that, if the concept of managing diversity includes everyone in the workplace, everyone therefore has a vested interest in understanding diversity and participating in identifying ways to be most effective across differences. Considering these definitions, the underlying philosophy of managing diversity implies that an organization can gain competitive advantage – enhance performance – through human capital. It rests on the premise that the organization will be able to serve increasingly diverse customers, meet increasingly complex business and management problems by actively seeking and managing a diverse workforce (Stephenson and Lewis 1996; Cox 1991). Managing diversity can therefore be perceived as a unitarist managerial concept, which leads to unifying people in organizations rather than diversifying. This uni cation can also be paralleled with the move of power from employees to management associated with HRM/D, and we ask then: is the concept of managing diversity another type of managerial/organizational control mechanism with the aim of diffusing the perceived power associated with some minority groups? Kandola and Fullerton (1994b) draw on literature and research from McEnrue (1993) and Cox and Blake (1991) to establish the real benefits afforded to organizations from managing diversity. They argue that the proven bene ts of diversity are that the best candidates are employed, the culture is one in which the potential of all employees is realized, exible working arrangements are offered, employees are valued, motivated, developed, and encouraged to progress in the organization. The debatable bene ts provided by Kandola and Fullerton (1998) include the perception that employees will give their best, employees are more in tune with the customer base, there is more innovation, creativity, and problem solving, there is better customer service and improved quality. The indirect bene ts from both of these are a better public image, a satisfying work environment, improved staff relations, job satisfaction and staff morale, increased productivity, and improved competitive edge. It has also been recently argued that, when employee diversity in the workplace is valued and a planned approach to managing diversity is taken, signi cant organizational bene ts ow. A Department of Education (1999) in America argues that this leads to more effective personal communications, improved team 
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functioning and performance, increased creativity and innovation. This is also said to lead to a greater capacity for problem solving, enhanced equality of opportunity, better professional health and well-being, reduced absenteeism, and higher staff morale, in addition to recruitment and selection from a wider talent pool, ability to attract and retain employees with valuable skills, improved service and client satisfaction, and nally a positive community image (Department of Education 1999). However, as noted earlier, there are few empirical data to support these types of claims both in the UK and in America and we ask for further organizational research and evaluation to underpin these rhetorical bene ts to both the individual and the organization. 

Is it equal opportunities? 
In terms of the literature, there are distinct differences between equal opportunities (EO) and managing diversity (MD). Equality is de ned as the state of being equal. Discrimination is de ned as favouring some but not treating all alike. Diversity is de ned as the state of being different or varied (Oxford English Dictionary). In the simplest terms MD can be perceived as a concept which indicates ‘ do’ and favours the positive, when EO indicates ‘ don’ t’ and favours the negative. Managing diversity is therefore perceived as a concept where all individuals can work in an environment that facilitates development, releases potential, and encourages individuals to ‘ do’ all they can towards the organization’ s progress as a result of their differences. EO in this sense is perceived to protect groups of people in an environment, and clearly states ‘ don’ t’ behave in particular ways regardless of the organization (Mavin and Girling 1999). Hall and Parker (1993) and Thomas (1990) point out ve main differences between EO and MD and we have responded to some of their points: 1 That managing diversity is not just about concentrating on issues of discrimination, but about ensuring that all people maximize their potential and contribution to the organization. But does this mean sidelining the issue of discrimination and the individual in favour of the organisation? 2 That managing diversity embraces a broad range of people as opposed to equal opportunities as about and for women, ethnic minorities, and disabled people. Does this mean or lead to a dilution of group protection and the associated power? 3 That managing diversity concentrates on movement within the organization, the culture, and the meeting of business objectives, and therefore this indicates that there must be a bene t in taking action. But a bene t to whom? 4 That equal opportunities is often seen as something that concerns mainly the personnel department but managing diversity is seen as being the concern of all employees, especially managers within the organization. Equal opportunities should also be the concern of all and not just the personnel 
