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In this paper we propose to analyze the implementation of a new diversity program by adopting a
communication as constitutive of organization (CCO) approach. More precisely, we propose to mobilize
a ventriloquial perspective on organizational communication (Cooren and Sandler, 2014), as we believe
that it allows to identify what leads members to appropriate or, on the contrary, reject diversity
initiatives. This empirical study aims to understand how members mobilize different figures, whether
humans, norms, values and principles, to justify or fight against the norms being put into effect in this
new project.

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, private and public organizations have turned to specific programs and initiatives to
facilitate the inclusion of employees from diverse cultural backgrounds in the workplace. Cultural
diversity and inclusion are areas that have seen, over the years, a proliferation of initiatives intended to
promote differences, particularly in the workplace (Stevens e al., 2008). To this end, organizations have
implemented a variety of diversity initiatives, such as training (Kalev et al., 2006; Lindsay, 2013),
mentoring programs (Passmore ef al., 2013), and focus groups (Kulik et al., 2008) to create a more
diverse environment (Stevens et al., 2008). We can say that, because of socio-demographic changes,
there has been a significant turn to ‘diversity’ for many organizations (Ahmed, 2006). These organizations
have typically focused their diversity efforts on “best practices” to reduce societal biases and facilitate the
inclusion of minority groups in the labor market (Nishii et al., 2018).

Despite the importance of diversity programs, they can, however, be difficult to implement and lead
to unintended negative effects (Von Bergen, 2002). In fact, during the implementation of a diversity
initiative, some organizational practices can even result in more discrimination in the workplace (Lindsay,
2013). The organization can also experience open and more subtle forms of resistance, which undermine
members’ commitment to new diversity initiatives (Thomas, 2012; Wasserman, Gallegos & Ferdman,
2012).

Several authors (Ely, 2004; Kalev et al., 2006) provided guidelines for the implementation and
evaluation of diversity programs. Most of these researchers tend, however, to minimize the role of
communication in the emergence of this new organizational reality. As we will show, the success or
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failure of these initiatives especially depends on the way it is eventually appropriated or disappropriated
by employees and managers, which means that communication constitutes a key aspect of such initiatives.
In this paper, we propose to explore how such initiatives are negociated on the terra firma of interaction
(Cooren, 2006), that is, we posit that the outcomes of a new diversity initiatives ultimately depend on the
way the program is appropriated or disappropriated through various forms of negociation. It is this
process of appropriation/disappropriation that we propose to study through the detailed analysis of a
meeting episode.

We start from the premise that diversity initiatives should above all be conceived as constructed and
reproduced through various communicative activities (Ahmed, 2006), that is, that they should be first and
foremost considered as communicatively constituted (Brummans, Cooren, Robichaud and Taylor, 2014;
Cooren, 2010, 2015; Taylor and Van Every, 2000, 2011, 2014). In order to study this phenomenon, we
thus propose to analyze the implementation of a new diversity program by adopting a communication as
constitutive of organization (CCO) approach. More precisely, we propose to mobilize a ventriloquial
perspective on organizational communication (Cooren, 2010, 2012; Cooren and Sandler, 2014), as we
believe that it allows to identify what leads members to appropriate or, on the contrary, reject diversity
initiatives.

Through this ventriloquial analysis, we will indeed empirically show how members come to navigate
between appropriation and disappropriation, especially through the values, norms and principles to which
they declare their attachment. Attachment, as we will see, indeed expresses, by definition, a form of
appropriation, that is, what is supposed to be proper to who people are and what they stand for. Any new
initiative thus has to pass the appropriation test, so to speak, that is, demonstrates that it aligns or ar least
does not interfere with what members have already appropriated, that is, the values, norms and principles
to which they feel a form of attachment.

From a ventriloquial perspective, any discussion about a diversity initiative thus implies the
expression of fensions (Cooren, Matte, Benoit-Barné & Brummans, 2013; Hong, Falter & Fecho, 2017;
Putnam, Fairhurst & Banghart, 2016) between various forms of attachment that organizational members
experience when confronted with the necessity of positioning themselves vis-a-vis this initiative. Passing
the appropriation test thus consists, for a diversity initiative, in demonstrating that it can matter or count,
that is, that it can find its place in an ecology of programs, principles, values, norms, etc, to which people
are attached in an organization.

In this article, we propose to analyze a specific excerpt taken from an important meeting of a project
team in charge of implementing a diversity initiative in a large Canadian organization. To do so, we first
present two dominant perspectives on ethnocultural diversity initiatives that can be found in the literature:
colorblindness vs. multiculturalism. After having shown some of the limitations of this literature, we then
present the ventriloquial approach. According to us, this perspective allows us to identify how members
come to concretely appropriate or disappropriate such initiatives while navigating between the tensions
that define the ecology of their actions. After having presented our methodology, we analyze the details of
the episode selected and we then discuss the results of this analysis. Finally, we suggest some practical
implications for managers leading diversity programs.

DOMINANT APPROACHES TO RESEARCH ON ETHNOCULTURAL DIVERSITY
INITIATIVES

The literature on ethnocultural diversity initiatives tends to distinguish two main approaches:
colorblindness and multiculturalism. Other promising approaches also exist, such as, for example,
colorminimisation (Foldy & Buckley, 2014) or all-inclusive multiculturalism (AIM) (Stevens et al. 2008),
which are developed to address significant deficiencies in the standard multicultural and colorblindness
ideologies. However, despite these new approches, colorblindness and multiculturalism can be considered
the dominant perspectives not only in the literature, but also in the practices themselves. In developing
this literature review, we asked the following questions: How does the literature on diversity initiatives
understand the importance of social interactions for the implementation of diversity initiatives? How can
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these studies contribute to a better understanding of ethnocultural diversity initiatives from a
communicational viewpoint?

Colorblindness

This type of initiative is generally based on ideals of meritocracy and equality (Jansen et al., 2016).
Thomas & Ely (1996) prefer to speak of a “discrimination and fairness paradigm” to describe this
approach. This perspective emphasizes the importance of promoting equitable treatment among
employees. However, it also puts pressure on employees to minimize cultural differences. The
institutionalization of the colorblindness perspective leads organizations to convince employees to view
everyone as being the same (Avery & Johnson, 2012). Generally, it embraces a view of diversity that
tends to reduce people to resources that the organization possesses and should benefit from. The need to
manage diversity is promoted not for social reasons but for competitive advantage.

