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ABSTRACT
Many STEM industries are white male-dominated. However, increased diversity can provide competitive advantage to organizations in these vital industries because they become more adaptive. Individuals are attracted to similar others, inhibiting efforts in organizations attempting to overcome demographic imbalances by increasing their diversity. Organizational socialization, the process by which newcomers gain the knowledge necessary to perform their roles, is problematic for diverse individuals entering homogeneous workgroups because insiders exhibit similarity-attraction tendencies. We identify and describe unrecognized mechanisms that inhibit the socialization of diverse individuals, namely, that diverse newcomers face increased levels of uncertainty and their speed of uncertainty reduction is slowed due to misinterpretations by insiders regarding newcomer proactivity. To help organizations better integrate diversity, we identify empathy and formal mentoring programs as moderators that mitigate the negative impact of dissimilarity on newcomer socialization. The theoretical model helps organizations socialize diverse individuals, which may help overcome the STEM talent shortage. 
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INTRODUCTION
Women and minorities are underrepresented in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) industries, the primary drivers of our economy, with men outnumbering women 3:1 in STEM industries (Beede, Julian, Langdon, McKittrick, Khan, & Doms, 2011). Meanwhile, African Americans have seen their participation in managerial and professional roles decrease since 2000 (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2015). The attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) framework (Schneider, 1987) and the well-established similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, Clore, & Smeaton, 1986) both suggest that people are naturally drawn to similar others and that dissimilar individuals will be lost to attrition, behavior that creates institutional and social structures that inhibit diversity, dimensions that have been understudied in diversity scholarship (Brooks & Clunis, 2007). Social structures caused by similarity-attraction make overcoming demographic imbalances in workgroups very difficult, and the continued scandals in Silicon Valley and the #metoo movement demonstrate that such research is still highly relevant and important today.
Demographic minorities face difficulties during organizational socialization. Socialization is a process that has been referred to colloquially as learning the ropes, wherein newcomers experience a culture shock and must acquire the cultural, social, and task skills for effective role performance (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Together with the hiring process, socialization represents the early experiences an individual has with a new role, organization, and workgroup, including communication prior to starting the new role, orientation training and onboarding sessions, and an adjustment period characterized by newcomer uncertainty. The importance of informal interpersonal interactions in successful organizational socialization is increasingly recognized (Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, Rubenstein, & Song, 2013; Nifadkar & Bauer, 2016), and the interplay between diversity and socialization has received scant research attention so far (Hurst, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Livingston, 2012).

Investigations into the impact demographic imbalances have on socialization have found inconsistent results (Kirchmeyer, 1995) or results in the opposite direction of the hypothesized relationship (Hurst, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Livingston, 2012). Our framework suggests (dis)similarity does not impact socialization by predicting newcomer behavior as theorized by previous researchers. Rather, we propose that dissimilarity inhibits newcomer socialization through two primary mechanisms: first, newcomers experience greater uncertainty the more dissimilar they are from their workgroup, and second, salient dissimilarity moderates the effectiveness of newcomer proactivity such that when salient differences are present, insiders will misinterpret and misattribute newcomer behavior, thereby slowing their socialization. The moderated relationship of dissimilarity is suggested by recent meta-analytic results (Joshi, Son, & Roh, 2015) and enables a greater understanding of how the newcomer’s local context of coworkers, managers, and teams impacts the socialization process, which has been understudied (Ashford & Nurmohamed, 2012). 
To aid practitioners and to set an agenda for future research, we propose insider empathy and formal mentorship as moderating variables that reduce the negative impacts of dissimilarity. These moderators aid practitioners and researchers in determining how to overcome the intertia of demographic imbalances in workgroups, organizations, and industries. The full model is previewed in Figure 1. Overcoming demographic imbalances and the discrimination can help overcome the skills shortage faced by many organizations today (Hewlett et al., 2008; Rothwell, 2014), enabling organizations to access a more diverse pool of talent.