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department. If placed in the hands of managers is MD more about managerial control? 5 Finally, that managing diversity is perceived to be different from equal opportunities in the lack of reliance upon positive action. From the literature, it appears that equal opportunities and managing diversity could be perceived as two distinct concepts, but they can also be seen as interdependent: managing diversity (valuing individual differences) and equal opportunities (valuing the differences groups can bring). Ford (1996) argues that discussions with practitioners have led her to believe that equality and diversity have to be interdependent if they are to realize their potential as organizational development tools and improve business results. Although this approach demonstrates a lack of consideration of individuals in the organization, a number of companies are following this interdependent approach to the two concepts, for example, SmithKline Beecham and Rank Zerox. McDougall (1996) suggests that managing diversity should not be ‘ instead’ of equal opportunities, otherwise the EO issue may be lost in the general search for valuing all aspects of differences. Childs (1996) agrees, commenting that at IBM (US) the ‘ diversity house’ has three pillars: equal opportunities, af rmative action, and work and personal life balance programmes. Here, EO allows an equal opportunity to be employed and to work in a harassment-free environment; affirmative action represents those actions taken to help individuals compete – not to give anyone an advantage but to eliminate disadvantage. The work and personal life balance programmes are intended to eliminate attitudinal, policy and practice barriers that impact on employee productivity and that inhibit an individual’ s ability to balance work and personal life. 

The link with HRM/D 
So what evidence is there that managing diversity is a distinct approach to managing people? Previous discussions of managing diversity are reminiscent of the development of human resource management and development. Indeed, D. Miller (1996) comments that the theoretical parallels in the juxtaposition of ‘ managing diversity’ and ‘ EO’ and HRM/D and personnel management are striking. The endless debate surrounding the nature of HRM/D nevertheless in general accepts that it is also concerned with a set of policies and practices designed to achieve strategic integration, high employee commitment, a high degree of workforce flexibility, and a high-quality workforce (Guest 1987). Miller (1996) argues that all definitions of HRM/D agree on one point, that there must be a link between a firm’ s strategy and the deployment, development, and utilization of its human resources. The push to legitimize HRM/D by arguing the business case and presenting evidence to demonstrate strategic integration, resulting in improved business performance and 
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competitive advantage, is remarkably similar to the business case arguments relating to managing diversity. Liff (1993) comments that the notion of diversity ts well with some of the ideas that have been characterized as HRM/D. In addition, the argument surrounding the differences between EO and MD is reminiscent of the debate relating to personnel management and HRM/D (see Storey’ s (1992) twentyseven differences between the two). D. Miller (1996) notes that managing diversity has been heralded as a signi cant new departure in equality management (Agenda ’ 96) and yet, for others, it may signal nothing more than a ‘ re-titling to revitalise’ ploy (Liff 1993). Re-titling equal opportunities as managing diversity replicates the discussions surrounding the re-titling of personnel departments as HRM/D and the argument about whether HRM/D is ‘ old wine in new bottles’ . Liff (1993) argues that conventional EO approaches are deeply rooted in the old approaches to managing labour which tend to see the workforce as a collective, and she views EO approaches as bureaucratic in style, relying on setting rules for managers to follow and policing whether they do so. In this sense, EO can therefore be paralleled to conventional personnel management, which is often perceived as driven by legislation, operating piecemeal initiatives that are assimilated into an existing culture, which aims to remove barriers, focuses on groups and numbers, and normally remains the