Indeed, diversity programs are considered, most of the time, as mechanisms put in place to increase
organizational performance and sometimes even creativity within a group. In these cases, discursive
strategies are mainly used to support the “business case” argument, which is considered as a more
functional and rational argument compared to moral and social structural arguments for change (Davidson
& Proudford, 2012). As Mease (2012) point out, “the business case argument continues to be very
dominant among organizational diversity initiatives” (p. 3). She demonstrates how diversity consultants
tend to use this strategy to gain easy access to organizations because the latter are generally more
receptive to a justification based on business needs.

Also, Chrobot-Mason et al. (2012) explain how during a two-day diversity training (in one business
unit of a multinational U.S. corporation), participants were usually receptive during the initial exploration
of the business case. Very little resistance arises until the session shifts to a discussion on race and other
sensitive diversity topics. Furthermore, an instrumental view of diversity initiatives also perpetuates the
metaphor of “managing diversity” (Kirby & Harter, 2001), which reveals a managerial ideology that can
obscure “the way language has implications for structuring and creating new reality” (p. 22). In this sense,
managerial diversity discourse frame organizational members as “objects” or “bottom line cost” to serve
organizational profitability rather than the human beings who are actively engaged in such initiatives.

Moreover, Apfelbaum et al. (2008) have empirically demonstrated that “colorblindness strategies” are
also used by social actors for other purposes. For example, to regulate the appearance of prejudices during
social interactions. Participants in diversity initiatives tend to use different strategies in their social
interactions to voluntarily ignore socio-cultural differences. One strategy commonly mobilized is simply
to avoid talking about cultural differences. In other words, when the interaction is framed as interracial,
colorblindness strategies are perceived by social actors as an effective means of appearing unprejudiced.
Therefore, the colorblindness approach can be seen as a norm that regulates an interaction or a resource
that members of the organization mobilize to navigate new multicultural environments.

In the context of a diversity program, for example, some trainings designed to facilitate professional
interactions between diverse groups invite participants to minimize their differences by focusing instead
on finding “a super-ordinate goal or identity, such as a common affiliation with the broader organization"
(Stevens et al., 2008, p. 119). This type of diversity training is intended to create a more inclusive
workplace where employees can end up feeling stronger about the organization or the work itself rather
than their affiliated groups (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2012).

Beyond the strategies used by actors, the implementation of this type of initiative tends to produce
different effects, as some authors have shown (Avery et al., 2012). For example, ignoring differences in
ethnic groups may be perceived by minority groups as a form of denial of their cultural heritage, which
can be detrimental to their well-being (Sleeter, 1991). Conversely, for other authors, this type of approach
can reinforce the idea of equality and merit (Markus et al., 2000; Plaut, 2002; Thomas & Ely, 1996).
Indeed, ignoring differences can implicitly promote the idea that all members of the organization are the
same and should be treated fairly.

However, one of the disadvantages of this practice is that employees belonging to minority groups
may not be encouraged to act or think according to the unique view given to them by their identities and
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social affiliations. As a result, organizations perceived as ignorant or that do not value differences can
sometimes face the frustration or dissatisfaction of members of non-minority groups (Chrobot-Mason et
al., 2002). Moreover, in some cases, this can lead to conflicts within the organization (Friedman et al.,
2001).

Therefore, many scholars strongly criticize the use of these strategies to the extent that they may not
truly improve organizational climate or foster inclusion (Kirby & Harter, 2001; Prasad, Pringle, &
Konrad, 2006). As a result, many organizations opt for initiatives that rely on different approaches
promoting multiculturalism.

Multiculturalism

The multiculturalism approach, by contrast, proposes that differences should not only be recognized
and considered, but also celebrated (Takaki, 1993). It seems that with this approach we are moving away
from strategies to “manage diversity” toward strategies to “value diversity” with the intention of
correcting social ills. It echoes the perspectives developed by some critical researchers (Janssens and
Zanoni, 2005; Parker, 2005; Tomlinson et al. 2009) who argue that organizational diversity efforts should
be guided by an ideal of social justice. Critical perspectives generally approach diversity programs as
mechanisms that contribute to fighting against discrimination and prejudices in organizational settings
(Allen, 1995/2011; Prasad et al. 1997) rather than as simple tools to increase company performance.
Research has shown that while explicit forms of prejudice have decreased, implicit and subtle forms
persist (Thomas & Plaut, 2012). Therefore, the primary goal of diversity initiatives should be to address
these novel forms of discrimination and resistance to diversity.

According to several authors, organizations need to pay more attention to cultural norms within
organizations (Crandall et al., 2012, Thomas & Plaut, 2002). As Thomas and Plaut (2002) point out, “the
more normatively acceptable it is to harbor prejudice against a certain group, the more willing people are
to express it” (p. 11) in their everyday talk. From this perspective, differences should be seen not only as a
strength for the organization, but also as the foundation of some organizational identity that is not
necessarily homogeneous (Pratt and Foreman, 2000). Moreover, for several years now, we have been
witnessing the development of theoretical models that do not necessarily fit with a critical perspective, but
nevertheless emphasize the positive contributions of identifying differences, among other things, to help
reduce conflicts in the workplace.

Friday and Friday (2003) suggest a planned three-phase change approach to implementing diversity
initiatives. The first phase consists of acknowledging diversity. It is about ensuring that members of the
organization can recognize how individual differences can impact relationships within the organization.
The organization must then take certain steps, such as exposing the organization's members to greater
diversity and imparting knowledge on this issue. The second phase (valuing diversity) represents a series
of steps that will lead the organization to show, through its actions, its respect for and appreciation of
individual differences. Finally, the third phase consists in managing diversity through strategies focused
on the organization and planning of work, taking into account individual differences.

What emerges from this theoretical model is that diversity training should, for example, focus on
identifying differences and valuing them. This can help counter diversity resistance and hostility to
diversity training, which tend to have a strong emotional component (Chrobot-Mason et al., 2012).
Participants in such initiatives can use, among other things, questioning strategies to better understand
perceived differences. For instance, members of the organization may question members of minority
groups about their cultural practices. As a result, the discourse of members participating in these types of
initiatives can be guided by the idea that naming differences help create an inclusive work environment.