We begin by discussing the impacts of diversity while suggesting diversity, when properly managed, can be a source of long-term competitive advantage. Then we examine the socialization literature, detailing the tactics that organizations use as well as the behaviors enacted by both insiders and newcomers that impact socialization. Next, socialization is inspected with ASA perspective to show that overcoming the inertia of demographic imbalance is difficult because diverse newcomers will face additional hurdles in attempting to become socialized, specifically regarding the amount of uncertainty faced and their ability to reduce that uncertainty. Finally, we identify empathy and formal mentorship programs as mechanisms organizations can focus on developing to aid the integration of diversity before discussing the implications for research and practice. 

FIGURE 1

Proposed model linking demographic dissimilarity and socialization processes.
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THE IMPACT OF DIVERSITY 

The concept of the glass ceiling, an invisible barrier that restricts minority and female employees from gaining equitable access to the upper echelons of organizations, is well-established. Most research investigating the glass ceiling has looked at the issue from the perspective of established leaders within organizations. However, rarely have researchers attempted to investigate how the beginning of an individual’s tenure with an organization can setup cultural and demographic minorities for failure by preventing their effective integration into the social fabric of their workgroups. Understanding the journey of cultural and demographic minorities starting at organizational socialization is important when the differential educational and professional backgrounds of men, women, and minorities are considered. 49% of scientists and engineers working in science and engineering occupations in the United States are white men, while white women represent only 18% of those scientists and engineers, and black men and women represent only 5% of the science and engineering workforce (National Science Foundation, 2017), while they represent 12-13% of the overall population (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2015). Meanwhile, women earn just 20% of all engineering and computer science degrees (National Science Foundation, 2017), severely limiting their ability to be involved in the important STEM industries. These statistics suggest a problem in the pipeline—women and minorities are not earning the necessary degrees at a rate that will improve their representation in the top levels of large organizations, so we must find ways to ensure women and minorities that do earn STEM degrees are retained, rather than being lost to attrition because they are dissimilar from the existing organizational workgroup.

For demographic minorities who succeed in earning STEM degrees, the underrepresentation of women and minorities creates another barrier for them: they are expected to work as professionals in workgroups dominated by white men. In gender imbalanced industries, such as STEM, over half of women are driven to quit their jobs after facing additional work pressure and hostile work environments (Hewlett et al., 2008). Hewlett et al’s (2008) survey found 63% of women in STEM companies were sexually harassed. Recent scandals in Silicon Valley, such as at Uber (O’Brien, 2017) and the so-called anti-diversity manifesto at Google (Tiku, 2017), demonstrate that the situation has not improved. These hostile, “macho” work environments drive women to quit and likely contribute to their high representation in education and healthcare industries (Beede et al., 2011).

Less obvious problems are prevalent throughout homogeneous industries. Igbaria and Baroudi (1995) found women in information systems roles were perceived as having lower chances of promotability compared to men, even though their performance levels were equivalent, and high performing women were less likely to have that performance attributed to internal causes by supervisors. Recent research has sought to explain such findings, demonstrating that supervisors perceive women to have greater family-work conflict than males, which may be what causes decreased perceptions of promotability (Hoobler, Wayne, & Lemmon, 2009). Bono et al. (2016) found similar results regarding promotability perceptions, adding that women also suffer due to perceptions that their careers are likely to be derailed by family responsibilities. Hekman, Johnson, Foo, and Yang (2017) found that white male managers who enact diversity-valuing behavior receive higher performance ratings than those who do not, but female and minority managers who evince diversity-valuing behavior are perceived as less competent and receive lower performance ratings than female and minority managers who do not engage in diversity-valuing behavior. Meta-analysis has determined that women are, on average, rated lower for promotion potential than men (Roth, Purvis, & Bobko, 2012), and while the gender performance ratings gap is very small across a variety of situations, the gender rewards (in terms of job assignments, promotions, and bonuses) gap is large (Joshi et al., 2015). 