responsibility of the personnel function. However, managing diversity, like HRM/D, is driven by business need, with a holistic strategy involving culture change and ‘ individual nurturing’ in order to improve the workplace environment, and becomes the concern of all in the organisation. Liff (1993) argues that HRM/D stresses the role of the individual, the importance of involvement and commitment, and that a diversity approach appears to t more comfortably with this style. Like EO and MD, personnel management and HRM/D can also be viewed as distinct concepts, yet interdependent within an organization. In relation to managing diversity, Bennis (1991) states that, to manage the changing workforce, you must be exible, individualize your approach, include and empower others in your organization, reward performance, and support the personal and professional needs of others. Is this not a general replication of the philosophy of HRM/D? The individualized nature of HRM/D as a unitarist concept, paralleled by the need to manage individual and not group differences in diversity, is also a comparable. The earlier de nition of managing diversity by Thomas (1990), referring to each individual performing to their potential, is a mirror aim to that of strategic human resource development. It is argued that HRM/D advocates a more holistic orientation that embraces the management of all ‘ employees’ . The idea of an organization gaining everything it should expect and more from individuals as a result of managing diversity can also translate directly to the view of HRM/D as a means of managing individuals beyond contract and developing psychological contracts. In relation to the link of managing diversity with HRM/D, Kossek and Lobel 
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(1996) view the two concepts as distinct and propose adapting HR systems to manage diversity. They argue that individuals are generally attracted to and selected by organizations (the HR cycle) that appear to have members with values similar to their own and that over time employees who do not t in well with the dominant culture eventually leave the rm (Schneider 1985, 1987). This therefore means that a workforce can be characterized historically by more homogeneity than heterogeneity in social characteristics, and it follows that traditional HR/D systems promote similarity not diversity (Schneider and Rentsch 1988; Ferris et al. 1994). Kossek and Lobel’ s (1996) argument is that too much similarity in the organization can be detrimental to long-term growth, renewal, and the ability to respond to important environmental changes such as dynamic market conditions, new technologies and ideas, societal shifts, or the changing expectations of the workforce. Their proposal is that organizations should adapt their HR/D policies to support diversity in order that the culture is able to continually adapt in response to these new environmental demands. 

Diluting equal opportunities? 
It is important at this stage to raise concerns in relation to managing diversity and equal opportunities. Those who see managing diversity as the business case for equal opportunities and therefore as another way of tackling the problems of discrimination in organizations may be disappointed in the outcomes of the managing diversity approach. From the literature, the concept, similarly to HRM/D and MD, appears to be managerialist in approach, as the business case for EO does ignore the social justice and ethical arguments surrounding discrimination. This loss does matter to individuals and should matter to organizations. Organizations still have responsibility for duty of care, complying with legislation, and the related ethical issues. Organizations remain answerable to internal and external stakeholders – not least the people they employ and the communities in which they operate. To return to question of who is actually driving the managing diversity approach, the cynical among us may perceive this to be an approach driven by white, able-bodied, middle-class men, who already control the power in organizations but who feel excluded or threatened by EO initiatives. Does the concept of managing all individual differences become a method of diluting the aims, objectives, and philosophy of equal opportunity by promoting homogeneity rather than diversity? What are the drivers of a managing diversity approach? Is managing diversity (in a similar vein to HRM/D) an effort to ‘ de-group’ people and therefore remove the power that groups have by managing individual differences as opposed to group differences? Is managing diversity driven by the need to return power to organizations and managers in the same way as HRM/D has often been perceived as individualizing employment contracts in order to deconstruct the power of unionized employees (groups)? 
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What happens in practice? 
