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The diversiﬁcation of applicant pools constitutes an important step for broadening the participation of
women and underrepresented minorities (URMs) in the workforce. The current study focuses on recruiting
diverse applicant pools in an academic setting. We test strategies grounded in homophily theory to attract a
diverse set of applicants for open faculty positions. Analysis of recruitment data (13,750 job applications)
showed that women search committee chairs and greater percentages of women on search committees
related to more women applicants and that URMs search chairs and a greater percentage of URM members
on search committees related to more URM applicants, resulting in 23% more women applicant pools with a
woman chair and over 100% more URM applicants for a URM chair. Furthermore, women and URMs
actively engage in ways to reach out to a more diverse set of applicants, whereas men and non-URMs’
behavior maintains the status quo. We discuss the implications and advancement of homophily theory that
can ultimately increase the representation of women and URM in the workforce.
Keywords: recruitment, homophily theory, diversity, applicant pools, gender and race

that looks to ﬁnd ways organizations can increase recruitment and
selection of minority employees. The present study addresses this
need by focusing on diversity recruitment within an academic
setting, a context where hiring minorities continues to be a challenge
(Bilen-Green et al., 2008; Breaugh, 2013; Lariviere et al., 2013;
Shen, 2013). Despite a plethora of calls to understand and address
the root causes of the continued problems of underrepresentation in
the academy, practically relevant strategies and mechanisms for
advancing the diversity of the academic workforce need to be
rigorously tested to determine whether they can increase the representation of women and underrepresented minority (URM; Black/
African American, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native
Hawaiian/Other Paciﬁc Islander, or Hispanic/Latinx) faculty. As
such, this study’s overall goal is to utilize and extend homophily
theory to explain how and why the demographic composition of the
recruitment team can contribute to attracting more women and URM
candidates, ultimately attaining more diverse pools of applicants.
The current research makes valuable contributions to understanding the utility of homophily theory within the recruitment literature.
First, this study advances our understanding of how gatekeepers’
demographic composition, such as search committees, can inﬂuence
the attraction process (Roberson et al., 2017). Second, our research
advances our understanding of how homophily can affect diversity
in organizations via the attraction process, particularly from the
perspective of women and URM gatekeepers (McPherson et al.,
2001). Third, this study examines the mechanisms through which

Employers across the United States are continuing to direct efforts
to recruit women and ethnic/racial minorities to increase workforce
diversity. The proposition that there is “value-in-diversity” (Cox &
Blake, 1991) has been widely researched and acknowledged
(e.g., De Dreu & West, 2001; Erhardt et al., 2003; Hartenian &
Gudmundson, 2000; Hoffman & Maier, 1961; McCormick &
Kinloch, 1986; McLeod et al., 1996; Pugh et al., 2008; Siciliano,
1996; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Thus, over the past few
years, scholars have published several handbooks and articles that
guide how to increase diversity at workplaces (e.g., Avery &
McKay, 2006; Cole & Barber, 2003; Phillips, 2002; Roberson
et al., 2017; Stewart & Valian, 2018). Yet, the underrepresentation
of women and minorities persists across many industries and
organizations, rendering the need to strengthen the body of research
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homophilous networks develop, speciﬁcally the active engagement
of women and URM, motivated by activist choice homophily, to
develop networks that include more women and URM, as compared
to majority group members whose networking behaviors may
inadvertently perpetuate the status quo. In doing so, we also
draw upon the concepts of unequal network characteristics
(UNCs) and network utilization (Woehler et al., 2021) to explain
the underlying phenomena at play. Finally, the current study focuses
on the ﬁrst step of diversifying an organization, namely, the attraction of women and URM applicants (Arthur & Doverspike, 2005),
extending the recruitment and diversity literature.

Applicant Pool Diversity
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2018),
in 2016–2017, 53% of the total doctoral degrees conferred were
received by women and 26% by historically URMs. However, of the
total tenured and tenure-track faculty positions, only 43% were ﬁlled
by women and 11% by historically URMs in the following year.
These statistics show that there is a greater percentage of women and
URM in the potential candidate pool than the percentage hired into
tenure and tenure-track faculty positions (King, 2005; Smith et al.,
2015; Stewart & Valian, 2018), thus highlighting the need to attract
and select a more diverse set of academic faculty.
Potential employees apply for a job opening if the hiring organization manages to (a) raise individuals’ awareness of the opening
and (b) applicants process the job opening information content as
information relevant for their careers (Breaugh, 2013). We focus our
attention on what Breaugh (2013) identiﬁes as the ﬁrst and less
understood stage of the recruitment cycle, that is, attracting the
applicants’ attention. Most applicant pools (i.e., the total set of
people who apply for a position) are not diverse in terms of race/
ethnicity and gender (Smith et al., 2004). Search committees cannot
hire individuals who do not apply. If URM and women do not apply,
they cannot be hired. Furthermore, the applicant pool’s diversity
affects how women and minorities are evaluated if they do apply
(Sackett et al., 1991). Typically, when the representation of women
and URM is low in a candidate pool, employers tend to undervalue
the skill and talent of women and URM as compared to White men
due to preconceived biases (regarding a demographic group’s lack
of ﬁt for a job) that are conﬁrmed by the low representation of
women and URM in the applicant pool (Johnson et al., 2016;
Stewart & Valian, 2018). Thus, it becomes progressively more
difﬁcult to ensure inclusivity at each subsequent stage of the
selection process without increasing the applicant pools’ diversity.