However, while multiculturalism should ideally foster a sustainable organizational climate of
inclusion, multicultural diversity initiatives, especially diversity training, tend to disappear, fall short of
achieving their objectives, or fail completely because they encounter resistance from dominant groups
(Chrobot-Mason & al., 2012; Mannix et al., 2006). These initiatives can therefore elicit skepticism and
resentment among some groups. This suggests that companies adopting this type of approach may place
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too much emphasis on cultural differences without taking the time to analyze these differences or to
understand their impact on day-to-day operations in the organization (Thomas & Ely, 1996).

Although the approaches discussed above provide important insights about organizational norms,
values and principles related to diversity initiatives, few studies have shown how participants in diversity
program navigate strategically through these different positions (for an exception, see Mease 2012, 2016,
which we discuss below). New diversity initiatives are mostly studied in isolation (one perspective and
initiative at the time) rather than in interaction with current practices. Thus, inadequate attention is given
to how new norms and principles might interact with those already in place to affect outcomes and
discrimination issues (Nishii ez al., 2018). Also, problems occur when tensions are perceived as going too
far in either direction influencing the way people will accept or resist diversity initiatives.

As part of the implementation of diversity initiatives, these different perspectives imply a series of
actions and practices that the organization is supposed to put in place. What guides the implementation of
these practices is the adoption of organizational norms related to the two perspectives discussed above.
From a communication point of view, one can therefore question how these norms are appropriated or
disappropriated in interaction. Norms are in some ways generated, reconstructed, but mostly negotiated
in the interactions surrounding the implementation of diversity initiatives. It is this negotiation/
appropriation/disappropriation that we propose to study, for it seems to us that the future of these
initiatives depends heavily on it.

Indeed, the course of action or the trajectory of the implementation of diversity initiatives should
inevitably depend on their appropriation, which depends on the way actors collectively make sense of
them. The implementation of such initiatives should ideally lead participants to practical modes of
appropriation of the program. More than thirty years ago, Cheney and Tomkins (1987) explained that the
notion of appropriation could be used to describe members acceptance or resistance to organizational
discourses. For these authors, the concept of appropriation refers to “something acquired and invested” (p.
5). In the same line of thoughts, Chreim (2006) introduces the notions of partial appropriation to show
that it is possible to analyze in employees’ accounts related to an organizational change process, how they
were resisted and edited new institutional discourses during the process. She also interpreted this
resistance as a misalignment between interpretative frames held by individuals and those proposed by
management.

Also, as Abdellah (2007) points out, to appropriate an initiative “is therefore to make it your own, to
adapt it to oneself” (p. 8). The notion of appropriation then is central to diversity initiatives, since it is
through such appropriation that members of the organization adopt the norms, rules and principles that
underlie these initiatives. As such, it is by appropriating diversity programs and initiatives that
participants are thus able to “incorporate” them into their practices and discourses (Abdellah, 2007).

Abdellah (2007) distinguishes four types of appropriation: instrumental, symbolic, common and
differentiated. In her research on strategic planning, she views instrumental appropriation as a way to use
a strategic plan to justify some important decision and symbolic appropriation as a way to use the same
plan to promote and share organization values. In other words, on the one hand, organizational members
refer to the strategic plan as a symbol reaffirming the social mission of the organization and on the other
hand, some member are referring to the same plan as a justification tool to explain important decisions.
Appropriation can also be common (everyone shares a common view of the project) or differentiated
(different points of view). Finally, when members appropriate a new diversity initiative, they appear to
internalize the norms and principles that are supposed to guide the constitution (or materialization) of the
new initiative and members’ eventual participation in it.

Echoing Garfinkel (1967), Mease (2012) calls attention to the way norms and principles should be
seen as discursive tools rather than as a discursive structure that leads to inevitable outcomes. This line of
thought leads to the conclusion that any organizational norms must be seen as an interpretative resource
that is constitutive of action. Norms can be seen as “malleable realities that actors reflectively
reappropriate, alter and adapt during their implementation in a context when individuals are taking one or
more social actions” (Robichaud & Benoit-Barné, 2010, p. 41). Therefore, organizational members have

26  Journal of Business Diversity Vol. 18(4) 2018



the capacity to choose between different discursive tools and practices to influence diversity initiatives
outcomes.

Discursive Practices, Polyphony and Ventriloquism

From a communicative perspective, the implementation of a diversity initiative can also be seen as a
way of changing the existing discourse about ethnocultural diversity. In this view, discourse and social
interactions allow social actors to construct a new reality for the organization rather than simply reflecting
reality (Putnam et al. 2016). With regard to the communication perspectives dealing with diversity
initiatives, Thomas (2004) point out that they unfortunately tend to focus primarily on how
communication is used as a management tool to support the purpose of these programs and initiatives.
This emphasizes the circulation of key messages to promote organizational diversity.

While many do recognize the fundamental importance of communication in implementing such
initiatives, communication is often seen as a simple exchange of information between program initiators
and organizational members. As a result, efforts to implement new projects to promote diversity focus on
ways of facilitating a better flow of information among participants. A consequence of this, it seems to us,
is that the various appropriations that arise during the implementation phase are not considered. However,
recent studies in organizational communication (Trittin et al., 2017) call for greater attention to be paid to
the central role communication can play in implementing diversity initiatives. Moreover, studying
discursive practices can be particularly relevant, for this can demonstrate that diversity initiatives are
built, above all, through the discourse of the organization’s members as they make sense of these diversity
initiatives (Weick, 1995). As a result of members’ sensemaking activities, continual tensions can unify,
reunify or disunite through emerging diversity discourses.

In the process of putting in place a new diversity initiative, organizational actors might experience
tensions, defined as « push-pull dilemmas that grow out of discontinuities as a result of competing
directions and struggles between opposites.” (Putnam et al., 2016 p. 34). As Putnam et al. (2016) point
out, a constitutive view of organizational tensions helps us see the way discourse sets the conditions for
how actors recognize tensions in organizational processes. As new norms, values and principles emerge in
the form of new discourses, organizational members choose to appropriate or not these new discourses
seeking perhaps for a “relative equilibrium between the tensions” (Hong et al., 2017, p. 22).

Fom a communicative constitutive perspective, the process of implementing a diversity program
appears more like a series of negotiations, translations, and mediations in which each member can
actively participate in the implementation or rejection of the initiative. From this point of view, the
emphasis should be placed on the localized and recurrent practices of those involved in such programs. In
addition, these negotiations often result in the appropriation or disappropriation of organizational rules
and practices that underpin these initiatives on the ferra firma of interactions (Cooren, 2006).