The rhetoric claims that there are differences between the two concepts, but have organizations embraced these differences in their approach to ensuring equality in the workplace, while managing diversity? Kandola and Fullerton (1998) surveyed 445 organizations from thirty different industrial sectors to discover what diversity initiatives had been implemented to date in organizations. This perspective indicates that for organizations managing diversity is a ‘ good thing’ and therefore they should have done so. However, their research concludes that managing diversity is not being fully embraced; the majority of organizations were operating within the first category of the literature, focusing on those initiatives traditionally categorized as equal opportunities, such as the emphasis on fair recruitment and selection processes. On the basis of the ten most frequent initiatives by organizations found by Kandola and Fullerton (1998), it is argued that many organizations are using the banner of ‘ managing diversity’ in describing their equal opportunity initiatives. Collett and Cook (2000) completed a study based on a self-completion questionnaire, mailed to the top 200 companies in the UK and selected from the Financial Times 500. Sixty- ve completed questionnaires were returned, representing a return rate of just less than one-third. This study showed that onethird of the top British organizations are actively involved in the management of diversity, while 12 per cent of the remaining organizations are planning to do something in this area over the next twelve months. Our own survey (also a selfcompletion questionnaire) (Girling 1999) aimed to capture some of the realities of EO and MD and was administered to HR professionals and general line managers in the North of England, who were studying on part-time management education courses. We received a total of sixty responses, a response rate of 34 per cent, representing 67 per cent HR professionals and 33 per cent general line managers. The organizational sectors represented in this sample were local authority and government 30 per cent, NHS 7 per cent, education 12 per cent, private service 25 per cent, private manufacturing 13 per cent, and other 13 per cent. The survey asked the respondents about their organizations’ approach, the strategy/policy, characteristics, aims, and what was happening in practice with respect to EO and MD. See Table 1 for selected ndings. Initially, the respondents were asked if they were aware of the two approaches. The results of this question were a preliminary indicator as to the adoption of MD in organizations in the North of England, as the majority of respondents had heard of the term through education. As the respondents’ current part-time course was in a business school, it is inevitable that managing diversity would be on the agenda as a current trend. Interestingly, 25 per cent of HR professionals were not sure if a strategy/policy on MD existed compared with 78 per cent of the general line managers. 
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Peer-Reviewed Articles Table 1 Selected ndings from EO and MD survey Equal opportunities (EO) 100% of respondents knew of EO. 93% had heard of it through work. 95% of respondents’ organizations proclaimed to be ‘ equal opportunities employer’ . 85% responded that they have an EO strategy/policy. Dominant characteristics of their EO approach were noted as gender, race, disability, age and religious af liation (in descending order). 
Source: Girling (1999) 

Managing diversity (MD) 85% of respondents knew of MD. 72% had heard of the term through education. 4% of respondents’ organizations pronounced to be a ‘ managing diversity employer’ . 10% responded that they have a MD strategy/policy. Dominant characteristics in the MD strategy/policy (remembering the small response) are disability, age, gender, race, religious af liation, marital status, ethnicity, personality and social class. 

The results indicate that managing diversity is still a rhetorical concept which has little reality in organizations of the North of England. However, Thomas (1990) reminds us that it is not possible to manage diversity until you actually have it and the lack of diversity within the geographical region may be a limitation of the results. Even when visible, the characteristics of MD noted by the respondents remain based on established equal opportunity approaches. Collett and Cook (2000) state that there are several reasons why organizations decide not to manage diversity, the most frequently cited reason being that the organization is already investing enough effort in EO. Our results give us a short-term reassurance that MD does not appear to be diluting the impact of equal opportunities in the organizations represented in the survey. However, the ndings indicate that respondents are becoming aware of managing diversity as a concept through education and we predict that this will be a growing trend in the UK when bodies such as the Institute of Personnel and Development include it in their professional courses. Respondents were asked to identify what they perceived as the main aims of EO and MD (identi ed from the rhetoric). While 90 per cent of respondents noted adherence to legislation as the main aim of EO, the ndings demonstrated a confusion between EO and MD from the majority of respondents, as they were unable to differentiate clearly between the concepts. In terms of the organizational responsibility for EO and MD, 81 per cent of respondents stated that the responsibility for EO is held predominantly by personnel/HRM/D. Despite the low number of those who stated their organizations followed MD, it was possible to identify this as also the responsibility of personnel/HRM/D, with senior management placed second. Our survey also considered what 
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methods are being used by organizations to raise initially and then make progress with EO and MD issues. The most frequently cited methods for the total sample were 88 per cent monitoring for EO, 85 per cent using personnel/HRM/D department, 83 per cent applying fair selection training, 82 per cent employing positive recruitment advertising. Additionally, respondents were asked about the policies their organizations followed. Ninety- ve per cent of respondents said their organizations had study leave, 91 per cent had special leave arrangements, 90 per cent had training and development, 88 per cent recruitment and selection, and 73 per cent harassment and bullying policies. However, in relation to extending the policies to more of an MD approach, only 46 per cent had family-friendly arrangements and 5 per cent had work–life balance programmes. These results are similar to those of Kandola and Fullerton (1998) in that EO approaches are still the dominant means of raising awareness in UK organizations and, in both cases, the results demonstrate that the rhetoric of MD remains just that, rhetoric. The lack of practical application of MD both from Kandola and Fullerton’ s (1998) and our current research demonstrates that MD is not currently embraced as a distinct approach. The results from Collett and Cook (2000) are based on sixty- ve of the ‘ top’ UK organizations and we would like to see this type of survey extended to cover a more diverse range of organizations. 

