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Conceptualising Diversity and Leadership: Evidence from Ten Cases


Jacky Lumby
Abstract

This article uses a theoretical frame of different conceptualisations of diversity. It argues that narrow conceptions focus primarily on those characteristics which are likely to lead to disadvantage, ethnicity, gender and disability. Broader conceptions encompass many more characteristics of 'difference', such as educational background, leadership style. The article interrogates evidence from ten organisations in the Learning and Skills Sector in England to consider the conceptualisation(s) of diversity. The preference for broader conceptualisations and other means by which a hegemonic framework of leadership is maintained are explored. Staff are shown both to create an 'other' than the norm, an 'outgroup' particularly in relation to black and ethnic minority potential leaders, and to homogenize those who have entered leadership in order to delete any 'other'. The article concludes by suggesting current leadership theory is complicit in driving out diversity.
Key words: equal opportunities, black and ethnic minority.

Framing the Context
The need for leaders to pay attention to 'diversity' has been justified in multiple ways. For some decades, corporations worldwide have identified a business case in relation to changing demographics and the consequent likelihood that the workforce would comprise people from a much wider range of backgrounds and cultures (Johnston & Packer, 1987; Dreaschlin et al, 2000; Patrickson & Hartmann, 2001).  An instrumental means ends approach to people is evident.
Leaders in education have been subject to a managerialist agenda which impels a focus on outputs analogous to a commercial approach (Simkins, 2000). They may therefore experience similar business pressures to those in the commercial sector to 'manage diversity'. At the same time, in common with other public sectors, they are also expected to serve wider social justice goals which also require a focus on diversity (DiTomaso & Hooijberg, 1996). 
Within this context, the article draws on evidence from ten case examples in the Learning and Skills Sector in England (LSS). The LSS comprises sixth form, general and specialist further education colleges, adult and community services, and work-based learning organisations. The range of cultures within the sector is wide, from sixth form colleges close to the culture of schools to work-based learning providers run as commercial businesses. The sector therefore provides a good testing ground to explore the question of how issues of diversity are understood in relation to leadership in a range of contexts and cultures in education. 

The article addresses the snares which face those who research and write about diversity. Nevertheless, the alternative of avoiding engagement with diversity issues is rejected. The article discusses alternative conceptualisations of diversity to provide a frame for interrogation of a substantial data base. The data suggests multiple understandings of diversity, but a preferred conception emerges. The reasons why this is so are discussed. The data is also analysed using a social psychology frame to identify the logic and emotions shaping orientations to people perceived as the 'same' as the current leadership, or as 'other'.  Two mechanisms which support homogeneity and drive out diversity are identified from the data. Finally, the role of diversity management and leadership theory is reviewed. It is suggested the former can act both as a means of driving forward and as a means of impeding greater equality. Leadership theory is suggested to be less ambivalent in its unequivocal promotion of homogeneity.

The article reflects the research it reports in assuming that all who are employed in education have a potential role as leaders, in that their relations with staff, with learners and with the wider community model a vision of relations within society. Educators also create leaders by their followership, through including or excluding newcomers. The leadership and followership of all educators is therefore relevant to understanding how leadership for diversity, that is to increase the diversity of people in leadership roles, and with diversity, that is leading within a diverse group or team, is enacted.  
Diversity