In this regard, Cooren (2010) conceives communication as a ventriloqual activity in which various
figures are staged and express themselves in interaction (the word “figure” is, indeed, the term sometimes
used by ventriloquists to talk about their puppets). This approach thus supports the idea that “we would
always be communicating in the name of certain principles, norms, values and modes of action that
animate us, constrain us and make us act at the same time” (Matte, 2012, p. 135). In this view, analyzing
an interactive scene is like revealing the figures that the participants animate and that animate them.

These figures may include—but are not limited to—values, beliefs, ideas, norms or principles,
whether these are evoked, invoked or called upon by members of the organization. Cooren (2012) thus
describes the communication mechanisms that make it possible to better understand how figures come to
do things in a given situation. As he points out, if participants ventriloquize rules and norms, it is also
because these same humans can be, in many ways, considered as themselves ventriloquized by these
figures that they invoke. So, if we mobilize the voice of another person in a turn of talk, or if we become
the spokesperson for a norm or a principle, it is also because that person or standard is also implicitly
presented as leading us to say something, that is, expressing itself through us.

Ventriloquism appears well suited to explore the interaction between current organizational practices
and new practices because this approach explores “the tensional interplays among figures from everyday
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talks in the local site of meaning construction” (Long, 2016, p. 6). We thus hypothesize that the
polyphonic approach proposed by Cooren (2010, 2015), which echoes Bakhtin’s (1981) work, can help us
understand how actors mobilize multiple voices (human and non-human) to negotiate the appropriation or
rejection of a more inclusive environment (see also Anderson, 2005). In fact, Bakhtin (1981) was one of
the first to identify the polyphonic dimension that he believed was present in any given discourse. This is
part of a dialogical framework, which means that turns of talk are never monological, but rather embody
multiple voices interacting in multiple ways.

This means that it is possible to identify, in a speech or conversation, the multiple voices that may
animate it. This ventriloquial, dialogical and polyphonic vision of discourse allows us to overcome the
idea that there is a single author when someone says something. In other words, the voices of several
authors can be embodied in a single turn of talk. Therefore, as part of implementing a diversity initiative,
the discourse of organizational members can be analyzed to identify converging voices and dissenting
voices that are heard within the organization and participate or not in the appropriation/disappropriation
of the initiative.

The research question guiding this study is therefore the following: (RQ) How do organizational
members negotiate the appropriation or disappropriation of norms and principles on which a new
discourse on diversity is based?

METHODOLOGY

Description of the Case

This case study is part of a broader study that we are undertaking in a Canadian parapublic
organization. EBF (the company name is a pseudonym) is a large organization with more than 20,000
employees working across Canada. In our study, we focus on a new professional mentoring program for
recent immigrants developed within EBF and its divisions. This program was also developed in response
to a specific Canadian policy on immigration, participation and inclusion. The objective of the EBF
project team is to help prepare workers for the coming change, so as to reduce their stress and elaborate
different strategies to integrate these migrant workers into the organization. This pilot project lasted from
May 2017 to May 2018. We were able to follow the progress of this project from its beginnings to its
completion.

Over the past year, the company's Executive Committee and CEO decided that diversity had now
become a business challenge for the organization. According to him, the portrait of the company is not
what it should be in terms of diversity, so a manager was mandated last fall to make some
recommendations on this issue. In February 2017, 15 new diversity and inclusivity initiatives were
endorsed by the Executive Committee. Among these initiatives was the development of a professional
mentoring program for recent immigrants. The initiative aims to promote the integration of immigrants
into Canadian society. It is also intended to create greater long-term diversity within the organization. The
organization promises to hire employees from diverse ethnocultural backgrounds on a temporary basis.
The employees are then matched with more experienced employees who are expected to provide support,
both in terms of tasks and their integration into the work teams.

Prior to the implementation of this initiative, a project team was put in place to help create a more
diverse and inclusive work environment. Among other things, this working group was to define the
various parameters of the project. In the weeks following its establishment, the project team decided to
hold working meetings. The excerpt reviewed below is taken from a meeting of this working group as its
members try to define a welcoming structure for these new employees from diverse backgrounds.

Data Collection

As part of a broader research project involving all actors involved in the project, this article focuses
on the team responsible for implementing this initiative. As a participant observer, the first author of this
article followed the course of the project. The five members of the project team met approximately once
every two weeks for the first six months. The duration of the meetings varied from 45 minutes to one
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hour. The researcher received permission to audio-record all these reunions. In addition, she was able to
conduct and record semi-structured interviews with members of the project team for approximately 30 to
40 minutes. She also collected field notes during visits and participated in two training sessions that were
part of the program. The data collected thus far includes 50 pages of field notes, over nine hours of team
meeting conversations and six hours of interview data. Interviews and meetings were transcribed
according to the conventions of conversation analysis (Jefferson, 1984).

Data Analysis

For this article, we selected an excerpt taken from an important meeting that provided an opportunity
for participants to confront their viewpoints regarding this diversity project. We chose to present this
episode because it presents a particularly difficult dialogue where the members had to justify their actions
and positions regarding very sensitive diversity topics. During this meeting, participants were trying to
define the different parameters of the project before the immigrant workers’ arrival. In the analysis of this
meeting transcript, we first identified the key figures that seemed to dictate how people spoke or behaved.

To do this, we conducted data sessions with other researchers. All researchers who participated in
these sessions read the transcripts closely and took notes about emerging and recurring figures in the
dialogues. We found various figures invoked by participants themselves—e.g., typical intern, typical
migrant workers, equity, efficiency—that were salient in shaping how members make sense and negotiate
this new initiative. These figures also seemed very important to them (for example, we will see that the
figure of the “trainee” and his or her “well-being” often resurfaced in the discourse of the project team
members), and thus expressed norms, values and principles to which they seemed to have a certain
attachment. We thus mobilized a ventriloquial approach to unpack how norms and principles that
underpin the program were constituted and negotiated in their dialogue. We especially found that
organizational members discursively negotiated the common principles, values and norms that should
guide their actions and decisions during the implementation of this initiative.

