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Executive 
Summary

Seeing equity, inclusion & diversity (EI&D) as central 
to business success, this first report of the Inclusive 
Future project looks at the state of the art in defining 
and measuring inclusion and current approaches 
to inclusive leadership. To lay the foundation for an 
Inclusive Future, this report reviews the academic 
literature on the topic, presents approaches followed 
by consultants and provides case insights from 
leading corporations. 

Based on this comprehensive review, this 
report introduces a basic model of inclusion 
and inclusive leadership which defines inclusion 
as consisting of various components that may 
cover more personal needs (for belongingness, 
uniqueness and authenticity) and organizational 
ones (for participation and fairness) together with 
psychological safety taking a middle ground between 
personal and organizational aspects. Our basic 
model positions inclusive leadership as a central 
antecedent of inclusion, highlighting that inclusive 
leadership is key in creating inclusive environments.

To measure inclusion, this report presents metrics 
for all these possible components of inclusion, 
including scientifically validated metrics. In addition 
to approaches that focus on particular aspects of 
inclusion, composite measures are also discussed. 
The metrics used by consultants and implemented 
by corporations are composite measures, which 
means that they cover various aspects of inclusion. 
In general, these approaches are based on 
measuring employees’ perception of inclusion 
using surveys. The connection between inclusion 
and diversity is, hence, established by analyzing 
the perception of inclusion related to specific 
demographic and organizational dimensions as 
well as their intersections. Additionally, approaches 
that combine inclusion and diversity in the very 

conceptualization are introduced together with 
alternative ways of measuring inclusion, e.g. based 
on artificial intelligence. 

The in-depth analysis of the various approaches 
shows that there exist several scientifically validated 
approaches, but as they are based on numerous 
questions their practicality must be questioned. The 
analysis of the company cases shows that basically 
each company has its own way of measuring 
based on specific components of inclusion, which 
makes benchmarking impossible. Looking at 
current implementations reveals, moreover, that 
BP transparently reports its results to external 
audiences but has stopped its annual survey opting 
for more immediate and adaptable pulses. Nike, in 
contrast, aims to benchmark its inclusion index with 
other companies. The case of Microsoft highlights 
how contemporary IT technologies can be used 
alongside established employee surveys.

Another challenge of current approaches to 
defining and measuring inclusion – in particular 
for multinational corporations – is that data on 
the diverse composition of the workforce must be 
collected in compliance with local legal frameworks. 
The analysis of the company cases shows that 
Microsoft and BP have started initiatives for 
voluntary self-identification.

The second part of this first report is dedicated to 
inclusive leadership as a key driver for creating 
inclusive work environments. It sees inclusive 
leadership as comprising both the behavior of 
individuals who enact and role model inclusivity as 
well as strategic leadership that sets an inclusive 
organizational framework. 

The basic definition of inclusive leadership we 
provide combines participatory and collaborative 
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approaches to leadership with a dedicated focus on 
diversity. Accordingly, inclusive leadership means 
fostering participation and diversity simultaneously. 
Hence, inclusive leadership is about balancing the – 
sometimes contradictory – needs for belongingness 
and uniqueness. This should avoid establishing 
cultures of conformity or cultures of singularities. 
In combining participation and diversity, the focus 
shifts from leaders to leadership as a collective 
process.

Based on this broad definition, key principles 
of inclusive leadership and key practices are 
introduced for several levels: For the individual, 
being inclusive means, among others, focusing 
on cultural humility, courage and the ability to 
recognize different contributions and act on them. At 
the team level, listening well, empathy and curiosity 
are imperative. Moreover, strategic leadership at the 
organizational level is also discussed. In general, 
inclusive leadership therefore means being a visible 
supporter of inclusion.

The final section of the report discusses the 
potentials and limits of inclusion metrics. The 
review of current approaches suggests that 
employee surveys should be combined with real-
time pulses and artificial intelligence solutions. 
Regarding the specific components of inclusion, the 
current challenges PMI faces in implementing an 
inclusive culture suggest focusing on fairness and 
inclusive leadership. Moreover, it seems worthwhile 
to consider surveys with voluntary self-identification 
related to diversity, as the case insights suggest. 

Based on the foundations established in this 
report, Part II of Inclusive Future will elaborate 
how inclusion must be redefined in light of the 
tremendous changes and challenges we are 

currently witnessing, among them COVID-19, Black 
Lives Matter, #MeToo, postcolonial struggles, 
Generation Z entering the labor market together 
with digitalization, new forms of work and ongoing 
trends such as platform economies, sustainable 
capitalism and net positive. The question will, hence, 
be what the purpose of an organization will be in the 
2020s – and what role inclusion has to play in this 
transformation.

Part III will then take an even deeper look at 
the specificities of this transformation process, 
elaborating practices needed to sustainably 
implement inclusive work environments.
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Introduction

Equity, inclusion & diversity (EI&D) have been a top 
priority for business to attract and retain talent 
from all walks of life, to serve and represent a 
broad group of customers and stakeholders and 
to build an open and safe culture where everyone 
can thrive. Still, not enough progress has been 
made when it comes to the diversification of senior 
leadership positions (Nkomo, Bell, Roberts, Joshi, 
& Thatcher, 2019). The management of corporations 
and especially their C-suites do not mirror the 
communities they serve. 

Meanwhile, the need to deliver on EI&D has become 
even more pressing with the #MeToo, Black Lives 
Matter or LGBTQ+ movements highlighting the 
urgent need for profound social and organizational 
changes, putting a spotlight on injustice and 
inequalities and holding organizations responsible 
for their commitments. Moreover, even though 
COVID-19 has disrupted lives globally, its impact 
on the most vulnerable has been the most severe. 
In the US, this included Black/African Americans, 
Latinx, and Native Americans/Alaska Native 
communities who not only face inequalities related 
to health, but also the socioeconomic consequences 
of the pandemic (Sabatello et al., 2021) – the same 
holds true for migrants and refugees in other 
geographical regions (see, e.g. Nardi & Phillips, 
2021). Related to the advancement of women, the 
United Nations see that “even the limited gains made 
in the past decades are at risk of being rolled back” 
(United Nations, 2020).

For organizations, research shows that diversity 
can have positive and negative effects on team 
performance as it may lead not only to increased 
creativity and satisfaction but also to lower social 
integration and increased conflict (Stahl, Maznevski, 
Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010). 

It is inclusion and inclusive leadership that “unlocks” 
the positive potential of a diverse workforce (Hewlett, 
Marshall, Sherbin, & Gonsalves, 2013). 

Diversity (the representation of people from 
underrepresented groups) can exist without 

inclusion as an organization may have a diverse 
workforce but only a privileged group is in key 
decision-making positions. But inclusion can also 
exist without diversity in cases of a homogenous 
workforce being able to participate in organizational 
decision-making (Mor Barak, 2017: 492). 

“ teams that are diverse in 
gender and highly inclusive 
perform 40% better than teams 
that are only diverse.”

(Gartner, 2020)

While diversity management aims to ensure that 
individuals from underrepresented groups are part 
of the organization, it can only be “the initial step 
toward workplace inclusion” (Mor Barak, 2017: 
363) and requires psychological and physical safety 
to deliver the many EI&D promises (Nembhard & 
Edmondson, 2006; Prime & Salib, 2015). Hence, 
instead of focusing solely on representing within 
an organization the diversity of its environment, 
inclusion aims to create organizational structures, 
team environments, behaviors, and leadership 
potentials that foster an environment where 
everyone feels part of the organization (see, e.g. 
Nkomo, 2014; Shore, Cleveland, & Sanchez, 2018).

“those who feel very included 
are more likely to also feel fully 
engaged, i.e. committed to and 
excited by their employer.”

(McKinsey, 2020a: 4)
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Unlocking the potential of diversity through 
inclusion today implies taking intersectionality into 
account, which means that individuals are different 
and similar along various – intersecting – lines. 
For instance, in terms of race/ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, a black leader might also be female and 
part of the LGBTQ+ community.

Indeed, the fact that diversity must be coupled with 
inclusion for value add to percolate to the surface 
and fulfill a business and moral D&I case is by now 
well established, both in the practitioner-oriented 
literature as well as in academic discourses. 

Creating truly inclusive environments is, however, 
a major challenge even for companies with a 
comparatively diverse workforce, as a recent study 
by McKinsey shows (Hunt, Prince, Dixon-Fyle, & 
Dolan, 2020). Inclusion is and has been of central 
importance for multinational corporation (MNCs) 
operating in various regions across the globe with 
a broad array of cultural values and norms – often 
combined with a spatial and cultural “gap” between 
a central headquarter and dispersed subsidiaries 
(Farh, Liao, Shapiro, Shin, & Guan, 2021; Özbilgin, 
Tatli, & Jonsen, 2015).

“ inclusion applies to and can 
benefit all colleagues.”

(McKinsey, 2020a: 10)

As creating inclusive environments is a major 
challenge, how is it possible to foster the inclusive 
behavior of everyone in the organization to create 
an organizational culture that allows everyone to 
thrive? 

In this first report we focus on two milestones on 
the journey towards an inclusive organization: 

Related to the second milestone, research shows 
the crucial role of leadership in establishing an 
inclusive work environment, as will be discussed 
when the current definitions of inclusion are 
introduced.

Related to the first, a recent Gartner survey shows 
that setting equity, diversity and inclusion goals and 
tracking them through metrics was one of the two 
top priorities of EI&D leaders (Romansky, Garrod, 
Brown, & Deo, 2021). McKinsey asserts at the 
same time that “inclusion and workplace culture 
are inherently difficult to measure” which poses a 
“significant challenge for senior leaders” (Hunt et 
al., 2020: 33) – as will be elaborated next. 

1  Defining and measuring inclusion to set the stage 
and allow progress to be tracked and

2  Key features of inclusive leadership to create an 
inclusive organizational culture.
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Corporate inclusion indices and their 
challenges

As this report shows in detail, in today’s corporate 
world an inclusion index is typically a percentage 
figure that depicts how many employees feel 
included in the organization. This is generally 
assessed by asking employees several questions 
around inclusion in an (often annual or biannual) 
employee survey. Hence, an inclusion index currently 
measures the perception of employees quantitatively 
at one point in time. The proportion of employees 
who feel included is sometimes reported for external 
audiences as one figure for the whole company. 
However, only a limited number of corporations 
disclose details on how inclusion is measured, which 
makes solid benchmarking impossible. 

Internally, the data on the perception of inclusion 
is analyzed along business units (departments, 
regions, functions), along demographic groups as 
well as combinations of them (e.g. senior female 
leaders) as well as providing intersectional analyses. 
The latter is achieved, for instance, when data for 
female leaders of an underrepresented ethnicity is 
compared to that of the dominant group.

For multinational corporations, this bears the 
challenge that only data along gender and nationality 
can be collected and analyzed globally. Many 
companies report data along race and ethnicity only 
for the US and the UK based on the legal definitions 
in these jurisdictions. Some regions allow data to be 
collected on employees’ age, some countries have 
quotas to employ people with an officially recognized 
disability. As the company cases collected for this 
report show, Microsoft and BP started initiatives 
to encourage employees to self-disclose their 
demographics where it is safe to do so.

   McKinsey Global Survey on 
efforts organizations take to 
create a diverse and inclusive 
environment: 35% too little 
effort, only 6% too much is 
being done

(McKinsey, 2020a: 4)

Of those companies that report the result of their 
inclusion index, most report only small progress on 
this figure, which indicates that there is still much to 
do to create truly inclusive workplaces. 

The future of measuring is also currently being 
debated in the corporate world: While Nike plans to 
benchmark its performance on their inclusion index 
and set a goal for 2025, BP has stopped its annual 
pulse survey and with it the procedure of asking the 
same questions on inclusion every year. Instead, it 
now uses a weekly survey with questions adapted to 
contemporary needs to gain insights. 

Accordingly, the question of how to measure 
inclusion in a reliable and impactful way is also up 
for debate. 

The current approach of measuring the perception 
of employees has several positive sides, but also 
some pitfalls. Research at Facebook suggests that 
employee surveys can influence behavior, as those 
employees asked whether they intend to improve 
their work experience were 12% more likely to 
request a list with resources on the topic compared 
to those that did not get this question (Judd, 
O’Rourke, & Grant, 2018). 