While gender imbalances can be easy to quantify and are especially salient, cultural differences can occur along a broad range of dimensions. Age, gender, ethnicity, nationality, education level, and socioeconomics all contribute to cultural differences. The variety of potential differences between newcomers and their coworkers is important because different dimensions of diversity have shown differential impacts on socialization process (c.f., Kirchmeyer, 1995; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2011). Additionally, while homogeneous insiders are likely to assume that the experiences of individuals from a certain racial background have had similar experiences, racial and ethnic minorities are likely to have multiple identities that, in some cases, make them outsiders within the group most visible and salient to dominant group members (e.g., an African American man who is homosexual may be ostracized from certain African American communities). And while our focus has been on women and minorities so far, men may experience similar issues when they are the minority in a workgroup, yet their experiences are likely to be less difficult because they are a higher status social group.
Allowing the processes of similarity-attraction and ASA to run their course contributes to the female flight from STEM industries. Within information systems, for example, many researchers have taken an essentialist perspective of accepting homophily and ASA tendencies as the way things are, thereby reinforcing the status quo gender gap (for more on this, see Adam, Howcroft, & Richardson, 2004), a theme that was implicit in early socialization research which assumed disruption of prevailing norms to be undesirable (e.g., Louis, 1980). When homophily and ASA are allowed, without intervention, to determine the composition of an organization, it creates “an inability to adapt to larger environmental turbulence yielding” long-term ineffectiveness (Schneider, 2001, p. 150). Conversely, a homogeneous organization creates harmonious job attitudes, but if the cost is the long-term health of the organization, then homogeneity is not a desired goal. 

SOCIALIZATION AND DEMOGRAPHIC IMBALANCES
When taking on a new organizational role, individuals go through a process of sense-making and uncertainty reduction in response to unfamiliar behavioral norms that cause anxiety and stress (Louis, 1980). Newcomers are considered socialized when they have the cultural, social, and task knowledge necessary to effectively perform their organizational role. Three forces interact during the socialization process: organizational practices, existing employees (referred to as insiders), and newcomers themselves (Reichers, 1987). The characteristics and efforts of all three affect the proximal and distal outcomes of socialization. Proximal outcomes are role-related, including role clarity and social acceptance (Bauer, Erdogan, Bodner, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007), alternately referred to as role conflict/ambiguity and perceived fit (Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007). These proximal outcomes partially mediate the impact the organization, insiders, and newcomers have on the distal outcomes of job satisfaction, turnover, organizational commitment, and performance (Bauer et al., 2007; Saks et al., 2007).

Organizational Practices
Van Maanen and Schein (1979) described organizational socialization practices, using six tactics on a bipolar continuum. Table 1 defines the tactics, grouping them under the widely-studied sets named institutionalized and individualized (Jones, 1986).

TABLE 1

Institutionalized and Individualized Socialization Tactics (Definitions adapted from Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979)

	Institutionalized
	Individualized

	Collective: put a group of newcomers through a collective set of experiences

Formal: provide newcomers a set of initial, tailored experienced segregated from insiders

Sequential: fixed set of steps are specified for assuming a specific new role

Fixed: the steps for socialization are in an agreed upon timetable

Serial: newcomers are provided with one or more insiders as socialization role model

Investiture: affirms the importance of existing newcomer characteristics
	Individual: put a single newcomer through a unique set of events

Informal: inserting newcomer into the workgroup without a set of separate experiences

Random: where an unclear or unknown set of steps lead to a new role

Variable: few or no clues are provided for when newcomer should expect boundary passage

Disjunctive: no role model is available or, at least, none is utilized

Divestiture: deny and attempt to strip away/change existing newcomer characteristics


Van Maanen and Schein’s (1979) description of serial and disjunctive tactics did not suggest that the organization necessarily provide a formal mentor for socialization to be serial. Rather, the newcomer had role models whose behavior they could emulate to become successful organizational members. Because these role models are not formally assigned, Van Maanen and Schein (1979) point out that minorities will have increased difficulty and anxiety in trying to break into homogeneous work groups because “there are few, if any, persons on the scene who have shared the unique problems faced by the recruit” (p. 60). They attribute the cause of this problem to a gap between the newcomer and role models in their social, historical, and ideological values and experiences, suggesting that cultural differences can cause socialization that would otherwise be serial to become disjunctive.