During our analysis, we also identified what might be called ‘markers’ through which the figures
expressed themselves on a recurring basis. These markers could be explicit (for example, when project
team members positioned themselves as speaking on behalf of the initiative) or relatively implicit (for
example, when standards appeared to guide decision-making about the program). Through these analyses,
the objective was to identify how these ventriloquial effects reflect the appropriation or rejection of the
proposed initiative. Once the figures were identified, we then selected what we believe was the most
interesting excerpt for the purpose of this article.

ANALYSIS

The excerpt reviewed below is taken from one of the project team meetings as its members plan the
new hiring and selection process. In this excerpt, project team members review and discuss the project
parameters. During this phase of planning, some questions arise, such as the following: What are the
elements to consider when welcoming these new workers? What will be the criteria for selecting
candidates? The discussion is launched by Jack who, in addition to being a member of the committee, is
also a manager of the unit in which the project is supposed to be implemented.

In this organization, managers such as Jack are very involved in day-to-day operations and have many
projects and resources to manage at the same time. They are also responsible for informing senior
managers (who are not involved in this coordination meetings) about any important issue regarding the
project. His main interlocutor is Janet, a human resources advisor who heads the committee and, as such,
coordinates the process. Human resources advisors must collaborate on a regular basis with managers of
different units, mainly to support them and give useful advice about the development of human resources.
In this meeting, we also hear Mary a human resource assistant who assist Janet in various tasks related to
the project.

In the following excerpt, the following topics are addressed: 1) the selection process for the new
immigrant workers, 2) the possible workload adjustment required to integrate new resources and 3) the
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definition of a welcoming structure. This discussion, which originally took place in French, was translated
into English.

Extract 1 (record 2, lines 153-212)

153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199

Jack

Janet

Jack

Janet

Jack

Janet

Janet

Jack

Janet

Jack

Janet

Jack

Janet

A young student who arrives, who did his internship, who has never worked in a
company, then you give him responsibilities, he just arrived, he does not know
anything, this is also challenging. They [the employees] are used to it, there are
roughly twenty of them [interns] per year.

But things have to be named differently, according to the two profiles.

Yes, but what I just mean is that my feeling, is it more demanding? [ don’t think
that our interns, not our RCR- Sorry ((speaking to Mary)) RCR are external
consultants. But honestly, when you hire an intern for 20 weeks, you know, I have
Sophia who is going to be with us, I have to welcome her, I have to sponsor her,
she has a shock because she has never really worked in a company. We have to
get her used to working in a company, having an office. | have to take care of her
logistics.

I’m not saying that in terms of energy calculation it is more, but they are from
elsewhere=

=Different colors

Someone who has left his country, who has left his family, who hasn’t worked in
his domain for three years or five years, who has experienced war.

He has different needs.

It’s not true that this is simple, it’s really not simple. You can expect that he will
deliver because the diploma is there, the experience is there. But maybe it won’t
be that easy.

Uh I-

I don’t know how we are going to proceed, but probably in the preparation.

Maybe the sponsors’ preparation

You know, I’m gonna tell you, according to the procedures, there is going to be a
selection process, | imagine.

Yes well yes.

In the selection process also, there is no denying that when they are going to try to
choose someone, they are going to choose someone whose integration level in the
thing [the program] is going to be easier too.

On the other hand, to play- here I am going to be a little the guardian of why this
program is proposed, it’s also that we adhere to the principle that there are people
who did not have their chance, but you know, the ones who deserve it and who
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200 have all the skills. Is it because integration is going to be harder that we are going

201 to put him aside because, meanwhile, we have to keep the business running and
202 everything? [ don’t know where to find the balance in there, but-

203

204 Jack I am not helping him if I get him in the organization, and then he has too big a
205 curve to reach, I won’t help him either. EBF is not necessarily a company to help
206 him do so. I understand what you mean, Janet, but he does not do either- The

207 program objective is to offer professional sponsors to people who have experience
208 and training from outside Quebec and for whom it is the first job in Quebec. Our
209 work is to welcome these people, and then there is a win-win at the end of the

210 exercise. And then a win for the person who arrives. And if the person arrives,
211 and then there is a steep curve to get in EBF, you’re going to find this difficult.
212 You know

How can we unpack the norms, principles and values that underlie conversations about diversity?
And to what extent does the negotiation process taking place allow organizational members to appropriate
or disappropriate this new program? In this excerpt, we see how Jack begins his intervention by invoking
a figure—which he calls the “typical intern”—that is welcomed each year in the organization. Through
the invocation of this figure, he tries to describe or illustrate the usual practices associated with
welcoming temporary employees. The typical intern, who is presented as a young student, is
ventriloquized by Jack to the extent that this figure is supposed to show how his service is prepared to a
certain reality, which is already present within the organization. In other words, Jack is saying that when
the organization is welcoming a new temporary employee or a trainee, “then you give him
responsibilities, he just arrived, he does not know anything, this is also challenging.” (lines 154-155).

In our data, this figure commonly represents current organizational practices, or what belongs to the
domain of the “known.” In other words, to invoke the situation of the typical intern is to make it say that
the organization knows how to manage certain cases of training and already have a welcoming structure.
As Wasserman et al. (2012) explain, subtle resistance to diversity can be an expression of an attachment
to security and the status quo. It seems that, for Jack, the arrival of new immigrant workers should not
require a major change in usual organizational practices. From his point of view, it is not necessary to
provide a new welcoming structure or special measures. Rather, he insists that everything should proceed
as usual, even if this new responsibility could be demanding. For Jack, it seems that the project scope
must be in line with the norms and processes already in place—two realities that he invokes implicitly
here.

It is at this moment that Janet intervenes, because, as she points out, “things have to be named
differently, according to the two profiles.” (line 158). So, there would be, on the one hand, the profile of
the typical intern, usually a young, inexperienced university student and, on the other hand, immigrant
workers with no Canadian experience in their field, but some experience in their countries of origin. From
a ventriloquial point of view, Janet is therefore positioning herself as speaking in the name of a reality
that matters to her and should therefore be acknowledged. Janet thus dissociates herself from Jack by
showing that the figure of the trainee (which recalls the usual norms) does not correspond to the reality
that consists of welcoming new immigrant workers, a situation to which she implicitly marks a form of
attachment. This reality ventriloquized in Janet’s discourse dictates, according to her, that a new
welcoming structure be put in place, a procedure that will take into account these new workers’ needs.
This new reality invites them, according to Janet, to think of more inclusive practices.