Among the pitfalls is their one-time picture: as they 
are only taken once a year or even every other year, 
they measure one moment in time that may not be 
representative of a longer period, i.e. the previous 
year, even though the questions might address such 
a long period. Moreover, it remains unclear whether 
“employee responses to internal satisfaction 
surveys, even if anonymous, are fully representative 
of their experiences and are not influenced by 
employees’ perceptions about what their employers 
consider to be acceptable responses” (Hunt et al., 
2020: 33).

Also in the academic literature, the common 
approach companies take, i.e. asking a few questions 
related to inclusion in annual employee surveys, is 
criticized from a methodological perspective.
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“ The limitation of this 
approach is that most 
of these questions are 
single items (as opposed 
to scales) with only face 
value validity — that 
is, they look like they 
measure what they intend 
to measure but there is 
no other evidence for their 
validity or reliability (i.e. 
that they measure what 
they say they measure 
and that they do it 
consistently).”

(Mor Barak, 2017: 492)
13
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Some reliable and validated scales comprising 
several questions do exist in the academic literature 
– as explored in depth in this report – that consist 
of several questions for each item of inclusion, 
e.g. several questions on belongingness. However, 
companies do not want to over-survey their 
employees. Hence, asking 20 or more questions 
in endless questionnaires only on inclusion seems 
more than impractical. 

On the other hand, several consultants promote and 
many companies use inclusion indices that comprise 
a handful of questions on inclusion spanning several 
aspects (e.g. authenticity, inclusive leadership, 
etc.). Robust data on their reliability and validity is, 
however, not available. 

The question is, therefore, how to balance 
applicability and scientific validity, to balance 
practicality with rigorousness and whether there 
are alternative ways of measuring. Moreover, the 
question arises of how to take action to create truly 
inclusive environments against this backdrop. 

The aim of this first report in the research project 
Inclusive Future is to give an overview on how 
inclusion is measured today to make an impact on 
organizational equity and to create a sustainable 
inclusive organizational culture. 

14
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Inclusive Future

This report is the first of three compiled as part 
of the Inclusive Future project run jointly by IMD 
Business School and Philip Morris International 
(PMI). This first part is dedicated to scrutinizing the 
concept of inclusion, how it is measured and how 
inclusive leadership can help in creating sustainable 
inclusive work cultures. Its aim is to collect current 
approaches and address the following research 
questions: 

• How can inclusion be defined today? 

at the organizational and team level as well 
as for individuals

• How is inclusion measured today – quantitatively 
and qualitatively? 

• How to measure inclusion to impact equity in 
everyday organizational life? 

Part II will look at how the tremendous changes we 
are currently witnessing in many societies influence 
the debate on inclusion: 2020 and 2021 have been 
characterized by a pandemic of historic dimensions 
(Feehan & Apostolopoulos, 2021) with health-related 
as well as tremendous social and economic effects. 
Indeed, already existing inequalities increased 
(Adams-Prassl, Boneva, Golin, & Rauh, 2020; 
Blundell, Costa Dias, Joyce, & Xu, 2020), inequalities 
that also characterize organizations (Bapuji, Ertug, 
& Shaw, 2020; Bapuji, Patel, Ertug, & Allen, 2020). 
Research shows that women and people of color 
predominantly suffer from the socioeconomic 
effects of the pandemic. This can be seen in their 
risk of being subjected to domestic violence which 
increased significantly when in home quarantine 
(Steinert & Ebert, 2020). Results from the US and 
the UK show that women are significantly more 
likely to lose their job during the pandemic (Adams-
Prassl et al., 2020) and young and low-paid workers 
are more likely to work in sectors affected by 
lockdowns (Blundell et al., 2020). This means that 
migrant workers in Europe are more severely hit by 
the socioeconomic effects (Fasani & Mazza, 2021) 
and that in the US Black and Hispanic women are 
those whose employment rates recover the slowest 
(CNBC, 2021; World Economic Forum, 2020).

In addition to COVID-19, in 2020 the persistence of 
racial inequalities stood behind social movements 
like Black Lives Matter (Mir & Zanoni, 2020; Özbilgin 
& Erbil, 2021), sexual harassment and sexism were 
problematized in movements like #MeToo (Bell, 
Meriläinen, Taylor, & Tienari, 2019; Ozkazanc-Pan, 
2019) and postcolonial struggles also affected 
organizations (Seremani & Clegg, 2016). 

Moreover, COVID-19 accelerated the speed of 
digitalization and new forms of work (Kudyba, 
2020; Nagel, 2020). Combined with ongoing 
trends such as platform economies, sustainable 
capitalism, net positive, new and participatory 
forms of work (Atzeni, 2016; Bloom & Śliwa, 2021; 
Lee & Edmondson, 2017; Parker, Cheney, Fournier, 
& Land, 2014) as well as  Generation Z entering 
the labor market (Mahmoud, Fuxman, Mohr, 
Reisel, & Grigoriou, 2021), questions arise on how 
organizations can contribute to social and ecological 
sustainability, what the purpose of an organization 
will be in the 2020s – and what role inclusion has to 
play in this transformation. 

The third and last part of Inclusive Future will 
explore – against this backdrop – ways to measure 
inclusion in a reliable and impactful manner and 
how inclusive leadership and inclusive management 
practices can create inclusive workplaces.
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Inclusion at Philip Morris International

This research project is geared directly toward the 
Inclusion and Diversity initiatives of Philip Morris 
International (PMI). Embedded in PMI’s strategy to 
deliver a smoke-free future, the company runs its 
I&D efforts under the banner “The Joy of Belonging”. 
Belonging – the feeling of belonging while embracing 
individual uniqueness – is conceptualized as 
grounded in 

• personal security (a workplace free from 
harassment)

• fairness (alleviating unconscious bias, confidence 
in processes and trust in leadership) and 

• psychological safety (ability to express one’s 
opinion and the valuing of different perspectives).

PMI launched a comprehensive I&D strategy to 
achieve this state aiming at

• leveraging talent diversity

 – representation in management (gender, 
nationality)

 – bias interventions (bias removal process in 
talent reviews and recruitment)

• creating a culture of open dialogue

 – fairness and transparency (PMI Leadership 
Model, MyPerformance, Opportunity Market 
Place, Equal Pay)

 – behavioral change training (unconscious bias, 
cultural awareness, Men Advocating Real 
Change)

 – Employee Resource Groups (LGBTQ+, race 
and ethnicity, women, disabilities, one on 
parents is announced)  

• working environment for sustainable high 
performance

 – Smart Work (new ways of working) and 
parental leave initiatives 

 – health, wellbeing and resilience 

Before Inclusive Future was launched, PMI ran a 
pilot survey on inclusion in the Consumer Function in 
Switzerland and for all employees in the Philippines. 
Run by Clearsight, the study measured inclusion 
along the four dimensions of belonging, acceptance, 
trust & fairness as well as safety & access.

The highest positive score of 80% was obtained for 
safety & access, while trust & fairness only scored 
45% and was the dimension of inclusion with the 
lowest rating.

Regarding specific underrepresented groups, the 
pilot survey at PMI revealed that female directors 
(grade 14 to 16), people with disabilities, ethnic 
minorities and the LGBTQ community (terminology 
as used in the report of this survey) reported 
specifically low rates on their perceived inclusion.

The item with the lowest value overall was the 
statement “I believe opportunities and recognition 
are distributed fairly to everyone, no matter who 
they are” with a score of 31%. Similarly, the item “I 
believe that everyone, no matter who they are, can 
be successful in the Consumer Function” scored 
low with only 48%. Hence, this pilot survey revealed 
equal and fair opportunities as a key challenge 
for PMI. Interestingly, both items were low across 
all demographic splits. As ironic as it may seem, 
this can also be read as a good sign as there is no 
group who sees – on average – the distribution of 
opportunities and recognition differently. In addition, 
the score on the trust in leadership was also low 
(45%), which implies that there is a need to greatly 
improve inclusive leadership structures at PMI.

These results go hand in hand with the narrative 
interviews held with the seven (co-)heads of 
Employee Resource Groups (ERGs) for the purpose 
of this study. Held to get a more nuanced picture 
of the I&D efforts, the interviews touched on how 
the ERGs started, their successes and challenges 
as well as resources, structure, membership base 
and collaboration with other ERGs. In addition, 
interviewees were asked on their own involvement 
and their perception of PMI as an inclusive and 
diverse employer. 

While the interviewees also pointed towards positive 
developments, two common themes are identifiable 
as challenges for PMI: 
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• The existence of informal networks of employees 
with long tenure at PMI that are able to position 
close colleagues of the same demographic 
group in important roles. Given the long tenure 
of these employees, they are described as 
being predominantly white male with a Western 
European or North American background. This 
reflects a typical in-group vs. out-group conflict 
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and corresponds to the 
lack of equal and fair opportunities identified in 
PMI’s inclusion pilot. 

• The second major challenge identifiable in 
the interviews was the lack of the ability to 
listen to different voices. Several interviewees 
mentioned meetings as a specific example of 
this. For instance, one interviewee reported 
incidents in which only the points raised by white 
male employees who speak English without 
an accent were listened to. This is in line with 
interviewees’ observations that PMI already has 
a pool of diverse talents, but “bringing them to 
the table” and promoting them does not work out 
accordingly.

Overall, these first results of the interviews 
correspond to the findings in a recent study by 
McKinsey on inclusion: Using employee reviews 
on the platforms Glassdoor and Indeed, they found 
that the highest level of negative sentiment was 
observable related to the lack of equality (ranging 
from 63% to 80% negative sentiments across 
industries) and fairness of opportunity (Hunt et al., 
2020: 34). 

As we compile this report, PMI conducts an 
employee pulse survey using Gartner’s 7 
dimensions, as will be discussed in detail below (p. 
32).

In line with the aims of the first part of Inclusive 
Future, the rest of this report is dedicated to 
revisiting the state of the art regarding inclusion 
metrics and inclusive leadership to lay the 
foundation for measuring inclusion in an impactful 
way to create inclusive leadership structures and 
ultimately truly inclusive organizations where 
everyone belongs and everyone’s contribution is 
recognized and taken into account. 
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Defining 
Inclusion

18

Inclusion – when taken seriously and successfully 
implemented – requires organizations to take a 
completely new and fresh look at their organizational 
structures, policies and practices as well as team and 
leadership behaviors.
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“ Diversity can provide 
advantages only when 
it is combined with 
fundamental changes in 
individual behaviors and 
attitudes, group norms 
and approaches, and 
organizational policies, 
procedures, and practices 
that result in people feeling 
appreciated, valued, safe, 
respected, listened to, 
and engaged — both as 
individuals and as members 
of multiple social identity 
groups.”

(Ferdman & Deane, 2014: xxiv)
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Hence, inclusion does not mean that “different 
employees” are assimilated into an existing culture, 
but that inclusion is a process to co-construct a 
pluralistic culture (Mor Barak, 2017: 385). 

“ Why invest in recruiting and 
hiring diverse associates, only 
to reward them for conforming 
to institutional practices once 
they enter.”

(Gallegos, 2014: 196)

In its broadest definition, inclusion is a 
comprehensive concept that spans from the micro 
level of the individual to the macro level of societies, 
as depicted in Figure 1 below.

While this report focuses on inclusion as perceived 
by the individual in relation to their team members, 
leaders and the organization, the overall scope of 
Inclusive Future is to embed inclusion into broader 
societal transformation and challenges.  

At the organizational level, inclusion means that all 
individuals within an organization feel part of it, a 
sentiment that for a very long time was the privilege 
of dominant identity groups. 

Society: inclusive policies, practices, values, ideologies

Organization: inclusive values, policies, practices, climates

Leaders and leadership: inclusive practices, competencies & mindsets

Groups and teams: inclusive practices & norms, collective experience of inclusion

Individuals: inclusive interpersonal behavior, mindsets

Experience of inclusion: individual

M
ac

ro
 le

ve
l M

icro level

Figure 1: Systems of inclusion: a multi-level analytical framework (Ferdman, 2020: 9)
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“ In inclusive 
environments, individuals 
of all backgrounds — 
not just members of 
historically powerful 
identity groups — are 
fairly treated, valued 
for who they are, and 
included in core decision 
making.”