Homophily Theory and Networks
What factors in the recruitment process could inﬂuence whether
women and minority applicants receive information about a job
opening? We propose to leverage and extend homophily theory
(McPherson et al., 2001) to argue that search committee composition
has been a potentially overlooked lever for attaining diverse
applicant pools. According to homophily theory, which builds on
the similarity–attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971), individuals develop
connections with those they deem similar to themselves because
they are more attracted to them. As such, people’s networks contain
more homogeneous ties than heterogeneous ties with regard to many
individual characteristics, including but not limited to race/ethnicity

and gender (Ibarra, 1992; Lawrence & Shah, 2020; McPherson et al.,
2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1985). Consistent with homophily theory, in
their review of the network literature, Woehler et al. (2021) posit that
men and women have UNCs, that is, differences in network creation
in terms of network structure (e.g., size, strength, etc.) and composition (e.g., gender, diversity, etc.), which at least partially accounts for
gender differences in career success. In accordance, they found that
men have greater proportions of same-gender contacts than women
do; however, after taking the gender composition of one’s workplace
into account, women are at least as likely to have as many samegender contacts in their networks as men (Woehler et al., 2021).
These ﬁndings and homophily theory suggest that in the context of
faculty hiring, having women (as opposed to men) or URMs (as
opposed to non-URM) serve as search committee chairs might relate
to more diverse applicant pools (McPherson et al., 2001), as they
would disseminate the job ad to more women and URM applicants
that happen to be in their networks.
Support for this notion also comes from a survey of scientists in a
university setting (Belle et al., 2014). Though similar in terms of
size, resources, and opportunities for collaboration, men’s and
women’s collegial networks were different in terms of composition:
Both men and women had more men in their network than women,
reﬂecting the preexisting male-dominant nature of the academic
workforce, yet, women’s networks had a greater proportion of
women, and men’s networks had a greater proportion of men.
Similarly, due to homophily, we expect that URM and non-URM
search committee chairs also have UNCs. We expect that women
and URM search committee chairs have greater proportions of
women and URM academic contacts than men and non-URM
search committee chairs, respectively. Thus, when women and
URM actively distribute a job opening within their network, we
expect that they reach more women and URM potential job applicants than men and non-URM committee chairs would.
Hypothesis 1: (a) Women and (b) URM search committee
chairs, as opposed to men and nonminorities, will be related
to a greater number of women and URM applicants,
respectively.
Even though search committee chairs play critical roles in faculty
recruitment, dissemination and networking efforts are generally the
shared responsibility of all search committee members. Grounded in
homophily theory (McPherson et al., 2001), we also expect women
and URM search committee members to possess professional
network ties beyond their institution that will favor the dissemination of job postings to women and URM applicants. In a study of
gender differences in colloquium speakers, men were more likely
than women to be colloquium speakers, even after controlling for
alternative explanations (e.g., gender and rank of available speakers; gender differences in accepting invitation). However, women’s
presence as colloquium chairs and committees increased women’s
likelihood of appearing as colloquium speakers (Nittrouer et al.,
2018). Similarly, in a study of invitations for peer reviewers for
publications in the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) ﬁelds, women were used less as reviewers than
expected as compared to men (Lerback & Hanson, 2017). Female
editors, however, recommended female reviewers at a higher rate
than male editors, again. These prior works suggest a reliance on
homophilous networks based on demographics. Thus, we posit,
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Hypothesis 4a: Women appointments of search committee
members mediate the relationship between women search
chairs and women representation in applicant pools.
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Hypothesis 2: A greater proportion of (a) women and (b) URM
on the search committee is related to a greater number of
women and URM applicants, respectively.
Prior research shows that homophily networks are developed because
individuals meet others through existing networks (Rivera et al.,
2010), suggesting a passive mechanism that creates homophily networks. We argue that women (compared to men) and URM (compared to non-URM) chairs and committee members take a more
active approach to reach a more diverse set of applicants. According
to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), women and URMs
are likely to see their gender and racioethnicity as an identity, which is
made salient when working in a context where they are a numerical
minority in numbers, power, and hierarchy such as in academia (see
Treviño et al., 2018; Valian, 2005). To address this disparity, women
and URM chairs may be motivated to widen the social network with
other women and URMs. Greenberg and Mollick (2017) call this
phenomenon-activist choice homophily; a speciﬁc type of homophily
where the basis of supporting or preferring homophilous others is not
based on dyadic similarity; instead, it is due to the perceptions of
shared structural barriers stemming from a common group-level
social identity and an underlying desire to help overcome them.
We argue that women and URM search chairs are motivated to utilize
their networks differently than men and non-URM chairs. In addition
to network characteristics, there might also be differences in network
utilization (Woehler et al., 2021). Women and URM chairs appoint
more women and URM in their search committees who are likely to
recruit more diverse applicant pools in turn, thereby attempting to
mitigate the structural barriers typically faced by women and URM
researchers.
Hypothesis 3: (a) Women and (b) URM search chairs are more
likely to appoint other women and URM as members of their
search committees, respectively.
Following the previously laid out logic, we argue that this active effort
on the part of women and URM search committee chairs to appoint
more diverse search committees is one of the mechanisms through
which they broaden the diversity of the resulting applicant pools (see
Figure 1 for proposed conceptual model). Speciﬁcally, we assert that
women and URM utilize their networks differently, likely driven by
activist choice homophily, partially explaining the relationship
between search committee chair demographics and applicant pool
diversity. They appoint more women and URM on search committees, respectively, which has a domino effect on the number of women
and URM in the applicant pool. We therefore predict,

Hypothesis 4b: URM appointments of search committee members mediate the relationship between URM search chairs and
URM representation in applicant pools.

Method
Sample and Data Collection Procedures
The present quasi-experimental ﬁeld study uses recruitment data
from 14 colleges at a large, urban, R1 university in the U.S. (see
Appendix A). The ﬁnal sample includes recruitment data of 156
tenure and tenure-track faculty positions for 3 academic years, from
2015 to 2018. As shown in Table 1, the total number of applications
received for these 156 positions was 13,750, with an average of 88
applicants per position. Of the total 13,750 applicants, 1,341 identiﬁed themselves as URM and 3,561 as women. Furthermore, of the
156 search committees created for each of the positions, 46 were
chaired by women, and 17 by a URM faculty. On average, 39% of
the search committee members were women, and 12% URM faculty.

Measures
Woman/URM Chair
These were two dummy-coded variables indicating self-reported
gender or URM status (Black/African American, American Indian/
Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Paciﬁc Islander, or Hispanic/
Latinx) of the search committee chair where 1 = woman and
0 = man, and 1 = URM and 0 = not URM, respectively.

Woman/URM Percentage on Search Committee (SC)
Two separate variables indicating the proportion of women or
URM members on the search committee (as per self-reported gender
and race).

Number of Women/URM Applicants
Two separate variables indicating the total number of applications
received from women or URM applicants (as per self-reported
gender and race).