This example illustrates a first tension between the attachment to a certain status quo or security
(ventriloquized by Jack) and the attachment to diversity as a positive change (ventriloquized by Janet).
At this stage, some types of commitment seem to be linked to a certain form of disappropriation
(commitment to security rather than commitment to the value of the program) and others to a form of
appropriation (commitment to embrace diversity as a positive change). Also, tensions and resistance seem
to be more apparent in this scene because one of the team members seeks to “dismantle existing norms
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that may be disadvantageous to minorities and those that challenge ways of working together” (Thomas
and Plaut, 2012, p. 17).

Following this intervention, we see Jack reacting by invoking what he presents as his “feeling” (line
160), which leads him to question the level of involvement required for the type of internship that Janet
proposes (lines 160-161). As a result, Jack returns, again, to the figure of the “typical intern” to describe
the reality of this type of situation. To do this, he presents the case of a new trainee, Sophia, whom he
recently welcomed within his unit (lines 162-166). As he explains, this trainee experienced some
difficulties: “she has a shock because she has never really worked in a company” (line 164). This means
that he had to deal with this reality, which was already quite demanding.

From this excerpt, we see that Jack is describing what he presents as the situation of the “typical
intern,” a situation that is, in some ways, supposed to speak for itself. What is this situation telling us?
That welcoming temporary employees already requires a lot of work on the part of the person in charge
(“T have to welcome her, I have to sponsor her”) (lines 163-164); “We have to get her used to working in
a company, having an office. I have to take care of her logistics” (lines 164-166). In other words,
ventriloquizing this kind of situation amounts to making it say that welcoming immigrant workers, which
Jack sees as requiring even more work, could be too heavy for his service.

Janet appears to understand what Jack is suggesting and then tries to reassure him by replying, “I'm
not saying that in terms of energy calculation it's more, but they are from elsewhere” (lines 168-169). In
other words, the reality of the conventional trainee, which Jack has just brought up, would ultimately not
be that different from that the one of foreign workers, to the extent that the two would compare in terms
of energy spent. However, by stating that “but they are from elsewhere” (lines 168-169), she still
emphasizes a reality that is supposed to warn Jack about the nature of what separates the conventional
trainee from the immigrant workers.

We then see Jack specifying that immigrant workers are not only from elsewhere, but they also have
“different colors” (line 171), thus referring to the workers’ ethnocultural origins. In doing so, he seems to
put forward the way in which he ventriloquizes his interlocutor’s words. It is not so much that these
trainees would require more energy from his services. In fact, the only difference, according to his
interpretation of Janet's remarks, would lie in the new trainees’ skin color, which allows Jack to minimize
the difference between the conventional trainees and the immigrants (to the extent that this difference
would be reduced, according to him, to their skin colors).

When she realizes that she was probably misunderstood, Janet ends up recalling everything that,
according to her, differentiates trainees from temporary immigrant workers: “Someone who left his
country, who left his family, who hasn’t worked in his domain for three years or five years, who has
experienced the war” (lines 173-174). In other words, she highlights several traits that go far beyond the
question of skin color. This stages the immigrant worker in an abbreviated version of the migratory route
of any foreign person wanting to settle in a new country. The typical trajectory that Janet brings up here is
thus supposed to show how far this case is moving away from the conventional case that Jack established
as a reference, which seems to be confirmed by Mary when she aligns herself with Janet, stating that “He
has different needs” (line 176).

Jack and Janet thus express divergent voices, as they confront each other on how to define the process
of welcoming these new temporary employees. Moreover, in their discourses, we can hear other voices
that manifest themselves: on the one hand, through the figure of the typical intern (ventriloquized by
Jack) and, on the other hand, through the figure of the worker coming from elsewhere (ventriloquized by
Janet). If Jack and Janet seem to agree that these two figures might represent a certain level of
requirements for employees and managers, they differ in the nature of this requirement. While Jack sees
new temporary workers as demanding too much attention from other employees, Janet insists on the need
to be sensitive to the trajectory of these people, who have not been able to work in their field for
sometimes as long as three to five years.

These examples demonstrate how team members negotiate the tensions between institutional
colorblindness and multiculturalism norms by treating the two poles as “equally valued, interdependent,
and intertwined with each other” (Putnam et al., 2016, p. 127). The two perspectives that confront each

32 Journal of Business Diversity Vol. 18(4) 2018



other here, namely colorblindness and the identification of differences, are the same two perspectives we
noted in our literature review as they correspond to some current issues in the diversification process
undertaken in this organization. The conceptual paradigm from which Jack’s reaction to diversity
emanates mirror Thomas and Ely’s (1996) fairness and discrimination paradigm mentioned earlier.

Commitment to being blind to difference is not encouraging the expression of difference and in doing
so, members can resist the diversity they claim to value through the implementation of a new diversity
program (Thomas & Ely, 1996, cf. p. 3). We can also see a form of disappropriation on Jack’s part to the
extent that the values and norms that the program appears to promote are not really what matters to him
when it is time to make important decision regarding diversity topics. Jack seems to be the spokesperson
of the status quo, when he defines the parameters of the project following the usual norms of the
organization. According to this view, cultural differences should not be put forward in the definition of a
new welcoming structure.

Janet, for her part, wants to redefine the welcoming structure by highlighting the differences as well
as the particular needs that inevitably arise from this. We see in this excerpt that Jack and Janet have two
different interpretations of the way in which one should define a welcoming structure for new employees,
that is, two different ways to ventriloquize what the situation dictates or requires. Each of them has their
own point of view on the issue, which seems to reflect their attachment to certain norms and principles.
For Jack, there should be no difference between welcoming an immigrant worker and a university trainee.
If (and only if) these workers are similar to conventional trainees, there is no problem, since the
employees of his unit are used to it: “there are roughly twenty of them [interns] per year” (lines 155-156).

For Janet, however, workers of different cultural backgrounds have different needs (lines 173-174). In
other words, we see two different ways of talking about the future direction of the diversity program
proposed here. On the one hand, there is a situation that, according to Jack, would eventually require no
special adaptation (even if he expresses doubts about it, which also leads him to express certain concerns
about workload issues). On the other hand, there is a situation that, as Janet points out, would rather
require cultural sensitivity on the part of the services in order to meet these immigrants’ special needs. At
this point, the appropriation seems to be quite differentiated (Abdellah, 2007) and each member invokes
various figures to justify their position.