(Nishii, 2013)

21
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The definition of inclusive work environments 
provided by Nishii (2013) already provides the core 
elements that will be developed in this report. It 
defines inclusion as:

• Embracing all employees while 

• At the same time acknowledging 
differences along historically established 
inequalities (diversity),

• Values uniqueness and authenticity, 

• Sets fair treatment as central to inclusion 
and

• Sees participation in core decision 
making processes as crucial and, further, 
conceptualizes

• Voice as the ability to speak up without 
fearing negative consequences and that 

• Contributions are appreciated and taken 
up by leaders and other members.

Acknowledging differences and bringing in different 
points of view without fear of retaliation is central 
to psychological safety, which can be defined as “a 
shared belief that the team is safe for interpersonal 
risk taking” (Edmondson, 1999: 354). Hence, 
psychological safety highlights the social aspect of 
inclusion by putting an emphasis on the need for a 
safe environment to express oneself without having 
to fear negative consequences (see also Kahn, 1990). 
Working environments that are psychologically safe 
are typically also those where it is safe to express 
diverse perspectives (Edmondson, 2020) – also 
those contradicting the ones held by members of the 
majority group. 

Therefore, inclusion is not about simply relating 
to others, it is not simply about communicating 
with others, but it is about establishing “certain 
relationships that communicate the value of an 
individual to the community [that] are especially 
facilitative of inclusion” (Farh et al., 2021: 584). It is, 
hence, not only about having voice, but also about 
being heard irrespective of one’s background. 
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“ Few goals could involve more 
emotionally challenging and 
uncertain paths to achievement 
than that of building equitable, 
engaged, inclusive workplaces, 
where people feel they belong 
regardless of their race, 
gender, sexual orientation, 
or cultural heritage. Thus, 
psychological safety is not only 
characteristic of such inclusive 
organizations, it is also needed 
to design and implement the 
necessary changes to get 
there.”

(Edmondson, 2020)

At first sight, similar definitions of inclusion are used 
by consultants. Gartner (2020) defines inclusion as a 
work environment: 

• “where all individuals 

• are treated fairly and respectfully, 

• have equal access to opportunities and 
resources and

• can contribute fully to the organization’s 
success”.

For McKinsey (2019) three components represent 
inclusion:

• Openness: it is safe to express thoughts, ideas, 
and concerns.

• Equality: there is a perception of fairness, an 
equal chance for all employees to succeed.

• Belonging: employees share a positive 
connection to each other and the organization. 

In this definition, openness shows large overlaps 
with the basic definition of psychological safety. 

However, taking a closer look one can see that in 
these two definitions by consultants diversity and 
difference is missing – a crucial aspect as will be 
explored in more detail next.
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Inclusion and diversity 

The fact that inclusion and diversity have to be seen 
as interconnected has already been mentioned in the 
introduction and the discussion of current corporate 
inclusion measures. The relevance of incorporating 
diversity into a definition of inclusion is also 
highlighted by research that shows how inclusion 
is perceived differently by different demographic 
groups.

For instance, a study in a hi-tech company in Israel 
found that women felt more excluded whereas 
employees with a long tenure in the company 
and older workers (which was not analyzed 
intersectionally together with gender) felt more 
included in decision-making – also because they are 

Professionals’ median belongingness scores

often part of senior management (Findler, Wind, & 
Mor Barak, 2007). Similar results were found in a 
study in Korea, where men, those from the dominant 
region, employees with higher education and those 
in more senior positions felt more included (Cho & 
Mor Barak, 2008). 

In a study representative of the US workforce, 
Coqual (formerly Center for Talent Innovation) looked 
at how different demographic groups report on their 
belonging at their workplace. Unsurprisingly, white 
men were those with the highest median score, as 
can be seen in Figure 2 below. 

Also, McKinsey (2020) maintains that its survey 
research revealed that while all individuals face 
barriers to feeling included in the workplace, 
“respondents who are ethnic and racial minorities 
and those who identify as LGBTQ+ encounter 
additional challenges”. It is therefore imperative 
to take diversity segmentation into account when 
measuring and especially when analyzing inclusion.

Figure 2: Median Belongingness Scores by Demographic Group (Source: Coqual, 2020: 4) 

White men

White women

Black men

Latinx women

Latinx men

Asian men

Black women

Asian women

6.2 6.4 6.6 6.8 7 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.8
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A basic model of inclusion and inclusive 
leadership 

In summary and in foresight of the inclusion metrics 
introduced below, inclusion is a multifaceted 
phenomenon. In academic literature, consultancy 
papers and corporate practices, one finds a 
multitude of how inclusion can be defined and 
measured and what the possible preconditions 
(antecedents) and outcomes of inclusion are (a short 
theoretical discussion is provided in Box 1 below).

For this report, based on the literature reviewed and 
cited here, the following basic model is proposed:

Inclusion is conceptualized as consisting of several 
components that cover more personal needs (for 
belongingness, uniqueness and authenticity) and 
organizational ones (for participation and fairness)

Figure 3: A basic model of antecedents, components and outcomes of inclusion

Drivers

• Leadership
• Inclusiveness Policies and 

Practices
• Work design
etc.

Components

Personal
• Belongingness
• Uniqueness
• Authenticity

• Psychological Safety

Organizational
• Participation
• Fairness

• Diversity

Outcomes

• Performance
• Job Satisfaction
• Commitment
• Engagement
• Helping Behavior
• Creativity
• Innovation
• Employee Turnover
• Wellbeing
• Vitality
etc.

• Company Performance
etc.

Several studies prove the positive impact of 
leadership on various components of inclusion: 
The perception of being included in organizational 
processes is positively related to how leader-
member exchanges are judged (Brimhall, Mor Barak, 
Hurlburt, McArdle, Palinkas, & Henwood, 2017) 
and how authentic leadership is perceived (Cottrill, 
Denise Lopez, & C. Hoffman, 2014). Transformational 
leadership also has a positive impact on this 
perception of inclusion (Brimhall, 2019a).

Leadership has equally proven to have an influence 
on the perception of psychological safety. As a 
recent meta-analysis of 136 samples shows, work 
design and positive leadership relations (including 
inclusive leadership, leader-member exchange, 
transformational leadership and trust in leadership) 
were the two factors that had the most significant 
impact on the perception of psychological safety 
(Frazier, Fainshmidt, Klinger, Pezeshkan, & 
Vracheva, 2017).

with psychological safety taking a middle ground 
in between personal and organizational aspects. 
Moreover, in this simplified model diversity is seen 
as a component of inclusion to highlight that not only 
people from a dominant group should be and feel 
included but all members of the organization. 

Among the many possible antecedents that can be 
found in the literature, this model focuses on those 
that can be addressed in organizations: Leadership, 
work design and inclusive policies and practices.

Also for the outcomes only those with a corporate 
relevance are listed, however without relating them 
to the specific component of inclusion they were 
empirically tested against (see also Box 1). 
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Box 1:
Antecedents, outcomes or part of inclusion? Simplified model 

The question of what constitutes an antecedent, i.e. a precondition of inclusion and 
what is a part of it, is highly debated in the academic literature. Shore, Randel, 
Chung, Dean, Holcombe Ehrhart, and Singh (2011), for instance, define inclusion 
as the perception of belongingness and uniqueness in a work group and propose a 
conceptual model that sees inclusiveness climate (fairness systems and diversity 
climate), inclusive leadership (management philosophy/values, strategies and 
decisions) and inclusive practices (promoting satisfaction of belongingness/
uniqueness needs) as their precondition. Chung, Ehrhart, Shore, Randel, Dean, 
and Kedharnath (2020) tested this and found a correlation between inclusion 
(belongingness and uniqueness) and the perception of leader inclusiveness, 
diversity climate and (non-significantly) with overall justice. However, as in similar 
studies, they have to admit that correlations are not causalities, which implies 
that the perception of inclusion could also influence the perception of leader 
inclusiveness and not the other way round, and that the proposed outcomes (helping 
behavior, creativity and job performance) could also be antecedents. 

Also, how psychological safety relates to inclusion can be seen in various ways. 
Edmondson (2019: 201) maintains that “a workplace that is truly characterized 
by inclusion and belonging is a psychologically safe workplace” and admits that 
focusing only on psychological safety is not enough to build inclusion, diversity 
and equity, which implies that psychological safety is a part of a broader inclusion 
concept. Prime and Salib (2015) from Catalyst, in contrast, follow Shore et al. (2011) 
in defining inclusion solely as belongingness and uniqueness and conceptualize 
inclusive leadership as enhancing psychological safety and psychological safety 
leading to higher perceptions of inclusion.

The model presented here is a basic or simplified model because it combines the 
various components that are generally discussed in isolation from each other 
(studies focusing either on inclusion as participation and its antecedents and 
outcomes “vs.” studies on psychological safety and its antecedents and outcomes) 
and that also have different research histories and traditions. For instance, 
Edmondson introduced her measure for psychological safety in 1999 and the paper 
has since been cited over 9,600 times with many studies having no connection to 
inclusion or diversity at all, e.g. researching ‘solely the impact of psychological 
safety on the return on assets and managers’ ratings of goal achievement (Baer & 
Frese, 2003) without any reference to inclusion.

27
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Measuring Employees’ Perception
Composite Measures
Composite Indices
Alternative Ways of Measuring  
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This chapter gives an overview of current state-
of-the-art approaches to measuring inclusion, as 
summarized in Figure 4 below.

Both in academic studies and in the corporate world, 
the most common way to measure inclusion is to ask 
individuals using questionnaires listing statements 
that must be rated on Likert scales, hence, 
measuring the individual perception of inclusion. 
This chapter starts by reviewing academic studies 
that measure inclusion in terms of belongingness, 
uniqueness, authenticity, participation, fairness and 
psychological safety. 

Subsequently, composite measures are presented: 
They combine various aspects of inclusion, e.g. 
fairness, value for difference and participation. As 
mentioned in the introduction, the inclusion indices 
used by companies and promoted by consultants 
are composite measures, most often relying on one 
question for each aspect of inclusion. This part also 
presents how Microsoft, BP, Shell and Nike measure 
inclusion. 

In addition, this chapter also explores alternative 
ways of measuring, i.e. sentiment analysis that does 
not rely on asking individuals on their perception. 
Additionally, composite indices are also discussed 
that combine in their very construction aspects of 
inclusion with diversity. 

The measures in italics are those where 
comprehensible data on their reliability and validity 
is available – see also the in-depth discussion in the 
appendix.

The additional field in the graph highlights that 
the diverse composition of the workforce is of 
importance for all inclusion metrics. While the 
“classical” approach is to analyze employees’ 
perception along granular demographic data, 
the composite indices aim at combining the two 
concepts in the very construction of the measure. 

As discussed when introducing the basic model 
above, these different ways of measuring inclusion 
can be seen as measuring different components of 
inclusion. Most of the academic studies measure 
inclusion according to one instrument and correlate 
it to antecedents and outcomes, sometimes to other 
instruments to assess their validity. 

Part II of this project will reassess these measures 
and definitions in light of the societal changes in 
recent years to evaluate their appropriateness for 
an inclusive future. At this point one cannot judge 
which one is the best way of defining and measuring 
inclusion – as discussed from a theoretical 
perspective briefly in Box 2 below.

Glossary
Measure: broad term used for any measurement of 
a phenomenon

Metrics: broad term used to quantitatively measure 
various phenomena

Score: the specific result of a measurement

Item: one question or statement in a survey

Index: a combination of various items into one score 
to measure a concept or construct

Scale: a way to position phenomena on a continuum/
typical example: Likert Scale, on which respondents 
position themselves (even though some use scale 
and index interchangeably) 

NB: as in this report the original wording for each 
measure is used, some examples provided may 
contradict these distinctions

Measuring 
Inclusion
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Inclusion Diverse Composition of the Workforce 

Alternative 
Measures

Employees’ 
Perception

Sentiment 
Analysis

Figure 4: Contemporary approaches to measuring inclusion – metrics in italics with reliability and validity information

In addition to the measures reviewed in this report, in the academic 
literature one finds a plethora of measures that were not considered 
to be central to the topic. Among them the Perceived Insider Scale 
(Stamper & Masterson, 2002) and various diversity perception scales 
(as reviewed by Goyal & Shrivastava, 2013) – from the latter this 
report only discusses fairness as part of the Mor Barak et al. Diversity 
Climate Scale.
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Why measure?