Controls
Dummy-coded colleges, number of women and URM in the ﬁeld,
dummy-coded academic year of the job posting, job post dates, and

Figure 1
The Conceptual Model
Proportion of
women/URM
SC members
Woman/URM Chair

No. of women/URM
applicants

4
−.02
.48**
−.01
.04
.06
.14
.45**
.11
.16
.10
.16*
.21**
.28**
.08
Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority; SC = search committee.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Woman chair
URM chair
No. of women applicants
No. of URM applicants
Total applicants
Woman percent on SC
URM percent on SC
Women in ﬁeld
URM in ﬁeld
Women faculty in department
URM faculty in department
Job post date

46
17
3,561
1,341
13,750

22.83
8.6
88.14
38.94%
11.93%
6,600
1,781
7.21
2.28

82.38
24.53
82.38
23.08%
16.13%
12,890
3,106
4.72
2.74

−.14
.05
−.02
−.15
.40**
.16
.12
.16
.12
.15
.00

.06
.14
−.04
−.06
.38**
.15
.14
.08
.14
−.08

.72**
.77**
.14
.07
−.18*
−.15
.11
.09
−.14

.52**
.20*
.16*
−.10
−.03
−.02
.21**
−.11

−.20*
−.06
−.25**
−.27**
−.20*
−.12
−.09

6
5
4
3
2
1
SD
M
Sum
Variables

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics

Results

.97**
.11
−.03
−.09

9
8
7

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

the total number of applicants were included as controls in the
relevant models to rule out alternate explanations. Refer to Appendix A for the rationale behind the inclusion of each control variable.

.17*
.06
−.09

11
10

KAZMI ET AL.

For Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 4a, and 4b, the dependent
variables’ underlying nature was count data; hence, we used negative binomial regression to test these hypotheses. We used fractional
logit analysis for Hypotheses 3a and 3b because the dependent
variables, percentage of women/URM search committee members,
are proportions (Papke & Wooldridge, 1996). More details on
statistical analyses and power analyses are included in Appendix A.
As shown in Table 2, a woman search committee chair related to
more women applicants (b = .21, p < .05; see Model 1) and a URM
search committee chair related to more URM applicants (b = .78,
p < .001; see Model 3). We can interpret these coefﬁcients in terms
of incidence rate ratios. Speciﬁcally, when a search committee chair
is a woman (vs. man), the expected number of women applicants
increases by 23% (i.e., exp(.21) = 1.23). When a search committee
chair is a URM (vs. non-URM), the expected number of URM
applicants increases by 118% (i.e., exp(.73) = 2.18). Thus,
Hypotheses 1a and 1b were supported. Table 2 also shows that a
higher percentage of women on the search committee related to
more women applicants (b = .01, p < .001; see Model 2). Similarly,
the relationship between the percentage of URM on the search
committee and the number of URM applicants was also signiﬁcant
(b = .01, p < .05; see Model 4), supporting Hypotheses 2a and 2b.
As shown in Table 3, women search committee chairs related to a
greater percentage of women on the search committee (b = .39, p <
.05; see Model 5). Furthermore, the relationship between URM
search committee chairs and the percentage of URM members on
the search committee was marginally signiﬁcant (b = 1.63, p < .10;
see Model 6). That is, hypothesis 3a is supported, and the results
partially support 3b. Furthermore, after controlling for the gender of
the committee chair, a higher percentage of women on the search
committee related to a greater number of women applicants
(b = .01, p < .001; see Model 7; Table 4), providing support for
Hypothesis 4a. Contrastingly, after controlling URM as a search
committee chair, a higher percentage of URM on the search
committee did not signiﬁcantly relate to a greater number of
URM applicants (b = .00, p = .67; see Model 8); thus, Hypothesis
4b is not supported. These results support the notion that the
relationship between having a woman search committee chair
and the number of women applicants is mediated through the
appointment of a greater number of women in the search committee,
but not that URM committee membership explains the link between
URM committee chair and URM applicants.
To rule out alternative explanations and explore potential explanations for our observed effects, we coded additional variables
and collected more data to conduct supplemental tests. We found
that to identify women/minority applicants, women chairs (vs. men)
utilize their personal network more (t52.31 = 3.25, p < .01) but that
URM chairs (vs. non-URM) utilize their personal network less
(t10.85 = −2.28, p < .05). However, URM chairs (vs. non-URM)
post job ads on women/minority-speciﬁc websites (t50.61 = 5.01,
p < .001) and co-operate with recruitment, retention, equity, and
diversity administrative ofﬁces more (t51.61 = 4.86, p < .001). We
found that women versus men and URM versus non-URM chairs
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Table 2
Negative Binomial Regression (H1a–2b)
Number of women applicants
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Variables
Control variables
Year 2
Year 3
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Job post date
Total applicants
Women in ﬁeld
URM in ﬁeld
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair
Woman percent on SC
URM percent on SC

Number of URM applicants

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

H1a

H2a

H1b

H2b

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

−.27†
−.11
.39†
−.68***
−.44**
−.42*
−.36
−.18
.07
.66*
.09
−.28
−1.58
−1.01
.10
−.00*
.01***
.00

.16
.12
.22
.13
.14
.19
.25
.18
.20
.27
.24
.40
.99
.97
1.01
.00
.00
.00

−.30*
−.19
.24
−.57***
−.28†
−.25
−.22
−.01
.13
.37
.18
−.31
−1.43
−.99
−.48
−.00**
.01***
.00

.15
.12
.22
.13
.14
.19
.24
.18
.19
.27
.23
.40
.99
.97
1.00
.00
.00
.00

−.00
.41*
.74*
−.09
−.15
.08
.12
.25
−.06
1.04**
−.90*
−.03
−3.90***
−.91
−.92
.00
.01***

.22
.18
.32
.19
.20
.28
.35
.26
.29
.39
.39
.57
1.08
.79
.88
.00
.00

−.11
.31†
.61†
−.16
−.16
.07
−.10
.17
−.08
.66
−.47
−.05
−3.41**
−1.06
−.91
.00
.01***

.23
.18
.34
.20
.21
.29
.37
.27
.31
.40
.38
.59
1.08
.83
.91
.00
.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.78***

.22
.01*

.00

.21*

.10
.01***

.00

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority; SC = search committee.
†
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

did not differ in their utilization of listservs or calling women or
URM colleagues for references. We also did not ﬁnd support for
alternate explanations, such as preexisting demographics of the
departments, diversity cues in the job ad, or visibility of gender/
URM status of search chairs on the job ad as attracting a diverse
applicant pool and driving our results (see Appendix B for supplemental analyses).