The theoretical model does not predict the relationship organizational socialization tactics and diversity because little evidence exists. However, other researchers have suggested organizational tactics for improving socialization of diverse newcomers. McMillan-Capehart (2005) suggested individualized tactics increase the positive outcomes of diversity, organizational creativity and problem solving, and reduce the negative outcomes, conflict and turnover. Conversely, Jackson et al. (1993) suggested a collective socialization experience helps newcomers develop an initial social network that can be utilized as a source of support. However, Zhu, Tatachari, and Chattopadhyay (2017) found that individuals who are minorities in a collective socialization cohort experience reduced perceptions of organizational prestige, psychological contract fulfillment, and increased turnover. Hence, future research must develop a more nuanced view of socialization tactics, considering the situation and tactics together.

Similarly, more research is needed on the investiture and divestiture dimensions of socialization because Jones’ (1986) instrument that was widely used in research conflates social support with divestiture (Ashforth & Saks, 1996). Social support is known to reduce stress from unmet expectations and increase job satisfaction, commitment, and performance while reducing turnover (Fisher, 1985) by aiding newcomer acceptance and integration into the workgroup’s social network. Researchers using Jones’ (1986) instrument generally found relationships similar to those he hypothesized. One study found that only serial tactics lead to a custodial orientation (replication of existing role responsibilities), and only investiture predicted organizational commitment at 12 months (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Another study found the investiture/divestiture dimension to be the only socialization dimension related to all outcomes investigated including social influence, coworker and manager trust, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, motivation, and job involvement (Baker III & Feldman, 1990). In a study of technology professionals, investiture had the strongest relationship of any tactics to role clarity and commitment (King & Sethi, 1992). These findings conflating social support and investiture support results of meta-analysis that found social acceptance to be the only proximal socialization outcome contributing to all distal outcomes (Bauer et al., 2007).

Insiders and Newcomers
Social support from insiders during socialization is known to reduce stress from unmet expectations and increase job satisfaction, commitment, and performance while reducing turnover (Griffin, Colella, & Goparaju, 2000; Eisenberger, et al, 2002; Chen & Eldridge, 2011) by aiding newcomer acceptance and integration into the workgroup’s social network (Friedman & Holtom, 2002). Researchers have suggested that proactivity by both insiders and newcomers provides the highest rate of socialization (Reichers, 1987; Li, Harris, Boswell, & Xie, 2011). Reichers (1987) interpreted newcomer and insider contact as symbolic interactions that reduce anxiety by establishing a work identity and aiding sense-making of organizational events, practices, and procedures. Familiarity aids the interpretation of behavior because norms, cues, and communicative styles are shared and understood. However, unfamiliarity caused by cultural differences can cause insiders and newcomers to misinterpret and misattribute the intentions and causes of behavior (Jones, 1983). 

Cultural differences, then, contribute to newcomer uncertainty. This occurs when taking on a new role within the same organization, a new organization, or a new industry. In each case, the culture is different because organizational culture is impacted by the industry and varies at the workgroup level. The demographic composition of a work group, an organization, or an industry can all impact cultural norms. Joshi et al. (2015) pointed out that “the demographic composition of the occupation … reflects a cultural context” (p. 1519) that defines role expectations, status cues, and norms which impact performance appraisal and reward decisions.

One perspective adopted to explain organizational culture is that it provides interpretive schema that are used for unconscious sense-making once the schema are adopted into an employee’s sense of self (Harris, 1994). The newcomer brings their cultural schema, developed based off their surroundings and upbringing, which can include past organizational roles. The insiders, similarly, have unique schema, but as experienced members of an organization, they also interpret via a common schema. An event considered insignificant in one schema can be threatening in another. The farther apart organizational and newcomer schema are, the greater uncertainty a newcomer will face, and the more likely behavior will be misinterpreted. 

Since organizational culture is comprised of the values and beliefs of employees, the more that the culture of insiders is different from a newcomer’s, the greater the cultural gulf newcomers must navigate. Entering a homogeneous work group of dissimilar insiders will force a newcomer to learn not only cultural, social, and task knowledge necessary for their role, but they must also learn cultural and social knowledge necessary for effective and appropriate interaction with the unit’s dominant demographic group. Therefore, the greater the dissimilarity between the newcomer and insiders, the greater uncertainty they will face.