The question why inclusion should be measured in the 
first place runs as a red thread through the Inclusive 
Future project. Critics maintain that in diversity work 
there is the risk of ending up “doing the document 
rather than doing the doing” (Ahmed, 2007), which 
cautions to only implement metrics that are actionable. 

Hence, the key to successful measurement is to 
embed inclusion, diversity and equity within the core 
values, goals and aspirations of the organization and 
to have a vision of what an inclusive organization looks 
like. Relating EI&D to the critical success factors of 
the business makes it possible to select appropriate 
metrics that serve both the moral case of providing a 
safe working environment free of discrimination and 
the business case of increased innovativeness, job 
satisfaction and performance to succeed in diverse 
market environments. Measuring inclusion in a 
reliable way is in itself also related to inclusion and 
psychological safety, as the quote by Amy Edmondson 
(2020) on the next page illustrates.

Accordingly, one can argue that the more individuals 
feel psychologically safe and included, the more 
concerns to further improve inclusiveness might be 
heard. 

The subsequent chapters of this report will set the 
stage for measuring inclusion in a reliable way by 
providing an in-depth overview of current approaches to 
measuring inclusion.

“ Metrics are crucial to tracking 
progress against inclusion 
objectives, though they 
should be consistent with the 
organization’s culture to ensure 
success is tied to performance 
goals.”

(Gartner, 2019b)
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“ When an organizational 
goal is more subjective 
than objective (meaning 
it can best be measured 
by assessing subjective 
perceptions), psychological 
safety is more necessary in 
achieving – and measuring 
– it. For instance, there is 
no way to know if you’re 
achieving the goal, of say, 
belonging, without broad 
and candid input from 
people in different groups.”

(Edmondson, 2020)

33
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Box 2:
Is there ‘one best way’ of measuring inclusion? 

For instance, Chung et al. (2020), who developed a measure based on belongingness 
and uniqueness tested their approach for incremental validity, i.e. if it adds 
knowledge compared to Mor Barak’s (2017) focus on participation. Even though 
their model shows higher correlations for antecedents and outcomes of inclusion, 
they admit that the magnitude of this difference is not large and conclude that 

35

“ our work group inclusion measure 
is complementary to Mor Barak’s 
measure and can provide guidance 
for organizations regarding possible 
areas of improvement in terms of 
belongingness and uniqueness”

(Chung et al., 2020: 93)
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Measuring 
Employees’ 
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1  Inclusion as belongingness and
uniqueness

We know from research that individuals need to 
balance seemingly contradicting needs, e.g. feeling 
recognized as an individual and feeling they belong 
with others (see Box 3 below for the theoretical 
background). 

Inclusion means, therefore, both being part of a 
specific social group (organization, work group, 
etc.) as well as having a sense of being oneself 
(uniqueness) (Shore et al., 2011). 

A focus on uniqueness has the benefit of addressing 
the individual sense of being different in a group 
and is therefore particularly suitable to focus on the 
perception of employees from underrepresented 
groups. In a 2015 Catalyst report, inclusion is 
similarly defined as belongingness and uniqueness 
based on an empirical study in six countries (Prime 
& Salib, 2015).

Measuring 
Employees’ 
Perception

Belongingness • I am treated as a valued member of my work group
• I belong in my work group.
• I am connected to my work group
• I believe that my work group is where I am meant to be
• I feel that people really care about me in my work group

Uniqueness • I can bring aspects of myself to this work group that others in the group 
don’t have in common with me

• People in my work group listen to me even when my views are dissimilar
• While at work, I am comfortable expressing opinions that diverge from 

my group
• I can share a perspective on work issues that is different from my group 

members
• When my group’s perspective becomes too narrow, I am able to bring up 

a new point of view 

Table 1: Measuring belongingness and uniqueness at the work group level (table based on Chung et al., 2020)

Chung et al. (2020) developed 10 items to measure 
inclusion in terms of belongingness and uniqueness 
based on Shore et al.’s (2011) definition.

As can be seen at the bottom of the table below, the 
statements assessing the sense of uniqueness focus 
on individuals being different and having a divergent 
view and whether these different opinions are valued 
by the work group. 

Chung et al. (2020) ran several tests to explore the 
validity and reliability of their measure (a detailed 
description is given in the appendix). It can be 
assumed that their metrics really measure inclusion 
and that belongingness and uniqueness are related 
but distinct concepts that measure inclusion in a 
valid way.

38
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Box 3:
Optimal distinctiveness theory 

Optimal distinctiveness theory (ODT; Brewer, 1991) posits that individuals have 
two needs they need to balance: Feeling similar to others and having a sense of 
uniqueness in such social relations. While these needs seem to be contradictory, 
studies show that in heterogenous groups not only shared similarities are core to 
identity formation but also expressions of individuality in what is known as inductive 
social identity formation (Jans, Postmes, & van der Zee, 2012). 
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Uniqueness or authenticity: 

What’s the practical use of 
distinguishing?

The difference between uniqueness 
and authenticity may seem marginal, 
but which one to choose is a strategic 
question:

While uniqueness highlights 
difference and mirrors debates in 
social movements on the recognition 
of underrepresented identities, 
authenticity reflects that being oneself 
may also mean being similar to others 
in the group, which conceptually 
also embraces members of the 
dominant social group and might avoid 
highlighting divisions between social 
groups

 Belongingness: 
group membership + 
group affection

Authenticity: room 
for authenticity + 
value in authenticity
(Jansen et al., 2014)

2  Inclusion as belongingness and
authenticity

A similar approach is followed in conceptualizing 
inclusion as belongingness and authenticity. 
Whereas the aforementioned concept of uniqueness 
focuses on how individuals differ, authenticity makes 
it possible to grasp conceptually a sense of being 
oneself also by being similar to others in a group 
(see Box 4 below for the theoretical background). 

In their conceptualization of inclusion, Jansen, 
Otten, van der Zee, and Jans (2014) identify two 
subcomponents for belonginess and authenticity: 

This reflects that belongingness consists of a 
perception of being a valid member of the group 
(group membership) and that other members of 
the group have positive emotions towards oneself 
(group affection). For authenticity they measure if 
there is a general possibility to be oneself (room for 
authenticity) and if this authenticity is also valued.

To measure inclusion in terms of belongingness 
and authenticity, Jansen et al. (2014) developed the 
valid and reliable (see Appendix) Perceived Group 
Inclusion Scale (PGIS) consisting of four items each 
measured using four questions.
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Belongingness group membership

This group…

1. …gives me the feeling that I belong
2. …gives me the feeling that I am part of this group
3. …gives me the feeling that I fit in
4. …treats me as an insider

group affection

This group…

1. …likes me
2. …appreciates me
3. …is pleased with me
4. …cares about me

Authenticity room for authenticity

This group…

1. …allows me to be authentic 
2. …allows me to be who I am 
3. …allows me to express my authentic self 
4. …allows me to present myself the way I am 

value in authenticity

This group…

1. …encourages me to be authentic 
2. …encourages me to be who I am 
3. …encourages me to express my authentic self 
4. …encourages me to present myself the way I am

Table 2: Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (PGIS) (table based on Jansen et al., 2014) 

Box 4:
Self-determination theory 

Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1991, 2000) identifies the needs of 
“relatedness” and “autonomy” as complementary. While relatedness covers the 
need to feel a connection with others, autonomy – which in later developments has 
been labeled authenticity – reflects the need to act according to one’s own sense of 
self (Jansen et al., 2014). 



Inclusive Future Part I Report

42

“ full participation in 
communication and 
decision-making processes 
is welcomed and that their 
unique contribution to the 
organization is appreciated”

(Mor Barak, 2017: 492)

Based on this definition, Mor Barak (2017) developed 
the MBIE:

Most published academic studies that use a 
validated inclusion scale use the Mor Barak 
Inclusion-Exclusion Scale (MBIE) or specific 
subscales of it (Chung et al., 2020). The MBIE 
measures inclusion by asking individuals how 
they perceive their inclusion in decision-making 
processes, information networks and their overall 
involvement. A specific feature of the MBIE is that 
it allows inclusion to be measured not only for the 
work group as with the previous scales, but at the 
following five levels:

• Work group

• Organization

• Supervisor

• Higher management

• Social/informal

Each item is measured with one question, as can 
be seen in the table below. Statements marked with 
(R) are reversed, which means that in contrast to 
the other ones, negative statements will yield high 
values. Overall, the measure has proven to be valid 
and reliable, as discussed in the appendix. 

We recognize that the number of questions might be 
impractical for an immediate implementation in a 
corporate context. In addition, we find the essential 
aspects of psychological safety are missing in this 
measure. However, the focus on decision-making 
processes makes it possible to grasp transparency 
and fairness as well as listening to diverse voices – 
key challenges for inclusion at PMI. 

Moreover, these questions might be worth 
considering in career development or to be 
integrated in a 360-degree feedback – as will be 
explored in detail in Part III of this project.

3  
Inclusion as participation

The previous two measures focused on employees’ 
general perception of belongingness and 
uniqueness/authenticity in their work group. 

A different approach to conceptualizing and 
measuring inclusion is taken by Mor Barak (2017) 
who focuses on participation in key organizational 
practices in her definition of inclusion: 
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decision-
making 
process

information 
networks

participation/
involvement

work group I have influence in 
decisions taken by my 
work group regarding 
our tasks

My coworkers openly 
share work-related 
information with me

I am typically involved 
and invited to actively 
participate in work-related 
activities of my work group

organization I am able to influence 
decisions that affect 
my organization

I am usually among 
the last to know about 
important changes in 
the organization (R)

I am usually invited to 
important meetings in my 
organization

supervisor My supervisor often 
asks for my opinion 
before making 
important decisions

My supervisor does not 
share information with 
me (R)

I am invited to actively 
participate in review and 
evaluation meetings with 
my supervisor

higher 
management

I am often invited to 
contribute my opinion 
in meetings with 
management higher 
than my immediate 
supervisor

I frequently receive 
communication from 
management higher 
than my immediate 
supervisor (i.e. memos, 
emails)

I am often invited to 
participate in meetings with 
management higher than 
my immediate supervisor

social/
informal

I am often asked to 
contribute in planning 
social activities not 
directly related to my 
job function

I am always informed 
about informal social 
activities and company 
social events

I am rarely invited to join 
my coworkers when they 
go for lunch or drinks after 
work (R)

system levels

inclusion dimension

Table 3: Mor Barak Inclusion-Exclusion Scale (table based on Mor Barak, 2017: 494–495)

Given that the MBIE measure is the one most used in published 
studies, one finds many studies that link inclusion in terms of 
participation to various antecedents and outcomes. Among them 
are also those that highlight how involvement in information 
networks and decision-making is related to wellbeing (Mor Barak 
& Levin, 2002) and to the perception of fairness in terms of the 
distribution of rewards and compensation within an organization 
(Findler et al., 2007). Moreover, the MBIE or its components have 
been used both in for-profit as well as non-profit organizations 
and in various geographical and cultural contexts, such as the 
US, Korea, Israel and Denmark. 
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A climate of psychological safety combines elements 
of trust and respect; psychological safety exists 
in work groups rather than between specific 
individuals and can, accordingly, also differ within 
one corporation across groups (Edmondson, 2019). 
Research shows that teams with high psychological 
safety make both fewer errors and raise these 
errors more often (Edmondson, 2019: 36) and that 
psychological safety is a precondition for task 
conflict to be used productively, e.g. discussing 
different views in an open and respectful way 
which ultimately leads to higher team performance 
(Bradley, Postlethwaite, Klotz, Hamdani, & Brown, 
2012). Moreover, also in virtual teams one can foster 
psychological safety, as remote work during the 
pandemic showed (Meister & Sinclair, 2021).