At line 178, we also see Janet emphasizing this point when she says, “It's not true that it's simple, it's
really not simple,” which explicitly contradicts the way Jack just translated her words. While trying to
reassure Jack about the immigrants’ skills (“You can expect a benefit because the diploma is there, the
experience is there” (lines 178-179)), she recalls how much it will probably require his unit to
accommodate these new employees (“But maybe it won’t be that easy” (lines 179-180). While Jack tries
to react (“Uh I...” (line 182), Janet goes on to say that she wonders about how to meet the requirements
that she herself just recalled. As she mentions, they will probably require a preparation (“I don’t know
how we are going to proceed, but probably in the preparation” (line 184), which is confirmed by Mary
when the latter specifies “Maybe the sponsors’ preparation” (line 186). In other words, Janet does not
only recall what the upcoming internships require, she also shows that she seems ready, for her part, to
meet these requirements. As a good organizer, she positions herself as capable of responding to what she
thinks the situation will require.

To fulfill this requirement precisely, Jack then evokes the selection process, which, he imagines, will
be very strict in this case (lines 193-195). According to him, this process will no doubt ensure that the
selection of candidates is based on their capacity to integrate (lines 194-195). To some extent, this is a
reality that Jack brings up as if to reassure himself about the degree of requirements expected, thus
reducing again the new immigrant worker case closer to the regular trainee case he already knows.

We then see Janet responding by explicitly positioning herself as a spokesperson for the program
(“I'm going to be a little the guardian of why this program is proposed” (lines 197-198)). When she
speaks here, it is the protector of the program who is therefore speaking, a protector who asks that “we
adhere to the principle that there are people who did not have their chance” (lines 198-199), but “who
deserve it” (line 199) and who have “all the skills” (line 200). By this act of explicit ventriloquism, the
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program’s interests and objectives are supposed to express themselves, as if to finally put all the cards on
the table about the requirements expected.

Once again, she wonders about the stakes linked to these requirements (“Is it because the integration
is going to be harder that we are going to put him aside, because meanwhile, we have to keep the business
running and everything?” (lines 200-202). We can therefore see another tension beginning to emerge,
which results from two injunctions that sometimes appear incompatible: creating a more diverse and
inclusive environment versus ensuring a certain efficiency and fluidity in the conduct and operations of
the business.

We can see, on one side, the use of the business case argument: diversity should help the organization
to achieve greater performance. On the other side, we see the use of more moral-oriented argument: we
should do what is necessary to foster the integration of these new immigrant workers. In terms of
appropriation, the business case opens a door to an instrumental appropriation of the program. This
appropriation can also reveal a form of “passive backlash” (Davidson & Proudford, 2012, p.254).
Business imperative can be invoked to justify the decision to reject a program that promotes diversity but
is not completely aligned with what the business implies. However, for Janet, the appropriation seems
less instrumental, since the program seems to be an end in itself, given that this would be, for her, the
right thing to do.

In this sense, Janet also says she does not know how to strike a balance between the imperatives of
the program (fostering the integration of cultural minorities) and the business imperatives. The
polyphonic vision of discourse (Bakhtin, 1981) allows us to recognize the voices of several figures in a
single turn of talk. Two divergent voices can indeed be identified in Janet's discourse, two imperatives
that confront each other: the imperative of giving immigrant workers a chance and the imperative of
ensuring the efficiency and productivity of the business. Janet thus oscillates between these two
imperatives as she appears to experience tensions in the process. Everything then happens as if the future
situation remained equivocal. In other words, reducing these two voices to “one voice” does not seem
possible or desirable at this moment.

Jack seems, for the time being, less sensitive to this tension, when we see him again voicing an
imperative of efficiency and fluidity, which, according to him, must take precedence over the imperatives
of the program. To do this, we note that he claims that he does take the interests of the immigrant worker
into account (“I am not helping him if I get him in the organization, and then he has too big a curve to
reach, | won’t help him either. EBF is not necessarily a company to help him do so” (lines 204-206). In
other words, according to Jack, it is also in the immigrant workers’ interests that a principle of efficiency
and fluidity prevail over the benevolence that one might have in this kind of situation.

In doing this, we see him ventriloquizing Janet when he declares that he has understood what she said
(“I understand what you mean Janet” (line 206)) by translating what is implicitly presented as the
requirements of the program (lines 193-194). It is as if he wanted to create the conditions of a certain
monophony in which the two interlocutors would recognize each other. He presents his interpretation of
the objectives for the program as a “win win” (line 209) situation where each party can have satisfaction:
the immigrant worker and EBF. To do this, however, the worker cannot have “a steep curve” (line 211),
at the risk of finding the situation “difficult” (lines 212).

Through this analysis, we saw how the members of the project team ventriloquize several figures in
their conversation. These figures are mobilized to recall existing practices (through the figure of the
trainee) and to evoke new practices that are to be put in place (through the figure of the immigrant
worker). They variously dictate the conditions for welcoming these new workers. Indeed, if one
advocates, like Jack, a certain status quo, the stake is obvious that one wants to recall the existing norms
and what they dictate. This position also shows us a commitment and attachment to security. On the other
hand, if one wants to change existing practices, like Janet, the challenge is to show how the new workers’
needs are different and require a different approach.

Members of the project team (Jack, Janet and Mary) are ventriloquists to the extent that they make
figures speak to give meaning and weight to their words. In addition, they are also “puppets” when they
appear to be guided and engaged by these figures, which are principles (giving workers from immigrant
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backgrounds a chance vs. concerns for fairness) and/or imperatives (promoting the integration of cultural
minorities vs. the efficiency or fluidity of the business).

We can also observe how the exchange between Janet, Mary and Jack does not really seem to lead to
Jack’s appropriation of the program principles. He is using arguments that are reflecting an instrumental
appropriation of the program which is more likely to lead to disappropriation. He constantly returns to
questions of efficiency which, according to him, must prevail in this type of situation. In ventriloquial
terms, the appropriation would consist, for Jack, in the adoption of principles and imperatives that seem to
animate Janet and Mary. In other words, this would require the recognition of differences (immigrant
workers deserve to be given a chance, we must recognize their reality, we must be sensitive to the
trajectory of these people, etc.).