The term diversity has so far been used unproblematically, but it is, of course, highly problematic. 'Diversity' in common usage denotes a range of differences. More specific definitions of what the differences and their implications may be immediately transform a neutral description to a contested and political domain.  Who is deciding who is 'different', on what basis and to what end? There are broad and narrow definitions of the dimensions of difference (Wentling et al., 2000: 36).  Broad definitions incorporate a wide range of criteria, including age, disability, religion, sexual orientation, values, ethnic culture, national origin, education, lifestyle, beliefs, physical appearance, social class and economic status (Norton & Fox, 1997). Additionally, diversity is understood by education leaders as a range of attributes, skills and experience involving characteristics such as function, length of service and style of leadership. Narrower definitions focus on those characteristics which are most likely to disadvantage an individual, ethnicity, gender, disability and age. 
In response to the plethora of understandings, commentators have sought to characterize and categorise dimensions of difference (Milliken & Martins, 1996). One notable distinction is suggested to be between observable difference, such as ethnicity and gender, and non observable difference, such as educational background. Milliken & Martins further note that the emotional response is likely to be stronger, and prejudice more likely to follow, when difference is visible. The strength of reaction is in proportion to the degree of visibility of difference and in inverse proportion to the degree of 'minoritiness'. The fewer people there are in a group, and the greater their degree of visible difference to the majority group, the more likely it is that they will be met with a strong emotional reaction, and that this will affect the way they are treated (Ely, 1994; Sackett et al, 1991). Diversity is then indicated to be a highly political concept relating to not all aspects of difference, but as Lorbiecki and Jack (2000) suggest, aspects of difference which may be seen as 'unacceptable' or problematic by the majority (e.g. white) or dominant group (e.g male). Some differences matter more than others. The inescapable conclusion is that diversity is a social and political construct by the majority group and, as such, likely to serve their ends.
Addressing diversity issues, including through research and writing about diversity, therefore involve a series of double binds. For example:

· The identification and analysis of 'differences' in human beings runs the risk of further embedding notions of difference from a norm. Not to address such issues would ignore and leave undisturbed the power differentials that accrue on the basis of such perceived differences. 

· Those who have most power to change things are those least likely to understand the perspective of the powerless, and have least incentive to change the status quo.
· If the achievement of social justice can be viewed as serving the ends of the economy, any moral stance in addressing diversity might elicit suspicion that it is merely camouflaging economic drives (illustrated by one Canadian exhortation to fully welcome and value differences in the workforce because 'best of all, there will be increased profits' (Schmidt, 2004, p.152) 
· Those who attempt to address inequality risk a backlash which further entrenches the dominant group.

Reynolds and Trehan (2003) acknowledge the tensions, but argue for making visible the mechanisms by which inequality is sustained. This article uses research for this purpose, with the intention of providing education leaders with the means of stimulating and deepening reflection on issues of diversity.  It does not ignore the many snares, but rejects the alternative easier route of avoiding engagement and thereby the risks.
The Research

The research aimed to investigate both leadership development and its relation to issues of diversity in leadership, the latter being the focus of this article.  Ten case examples of different types of organisation in the LSS in different locations in England were selected using a purposive sampling framework. The primary criterion for selection was effective leadership as indicated by success rates in learner outcomes, using effectiveness criteria generally accepted within the sector
.
The initial long list of consistent improvers were selected on the basis that they had data for 1998 to 2002 and showed a more than 5 per cent year-on-year increase in their success rates. Organisations which had thus improved learner outcomes consistently over a number of years were assumed to exhibit effective leadership as commonly assessed in this and other phases of education.

The secondary criteria were type of organisation and geographical spread.  In total, three further education colleges, one specialist college, two work-based learning providers, two adult and community education services and two sixth form colleges were selected, representing the range of organisations in the sector. The size of each case organisation varied from eight to over two thousand staff. Geographically, they were located in metropolitan, urban and rural locations with some based in one and some in multiple locations. 

In each case, focus groups and individuals were interviewed. To minimise any power and status difference, separate focus groups for middle, senior and first line leaders were established wherever possible, though in one or two cases organisational structure or pragmatic considerations led to mixed groups. The interpretation of first, middle and senior leaders in terms of selecting respondents was left with the organisation, as structures and roles varied. In general terms, senior leaders held roles such as principal/chief executive, director; middle leaders held roles such as head of faculty, head of curriculum area, head of service department, centre co-coordinator, and first line leaders held roles such as team leader in a curriculum or support area.
The focus group explored participants' conceptualisation of diversity, commitment to addressing diversity issues and view of the challenges that follow. A questionnaire for all staff included sections on leadership and diversity. The response rate varied considerably amongst the cases and was low overall (16 per cent), reflecting the very high percentage of respondents who are part-time and temporary (over 50 per cent of the sector), from whom it is more difficult to elicit a response. 
Given the variety of organisations and contexts in the sector (Simkins & Lumby, 2002), it is not possible to generalise from ten case examples. However, the methodological and respondent triangulation offers the possibility of detecting multiple perspectives. The data set from 117 people who contributed to focus group interviews, 24 biographical interviews and 794 responses to the questionnaire survey is sufficient to be indicative of a range of attitudes and practice within the sector. Space has limited the detail of explanation of the methodology, which can be found more fully described in Lumby et al (2005).