Discussion
This study’s overarching goal was to utilize homophily theory to
explain how and why the recruitment team’s demographic composition can contribute to more diverse applicant pools. Using recruitment data within an academic context, we showed that when the
search committee chair is a woman or URM, a higher number of
applications from women and URM are received. Likewise, greater
proportions of women and URM on the search committee relate with
more women and URM applicants. These effects follow homophily
theory (preferring similar others) and differences in network utilization. Our ﬁndings suggest that women (vs. men) and URM (vs.
non-URM) chairs and search committee members utilize their
network to attract more women and URM to apply.
Furthermore, we found that women’s presence as search committee chairs relates to a higher representation of women on the
search committee. In fact, the positive effect of a woman search
committee chair on the number of women applicants was explained

by the mediating effect of an increased proportion of women on the
search committee. In line with a speciﬁc type of homophily, that is,
activist choice homophily (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017) and group
differences in utilization of one’s network (Woehler et al., 2021),
women chairs reach out to other similar individuals (women) to
serve on the search committee even when department demographics
are held constant. The supplemental analyses (see Appendix B)
further support these explanations by showing that women search
chairs, compared to men, utilize their personal networks to a greater
extent to target and identify minority applicants.
We did not ﬁnd evidence to support URM search chairs’ indirect
effect on URM applicants through the proportion of URM search
committee members, despite observing the direct effects of URM
search chairs and the proportion of URM committee members on
URM applicants. We found a weak effect of URM search committee
chair on the proportion of URM search committee members. The
supplemental analysis showed that URM search chairs are less likely
to utilize personal networks than non-URM. Instead, URM search
chairs utilize formal channels of reaching minority applicants,
namely, posting job ads to women/minority-speciﬁc websites and
collaborating with the University’s Recruitment, Retention, Equity,
and Diversity Ofﬁce. A reason for the weak effect between URM
search chair and URM committee member, or lack of support for the
mediating effect, could be that search chairs did not have a large
pool of URM faculty to select committee members from—only 14%
of all ranked faculty are of URM status at the sample university.
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Table 3
Fractional Logit Analysis (H3a and 3b)
Percentage of
women search
committee members

Percentage of URM
search committee
members

Model 5

Model 6

H3a

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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Variables
Control variables
Year 2
Year 3
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Women in ﬁeld
URM in ﬁeld
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair

H3b

b

SE

b

SE

.03
.45*
1.07**
−.56**
−.85***
−.71*
−.54
−1.04***
−.26
1.39**
−.55
.49
−.19
.84
19.83***
−.00

.16
.18
.40
.21
.23
.29
.40
.31
.31
.49
.39
.72
1.77
1.78
1.84
.00

−.73
.26
22.33***
1.45*
−1.15†
−1.62†
−2.51*
−2.89**
−.55
2.28
3.58**
39.25***
60.75***
61.22***
−3.10

.50
.56
1.39
.64
.70
.93
1.20
.95
.97
1.50
1.29
2.48
3.56
3.50
3.75

−.01***

.00

1.46†

.80

.39*

.16

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority;
committee.
†
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Second, our research advances our understanding of how homophily can affect diversity in organizations. First, most of the
homophily literature focuses on existing networks within an organization (McPherson et al., 2001). We know little about how
homophily can inﬂuence the attraction process, particularly from
the perspective of gatekeepers. Second, there is a tendency in the
diversity literature to blame the concept of homophily as a critical
concept leading to in-grouping and, therefore, the partial exclusion
and underrepresentation of women and minorities in the workforce
(e.g., Stewart & Valian, 2018). Our research demonstrates that
homophily can be leveraged to combat the very problem that it
is claimed to create. We show that by ensuring that women and
URM serve as search committee leaders and members in increasing
numbers can positively affect the applicant pools’ diversity, which
could ultimately lead to more diverse hires. Third, we offer preliminary evidence that a speciﬁc type of homophily may be at play when
it comes to women and URM, that is, activist choice homophily.
Activist choice homophily goes beyond attraction simply due to
similarity. Instead, it gets at a disadvantaged group’s shared perception of structural barriers, which works as motivation to prefer or
support similar others. This is evidenced in the support we found for
our mediation hypotheses pertaining to women and the supplemental analyses that showed that URMs utilize formal channels to attract
minority applicants.
Table 4
Negative Binomial Regression—Mediation Analyses (H4a–4b)

SC = search
Number of women
applicants

Number of URM
applicants

Model 7

Model 8

H4a

We found that URM and women faculty are utilizing different
strategies to attain diverse applicant pools. Although both groups are
likely motivated by activist choice homophily, as they appear to be
making active efforts to increase diversity, each group does so by
utilizing their networks differently (compared to men and nonURM). Women lean more toward using personal networks and
appointing other women on search committees, and URMs use
formal channels of recruiting minority candidates.

Theoretical Implications
The current study advances the recruitment and diversity literature in several ways. First, much of this literature has focused on
how signals of demographic similarity and other diversity-related
information in organizational recruitment materials and websites
affect applicants’ organizational attraction (e.g., Avery, 2003;
Avery et al., 2013; Goldberg, 2005; Kim & Gelfand, 2003;
Madera et al., 2019; Ng & Burke, 2005; Walker et al., 2012). In
contrast, little research has examined how gatekeepers’ demographic composition, such as search committees, can inﬂuence
the attraction process (Roberson et al., 2017). This is an unfortunate
gap in the literature considering the critical role that gatekeepers,
such as faculty search committees, have on individuals’ careers and
the demographic compositions of their ﬁelds (Rivera, 2012; Villegas
et al., 2019). The current study showed that the composition of a
search committee relates to the attraction of women and URM.