Summary and further questions 
We have attempted to consider whether managing diversity is a distinct approach to managing people or a dilution of equal opportunities in UK organizations and have posed a number of critical questions. Further research into and evaluation of the current position of managing diversity in UK organizations is required to allow a more holistic view of the impact of this concept on business performance, on equal opportunities, and on individuals. In relation to the issue of managing diversity being a distinct approach to managing the workforce, parallels have been clearly drawn between the rhetoric of this concept and that of human resource management. While our empirical data show that MD is not yet a reality in the UK organizations represented in the survey, nor does it appear to have diluted approaches to equal opportunities. However, this has not allayed our fears and we believe that the momentum is growing for MD to be adopted in organizations. Thomas (2000) argues that, in the next millennium, regardless of the demographic changes in the workforce, the concept of managing diversity will be increasingly relevant to and viable for the strategic business plans of an organization. He comments that, with the constant change in corporate culture and people’ s personal beliefs, the workforce and society will be forced to deal with the concept and issue of managing diversity. We therefore ask again: what does it matter and to whom? It does matter in relation to equal opportunities and the potential dilution of social justice arguments, which are not afforded space in the rhetoric 
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of managing diversity. Further research is needed into who is actually driving managing diversity and why. This is in order to establish whether managing diversity is indeed ‘ good’ for organizations and individuals and to investigate the impact it will have on the equality of opportunity in the workplace. This is especially important as the main aim of equality of opportunity, as perceived by our respondents, is adherence to legislation and yet the numbers applying to the courts under this legislation appear to be increasing not decreasing. We are also concerned about the threat that managing diversity will replicate the impact on trade unions and group power that HRM/D is perceived to have made by managing individual differences (and psychological ‘ going beyond contract’ ) as opposed to group differences. It also matters to HRM/D practitioners. Ford (1996) argues that these practitioners need to be able to get on with the job without having the distraction of reinventing debates. Ford proposes that, rather than struggling for a single working de nition of EO/MD, we should channel our energies into bringing about the organizational changes that are essential if we are to provide staff with the environment and the processes that foster talent, performance, and creativity. On examining the literature, the debate appears straightforward, with the two approaches of managing diversity and EO presented as distinct but interdependent; however, in practice complexity arises. Is a managing diversity approach, as described in the literature, the right approach for organizations and individuals and is it possible to implement in practice? For example, line managers, who are crucial to the success of any approach to people management, need clarity in order to buy into the process. Complexity surrounding the issue of what managing diversity actually is will not facilitate the devolution of equality and diversity management to the line. The question of practical implementation is often asked of approaches to HRM/D and researchers continue to evaluate organizational practice against the rhetoric of HRM/D. However, successful strategic HRM/D requires that both organizational and individuals’ needs are taken into account as the most costeffective way of delivering the desired outcomes of business success. Is managing diversity not just another way of selling the workforce and the organization the same concept and at what cost? 
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