Much of the research data was sensitive and protecting the anonymity of all who contributed was paramount. Therefore, no detailed description of the case organisations is included, as this could lead to their identification. Interview data is generally presented on a cross case basis to illustrate a range of orientations, and quotations from respondents are attributed to a particular case by letter only, in order that anonymity is protected both within the case organisations themselves and amongst the wider readership. Ethical considerations therefore limit the detail in which cases can be presented. Nevertheless the intention is to present the aggregated evidence to offer significant insights and challenges to educators, by demonstrating a range of conceptions of and attitudes to diversity. 
Understanding Diversity – Evidence

This section presents evidence on how diversity is understood. It suggests that while broad and narrow conceptions are present, the broader conception is more often preferred. Why this is the case is explored, considering both the reasons given, but also the emotional reaction of respondents. The latter appear to believe that addressing diversity, particularly issues of ethnicity, could disadvantage them as the dominant group and might also threaten the quality of leadership.
The research team did not propose any definition of diversity. Instead, each of the focus groups was asked about their understanding of 'diversity'. Some people showed confusion in their response:

There are certain things you must do and things you must not. If you have a model, and we all do have a model, then that itself is diversity.

(Middle leader, individual interview, Case A)

Additionally, and not surprisingly, there was not necessarily agreement within each case organisation. In one very small organisation two senior leaders had very different understandings. One defined diversity as relating to ethnicity, gender and disability. Another defined it as 'having different styles of leadership'. The co-existence of both broad and narrow definitions was widespread in the case organisations. A minority of respondents focused on diversity as signifying primarily ethnicity, gender and disability, though there were variations in how this was conceived. The majority adopted a broader definition. Some specifically rejected the narrower definition. For example, in case B the middle leaders focus group grappled with the issue:
Respondent 2  - Where you’re starting to analyse equal opportunities, people immediately do an age profile, ethnicity profile, a gender profile, and to a certain extent why? Because that’s not what it is.
This view was repeated at first line level:

Respondent 1 - I think what makes a difference is people's personality.
In this case organisation, function, experience, personality, style and educational background were generally seen as aspects of diversity, rather than gender, ethnicity and disability. In case D there was a similar insistence on this definition of diversity. 'Diversity of approach or style in leadership… is the bit that interests me' (Senior leaders focus group). However here, and in other case organisations, the possibility of two different interpretations was accepted:

Two perspectives on it (that) come into my mind. Is it diversity in the context of the actual human beings who are in particular positions in the hierarchy, males, females, old, young, ethnicity, I don’t know, maybe that’s one kind of take on it… Another kind of take might be diversity with regard to the way that people discharge their duties, a diversity of approaches.


(First line leaders, focus group, Case D)

In two case organisations, the narrow definition was placed within the broader one, recognising a wide range of characteristics of difference, but focusing within that on particular characteristics which were likely to disadvantage people. In case C, a narrow definition of diversity as gender, ethnicity and disability was rejected in favour of including other characteristics, for example religious difference. However, in this case, this was not a means of avoiding engagement with the political and power issues related to gender, ethnicity and disability. There was an insistence on understanding that black staff 'will from time to time have different experiences of the world' and that 'You have to understand that if someone doesn't feel they are getting a fair crack of the whip, they may experience the world differently to you'. ((Senior leaders, focus group, Case C). This was the sole case organisation where issues of alternative realities and of power differentials were explicitly addressed by the focus groups at all levels. 