Variables
Control variables
Year 2
Year 3
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Job post date
Total applicants
Women in ﬁeld
URM in ﬁeld
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair
Mediators
Woman percent on SC
URM percent on SC

H4b

b

SE

B

SE

−.29†
−.18
.18
−.55***
−.25†
−.25
−.23
.02
.15
.42
.24
−.34
−1.52
−1.16
−.66
−.00
.01***
.00

.15
.12
.22
.13
.14
.19
.24
.18
.19
.27
.23
.40
.98
.96
1.00
.00
.00
.00

−.01
.41†
.70*
−.07
−.12
.10
.15
.27
−.04
.99*
−.87*
−.05
−3.92***
−.98
−.95
−.00
.01***

.22
.18
.33
.19
.21
.28
.36
.26
.30
.40
.40
.57
1.08
.81
.88
.00
.00

.00

.00

.72**

.25

.00

.00

.15
.01***

.09
.00

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority;
committee.
†
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

SC = search
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Third, the literature on diversity and homophily networks has not
examined the different mechanisms of women and URMs in
comparison to men and non-URMs, nor does it address the extent
to which the development of homophily in social networks is a
passive or active act (Leszczensky & Pink, 2019). Research shows
that homophily networks are developed because individuals meet
others through existing networks (e.g., Rivera et al., 2010), suggesting a passive mechanism that creates homophily networks.
However, we showed that women and URMs actively engage in
ways to reach out to a more diverse set of applicants. Men and nonURM’s job ad distribution efforts are not as effective at increasing
woman and URM representation in the applicant pool, possibly due
to having homophilous ties (with other men and non-URMs) in their
respective networks. As evidenced in the supplemental analysis, nonURM chairs were more likely to use their personal networks to
identify women and minority applicants. Yet, we found that they
yielded applicant pools with fewer minority applicants than did URM
chairs. On the other hand, women chairs effectively rely on personal
networks, as suggested by homophily theory, to target women and
minorities and actively appoint other women on the recruitment team,
who affect the resultant applicant pool’s gender diversity. Whereas
URM chairs actively engage in formal organizational diversityrelated activities to attract minority applicants. These ﬁndings suggest
that women and URM play out activist choice homophily differently.
Women support and prefer other women by selecting them for
positions of authority to further their diversity-related goals, as shown
by women chairs selecting more women on search committees and
ultimately attaining more women applicants. Instead of utilizing
personal networks, URMs rely on formal channels of identifying
and targeting minority applicants, as shown by URM chairs’ collaborations with the university’s diversity and inclusion ofﬁces, which
is still a different form of utilizing their networks. These ﬁndings are
consistent with research that shows that women and URMs are more
likely to be aware of and have positive reactions to diversity and
inclusion programs at their workplace (Avery & McKay, 2006;
Madera, 2018). Our ﬁndings expand on this effect to show that
when women and URMs are gatekeepers, they take on an active role
in organizational structures and programs to increase workplace
diversity. Thus, the development of homophily during the attraction
process—increasing women and URM applicants when the gatekeepers are women and URMs—is an active act when the gatekeepers
are women or URMs.
Finally, the present study also makes valuable contributions to the
recruitment literature. The focus of recruitment research has been
mainly on later stages of the recruitment and selection cycle. This
study adds to that body of work by focusing its attention on the ﬁrst
step of recruitment, raising potential applicants’ awareness of a job
opportunity. We shed some light on practical ways in which more
women and URM could be made aware of job openings, which
could then lead to more diverse applicant pools. Applicants’ awareness of a job opportunity and subsequent organizational attraction is
the ﬁrst step in creating a diverse workplace that offers competitive
advantage (Arthur & Doverspike, 2005). Our study showed that this
could start with the composition of a search committee.

Practical Implications
This study provides a solid evidence base for practical steps that
institutions can take to increase their applicant pools’ diversity. We
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recognize that although more diverse applicant pools constitute an
important step toward broadening participation in academic careers,
improved applicant pools do not serve as the sole panacea for
broadening representation (Mitchneck et al., 2016). Our ﬁndings
shed light on an earlier part of the recruitment process, augmenting a
body of work examining the shortlisting of faculty candidates and
campus interviews, such as that of Johnson et al. (2016). Increased
diversity in applicant pools likely contributes to the likelihood of
more than one minority applicant being invited for a campus visit
based on being shortlisted for a position. If minority applicants are
not made aware of a job posting, they will not apply; if fewer
minorities apply, there is less chance that the eventual hire belongs
to a minority group even if the subsequent stages of the recruitment
and selection cycle follow diversity-friendly practices. Furthermore,
a National Research Council (2010) task force found that when
women applied for tenure-track positions at Research 1 (R1)
universities, they were more likely than men to be invited to
interview and offered the job. Thus, increasing the recruitment
team’s diversity can impact applicant pool diversity, improving
the chances for women and URM individuals to be interviewed and
hired for faculty positions.
Further emphasis by faculty search committees on the broad
dissemination of job ads to historically underrepresented applicants
and women is likely to be beneﬁcial also. Although future research is
needed to shed light on the relative effectiveness of each strategy,
some speciﬁc ways to increase applicant pool diversity can include
the following: (a) posting the job ad on women/minority-speciﬁc
websites, (b) co-operating with the institution’s diversity and inclusion ofﬁces to develop a diverse list of candidates to contact, (c)
posting the position ad through department chair listservs, (d) calling
women or colleagues from historically underrepresented backgrounds
to get possible candidate names/recommendations on who to recruit,
(e) using personal networks to recruit, and (f) including language in
the job ads promoting the diversity of the department and university to
prospective candidates. The present study provides evidence of
effectiveness for strategies (a), (b), and (e) within the academic
context. More research in other contexts can shed light on the
usefulness of other strategies as well. We also recommend the
integration of homophily theory tenets in faculty search training.
Practically important challenges around increasing women and
URM faculty’s representation as search chairs and search committee
members include already high service loads for minority faculty
(Kwok, 2015). Thus, we recommend institutions provide women and
URM faculty serving on search committees with adequate credit for
their service in the institution’s performance appraisal system. We
also recommend universities commence the routine tracking of search
committee demographics and search practices and systematically link
them to applicant pools to understand underlying dynamics better.

Limitations and Future Research
There were several limitations of the present study that can be
addressed by the future research. First, the recruitment data analyzed
in this study pertained to a single large urban research university.
Although utilizing real-world data allows for a real-world social
context and thus greater conﬁdence in the generalizability of results,
it comes with the difﬁculty of typically rendering a small sample size
of a speciﬁc context, as was the case in this study. Although our
power analyses support that given our sample, we would have been
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able to identify results. Future research would beneﬁt from conducting similar studies using a larger sample if available and data
from multi-institution consortia, allowing for even greater generalizability and conﬁdence in the direction of effects detected here.
Second, due to the sample size related to the proportion of URM
search chairs, we could not examine distinct URM categories or
intersectional identities. Prior research has shown differences in
homophilous connections between members of URM categories
(Leonard et al., 2008), and there is mounting evidence regarding the
importance of intersectional identities. Therefore, we recommend
future research to examine the relationships tested in the present
study for each URM category and URM women. Again, multiinstitutional or multiorganization collaborative research and data
sharing will be necessary to achieve the required sample sizes for
this purpose.