Proposition 1: Newcomers will experience an increase in uncertainty proportional to their dissimilarity to the existing insiders of their work group.
These cultural differences are extremely important because interpersonal interactions have recently been recognized as the path through which much socialization occurs. Proactive relationship building with the workgroup and supervisor nullify the impact that feedback seeking has on socialization outcomes (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2011), and proactivity was earlier identified as one of the key components of successful socialization (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003). Early tenure support and undermining behaviors from coworkers and supervisors can predict newcomer affect, proactive behavior, social integration, organizational commitment, and turnover (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Additionally, relationship conflict with insiders results in reduced information seeking (Nifadkar & Bauer, 2016). Morrison (2002) looked directly at the impact of information and friendship network ties on socialization. Friendship networks and social integration were more important than any other variables for organizational commitment, and ties with the supervisor and managers from outside the workgroup related positively to task mastery. These results investigated relationship factors as predictors and outcomes, and combined with meta-analytic results (e.g., Bauer et al., 2007), suggest social integration is, perhaps, the most important predictor of effective organizational socialization.

The Impact of [Dis]similarity on Socialization Process

Dissimilarity contributes to uncertainty for newcomers but does not always inhibit relationship building. Some differences hide below the surface, such as education level and sexual orientation. Newcomers who hide such differences may experience additional strain, but it may not inhibit their relationship-building efforts since insiders will be unaware of the dissimilarity. The more an individual’s salient characteristic is a minority in a group, the more likely that their behavior will be interpreted in stereotypical terms (Taylor, 1981). In other words, the more noticeably dissimilar a newcomer is from their workgroup, the more likely their behavior will be misinterpreted.

The earlier section on diversity detailed some recent findings relating demographic imbalances to perceptual distortions. In socialization, “the more the individual [is] dissimilar to others, the less favorable [is] his or her experience or outcome” (Kirchmeyer, 1995, p. 69) due to similarity-attraction, an unconscious bias, affecting perceptions and behavior without our awareness. Dissimilarity reduces our ability to effectively and appropriately interact in the workplace. 
Investigations into similarity-attraction and ASA have found that individuals tend to exhibit stronger sex homophily tendencies in the workplace, and men are especially likely to establish sex homophilous networks in organizations where men make a strong majority (McPherson et al., 2001), forcing women to overcome homophilous tendencies to establish instrumental social network ties, although their friendship networks are likely to be dominated by other women (Ibarra, 1992). Additionally, gender and race of business owners in small and medium enterprises predict a disproportionate percentage of demographically similar employees (Carrington & Troske, 1995), and sex and race similarity explains the instrumental and expressive networks individuals establish in the workplace better than hierarchical position and education (Lincoln & Miller, 1979). These tendencies create closed networks among the majority group, slowing socialization of diverse newcomers and causing long-term ineffectiveness (Schneider, 2001).
The intergroup bias suggests we positively interpret in-group member behavior in order to preserve a positive view of ourselves while, simultaneously, we negatively interpret out-group member behavior (Taylor & Jaggi, 1974). Specifically, we tend to make internal, dispositional attributions for in-group members when they perform desirable acts and external attributions for when in-group members perform undesirable acts. The trend is reversed when interpreting the behavior of out-group members, thereby interpreting the behavior of similar others as good or unlucky and the behavior of dissimilar others as bad or lucky. Social identity theory suggests this occurs because we believe our in-group to be of higher status, enabling us to build a positive social identity for ourselves by positively interpreting the in-group (Haslam & Ellemers, 2005). As Zhu et al. (2017) demonstrated, the intergroup bias causes issues within socialization cohorts.
Newcomers adapt to their new roles through two routes: adjusting their own behavior or adjusting the work role they have been assigned. Changing assigned work roles generally requires adjustment of behavior from coworkers, since the work that is jettisoned or adopted must also be added or subtracted from another role. Diverse newcomers are more likely to be forced to change their behavior than similar newcomers because insiders are most likely to adjust their own behavior (i.e., accommodating work role changes) for high status newcomers, or those newcomers who are most similar to them (Jackson et al., 1993; Kirchmeyer, 1995). However, similar newcomers are unlikely to propose role responsibility changes (Feldman, 2012).