Edmondson (1999, see also 2019) developed the 
following seven items to measure psychological 
safety:

Measuring Psychological Safety
If you make a mistake on this team, it is often held against you (R)

Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues

People on this team sometimes reject others for being different (R)

It is safe to take a risk on this team

It is difficult to ask other members of this team for help (R)

No one on this team would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts

Working with members of this team, my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized.

Table 4: Measuring Psychological Safety (Source: Edmondson, 2019: 20)

4  
Inclusion as psychological safety

In addition to belongingness, uniqueness/
authenticity and participation, we have already 
mentioned that psychological safety is commonly 
understood as being a part of organizational 
inclusion. The seminal work of Edmondson (1999, 
2019) leads the discussion in this field. 

Psychological safety can be defined as “a shared 
belief that the team is safe for interpersonal 
risk taking” (Edmondson, 1999: 354). As such, 
psychological safety highlights the social aspect of 
inclusion by putting an emphasis on the need for a 
safe environment to express oneself without having 
to fear negative consequences (see also Kahn, 1990).

“ psychological safety is not 
a personality difference 
but rather a feature of the 
workplace that leaders can and 
must help create.”

(Edmondson, 2019: 13)

44
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These items target not only core aspects of 
psychological safety, but connect them also to a 
sense of uniqueness (being different and having 
unique skills and talents).

Similar to the MBIE scale discussed above, 
Edmondson’s seven items to measure psychological 
safety are also widely used in published research 
(Frazier et al., 2017) and have been applied in 
several countries with the items being translated 
into other languages, among them German, 
Spanish, Russian, Japanese, Chinese, and Korean 
(Edmondson, 2019: 20). 

One of the most famous applications is within 
Google’s Aristotle project, where research showed 
that psychological safety is the one feature that 
underpinned all others predicting which team 
performs best. Hence, team performance is not 
dependent on who is on a team, but how these 
people interact and relate to others’ contributions 
in a psychologically safe way (Rozovsky, 2015). 
Psychological safety has been shown to enhance 
employees’ sense of vitality (Kark & Carmeli, 
2009) and a study from as early as 2006 showed, 
moreover, that psychological safety can improve the 
operations of geographically dispersed teams that 
collaborate virtually (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). 

In relation to diversity, a study on Turkish immigrant 
workers in Germany shows that “the effect of 
immigration background on mental health, work 
engagement, and turnover through affective 
commitment depends on the level of perceived 
psychological safety at the workplace, specifically 
in terms of an open and inclusive work climate” 
(Ulusoy et al., 2016), which implies that the strains 
suffered by underrepresented employees are 
mitigated by a psychologically safe and inclusive 
environment. Moreover, research from the US 
shows that psychological safety is particularly 
important for racial minorities in shaping their 
work performance (Singh, Winkel, & Selvarajan, 
2013). Similar results can be seen in the figure 
below, drawn from a study in a US-based Fortune 
100 multinational operating in mining and minerals 
processing, in which organizational community 
of practice performance is related to the national 
diversity of the team. As can be seen, psychological 
safety helps to improve the performance of teams of 
diverse national backgrounds:
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Figure 5: Psychological safety and performance in diverse teams (nationality) - (Source: Kirkman, Cordery, Mathieu, Rosen, & 
Kukenberger, 2013: 350)
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Organizational Fairness Factor
1. I feel that I have been treated differently here because of my race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, 

or age (R) 

2. Managers here have a track record of hiring and promoting employees objectively, regardless of their 
race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, or age

3. Managers here give feedback and evaluate employees fairly, regardless of employees’ race, gender, 
sexual orientation, religion, age, or social background

4. Managers here make layoff decisions fairly, regardless of factors such as employees’ race, gender, 
age, or social background

5. Managers interpret human resource policies (such as sick leave) fairly for all employees

6. Managers give assignments based on the skills and abilities of employees

Table 5: Organizational Fairness Factor (table based on: Mor Barak, 2017: 503)

5  Inclusion as fairness (factor in Mor Barak et 
al.’s Diversity Climate Scale)

To measure fairness as a component of inclusion, 
one factor of the Diversity Climate Scale developed 
by Mor Barak, Cherin, and Berkman (1998) is 
introduced below. The whole Diversity Climate Scale 
consists of an organizational dimension (composed 
of a fairness and an inclusion factor) and a personal 
dimension (composed of a personal diversity value 
factor and a personal comfort with diversity factor). 
Several studies used only one of the factors, with 
organizational fairness being the one most often 
used (Mor Barak, 2017).  

In line with this factor being part of the Diversity 
Climate Scale, a positive feature is that in several 
questions fairness is directly related to diversity. 

46

However, it is interesting to see that the list of 
diversity dimensions varies and is not coherent 
throughout the six items. 

The scale or its components were used in various 
geographical and cultural contexts, among them 
India, Australia, the US and Italy (Paolillo, Pasini, 
Silva, & Magnano, 2017).

The reliability and validity together with the items of 
the other three factors can be found in the appendix.
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Composite 
Measures

While the measures discussed so far focused on 
one particular aspect of inclusion (when one sees 
belongingness and uniqueness as one focus on 
individual perception), the following instruments 
combine different aspects of inclusion in their 
metrics.
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Composite 
Measures

1  
Climate for inclusion

To create and measure an inclusive working 
environment, also referred to as “climate for 
inclusion” in academic research, we need to look at 
three key pillars (Nishii, 2013):

1. Fair employment practices and diversity practices 
that aim at eliminating bias

2. The integration of differences and the integration 
of diverse employees

3. The inclusion in decision-making processes.

Based on this, Nishii (2013) developed the following 
composite scale to measure it – its validity and 
reliability is again discussed in the appendix.
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Foundation 
of equitable 
employment 
practices

• This [unit] has a fair promotion process

• The performance review process is fair in this [unit]

• This [unit] invests in the development of all of its employees

• Employees in this [unit] receive “equal pay for equal work”

• This [unit] provides safe ways for employees to voice their grievances

Integration of  
differences

• This [unit] is characterized by a non-threatening environment in 
which people can reveal their “true” selves

• This [unit] values work-life balance

• This [unit] commits resources to ensuring that employees are able 
to resolve conflicts effectively

• Employees of this [unit] are valued for who they are as people, not 
just for the jobs that they fill

• In this [unit], people often share and learn about one another as 
people

• This [unit] has a culture in which employees appreciate the 
differences that people bring to the workplace

Inclusion in 
decision-
making

• In this [unit], employee input is actively sought

• In this [unit], everyone’s ideas for how to do things better are given 
serious consideration

• In this [unit], employees’ insights are used to rethink or redefine 
work practices

• Top management exercises the belief that problem-solving is 
improved when input from different roles, ranks, and functions is 
considered

Table 6: 15-item scale to measure Climate of Inclusion (table based on Nishii, 2013)

A recent meta-analysis (Holmes, Jiang, Avery, 
McKay, Oh, & Tillman, 2021) showed that the 
inclusion climate, as suggested by Nishii (2013), is 
better suited to measure how employees’ individual 
contributions are valued compared to measures that 
focus on a diversity climate. 

After reviewing how inclusion is measured in 
academic studies, the following examples focus on 
indices developed by consultants and those used by 
corporations.
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valued • You are appreciated and respected for your unique 
perspectives and talents

trusted • You make meaningful contributions and are influential in 
decision-making

authentic • You can bring your full self to work and express aspects 
of yourself that may be different from your peers

psychological 
safety: latitude

• You feel free to hold differing views and make mistakes 
without being penalized

psychological 
safety: risk-taking

• You feel secure enough to address tough issues or take 
risks

Table 7: Catalyst Five Dimensions of Inclusion (table based on Travis, Shaffer, & Thorpe-Moscon, 2019) 

2  
Catalyst’s Inclusion Accelerator

Catalyst defines inclusion as relying on five 
dimensions that employees experience in an 
inclusive work environment - as can be seen in the 
table below.

In its approach, Catalyst combines aspects of 
psychological safety known from Edmondson (1999) 
(addressing tough issues and making mistakes), 
uniqueness related to psychological safety (having 
different views, unique perspectives and talents) 
and uniqueness itself (expressing a self that is 
different) with Mor Barak’s (2017) focus on inclusion 
in decision-making processes. 

52

Comparing it already at this point to the company 
cases discussed below, one sees that Catalyst’s five 
dimensions of inclusion that underlie its Inclusion 
Accelerator do not cover aspects of inclusive 
leadership, i.e. the perception of employees on how 
inclusion is promoted by the organization or formal 
leaders.
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Focus Question

Fair treatment • Employees at my organization who help the 
organization achieve its strategic objectives are fairly 
rewarded and recognized

Integrating 
differences

• Employees at my organization respect and value each 
other’s opinions

Collaborative 
decision-making

• Members of my team give fair consideration to ideas 
and suggestions offered by other team members

Psychological 
safety

• I feel welcome to express my true feelings at work

Trust • Communications we receive from the organization are 
honest and open

Belonging • People in my organization care about me

Diversity • Managers at my organization are as diverse as the 
broader workforce

Table 8: Gartner’s Inclusion Index as currently used at Philip Morris International (data provided by PMI, see also 
Romansky et al., 2021) 

3  
Gartner’s Inclusion Index

Gartner developed an inclusion index spanning 
six aspects of inclusion plus one question on 
the perception of the diverse composition of the 
management team:
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As we write this report, PMI is running an employee 
pulse survey using these questions. 

Though Gartner’s Inclusion Index aims at covering 
a broad array of aspects, again notions of inclusive 
leadership are missing. 

In addition, the question related to psychological 
safety refers only to expressing feelings without 
mentioning that these expressions are possible 
without fear of retribution. 

Moreover, from a methodological standpoint it is 
doubtful whether the first question on fair treatment 
can be answered easily, as several aspects (helping 
the organization in its objectives, fair rewards and 
recognition) are asked at the same time. 

In a recent Harvard Business Review article, Gartner 
consultants Romansky et al. (2021) explore the 
validation of their inclusion index (see appendix). 
Described as being based on qualitative interviews 
with EI&D experts, literature reviews and existing 
indices together with “a series of factor analyses” 
(Gartner, 2019, provided by PMI), no transparent data 
on the results of these analysis is available. Hence, 
the validity and reliability can only be assumed. 

4  
Diversio’s Diversity and Inclusion Survey

Diversio developed its Diversio Diversity and 
Inclusion Survey along the six themes of 

• inclusive culture

• unbiased feedback & reviews

• access to networks 

• flexible working options 

• safe work conditions 

• recruiting & hiring. 

The validity and reliability of the survey can only be 
assumed, as discussed in detail in the appendix. 
Diversio provides only one reliability measure for the 
whole survey, which suggests that the whole survey 
measures the same, but one cannot judge if this 
holds true for the six themes. Similarly, the validity 
cannot be assessed in depth as only the correlation 
for all items is reported (Diversio, 2021). 
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organizational 
alignment

• stability
• organizational culture

managerial alignment • feedback
• autonomy

social alignment • peer perception
• peer connectedness

personal alignment • intrinsic motivation
• extrinsic motivation
• mentoring & support
• high-performance
• high-potential

Table 9: 11 Factors of the Caerulean Belonging Continuum Assessment (table based on: Caerulean, 2021)

The measure can be considered valid and reliable, 
as discussed in the appendix – even though the test 
for discriminant validity is doubtful.

5 Carulean’s Belonging Continuum 
Assesssment2

Caerulean developed the Belonging Continuum 
Assessment™ that uses 11 factors of belongingness 
grouped into four clusters - as can be seen in the 
table below.

2Data provided by Philip Morris International..
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Composite 
Indices

The approaches to measuring inclusion presented 
so far relied on asking employees how they 
perceive inclusion based on various aspects of it 
(e.g. belonging, psychological safety, participation 
in decision-making processes). As previously 
mentioned, to obtain actionable results that unlock 
the potential of inclusion and diversity, it is of utmost 
importance to analyze the results in relation to the 
diverse composition of the workforce.