It would seem that the broader definition of diversity which focuses on non visible, non minority characteristics is widely seen as the definition of diversity and sometimes explicitly preferred to the narrower understanding. Why this is so, is critical.
It was clear that where people spoke about the narrower definition, it was ethnicity which came most strongly to their mind, and which seemed to cause the most discomfiture. This supports the literature which suggests the degree of visibility and 'minoritiness' increases the strength of emotion and negativity in the reaction to groups (Ely, 1994; Sackett et al, 1991). A number of arguments were propounded as to why ethnicity should not be a part of or a priority within diversity. Firstly, it was seen to be an impossibility, and therefore irrelevant, to achieve an increase in ethnic minority leaders because the local community was perceived as 'all white'. This is typified by the following comment in case D:
(Area in which organisation is located) traditionally has never had any black areas.  Even now when there’s lots of refugees coming, they don’t put black refugees here …It’s not on the agenda – that’s my perception … I don’t think diversity by that definition is a problem here.
(Middle leaders focus group)
The longstanding absence of black people from the area is seen as rendering any concpetion of diversity as relating to ethnicity and related issues as irrelevant.
Secondly, it was argued that ethnic minorities did not participate in certain industries, for example horticulture, and so employing black and ethnic minority leaders in certain curriculum areas or specialist colleges was not feasible. 
However, while the effect of the nature of the local community or industry sector was given as the rational explanation for why addressing issues of ethnicity was not relevant/possible, an underlying emotional reaction was discernable:

Certainly I, as an individual, have real issues with going after particular under-represented groups.  

(Senior leaders focus group, Case E)
The reaction led to limitations on the degree to which diversity should be addressed or whether it should be addressed at all:

I believe that diversity should be encouraged but not over encouraged. (Questionnaire response, Case D)

Addressing diversity was often equated to positive discrimination (that is preference given to the appointment or promotion of people because they are a member of an under-represented group). The questionnaire offered respondents the opportunity to make any comments they wished in relation to encouraging diversity in leadership. One hundred and nine people made comments. Of these 28 (26 per cent) made a comment which both assumed positive discrimination was implied and criticised or rejected it. For example:
There are dangerous consequences from applying positive discrimination techniques. (Questionnaire response, Case F)

Appointments must be done strictly on merit and not on colour or other issues of diversity. (Questionnaire response, Case J)

The questionnaire did not mention positive discrimination, which English law does not permit. The assumption that positive discrimination is an aspect of encouraging diversity was made by the respondents. It would seem one in four made such a connection and experienced a range of negatives in response. The fear of being disadvantaged was explicit in some cases:
I nearly missed out on a college place because it was being held open for an ethnic minority – so then I was being discriminated against. (Case F)
Certain assumptions appear to be implied. Firstly, diversity is interpreted largely as a matter of representation. The goal is assumed to be appointing more people from under-represented groups. Achieving the latter is not viewed as a matter of adjusting the actions of the dominant group. The possibility that some are being excluded from leadership because of the attitudes, procedures or leadership/followership of the represented group is not entertained. Rather, appointing people from under-represented groups is seen as a question of adopting systems that will overlook their inadequacies. People from under-represented groups are not likely to be appointed on merit, but to fulfill some actual or notional target.  The appointment of such people is therefore not a contribution to greater equity, but an inequity which unfairly disadvantages the represented group (Bacchi, 2004). 
Such thinking neatly transfers the experience of detriment from the under-represented group to the dominant group. Those from under-represented groups are not the recipient, but the creator of unfairness. The responsibility for inequity does not lie with the dominant group. Like the misdirection of a magician, thinking relocates responsibility to the individuals from under–represented groups. Addressing diversity means appointing people from under-represented groups. Positive discrimination would be necessary to achieve this. Positive discrimination is inherently unfair. Therefore, taking action to address diversity is unfair and a detriment to equity. One could almost admire the creativity of thinking which maintains the advantage of the dominant group, were it not for the potential negative effect on the lives of those outside this group.

The belief that addressing diversity issues and in particular issues of ethnicity, would cause detriment was buttressed by a further related assumption, that appointing leaders from minority or under-represented groups would have a negative impact on quality and performance:
Diversity should not supersede quality and ability. (Questionnaire response, Case C) 
Underpinning these and similar comments is the assumption that those of under-represented groups are of lesser ability and so appointing them will be at the risk of weakening the leadership, as shown by this comment which is apparently supportive of addressing diversity issues:
People who do not show natural leadership need to be encouraged i.e. women, people from working class background etc. (Questionnaire response, Case C)

The use of the term 'natural' implies that certain groups have an intrinsic lack of leadership. 
A chain of thought begins to emerge in relation to diversity. People who are not represented in leadership are in this position because they do not have the same ability as the represented groups. Therefore appointing them would jeopardise the quality of leadership and also disadvantage the group which is 'naturally' more capable. 