Conclusion
Women and URM continue to be underrepresented in workplaces. The diversiﬁcation of applicant pools constitutes an important step for broadening the participation of women and URM in the
workforce. Utilizing recruitment data from a higher education
institution, we test strategies grounded in homophily theory to
show that when women or URM faculty serve as search committee
chairs or members, a higher number of women and URM apply,
respectively. Furthermore, women and URM faculty’s presence as
search committee chairs relates to a higher representation of women
and URM faculty members in the search committee. In fact, results
support the notion that the positive effect of having a woman/URM
chair on the number of women/URM applicants can be explained by
an increased proportion of women search committee members,
increased utilization of minority/women speciﬁc job portals, and
increased collaboration with administrative teams focused on diversity and inclusion. Thus, this study provides evidence of practical
steps that organizations can take to increase their applicant pool
diversity.
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Data
The data were obtained from 14 colleges at a large, urban, R1
university in the U.S. R1 universities are doctoral-granting universities with very high research activity as per the Carnegie Classiﬁcations of Institutions of Higher Education. The university is located in
the South-Central Region of the United States. To provide more
information on the sample context, we specify the university’s racial
and gender demographics in Tables A1–A3. To obtain the data, we
partnered with the Provost’s ofﬁce to access faculty recruitment
databases. The partnership was created because the university was a
recipient of an NSF ADVANCE institutional transformation grant.
The Provost serves as one of the PIs on the grant and hence provided
the research team with access to multiple years of recruitment data
housed in Academic Affairs. In terms of the database systems we
accessed, we received data to look at job postings and job applications through a comprehensive online application management
system. All applicants had to submit their applications, including
self-reported demographic information through this application
management system. The entire applicant review and selection
process was also managed through this system. The system further
contains names for all search committee members. Utilizing these
databases, we obtained gender and self-reported ethnicity data for
each search committee chair, committee member, and applicant.

Control Variables
We applied ﬁxed-effects models to control for unobserved collegelevel differences in the number of total women or URM applicants in
all estimations. Controlling for dummy-coded colleges is particularly
critical when there are systematic differences across ﬁelds. We also
controlled for the number of women/URM in the ﬁeld to account for
differing levels of women and URM representation in each ﬁeld
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2018). This was done to
rule out alternative explanations that might be driving the results. For
instance, potential women or URM applicants are more likely to apply
for jobs in ﬁelds with more women or URM members regardless of the
speciﬁc university’s search committee chair or members’ gender or
Table A1
Sample University Ranked Faculty by Race/Gender
Female

Male

Female

Male

All

Race

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

African
American
Asian
American
Hawaiian/
Paciﬁc
Islander
Hispanic
International
Multiracial
Native
American
Unknown
White
Total

2,600

11.1

1,962

8.6

4,562

9.9

4,840

20.6

4,902

21.6

9,742

21.1

20

.1

16

.1

36

.1

7,955
1,492
701
35

33.9
6.4
3.0
.1

7,008
1,972
665
32

30.9
8.7
2.9
.1

14,963
3,464
1,366
67

32.4
7.5
3.0
.1

554
5,268
23,465

2.4
22.5
100

470
5,656
22,683

2.1
24.9
100

1,024
10,924
46,148

2.2
23.7
100

racioethnicity. Similarly, ﬁelds with greater percentages of women and
URM are also likely to have departments (and hence search committees) with more women and URM. Speciﬁcally, we utilized NCES
databases that break down the statistics by ﬁeld, gender, and race to get
the number of women and URM that could apply for a particular job
(i.e., number of women and URM that completed a doctoral degree in
the U.S.) for the year 2016–2017, the middle of the 3 years of job post
data that was included in our sample.
We also controlled for the number of women/URM in the ﬁeld to
account for differing levels of women and URM representation in
each ﬁeld (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2018). This
was done to rule out alternative explanations that might be driving
the results, that is, women or URM potential applicants are more
likely to apply for jobs in ﬁelds with more women or URM members
regardless of the speciﬁc university’s search committee chair or
members’ gender or racioethnicity, or that ﬁelds with greater
percentages of women and URM are also likely to have departments
(and hence search committees) with more women and URM. Thus,
we utilized NCES databases that break down the statistics by ﬁeld,
Table A3
Sample City Race/Gender Percentage

All
Number

Table A2
Sample University Student by Race/Gender

Race

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Percent

African
American
Asian
American
Hispanic
International
Multiracial
Native
American
Unknown
White
Total

26

7.0

28

3.9

54

5.0

72

19.5

163

23.0

235

21.8

42
22
2
0

11.4
6.0
.5
0

47
41
5
1

6.6
5.8
.7
.1

89
63
7
1

8.3
5.8
.6
.1

1
204
369

.3
55.3
100

1
423
709

.1
59.7
100

2
627
1,078

.2
58.2
100

Race/Gender
Race
African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Hawaiian/Paciﬁc Islander
Hispanic or Latino
Multiracial
White, not Hispanic, or Latino
Gender
Female
Male

(Appendices continues)

Percent
22.5
.3
6.9
.1
44.8
2.1
24.6
50.0
50.0
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gender, and race to get the general number of women and URM that
could potentially apply for a particular job, that is, the number of
women and URM that completed a doctoral degree in the U.S. for
the year 2016–2017, the middle year from the 3 years of job post
data that was included in our sample. Furthermore, we controlled for
the yearly shock effects by dummy coding the 3 academic years and
controlled for the dates of year when positions were initially posted
to rule out the possible effects of posting timing on applicant pools
(e.g., earlier posting may attract more applicants during an academic
year). The time of job posting was not included as a control when
testing Hypotheses 3a and 3b. The outcome variables in these
instances were the percentage of women and the percentage of
URM on the search committee, as there was no theoretical rationale
for the date of the job posting to be related to these variables. When
testing Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 4a, and 4b, we also controlled for
the number of total applicants to obtain the net effects of the
predictors of interest on the number of women or URM applicants.
In addition, we reran all hypothesis tests but replaced the controls of
the number of women and URM in the ﬁeld with the number of
women and URM in the department to control for the effect of
varying representation of women and URM across departments
without overcontrolling within the same model following the advice
of Bernerth and Aguinis (2016)—refer to Appendix B for these
results.