ASA predicts attitudes and values tend to converge in organizations (Schneider, 1987), suggesting that integrating drastically different viewpoints, attitudes, and values (such as encountered in other cultures) is difficult. Demographic imbalances, then, negatively impact diverse newcomers because they face increased uncertainty, their behavior is misinterpreted, and if their demographic group is not well represented, they will have less positive views of the organization. Salient differences slow the speed of uncertainty reduction. Diverse newcomers encounter increased difficulty in becoming accepted by insiders, which is important for developing role clarity and performance self-efficacy. Rather than viewing salient dissimilarity as predicting quantity of proactive behavior as hypothesized by Kammeyer-Mueller et al. (2011), we argue dissimilarity moderates the impact of proactive behaviors in achieving socialization because efforts will be misattributed and misinterpreted by insiders.

Proposition 2: The impact of newcomer proactive efforts on proximal and distal socialization outcomes will be inhibited in an amount proportional to their salient dissimilarity to the existing insiders of their work group.
Where Proposition 1 refers to an impact on the newcomer, Proposition 2 refers to the impact of dissimilarity on the insiders (which, subsequently, affects the newcomer). Salient dissimilarity impacts insider receptivity to the proactive behavior of newcomers because it increases likelihood of misinterpretations and misattributions. Diverse newcomers, therefore, are doubly hurt by their dissimilarity: their level of uncertainty is increased due to their dissimilarity, and their ability to reduce that uncertainty is diminished because insiders are less receptive to their proactive attempts to become socialized in an amount proportional to newcomer dissimilarity. Next, we investigate potential solutions that human resource professionals can use to improve socialization of diverse newcomers.

POTENTIAL ORGANIZATIONAL APPROACHES
Empathy

Similarity-attraction and ASA both suggest that integrating diversity into homogeneous workgroups is difficult because insiders will be most receptive to proactive behavior from similar newcomers. Intergroup bias is mirrored in individuals because they tend to interpret the failure of unfamiliar others to dispositional factors, whereas they are likely to blame external conditions if they were placed in the same situation (Ross, 1977). Similarly, if an unfamiliar newcomer demonstrates behavior inconsistent with prevailing group norms, insiders are likely to attribute that behavior to dispositional factors, whereas if the behavior came from another insider, they may attribute the behavior to situational factors, such as having a bad day.

Empathy can reverse these misattributions. Regan and Totten (1975) found that when subjects were instructed to emphasize with the person being observed, the subjects’ attributions for failure became more situational. Further, Gould and Sigall (1977) instructed subjects to empathize and found that attributions for failure became more situational and attributions for success became more dispositional. Empathy, then, can enable individuals to view the world through the eyes of others, thereby interpreting behavior in the way they would interpret their own. These findings suggest that the intergroup bias can be overcome if employees and supervisors have higher levels of empathy.

Within socialization, it is unknown whether empathy from coworkers or supervisors would be more important, and neither have been studied for their impact on socialization process. Socialization studies find varying impacts from relationship building with the supervisor and coworkers, such that empathy from both may contribute to important outcomes for newcomers. Empathy from coworkers or a supervisor can occur in the absence of the other and are likely to have different impacts. When coworker empathy is high, but supervisor empathy is not, the newcomer may form strong bonds with coworkers to provide mutual support in the face of a potentially hostile supervisor. When coworker empathy is low, but supervisor empathy is high, there may be competition among coworkers for the support and mentorship of the supervisor in a potentially hostile work environment.

Proposition 3a: Coworker empathy suppresses the negative impact of salient dissimilarity on newcomer proactivity.

Proposition 3b: Supervisor empathy suppresses the negative impact of salient dissimilarity on newcomer proactivity.