A substantial literature suggests that the under–representation of women in leadership positions is in part an effect of the construction of leadership as reflecting male characteristics (Blackmore, 1999; Coleman, 2002; Irby et al, 2002; Sinclair, 2000; Soobriyan, 1998). It is therefore unsurprising that men may be perceived as inherently or 'naturally', more likely to be effective leaders, as the dominant construct is built around them. Less research is available on the degree to which leadership qualities are perceived to relate to whiteness or, for example, to socioeconomic class. The discourse of respondents assumes an assessment of leadership merit which is neutral. Candidates for leadership from outgroups are viewed as requiring aid to overcome the ways in which, when judged fairly against the ingroup, they would be found lacking. The possibility that merit itself is constructed to maintain advantage was not entertained in the questionnaire responses, or generally in the interviews. Nevertheless, a framework of effectiveness in leadership to which those from outgroups were assumed to be less likely to conform is apparent in the data. Bacchi (2004, p.129) asks "How do frameworks largely non-threatening to the status quo become hegemonic?" The final part of the article turns to mechanisms which maintain the status quo and the role of leadership theory in constructing a hegemonic framework. 
The Creation of 'Other'

While many may disagree with the view of 'natural' leaders which appears implicit in respondents' comments, it does have a logic, however outrageous. Analysis of the semantics used reveals yet further hidden assumptions of which the respondents may not be fully aware and which may be based more on emotion than logic. Consider the following comments which include my emphasis:

If … say 50 Afro-Caribbean [students] came into our college now, there would be an incredible amount of effort to make sure they were welcomed … with the normal kids.

(First line leaders focus group, Case D)
There might be issues like holidays that we would have to look at the different times, for example. Different religious festivals, for example, whereas we have a fairly common consensus as to when time is going to be off…There is some evidence I believe that they are different.

(Middle leaders focus group, Case B)

In each of these examples, there is the unconscious creation of the 'other', an outgroup different from a norm. Leaders may of course consider the needs of a whole range of groups. What differs in this case is the assumption that the group in question differs from a norm which is not defined but assumed and derived from the majority. DiTomaso and Hooijberg (1996, p. 167) draw on social psychology to suggest, 'Individuals develop a 'social identity' with reference to group membership. People then differentiate (or categorize) and give favour to their own group (an ingroup) while evaluating negatively those groups identified as different (outgroups)'. This theory certainly accords with the language of respondents which created an 'other', an outgroup. It also accords with the negative assessment of the probable performance of those in outgroups, as indicated in respondents' concerns with jeopardising quality if outgroup members are appointed. The theory also suggests that there will be means found to favour the ingroup. It is these means which I now wish to analyse.

Means 1 – Conceptualising Diversity
The conceptualisation of diversity by respondents manipulates dimensions of difference which are visible and 'unacceptable' and aspects which are not visible and/or more 'acceptable' in the perception of the dominant group. Respondents repeatedly turn to conceiving of diversity as related to function, personality, leadership approach etc., and either reject consideration of ethnicity, gender and disability or view them in negative ways. The theory of managing diversity appears to have offered a conceptual sleight of hand which allows people to sidestep uncomfortable or unwelcome challenges. Wilson & Isles (1999, p 38) argue that managing diversity is a retreat from equal opportunities strategies which challenge power differentials and discrimination. They quote the then Chair of the Commission for Racial Equality depicting diversity as 'a 'comfort zone' protecting employers from a world of '-isms''. They suggest that managing diversity repackages equal opportunities in ways which appear to engage further with individual needs through recognising, celebrating and accommodating a wide range of differences in human beings. In fact, as the data indicates, it can become a ready tool to focus on the 'acceptable' differences which matter least in terms of the degree of disadvantage which follows from particular characteristics.  'Managing diversity' therefore converts radical challenges to power and inequity to manageable human resource management processes, and thereby camouflages the intention to retain the status quo (Sinclair, 2000).
However, this is not the whole story. In one case organisation, managing diversity was seen consistently by respondents as focusing on the characteristics which were most likely to disadvantage, and which required a leap of imagination to understand the perspective of those who were disempowered. The purpose of addressing diversity was to empower all, but with special attention to those who might face particular obstacles in the negative perceptions and attitudes of the dominant group. Equally, there were individuals in all the case organisations, who either teetered on the edge or leapt fully into the debate about the disempowerment of some and the need to respond. This kind of positioning was indicated as present in just under one in ten of questionnaire respondents.
The concept of diversity therefore offers an opportunity to engage with addressing the negative responses to difference, for example racism and sexism, but also to avoid such engagement and to focus instead on the aspects of difference which may provoke far less controversy, the need to integrate different functions, approaches and styles within leadership teams for example. On balance, it would appear that our data largely supports political analyses of managing diversity which claim that it is a means of camouflaging the determination of the dominant group to retain its privileges. This tentative conclusion requires more research to deepen our understanding of the processes at work.
Means 2 – Leadership Solidarity
DiTomaso and Hooijberg (1996) assert that means will be found to favour the ingroup. This article has suggested one means to be the conceptualisation of diversity to divert attention away from radical change. One other strategy was particularly noticeable in three case organisations, the connection made by respondents between ingroup solidarity and effective performance. In these cases, solidarity amongst the leadership was very strong. All of the case organisations were successful as measured in terms of increasing learner achievement. Longstanding and tightly knit leadership teams did not want this to be disturbed:

I think it would be nice to have more fresh blood up top to create a wider diversity of people… But on the other hand I have the feeling that the team that we’ve got now are very safe and I don’t worry about the future. So, I wouldn’t want that to be lost.

(First line leaders focus group, Case B)
The maintenance of a 'safe' team was undertaken by two methods; firstly recruiting leaders in the mould of the current incumbents and, secondly, by perpetuating a homogenised leadership practice. In focus groups in two case organisations there was a strong awareness of the tendency to recruit to a mould. The appointing group has a clear idea of what an 'X organisation person' looks like. Those who apply do so after self-selection to match the requirements of an X organisation person. The field is therefore generally narrow and the person selected from the field will be the person who closely fits the existing culture
When you appoint, there is a tendency to appoint one of your own, to identify with someone, with their background or their demeanour. You think 'I could get on with that person'.

(Senior leader, individual interview, Case D)

 The people in post are then further moulded to maintain the culture, the way things are done:

It wouldn’t make any difference to me whether the young person was male or female, white or black, able or disabled, it wouldn’t make any difference at all. In that they would all still need a little bit of guidance from a Head of Department in how to get from A to B.

(First line leaders focus group, Case B)

The comment reflects a supposedly benign attitude which does not discriminate. However, underlying this surface meaning is the intent to mould and homogenise leadership. The literature reflects the fact that even minor differences between leaders within a team can impact negatively on performance, at least in the short term, and that gains in performance from a more diverse team are possible but take sustained effort to achieve (Dreachslin et al. 2000; Milliken& Martins, 1996). These successful case organisations had little incentive to adopt changes in the leadership profile and practice which would almost certainly entail great challenges and, in their view, subject the current successful formula to unnecessary threat:
You do tend to appoint someone who is like you. If you stood back and said, ‘What is it we need?  I need someone who is different to me’, that would bring a completely different viewpoint… It is more challenging to the team and to you individually to deal with someone who doesn't see things the way you do. You've got to reconcile that and come to an agreed position.  Somebody from a different ethnic background or with a disability might see things quite differently to you. Making the team more representative of society would make it much more difficult to manage. Whether you would ever get anything done I don't know, but it would be very difficult.
(Senior leader, individual interview, Case D)

Respondents in outgroups were well aware of this attitude and the implication, that to succeed in entering and maintaining formal leadership roles, cultural identity may need to be suppressed. Matching the requirement that 'everybody’s thinking the same thing' (Middle and first line leadership focus group, Case K) was axiomatic for success in leadership.
The conclusion is that a second process runs in parallel to the creation of 'other' as an outgroup, and that is the deletion of 'other' within the ingroup. Leadership, whether as enacted by the principal, senior management team or more widely dispersed, is conceptualised as building staff into a cohesive high performance whole, focused in solidarity on learner achievement. The ubiquitous performance focused culture has encouraged leaders and leadership theorists to engage above all with the effect of leadership on attainment and achievement. Reflecting the evidence in the literature that diverse teams may perform less well in some contexts and in the short term, diversity was eschewed by some respondents as irrelevant or explicitly too risky, given the compelling need to reach targets quickly. 