The following examples, in contrast, explicitly 
combine survey data with data on the diverse 
composition of the workforce.
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Composite 
Indices

Inclusion 
Score

• Company sense of belonging score

8 statements: Inclusion, belonging, attachment, being valued

• Absence of discrimination score

7 statements: “Discrimination experience across a 
wide variety of characteristics including gender, sexual 
orientation, ethnicity, religion, health and wellbeing, age, and 
social class” 

• Presence of negative behavior score

6 statements

Diversity 
Score 

• Measured as diversity representation in relation to a benchmark 
to cover several underrepresented groups 

Table 10: Kantar Inclusion Index (table based on: Kantar, 2020) 
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1  
Kantar’s Inclusion Index

Kantar’s (2020) Inclusion Index combines aspects 
of the previously discussed inclusion scales, i.e. 
the perception of individuals towards inclusion, the 
absence of discrimination and negative behavior with 
a score that measures diversity representation in 
relation to a set benchmark.
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My business entity has a climate in which diverse perspectives are valued 4 points

My ideas and suggestions count 4 points

There is an environment of openness and trust in my workgroup/team 4 points

My immediate supervisor treats me with respect and dignity 4 points

I feel respected and valued by members of my workgroup/team 4 points

Inclusiveness Index (20 points)

Table 11: Inclusiveness Index at Volvo

focus on minority 
voices: instead of 
using averages, to 
get the full score the 
negative replies must 
be under 5% 

3Data provided by Philip Morris International.

2  
Volvo / Gartner3

In its composite index, Volvo combines data on 
inclusion (Inclusiveness Index) with figures on 
the diversity representation within the company 
(Balanced Team Indicator). 

The table at the bottom shows the five items that 
comprise the Inclusiveness Index. 

An interesting feature of this Inclusiveness Index 
is that it aims to ensure that minority voices are 
heard. For each of the above items, 1 point is given 
for scores above 70% and 2 points for scores above 
85%.

Additionally, negative replies must be below 7% to 
get 1 or below 5% to get 2 additional points. Instead 
of simply using an average that could be distorted 
by a social majority, low negative values are also 
accounted for.

59

While the other metrics discussed so far rely on an 
in-depth analysis for specific demographic groups, 
often in combination with organizational functions, 
Volvo’s composite index embeds this thinking in 
the very composition of the index, awarding full 
points only to entities without a large proportion of 
employees with a negative perception on inclusion. 
Each entity can obtain a maximum of 20 points for 
its Inclusiveness Index and 20 points on its Balanced 
Team Indicator, as can be seen on the next page.
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Diverse executive team composition 6 points

Diverse team composition below top team 6 points

Gender balance 4 points

Perceived commitment to diversity 4 points

Balanced Team Indicator (20 points)

Table 12: Balanced Team Indicator at Volvo 

With the two components depicted on two axes, 
a matrix can be drawn that positions each 
entity according to their advancement related to 
inclusiveness (x-axis) and the diverse composition of 
the team (y-axis), as can be seen below. Accordingly, 
this composite scale makes it possible to measure 
progress on inclusion and diversity simultaneously. 

entity with high inclusiveness,
but low diversity

goal of improving by 2 points
per year for each dimension

max. 20 points
Inclusiveness Index
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entity with high diversity,
but low inclusiveness

target: 18
points on both

dimensions

Figure 6: Progress on Composite D&I Index at Volvo 
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Alternative 
Ways of 
Measuring

In addition to measuring the perception of employees 
and composite indices that combine them with 
diversity metrics, McKinsey used a sentiment 
analysis to assess how inclusive companies are.
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Alternative Ways of 
Measuring

Equality Fairness and transparency in promotion, pay and recruitment, and equal 
access to sponsorship opportunities as well as other resources and 
retention support. Companies that embrace equality ensure a level playing 
field across critical talent processes, building representation targets into 
workforce plans and deploying analytical tools to build transparency

Openness An organizational culture where people treat each other with mutual 
respect, and where bias, bullying, discrimination and micro-aggressions 
are actively tackled. In companies that embrace openness, the work 
environment is welcoming and conducive to discussion, feedback which 
includes the most senior leaders, and risk-taking

Belonging An outcome resulting from the organization’s demonstrating commitment 
to support the wellbeing and contributions of diverse and other employees. 
Leaders and managers foster connections with their diverse talent and 
between all employees, building a sense of community and encouraging 
them to contribute their diverse talents fully

Table 13: McKinsey’s Conceptualization of Inclusion (Hunt et al., 2020: 33-34)

Having reviewed how inclusion is defined and 
measured in academic studies and by consultants, 
four company cases will now be discussed: 
Microsoft, BP, Shell and Nike. 

1  
McKinsey: sentiment analysis

In an effort to assess the sentiments of employees 
towards inclusion, McKinsey (Hunt et al., 2020) used 
a natural language processing algorithm to analyze 
publicly available reviews of employers on the two 
platforms Glassdoor and Indeed.

While it is beyond the scope of this current report 
to assess how algorithms and deep learning 
architectures analyze natural language (see, e.g. 
Yadav & Vishwakarma, 2020) at this point it can 
nevertheless be asserted that using other data than 
that derived from surveys is worth considering for 
further investigation. 

For its sentiment analysis, McKinsey focused on 
three concepts to capture inclusion:
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Case 
Insights
The following purposively sampled4 cases illustrate state-of-the-art 
approaches to measuring inclusion in the corporate world and provide 
the following key insights:

• Microsoft – as an IT company – complements its annual survey with 
sentiment analyses, short surveys and its own workplace analytics 
data

• Microsoft and BP started initiatives for self-identification in surveys 
along diversity dimensions

• BP reports results for each component of the inclusion index 
transparently to external audiences

• BP stopped its annual survey in favor of weekly pulse surveys with 
adjustable questions

• Royal Dutch Shell started measuring inclusion more than 30 
years ago and invested in a mandatory D&I training of its top 5000 
managers; recently D&I e-learning became mandatory for all

• Nike plans to benchmark its inclusion index - without making 
transparent how this will be achieved (and did not respond to 
requests to share information on how benchmarking is envisioned)

66

4The cases discussed here were selected based on the Universum list of best employers for diversity and inclusion – the 
employer branding specialist conducted a survey among Generation Z engineering students to compile this ranking (Insider, 
2019). Starting with the top companies, the diversity and inclusion reports were analyzed, looking for companies that disclose 
the items they use. The cases also show a theoretical coherence with the aims of Inclusive Future, as BP and Shell also 
embed their EI&D initiatives in their long-term business transformation, whereas Microsoft expands its measuring based on 
technology and Nike aims at benchmarking its inclusion index. 
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1  
Microsoft

As a global IT company, Microsoft’s approach to 
diversity is characterized by “listening, learning, 
and responding” (Microsoft, 2020: 20) – a stance 
also taken by competitor Google: “We’re listening, 
learning, and taking action” (Google, 2021: 1). 

In its formal approach to listening, Microsoft relies 
on its annual employee engagement survey – which 
comprises questions on inclusion – but mentions the 
company is increasingly learning from

• “our systems for listening to employee 
sentiments, 

• including a short survey sent to a random 
sample of employees each day, 

• our AskHR questions intake process, 

• employee resource groups, 

• our Microsoft 365 Workplace Analytics data, 

• and many other formal and informal feedback 
loops” (Microsoft, 2020: 19)

Hence, Microsoft’s Global Diversity & Inclusion 
report describes how these additional sources 
allow it to “learn predictors of certain inclusion 
sentiment”, using its own behavioral Workplace 
Analytics to identify possibilities to improve 
collaboration and networks. Moreover, Microsoft 
started a self-identifying initiative to get more 
reliable data on the diverse composition of its 
workforce (for details see Box 5 below) to get 
demographics in addition to gender (globally) and 
race/ethnicity (US).
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Focus Question

Authenticity
I can succeed in my work group while maintaining 
my own personality and style

Psychological safety
I feel free to express my thoughts and feelings 
with my work group

Participation
People in my work group openly share work-
related information with me

Belonging
I feel like I belong on my team

Inclusive leadership + 
diversity

My manager cultivates an inclusive environment 
and diverse workforce by valuing and leveraging 
employees’ differences and perspectives

 Inclusion Index: 88%

Table 14: Microsoft’s Inclusion Index (Source: Microsoft, 2020: 19) – Focus in italics added

Looking at the composition of the questions, 
one can see that they cover a broad spectrum of 
inclusion: Not only the basic definition of inclusion 
as uniqueness and belongingness as well as 
psychological safety (here also without adding 
the notion of retribution), but also if information is 
shared (participation) and if inclusive leadership 
is practiced in relation to diversity. All insights on 
inclusion contribute to Microsoft’s company-wide 
Diversity & Inclusion Core Priority and are also part 
of the company’s performance and development 
approach. 

“ in which employees and 
managers engage in ongoing 
dialogue to discuss how each 
person is contributing to an 
inclusive work environment, 
making inclusion a daily and 
personal part of our jobs.”

(Microsoft, 2020: 19)
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Box 5:
Microsoft’s self-identification initiative

“ Demographic figures are vital to our diversity and 
inclusion efforts, but don’t always give the full 
picture — each of us is more complex than the 
limited options that exist today in our systems. 
We’re currently working on ways to collect richer 
information about employees that help to tell a more 
complete story. Employees in some countries are now 
able to voluntarily and confidentially share personal 
attributes like sexual orientation, disability status, 
military status, more robust options for gender 
identity, or identifying as transgender, providing it 
is safe to do so. This process will help us to better 
understand the diversity of Microsoft’s employees and 
ensure we are making more inclusive and principled 
program decisions pertaining to benefits, resourcing, 
and support.”

(Microsoft, 2020: 15)

70

In 2020, Microsoft started providing data on the voluntary self-identification of its 
employees. Of the 46.1% of US employees who responded to the survey, 13.2% self-
identified as having a disability. Hence, 6.1% of all US employees in Microsoft’s core 
business identified as a person with a disability (Microsoft, 2020: 15). 
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2  
BP

Like PMI, BP also embeds its diversity, equity and 
inclusion efforts in its organizational transformation 
process. BP targets to become a net zero company 
by 2050 (BP, 2020: 2) and focuses its DE&I on: 

transparency

• encouraging employees to voluntarily share their 
diversity data with BP

• DE&I data openly reported internally and 
externally

• providing a space for open dialogue

accountability

• DE&I objective for every employee (UK and US) 
tied to performance and linked to compensation

• entities accountable for inclusive supply chain

talent

• hiring “from ethnically diverse and other under-
represented communities”

• developing people of high potential or employees 
with critical key skills from these communities

• focusing on their equitable progression

• links to external organizations to secure 
a diverse talent pipeline “from school age 
onwards”

BP analyzes the 
inclusion index 
by ethnicities and 
discloses key findings 
in its DE&I report 
(BP, 2020: 32)

Until 2019, BP ran an annual pulse survey among 
its employees with eight questions on inclusion. 
Interestingly, in 2020 it stopped this practice and 
changed to a weekly Pulse Live – with the downside 
of no longer being able to provide data on these 
questions:

In line with its pledge to transparency, in their 
report BP disclose all questions from its inclusion 
index together with the score for each one as well as 
selected key findings (see next page).

Similar to other MNCs, BP reports on its gender 
distribution globally, while – in its terminology – 
ethnicity is gathered using the country-specific 
terminology of the US and the UK. Part of its 
move towards transparency is also to encourage 
employees to voluntarily disclose their diversity-
relevant data with the company, similar to 
Microsoft’s efforts. Hence, BP applies the “general 
rule” to “collect ethnicity data through self-
identification” (BP, 2020: 34) and it aims to capture 
more data, for instance related to disabilities, 
LGBT+, generations and veterans. 

“ … from the start of 2020, we 
stopped our full annual Pulse 
survey and introduced a weekly 
‘Pulse Live’ survey. 

‘Pulse Live’ enables us to 
better monitor changes in 
employee sentiment and 
quickly adapt our questions to 
changing circumstances. 

But as a result, we no longer 
capture answers to these 
specific inclusion questions 
and cannot show data for 
2020.”

(BP, 2020: 32)
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Looking at the composition of the questions in 
the table below, one sees a comparatively high 
focus on leadership issues. For instance, the first 
question does not directly address the perception 
of an inclusive environment for people from 
diverse backgrounds, but whether the company 
was able to create such an inclusive environment. 
Furthermore, employees are asked whether action 
follows leaders’ words related to inclusion and if 
humbleness is practiced. Moreover, two questions 
directly address the issue of listening and voice. 