Formal Mentoring Programs

Mentors aid newcomers by providing feedback and indicating their position as an insider (Bauer et al., 2007), helping newcomers understand organizational policies, practices, and issues (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993). Mentors also help newcomers get up to speed with the informal cultural norms of the organization, improving fit (McMillan-Capehart, 2005). Kirchmeyer (1995) observed a major gain in organizational commitment when women who were minorities in their workgroup had mentors, whereas minority women who did not have mentors suffered lower commitment compared with newcomers who fit the workgroup’s demography.

Formal mentors are especially important for integrating diversity because without formalization, nepotism is likely to determine who gains a mentor (Hammett, 2008). This may occur because it is difficult for women and minorities to access the informational and resource networks controlled by the dominant cultural group (c.f. Ibarra, 1992). Additionally, perceptions of women’s derailment potential leads mentors to withdraw support (Bono et al., 2016), suggesting that the relationship must be formalized to prevent bias.

Proposition 4: Providing newcomers with a formal mentor suppresses the negative impact of salient dissimilarity on newcomer proactivity.
IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT PRACTICE AND RESEARCH

Our model suggests empathy is important due to evidence that it helps reverse the intergroup bias. Empathy is a key component of intercultural competency (Bennett, 1986), so intercultural competency may also aid diversity efforts. Chang (2017) looked to neuroscience to understand how our automatic, unconscious biases affect our intercultural competence and its development, finding that better interaction with unfamiliar others requires prolonged and repeated exposure to overcome deeply ingrained response patterns. 

Further research should look to confirm Yuan and Gay’s (2006) findings that dissimilarity is less of a barrier in distributed teams. Socialization works differently in the distributed context, and interaction between diverse individuals is less strenuous because the differences are less salient. However, others (Hurst et al., 2012; Jackson et al., 1993; Reichers, 1987) have suggested that high levels of interdependence may reduce the negative impact of diversity because newcomers must be integrated and interacting with insiders for effective functioning. These distinct suggestions must be reconciled: Yuan and Gay (2006) suggest that differences become less problematic if teams are geographically dispersed, while others suggest that diversity issues are overcome more quickly if teams are interdependent, enabling a better understanding of deep-level characteristics that are more important than surface-level dissimilarities. Both may be correct. Distributed and remote teams may not experience the same issues from demographic dissimilarity, and task interdependence may aid the development of relationships because there is no choice but to interact, speeding the reduction of unfamiliarity and uncertainty.

DISCUSSION
Our model goes beyond past work integrating socialization tactics and diversity by integrating the perspectives of similarity-attraction and ASA. Recent research has demonstrated the potential negative impacts of divestiture (Kammeyer-Mueller, Simon, & Rich, 2012), and asking a minority member to divest of their identity is potentially more problematic than pushing a majority group member to do so. Stripping away a minority’s identity is, in a way, seeking to destroy the cultural background of that individual. This can be especially true of minority members who identify with their diaspora, groups of culturally similar people who work to maintain cultural connections to their homeland (Bhatia & Ram, 2001). Neo-colonialism is characterized by economic domination and subjugation (Crossley & Tikly, 2004), such as might be felt by minorities who are told their identities do not fit, especially if the identity that “fits” strongly resembles the dominant cultural group.

Steps must be taken in STEM industries to reduce harassment and negative attitudes toward women and minorities. Our economy suffers because women and minorities in STEM are lost to attrition, rather than retained. Eliminating hostile work environments should be both a moral and economic imperative for executives and managers. Certainly it is important that there should be a larger pool of human resources and greater diversity of ideas that should lead to increased problem-solving and innovation, but eliminating prejudice in the workplace is also the right thing to do—economic reasons should be secondary.

CONCLUSION
We have contributed to the socialization research by identifying and describing the mechanisms that inhibit diverse newcomer socialization. First, we described how women and minorities suffer in terms of perception and reward when they are poorly represented. Then we described how diverse newcomers experience increased uncertainty due to cultural differences, and their ability to reduce uncertainty is inhibited due to the likelihood that insiders will misinterpret and misattribute their proactivity. Insider empathy and formal mentoring programs were proposed as potential solutions. Solving the demographic imbalances in STEM industries holds the potential to solve the talent shortage, improve organizational outcomes, and empower large swaths of our population, making it a vital area of further research.
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