Statistical Analysis
Models
In all but two hypotheses (H3a and 3b), the underlying nature of
the dependent variables was count data. Hence, we used negative
binomial regression to test Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 4a, and 4b.
Both Poisson and negative binomial regression can be appropriate
for count data outcome variables. Speciﬁcally, underlying Poisson
distribution assumptions entail that the mean equals the variance. If
a count variable is overdispersed, that is, the variance is greater than
the mean, negative binomial regression should be used (Bernerth &
Aguinis, 2016). To assess whether the distributions of the count
dependent variables in our data follow a Poisson distribution, we ran
a One-Sample Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. The results show that our
data violate the assumptions (Gardner et al., 1995) for Poisson
regression. That is, neither of our dependent variables (number
of women applicants and number of URM applicants) follow a
Poisson distribution ( p < .001, see Table A4). We further checked
the mean values and variances of the dependent variables to check

Table A4
One-Sample Kolmogorov–Smirnov Test
Parameters
Total sample size (N)
Poisson parametera,b
Mean
Most extreme differences
Absolute
Positive
Negative
Kolmogorov–Smirnov Z
Asymp. Sig. (two tailed)
a

Test distribution is Poisson.

b

No. of woman
applicants

No. of URM
applicants

156

156

22.83

8.60

.46
.46
−.18
5.71
.00

.31
.31
−.10
3.93
.00

Calculated from data.

whether the count variables were overdispersed. The results show
that both count variables were overdispersed, that is, their variances
were greater than their mean values. We thus used negative binomial
regression to test the hypotheses with count-dependent variables.
We used fractional logit analysis to test Hypotheses 3a and 3b
because the dependent variables, percentage of women search
committee members and percentage of URM search committee
members are proportions (Papke & Wooldridge, 1996). Fractional
logit is a quasi-log likelihood method that is appropriate to use when
dependent variables are proportions (Newcombe, 2003).

Power Analysis
Power analysis for our negative binomial regression was conducted
using the R function power.nb.test. Using an overdispersion parameter from the data and an expected ratio of the rates of 1.2, we found we
had sufﬁcient power to detect effects. That is, the power to detect a
20% increase in female applicants (H1a) was 92.1% and 84.1% for
URM applicants (H1b). The power to detect a 20% increase in female
applicants as it relates to an increase in the proportion of women on
the search committee was 93.9% (H2a), and a 20% increase for URM
applicants as it relates to an increase in the proportion of URM on the
search committee was 77.4% (H2b). Finally, the power to detect a
20% increase in women in search committees as it relates to woman
(as opposed to a male chair) was 99.9% (H3a), and the power to detect
a 20% increase in URM members in search committees as it relates to
a URM chair (as opposed to a non-URM chair) was 92.9% (H3b).

(Appendices continues)
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Appendix B
Supplemental Analyses
promoting the diversity of your department to prospective candidates, and (g) include language in your ads promoting the diversity
of the university to prospective candidates.
Third and ﬁnal, we coded the job ad text for all 156 jobs in our
sample on three dimensions search chair visibility, any diversity
language, and total diversity-related ad effort. Search chair visibility was coded as a binary variable such that it was coded (1 = yes,
0 = no) depending on whether the search chair’s name and/or
contact information was included in the job ad. Any diversity
language was coded (1 = yes, 0 = no) based on whether there
were any statements, beyond that which is the legal requirement,
that emphasized the importance of diversity as a value, or described
the university as a diverse/diversity-friendly institution, and/or
encouraged women/minorities to apply. Total diversity-related ad
effort was coded and computed as an aggregate score (0–18), based
on the number of diversity-related statements (from a suggested list
of diversity-related statements provided to search committee chairs
during recruitment/search training) that were included in the job ad.
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Additional Variables and Data
We conducted supplemental analyses to examine and explore
other potential explanations for our observed results. For this
purpose, we coded additional variables and collected more data
using three resources: the university’s institutional research databases, the text used in the job ads in our sample, and search
committee chairs. First, we used the university’s institutional
research databases to extract the total number of women and
URM faculty in each of the departments included in our sample.
Second, we conducted interviews with 56 search committee
chairs to report their efforts to distribute the job ad. The chairs
were asked to quantify the extent (1= not at all to 10 = a lot) to
which they used the following tools/actions to identify and target
potential women and underrepresented minority applicants for their
respective faculty searches: (a) Post your job ad on women/minorityspeciﬁc websites, (b) Co-operate with the Ofﬁce for Recruitment,
Retention, Equity, and Diversity or Advance to develop a diverse list
of candidates you then contacted, (c) Post your position ad to
department chair listservs, (d) Call women or colleagues from
historically underrepresented backgrounds to get possible candidate names/recommendations on who to recruit, (e) Use your
personal network to recruit, (f) include language in your job ads

Results of Supplemental Analyses
First, we tested all our hypotheses again using the same methodology as outlined in the main article, with the exception of control

Table B1
Negative Binomial Regression (H1a–2b With Different Control Variables)
Number of women applicants

Variables
Control variables
Year 1
Year 2
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Job post date
Total applicants
Women faculty in department
URM faculty in department
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair
Woman percent on SC
URM percent on SC

Number of URM applicants

Model 9

Model 10

Model 11

Model 12

H1a

H2a

H1b

H2b

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

−.23
−.08
−.40*
−.55***
−.41**
−.33†
−.28
−.07
.03
.75**
.11
−.25
−1.42***
−.70**
.23
−.00*
.01***
.02†

.15
.12
.16
.14
.14
.19
.25
.19
.19
.27
.23
.24
.32
.24
.36
.00
.00
.01

−.26†
−.16
.26†
−.44**
−.25†
−.17
−.14
.10
.09
.47†
.21
−.26
−1.21***
−.63**
−.09
−.00**
.01***
.02*

.15
.12
.16
.14
.14
.19
.24
.19
.19
.27
.23
.23
.32
.23
.36
.00
.00
.01

.04
.46**
1.02***
−.07
−.12
.08
.05
.30
−.12
1.02**
−.74†
.58†
−2.70***
.13
.18
.00
.01***

.22
.17
.23
.20
.21
.26
.35
.27
.29
.39
.41
.33
.79
.33
.53
.00
.00

−.04
.37*
.92***
−.14
−.14
.06
−.01
.22
−.16
.80†
−.34
.46
−2.26**
−.01
.18
−.00
.01***

.23
.18
.23
.20
.22
.27
.36
.28
.30
.42
.39
.35
.77
.33
.55
.00
.00

.02

.03

.04

.03

.65**

.24
.00

.00

.19*

.09
.01***

.00

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority; SC = search committee.
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