Focus Question Score

Inclusive Leadership: 
Diversity

BP has created an environment where people from 
diverse backgrounds can and do succeed

81%

Inclusive leadership: 
Listening

Leaders in my part of the business listen carefully to 
all perspectives

62%

Participation: Decision-
making

My manager involves me in decisions that affect me 74%

Inclusive leadership: 
Humbleness

My manager is comfortable with being challenged by 
members of the team

67%

Belonging How would you rate the extent to which you are treated 
with respect and dignity?

79%

Participation: Voice I have regular opportunities to ask questions, give my 
point of view and get my voice heard

81%

Participation: Influence Employees are encouraged to provide their ideas for 
improving the business

74%

Inclusive leadership: 
Action

When it comes to inclusion, leaders’ actions support 
their words

71%

Overall Inclusion Score 74%
Table 15: Inclusion Score at BP (Source: BP, 2020: 32) - Focus in italics added
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58 % of total 
respondents provided 
their demographical 
data in the pulse 
survey 
(BP, 2020: 32)

As it is neither mandatory for employees to provide 
demographical data for the survey nor to respond 
to the eight inclusion questions, it is interesting 
that the results in the table above are stated as 
covering only those employees who provided both 
demographical information and answered the 
inclusion questions. 

In its analysis, BP describes how the scores are 
similar to the results of the previous year with 
minor differences between demographic groups. 
One of the two questions with the highest score of 
81% is the one asking whether BP has been able to 
create “an environment where people from diverse 
backgrounds can and do succeed”. Interestingly, BP 
itself provides an important caveat here, as…

“ white employees responded 
12% [US] and 11% [UK] more 
positively”

(BP, 2020: 32)

compared to non-white respondents. Similarly 
skewed results (5% difference) are reported for the 
question on “the extent to which you are treated 
with respect and dignity”, where white respondents 
again had a higher score. In contrast, the question 
on being encouraged to provide ideas, female 
respondents had a slightly (4%) more positive view. 
Interestingly, the question related to a particular 
trait of inclusive leadership – listening – got the 
overall lowest score. 
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3  
Royal Dutch Shell

Royal Dutch Shell (RDS) also embeds its diversity 
and inclusion strategy in its long-term change 
process to transform the business into net zero 
emissions. Called Powering Progress, this process 
spans the four key strategic goals of generating 
shareholder value, respecting nature, achieving net 
zero emissions and powering lives (Shell, 2020). 
Part of the latter is the ambition to become “one of 
the most diverse and inclusive organisations in the 
world” (Shell, 2021). 

For D&I, RDS has four focus areas: gender, race and 
ethnicity, LGBT+ and people with disabilities. A long-
term best practice as it started measuring inclusion 
over 30 years ago, Shell used five questions to 
compile its inclusion index as can be seen in the 
table below.

The questions were designed to make sure they 
correlate with employee engagement. The survey 

Focus Question

Belonging Where I work we are treated with respect

Psychological safety I am free to speak my mind without fear of negative consequences

Uniqueness My organization has a working environment in which different 
views and perspectives are valued

Safety & anti-discrimination My organization has a working environment that is free from 
harassment and discrimination

Fairness The decisions leaders in my organization make concerning 
employees are fair

Table 16: Inclusion Index as measured by Shell (Source: Shell, n.d.: 10) - Focus in italics added 

was run globally and an emphasis was placed on 
the fine-grained analysis of the results. They were 
analyzed by region, by function or seniority as well 
as by combinations of these variables, e.g. gender 
and seniority.

Currently, Shell is implementing several programs 
to deepen its D&I efforts. In February 2021, Shell 
launched its first mandatory e-Learning for 
diversity and inclusion for staff and contractors, 
presenting the company’s emphasis on respect in 
the workplace and behavior that is not tolerated. A 
specific training on racial issues was also launched 
for the US entity. To reduce bias in hiring decisions, 
the company launched ‘Breaking the Bias’ sessions 
for management hires and a ‘Think Differently: 
Hiring for our Future’ program (Lee, 2021).
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4  
Nike

Part of Nike’s purpose25 strategy that covers 
community, planet and people, the company set 
itself a broad array of diversity, equity and inclusion 
goals for 2025. They cover 

• representation and hiring
• pay and benefits
• health and safety
• business diversity and inclusion
• inclusive culture and engagement.

For the latter, Nike plans to continue its efforts to 
provide access to its products and facilities for all 
abilities and that 100% of its strategic suppliers are 

Focus Question
Uniqueness My team has a climate in which all perspectives are valued

Belonging I feel valued as an employee of Nike

Authenticity I can be myself at work

Fairness All employees, regardless of their differences are treated 
fairly

Inclusive leadership + diversity My manager supports inclusion and diversity in the 
workplace

Inclusive leadership: organization Nike, Inc. is committed to diversity and inclusion in the 
workplace

Table 18: Nike Inclusion Index (Source: Nike, 2020: 69) - Focus in italics added

The questions for inclusion address the individual, 
the team level, management and the whole 
organization. 

For 2020, Nike reports an inclusion index of 71% 
and indicates that this figure rose by two percentage 

points compared to the previous year. This increase 
is ascribed to the rollout of its Unconscious Bias 
Awareness (UBA) training and “a reinvigorated 
commitment to building upon our culture of 
belonging” (Nike, 2020: 20).

measuring and improving the engagement of their 
employees that produce for Nike (Nike, 2020: 68). 

For its internal inclusive culture and engagement, 
Nike set itself the goal to be in the top quartile in 
benchmarked companies regarding engagement 
and inclusion. Its approach to measuring it can be 
seen in the tables below.

Even though engagement indices are not the focus 
of this report, it is worth highlighting that the 
perception of the future of the company is added 
here to questions related to work satisfaction.

After this in-depth look at defining and measuring 
inclusion and selected case insights, the rest 

of this report is dedicated to creating inclusive 
environments through inclusive leadership. 

Engagement Index I am optimistic about the future of Nike, Inc.
I would recommend Nike, Inc. as a great place to work
My work gives me a feeling of personal accomplishment

Table 17: Nike Engagement Index (Source: Nike, 2020: 69)  
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As introduced in the basic model above, inclusive 
leadership is a key driver in establishing work 
environments in which talent from all walks of life 
can thrive. 

On a very abstract level, inclusive leadership (IL) 
comprises individual behavior that enacts and 
role models inclusivity (Boekhorst, 2015) as well 
as strategic leadership (Boal & Hooijberg, 2000) 
that sets an inclusive organizational framework to 
generate an inclusion policy-practice alignment 
(walk the talk) which fosters an inclusion climate 
and its positive perception (Mo Barak et al 2021). 

In other words, when leaders are able to create an 
environment in which all members of a team are 
able to fully express their ideas, they are “harvesting 
the benefits of diversity”. Doing this they signal at the 
same time to others that diversity and difference are 
valued and are thereby “cultivating value-in-diversity 
beliefs” (Leroy, Buengeler, Veestraeten, Shemla, & J. 
Hoever, 2021).

With this broad aim to influence mindsets, biases, 
behaviors and structures to promote equity across 
multiple identity groups, inclusive leadership is the 
“fulcrum of inclusion” (Ferdman, 2020: 3). 

As mentioned, a recent study by McKinsey used 
artificial intelligence to scrutinize employees’ 
reviews on Glassdoor and Indeed and found that 
accountability and leadership were the top issue 
raised when employees reviewed their company’s 
I&D performance: 56% of the statements on I&D 
leadership had a negative sentiment. These results 
show the urgent need “for companies to engage 
their core business managers better in the I&D 
effort” (Hunt et al., 2020: 5, 34)

Inclusive 
Leadership

accountability and 
leadership: top issue 
when employees 
review I&D 
performance 
(Hunt, Prince, Dixon-Fyle, & Dolan, 2020)

In line with our basic model that positions leadership 
as central in creating an inclusive environment, 
McKinsey (2020) identified the four most impactful 
organizational practices that stand out in their link to 
perceptions of inclusion:

1. Diverse, inclusive leadership
leaders with diverse backgrounds + practices of 
inclusive leadership

2. Meritocracy and initiatives to increase fairness 
in performance evaluations

3. Sponsorship
having at least one mentor who sponsors your 
career

4. Substantive access to senior leaders

“ Senior LGBTQ+ or ethnic or 
racial minority leaders are 
more likely than other leaders 
to say that sponsorship 
relationships have positively 
influenced their careers.”

(McKinsey, 2020a: 9)
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It is therefore imperative for companies to invest in 
IL to build truly inclusive work cultures. Korn Ferry 
(2021) maintain that IL can have benefits on all levels:

where leaders 
focus on inclusivity 
people are 1.7 times 
more likely to feel 
very included 
(McKinsey, 2020a: 9)

As mentioned, several studies show the positive 
impact of inclusive leadership in diverse settings. 
Nishii and Mayer (2009) demonstrate the crucial 
role of leaders in reducing employee turnover in 
diverse groups. IL has also a positive influence on 
the helping behavior of employees, both towards 
colleagues as well as supervisors (Randel, Dean, 
Ehrhart, Chung, & Shore, 2016). A recent study in the 
nonprofit sector revealed that engaging employees in 
critical organizational processes fosters an inclusive 
climate which leads to increased innovation and job 
satisfaction (Brimhall, 2019b). 

Leadership education 
at Nike: 100% of vice 
presidents completed 
Inclusive Leadership 
program
(Nike, 2020: 68)

Moreover, inclusive leadership has a positive 
impact on psychological safety and ultimately leads 
to higher involvement in creative work (Carmeli, 
Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv, 2010: 250). Catalyst found that 
empowerment and courage show the biggest impact 
on employees’ sense of psychological safety (Prime 
& Salib, 2015). 

How can inclusive leadership foster an inclusive 
culture? 

• IL benefits all, but in particular underrepresented 
talent as they face additional barriers to feel 
included and develop their entire potential (Korn 
Ferry, 2021)

• IL is key in creating a “meta-narrative” 
(Wasserman, Gallegos, & Ferdman, 2008) 
that positions inclusion as a key feature for 
sustainable growth and performance (strategic 
leadership)

• IL role models inclusive behavior in everyday 
organizational life to change mindsets and 
overcome biases (van Knippenberg & van Ginkel, 
2021)

Inclusive leadership 
is “beneficial to 
diverse work groups 
while also being 
effective for more 
homogeneous” ones 
(Randel et al., 2018: 191)

individual level • unlocks individual potential 
• helps attract a diverse talent pool

team level • unlocks collective intelligence

organizational level • drives innovation and growth
• crucial in creating an inclusive work 

environment
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In today’s plethora of leadership approaches, several 
highlight that leadership is about empowering 
individuals and enabling their participation to boost 
consumer focus, agility and performance. These 
approaches include transformational leadership, 
empowering leadership, servant leadership, 
authentic leadership and leader-member exchange 
(Randel et al., 2018). 

Agile leadership also centers on leaders being 
humble, adaptable, visionary and engaged – the 
latter being a “willingness to listen, interact 
and communicate with internal and external 
stakeholders” (Wade, Neubauer, El Assir, & Tarling, 
2017). 

However, even in their relational and participatory 
perspectives, these approaches “fail to incorporate 
issues of equity, diversity, and social justice” 
(Gallegos, 2014: 178). IL, on the contrary, explicitly 
takes diversity into account. This means that 
inclusive leaders “interact with the diversity around 
them, build interpersonal trust, take the views of 
others into account, and are adaptive” (Korn Ferry, 
2021) to set an inclusive framework that reduces 
ambiguity about everyday inclusive behavior (Nishii 
& Leroy, 2020).

Hence, our basic definition of inclusive leadership 
combines participatory and collaborative 
approaches with a focus on equity and diversity:

Our Basic Definition: 
Inclusive Leadership = 
Fostering Participation + 
Diversity

Basic definition of Inclusive Leadership: 
fostering participation + diversity

With participation and diversity as key elements, 
this basic definition relates to the above definition of 
inclusion as fostering belonging and uniqueness. 