The stance of practitioners and theorists may reflect not only policy pressures, but also epistemological predilections. Lorbiecki and Jack (2000, p. S25) argue that post colonial theory critiques 'processes of Western knowledge construction which stereotype and subordinate the 'Other'.' This is certainly the case in relation to educational leadership theory which largely assumes a universal application of Western ideas (Foskett & Lumby, 2003). Within leadership theory, Walker & Walker (1998, p. 10) deplore the pressure towards 'sameness' in leadership practice. The widespread emphasis on the creation and maintenance of a shared vision has resulted in seeing such as the central task of leadership. The implication is that leaders create homogeneous aims based on common values. Nearly a decade ago, Boscardin and Jacobsen queried, 'If similarity is central to social solidarity, what does this mean for diversity?' (1996, p. 468). Their question appears to have met with little interest. Leadership theory is still largely predicated on solidarity through similarity and ignores diversity. Those consciously or unconsciously aiming to delete 'other' within the leadership ingroup will find leadership theory a ready tool in its encouragement to focus on learners and learner outputs, on agreeing a vision and plan and above all in its ejection of diversity issues from the mainstream. Researching diversity casts the researcher/writer into the dark corners of leadership theory, rhetorically applauded, but for all practical purposes ignored.
The Role of Theory

Milliken and Martins (1996, p. 14) believe the 'tendency to drive out diversity is an extremely serious and systematic force'.  This article has selected only two possible means of driving out diversity from a range that may be discerned in a complex data set. Nevertheless the implications are disturbing. The two mechanisms explored offer challenges in relation to two areas of theory, firstly the management of diversity, which has its source in human resource management theory, and secondly leadership theory. 
In the case of diversity theory, an apparent thrust towards increasing diversity in the workforce profile, and ensuring all can be equally comfortable and productive in their work, has proved an instrument both for moving in the direction advertised, but is also easily subverted to ensure no such movement takes place. 'Managing diversity' provides a conceptual vehicle for the committed minority of organisations to address discrimination and exclusion. For the majority, 'managing diversity' provides an escape route where uncomfortable or inconvenient injustice can be sidestepped by focusing on characteristics of difference which are less likely to provoke discrimination. 
The second theoretical area of educational leadership theory as reflected in the data has no such ambivalence. It is constructed upon an apparently unshakeable assumption of homogeneity.  Its values have parallels with commercial perspectives on leadership. In business, a focus on the product means people are used in a way which ensures the greatest profit. Many would accept that this is how the commercial world functions and would see no need for apology in this approach. Educational leadership theory focuses too on product, but because the product is learning rather than a manufactured object, the primacy of the product, learning, accrues a sort of spurious immunity from accusations of being output, rather than people, focused. Leadership which foregrounds learning is valued, even if it continues historic exclusion and discrimination amongst leaders. Ignore the persiflage of commitment to diversity and look at the body of theory, and sustained, defended, entrenched homogeneity is what you see, and this is reflected in respondents' insistence on the need for commonality of vision, of thinking, of culture as a prerequisite for the continued success of leadership teams. 
Looking Forward

The thinking and practice explored in this article both feed off and reinforce the homogenising tendencies of theories of diversity management and leadership. Our data relates to the Learning and Skills Sector, but the analysis may also be relevant to schools and universities.  It is time for leadership theorists to move from rhetoric to real engagement with diversity, to research further the way diversity is driven out (Milliken and Martins, 1996), and to adjust theory from its current use as an implement in the hands of the powerful to avoid change. How would theory need to change if the primary aim of leadership were not to raise attainment, but to contribute to equity in a diverse society, reflecting both moral and economic imperatives, right and good? The forces ranged against such a shift are formidable.  The rejection of 'the land of the other' (Rusch, 2004: 32) evident in our data is likely to be embedded within the thinking of theorists. This article has space only to present evidence for the case for leadership theory to be reviewed. Venturing into 'the land of the other' will require a sustained and determined effort of review and reconstruction, not from the sidelines, but from the mainstream. 
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