†
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variables. We replaced the controls of the number of women and URM
in the ﬁeld with the number of women and URM in the department to
control for the effect of varying representation of women and URM
across departments on applicant pool diversity. Following the recommendations of Bernerth and Aguinis (2016) on the risks of
overcontrolling, we refrained from including both sets of controls
in the same model. The results remained largely consistent, strengthening our conﬁdence in the ﬁndings (see Tables B1–B3). The only
change in results when including department-level controls as
opposed to ﬁeld-level controls was that the marginally signiﬁcant
effect of URM chair on the proportion of URM on the search
committee became signiﬁcant, and the signiﬁcant effect of the
proportion of URM search committee members on the number of
applicants became nonsigniﬁcant. All other results remained the
same. In other words, holding the number of URM faculty in a
department constant, having greater proportions of URM faculty on
search committees may not increase the number of URM applicants.
This may be in part because of the low representation of URM in the
departments (only 14% of all faculty at this university identiﬁed as
URM), or it could be reﬂective of the differential ways in which URM
search chairs advance diverse recruitment and hiring, as found in
supplemental analyses discussed below.
Second, we conducted two sets of independent samples t tests
utilizing chairs’ self-reported ad distribution efforts, any diversity
language, and total diversity-related ad effort variables to compare
Table B2
Fractional Logit Analysis (H3a and 3b With Different Control
Variables)
Percentage of
women search
committee
members

Percentage of
URM search
committee
members

Model 13

Model 14

H3a
Variables
Control variables
Year 1
Year 2
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Women faculty in department
URM faculty in department
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair

H3b

b

SE

b

SE

.04
.46**
.90**
−.43†
−.79***
−.57†
−.40
−.94**
−.23
1.52**
−.50
.14
−1.10**
.06
21.07***
.02

.16
.18
.30
.24
.23
.29
.40
.33
.31
.50
.39
.39
.37
.38
.61
.02

−.61
−.22
1.06
−.24
−.89
.08
−.99
−1.13
.22
2.00†
−.25
−1.91*
.64
.65
−28.17***

.38
.41
.68
.52
.56
.66
.90
.75
.72
1.14
.99
.92
.95
.84
1.39

.39*

.16*

.07

1.34*

.62

.16

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority.
†
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Table B3
Negative Binomial Regression—Mediation Analyses (H4a–4b With
Different Control Variables)

Variables
Control variables
Year 1
Year 2
College 2
College 3
College 4
College 5
College 6
College 7
College 8
College 9
College 10
College 11
College 12
College 13
College 14
Job post date
Total applicants
Women faculty in department
URM faculty in department
Predictors
Woman chair
URM chair
Mediators
Woman percent on SC
URM percent on SC

Number of women
applicants

Number of URM
applicants

Model 15

Model 16

H4a

H4b

b

SE

b

SE

−.26†
−.16
.23*
−.44**
−.22†
−.19
−.16
.11
.11
.50†
.25
−.24
−1.17***
−.66**
−.23
−.00**
.01***
.02

.15
.12
.16
.14
.14
.19
.24
.19
.19
.27
.23
.23
.32
.23
.35
.00
.00
.01

.05
.46**
1.03***
−.08
−.13
.07
.03
.30
−.13
1.07**
−.75†
.55†
−2.71***
.14
.18
.00
.01***

.22
.17
.23
.20
.21
.26
.35
.27
.29
.41
.41
.34
.79
.33
.53
.00
.00

.03*

.03

.68**

.25

†

.13

.01***

.09
.00

−.00

.00

Note. N = 156. URM = underrepresented minority.
p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

†

women with men search committee chairs and URM with non-URM
search committee chairs, to assess whether there were systematic
differences across groups in the extent of effort that was made to
encourage/target women and underrepresented minorities to apply.
There was no signiﬁcant effect for gender or URM when it came to selfreported utilization of (c) department chair listservs, (d) calling women
or URM colleagues for references, (f) job ad language that promoted
department diversity, or (g) job ad language that promoted university
diversity. Nor was there a signiﬁcant effect for gender or URM when it
came to the inclusion of any diversity language or total diversityrelated ad effort in the actual job ad as coded by the research team.
However, we did ﬁnd support for the notion that there are some
differences between what women search chairs are doing to recruit
more women as compared to men, as well as what URM search
committee chairs are doing to recruit more minorities as compared to
non-URM chairs that can be explained by the tenets of homophily
theory, as postulated in the main body of this article. Women indeed
reported utilizing their personal network (M = 9.53, SD = .85)
more so than men (M = 7.63, SD = 3.86), that is, there was a
signiﬁcant effect of gender (t52.31 = 3.25, p < .01) on use of
personal networks to identify women and minority applicants.
Interestingly, URM chairs (M = 5.60, SD = 4.03) utilize their

(Appendices continues)
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personal network less than non-URM search chairs (M = 8.65,
SD = 2.78) to recruit minorities (t10.85 = −2.28, p < .05).
Furthermore, URM search chairs reported posting job ads on
women/minority-speciﬁc websites (M = 9.60, SD = .52) more so
than non-URM search chairs (M = 6.84, SD = 3.52), that is, there
was a signiﬁcant effect of chair minority status (t50.61 = 5.01, p < .001)
on the use of women/minority-speciﬁc websites to post job ads. In
addition, URM search chairs also co-operated with the university’s
administrative ofﬁces dedicated to working toward faculty recruitment,
retention, equity, and diversity to develop a diverse list of candidates to
target (M = 9.60, SD = .52) more so than non-URM search chairs
(M = 6.84, SD = 3.52), that is, there was a signiﬁcant effect of chair
minority status (t51.61 = 4.86, p < .001) on use of women/minorityspeciﬁc websites to post job ads. The implications of these observed
effects are discussed in the main body of the article.

Third and ﬁnal, we also used negative binomial regressions
with interaction terms to test the moderating effect of search chair
visibility on the relationship between search chairs’ gender and
URM status on the number of women and URM applicants,
respectively. The moderation was not signiﬁcant in either case,
which suggests that it was not the search chair demographics, by
virtue of being a signal of diversity or similarity, that seemed to be
attracting a more diverse pool of applicants, rather, in line with the
main arguments of our article, the differential behavior of women
and URM chairs was affecting applicant pool diversity.
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