As we observed, these principles are never taken up by Jack, who constantly returns to the
imperatives of efficiency and what he considers to be their primacy over his interlocutors’ concerns.
Progressive appropriation would imply at least the recognition of a certain equivocality of the situation.
However, even though Jack seems to say, toward the end of the excerpt, that he understands Janet and
Mary’s viewpoint (line 206), we also see that he reappropriates their statements by making them say
something that the two women eventually reject, thus marking the failure of his appropriation and
therefore his disappropriation.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this article, we examined how members of a diversity project team come to negotiate new norms
and practices during the implementation of an ethnocultural diversity initiative. Our research question
was: how do organizational members negotiate the appropriation or disappropriation of norms and
principles on which a new discourse on diversity is based? We believe that the ventriloquial approach
developed here helps us address this research question by rethinking the process of implementing
diversity  initiatives. It contributes to a better understanding of the process of
appropriation/disappropriation by focusing on what leads actors to different directions. By looking more
closely at the interactions of the project team members, we can see how they make norms and principles
say things to assert their viewpoints regarding what a new diversity program should consist of.

Also, the tensional interplays has important consequences for the becoming of the program. It reveals
that through various discursive practices, including the mobilization of figures, the establishment or
failure of a diversity initiative emerges largely from an appropriation/disappropriation process. This
suggests that the emergence of tensions has implications for diversity-related changes at the micro-macro
level. Even if diversity-related mettings are always local and situated, the decisions that are made locally
can have, in some cases, important impact at the organization level. From this perspective, the adoption of
inclusive practices does not only depend on what is mandated by senior management. Rather, it also and
maybe especially results from discussions among individuals within the organization.

Through our ventriloquial analysis, we can see how certain norms, values and principles are
privileged in decision making processes, making appropriation of the program somewhat difficult. Jack
does not appear to appropriate the diversity program, because he cannot find ways to reconcile this
initiative with what he already values—that is, what he already appropriated—as an organizational
member (efficiency, security, some specific selection procedures, etc.). As far as he is concerned, the
diversity initiative does not therefore seem to pass the appropriation test. In his case, the tension between
what he values and what Janet values seems intractable, which means that the values to which they are
respectively attached appear to contradict each other, that is, require incompatible courses of action.

Members’ dependence on the business case can thus ruin any efforts to engage in a discourse about
diversity. As we saw, tensions posing at the intersection of old and current organizational practices can
reveal subtle forms of resistance. Thomas et al. (2004) suggest that the resistance to diversity perpetuated
by organization is simply a reflection of larger cultural ideologies that resist inclusion and diversity, like
color-blind ideals. Our ventriloquial analysis suggests that we should especially consider the tensional
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interplays between figures in everyday talk as these tensions reveal different forms of commitment and
resistance.

If we consider this implementation as being essentially a communication process, we can then see
more clearly what concretely goes in the direction of diversification or, on the contrary, what hinders such
initiatives. This research sheds light on the process of implementation of diversity initiatives, focusing on
how members of the organization adapt and transform the program and practices of the organization. It
seems that as they are trying to adapt and appropriate the program, they are also trying to reconcile
competing discourses (business case and moral argument) on diversity to accommodate the complexity of
the implementation process.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

The interest of this research for practitioners lies on different levels. Our analysis highlights the
emergence of three major tensions: 1) commitment to security vs. commitment to embrace diversity as a
positive change, 2) institutional colorblindness vs. multiculturalism norms and 3) creating a more diverse
and inclusive environment vs. ensuring a certain efficiency in the conduct of the business. As Abdellah
(2007) points out, some tensions may resemble what we may call “differentiated appropriation.” This type
of appropriation reveals a difference in the way the program is understood. This kind of appropriation can
also become a source of creativity and a new opportunity for change, since innovative solutions must be
found to reconcile different viewpoints. Also, the success or failure of any diversity initiative is
determined by what leaders do with these tensions. When tensions are ignored or addressed ineffectively,
it becomes a negative force that can threaten any undertaking to effect organizational change.

The emergence of tensions in the process of implementing diversity initiatives can also be an
interesting indicator for identifying signs of resistance or obstacles to a significant “diversity shift,”
meaning the adoption of new practices (recruitment, hiring, selection, etc.) in the organization. Moreover,
resistance to diversity often takes the form of challenging changes in norms and principles. As we saw
earlier, organizational members are somewhat more attached to some figures than others and these figures
usually represent the status quo, that is, the norms and values that already exist in the organization.
Therefore, managers need to develop greater awareness about the ways organizational members
participate in a system of inclusion and exclusion by being committed to certain norms and values.

In particular, we show that diversity initiatives provide great opportunities for open discussions and
dialogues about diversity topics. The success of diversity-related initiatives seems to depend ultimately on
members’ appropriation of the program, mainly because conversations can serve as the foundation upon
which managers and employees can build an understanding of what is proposed. Through their
interactions, they can also better discuss and negotiate the added-value (moral, political, social,
economic...) of this type of initiative. In other words, appropriation is gained on the ground of
discussions and not only on the dissemination of pro-diversity messages, even if they can also have their
effectiveness. Even if the excerpt we analyzed reveals the story of a semi-failure (to the extent that Jack
does not seem to have made much progress in his vision of the program), the discussion at least has the
merit of putting forward arguments which, perhaps will make him progress in his journey and reflection
about diversity.

Diversity-related change is also about formulating more inclusive alternatives to current
organizational norms and values to create a new local discourse on diversity. To put it differently,
creating a new local discourse on diversity is linked to the appropriation of the new diversity initiative.
Appropriation occurs when organizational members end up invoking and cherishing principles and norms
that foster greater inclusion. Thus, sometimes contradictory messages on diversity can be sent by the
organization, if we do not pay sufficient attention to the current norms that guide the definition of a new
diversity project. Organizations need to find better way to incorporate competing commitments when
creating new diversity discourse. Diversity shifts do not happen overnight because the implementation of
diversity initiatives also involves changes in ways of thinking and acting. Future research can continue to
explore tensional constitutions of diversity initiatives through a ventriloqual lens.
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LIMITATIONS

We have aimed to provide an analysis that is limited to the experience of a particular organization, in
order to describe settings and participants in rich details. We chose to present the “microfoundations” of a
specific diversity initiative in the form of a case study. The goal was to provide a thick description that is
deep enough to provide as much detail as possible about this context rather than only report a series of
facts about the implementation process. In our case, it involves describing a slice of interaction to help
other scholars decide about the applicability of the findings to other diversity-related initiatives.
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