As mentioned above, belongingness and uniqueness 
are needs that can be contradictory. Regarding 
inclusive leadership this means that leaders who 
solely focus on fostering belongingness may indeed 
promote a culture of conformity while a pure 
focus on uniqueness may result in a culture of 
singularities. Research shows that an overemphasis 
on belongingness is associated with less creativity 
and innovation, an overemphasis on uniqueness may 
result in lesser productivity in terms of group output 
(Randel et al., 2018: 200) – see also Box 6 below. 
Hence:

Key to Inclusive Leadership: Balancing 
uniqueness and belongingness
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Balancing uniqueness and belongingness is a 
crucial task in contemporary organizational settings 
as leaders are generally trained towards pursuing 
collective – i.e. organizational – goals (Randel et 
al., 2018: 199). This means that when organizations 
conceptualize procedures for work group inclusion 
– like onboarding, team building or team visioning 
workshops – activities to value uniqueness and 
diversity must be part and parcel of these initiatives 
(Chung et al., 2020: 95).

In addition to balancing uniqueness and 
belongingness in fostering participation and 
diversity, inclusive leadership should not only be 
seen as traits or tasks of individual leaders, but as a 
collective learning process, as will be outlined next. 

83

Box 6:
Shared mental models: homogeneity vs. uniqueness? 

Research has shown that shared mental models of group members, for instance 
a common understanding of tasks, processes and goals, offers performance 
advantages (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). Hence, from this perspective 
managers would be encouraged to promote the adoption of these shared mental 
models. However, as they are “less than inclusionary” and may dampen a group’s 
creativity, managers must balance them with promoting the uniqueness of each 
team member (Randel et al., 2018: 200). 
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The challenges companies face today are not only 
too complex for any individual leader to solve, 
being embedded in societies characterized by 
diversity and strong social movements and the 
need to serve and represent a broad group of 
customers and stakeholders make it indispensable 
to see leadership as a collective process. Such an 
approach connects an understanding of inclusion 
as uniqueness and belongingness with one that 
emphasizes inclusion as participation in decision-
making processes. 

Inclusive Leaders >
 Inclusive Leadership

Accordingly, contemporary academic leadership 
studies start to see leadership as a collective 
process. Hence, inclusive leadership can be 
practiced not only by formal but also by informal 
leaders and all members of an organization (Randel 
et al., 2018) – see also Box 7 for the theoretical 
background. This has consequences for how 
leadership and leaders are seen, as summarized in 
the table on the next page.

“ Hierarchy (or, more specifically, 
the fear it creates when 
not handled well) reduces 
psychological safety. Research 
shows that lower-status 
team members generally feel 
less safe than higher-status 
members.”

(Edmondson, 2019: 14–15)

“ Today’s business problems are 
far too complex for any one 
leader to solve.”

(Prime & Salib, 2015: 2)
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Traditional 
entity-based 
leadership

Inclusive
relational-based 
leadership

role of 
leadership

• Leadership seen as a 
formal role that drives 
organizational process 

• Entity-based process of 
leading

• Positional, formal and 
informal

• Leadership seen as generated in social 
dynamics

• Collective, consensual process of 
leading

• Community and collectives of leaders, 
and leaders in place, formal and 
informal

role of the 
leader

• Create and enforce rules 
and regulations

• Take control and solve 
problems

• Focus on me, us, and them 

• Focus on similarity and 
common ground

• Question dominant and normative 
practices; focus on fairness, equality, 
and civil dissent

• Create a holding space for followers to 
solve problems

• Focus on we and all

• Value and pursue diversity and multiple 
viewpoints

Table 19 Differences between traditional entity-based and inclusive relational-based leadership (Source: Booysen, 2014: 305)

Looking back on our basic definition of inclusive 
leadership, this means 

inclusive leadership shifts the focus 
from leaders to leadership as a 
collective process.
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This also implies that the role bosses take within 
organizations has to be reframed, as maintained by 
Edmondson (2019) in relation to psychological safety 
as summarized in the table below.

Default 
frames

Reframe

The Boss • Has answers

• Gives orders

• Assesses others’ 
performance

• Sets direction

• Invites input to clarify and improve

• Creates conditions for continued 
learning to achieve excellence

Others • Subordinates who must do 
what they’re told

• Contributors with crucial knowledge 
and insight

Figure 7: Reframing the role of the boss (Source: Edmondson, 2019: 164)

Therefore, in other – academic – words, inclusive 
leadership can be defined as:

“ an ongoing cycle of learning 
through collaborative and 
respectful relational practice 
that enables individuals and 
collectives to be fully part of 
the whole, such that they are 
directed, aligned, and committed 
toward shared outcomes, for 
the common good of all, while 
retaining a sense of authenticity 
and uniqueness.”

(Booysen, 2014: 306)

What does this mean for individuals in formal 
leadership positions? How does this translate into 
everyday leadership practices? These questions will 
be explored next.
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Box 7:
Inclusive Leadership as collective process – conceptual background

The academic debate on inclusive leadership is grounded in an understanding that 
leadership can be taught (e.g. Doh, 2003), that it is a practice rather than a set of 
characteristics of individuals (e.g. Heifetz, 1994), which ultimately sees leadership 
as a collective phenomenon (e.g. Uhl-Bien, 2011) residing not only in the executive 
suite but “in the collective intelligence of employees at all levels” (Heifetz & Laurie, 
1997: 124). This view is in contrast to a “classical” understanding that focuses on 
individual leaders, leaders defined by their formal authority in hierarchical positions 
and the leader-follower relations this entails. 
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The act of balancing uniqueness and belongingness 
needs to be translated into specific leadership 
principles and practices. Ferdman (2020) identifies 
three key principles of inclusive leadership:

Self-awareness and authenticity relate to the 
individual level. This comprises not only being 
authentic oneself, but also promoting this for 
others. As unconscious biases translate into micro-
inequities that signal value or disfavor for employees 
(Young, 2017), self-awareness is key in inclusive 
leadership. Self-awareness and authenticity must 
also be applied to the organizational level: Here, one 
has to be aware of the role one plays in fostering – 
but also inhibiting – an inclusive culture. 

Key for both the individual and organizational level is 
to establish a learning mindset guided by humility. 

Key Principles 
of Inclusive 
Leadership

leaders who are 
part of the dominant 
social group can also 
be inclusive leaders 

“ The journey to becoming an 
inclusive leader starts with 
self-awareness.”

(Korn Ferry, 2021b)

Conceptual and operational clarity and vision 
means that inclusive leadership must be based on 
knowledge, training and self-education. Moreover, 
there is not only a need for knowledge on inclusion 
and how it operates, but also for looking beyond the 
given to create inclusive visions. 

Capacity for complexity and paradoxical thinking 
and behavior is of vital importance for inclusive 
leadership. This means that perspectives are 
taken into account that are – or only seem to be – 
conflicting. The crucial task here is to accept the 
existing while simultaneously striving for new ways 
and openness, fostering the sense of belonging 
for everyone while simultaneously challenging the 
status quo. Similarly, fairness and transparency 
have to be striven for while ensuring that existing 
norms and values are acted on. 

balancing 
belongingness 
and uniqueness 
means balancing 
the acceptance of 
individual behaviors 
and styles with a 
commitment to 
openness and doing 
things differently 
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Inclusive leadership is more than developing “soft 
skills” like compassion and care, as Gallegos (2014: 
179) maintains: Addressing “incidents of structural 
inequity and making change to long-standing 
traditions and organizational practices” takes 
courage and calls for tough decisions – decisions that 
help to create sustainable inclusive environments and 
position oneself as a visible supporter of inclusion.

Inclusive leadership needs to be practiced at all 
levels: the individual (I), the relational level of teams 
and the organizational one:

Key Practices and 
Behaviors: Being a 
Visible Supporter

“ Inclusive leadership is not just 
about having an attitude of 
openness, it’s a set of disciplines 
and traits that can be assessed, 
coached and put into action.”

(Korn Ferry, 2021b)

I • cultural humility

• courage 

• tolerance for imperfection and ambiguity

• awareness of identity, privilege and bias 

• ability to recognize different contributions

• ability to act on different input 

Team • listening well

• practicing empathy 

• being curious

Organization • explicitly define (and redefine) the boundaries and rules for 
acceptable inclusive behavior

• fostering equity

• create the conditions for conversations to explore differences

• model and communicate an understanding of and valuing of 
(and comfort with) diversity

• being authentic and use personal experiences strategically 

Table 20: Manifestations of Inclusive Leadership (table inspired by Gallegos, 2014 and Wasserman et al., 2008)
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McKinsey (2020: 11) relates inclusive behavior 
directly to supporting organizational I&D initiatives:

• participating in allies’ programs supporting 
underrepresented groups

• calling out microaggressions when they occur

• posting signs of visible support for 
underrepresented groups in their offices 

• serving as sponsors for talent from 
underrepresented groups 

• creating opportunities for underrepresented 
groups to connect

• leaders educating themselves on inclusion, 
diversity and bias

In focusing on calling out microaggressions, a 
crucial aspect of everyday organizational life 
is addressed. Micro-messages are everyday 
occurrences in the workplace that lead to employees 
feeling valued or disfavored (Young, 2017), with 
microaggressions being “incidents in which 
someone accidentally (or purposely) makes an 
offensive statement or asks an insensitive question” 
(Washington, Hall Birch, & Morgan Roberts, 2020). 
Over time, microaggressions can have a negative 
impact on an employee’s wellbeing and health 
(Washington et al., 2020) with these so-called “subtle 
forms of discrimination” being as consequential for 
those discriminated against as overt forms (Jones, 
Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016).

Korn Ferry analyzing 24,000 
leader assessments: “only 5% of 
leaders globally can be defined 
as inclusive”

(Korn Ferry, 2021a)

Showing inclusive leadership behavior, in contrast, 
allows one to be a visible supporter of an inclusive 
environment, a behavior that can be shown by formal 
and informal leaders as well as all members of the 
organization. 

The strategic task is then to implement inclusive 
leadership into the whole talent supply chain and 
competency frameworks, as will be explored next.
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To create inclusive and psychologically safe 
organizations, “interrelated goals related to hiring, 
training, promoting, and learning must go hand in 
hand with efforts to shift the workplace climate” 
(Edmondson, 2020). Inclusive leadership must 
therefore be part of the whole talent supply chain 
to attract diverse talent (inward mobility) and to 
promote diverse talent (upward mobility). 

Key to this endeavor is to integrate IL principles into 
reward and remuneration systems (Boekhorst, 2015) 
and to make inclusive leadership part of competency 
frameworks. A competency framework is a set 
of leadership characteristics that describe what 
competencies are expected at various levels of the 
organization. 

As can be seen in the figure below, the CGMA (2019) 
competency framework, for instance, embeds the 
five skills (technical, business, digital, leadership and 
people) within the core values of ethics, integrity and 
professionalism.

Inclusive Leadership in 
the Talent Supply Chain: 
Competency Frameworks

For each of these five skills, specific components 
are defined to measure them along four different 
competency levels, starting with foundational and 
intermediate to advanced and expert levels. The 
leadership skill comprises team building, coaching 
& mentoring, driving performance, motivating & 
inspiring as well as change management.

Inclusive leadership can be identified at various 
levels, for instance when in team building the 
foundational competencies consist of:

• “Proactively listen to, consider and embrace 
diverse ideas and styles

• Interact effectively with all people, participate in 
teams and groups, and cooperate with others

• Apply an understanding of available resources 
and use them effectively” (CGMA, 2019: 64).

And the expert level is defined by: 

• “Advocate and successfully leveraging diversity to 
maximise organisational strength

• Creating a culture of cooperation and integration

• Harnessing skills, experiences and the expertise 
of all team members

• Create a common goal and a climate where 
people feel part of something bigger than their 
own individual success or their immediate team” 
(CGMA, 2019: 64).

As can be seen in this illustrative example, 
integrating inclusive leadership in competency 
frameworks makes it possible to build inclusive 
talent to sustainably foster an inclusive work 
environment.

Technical
skills

Business
skills

Leadership
skills

Digital
skills

People
skills

Figure 8: CGMA Competency Framework (CGMA, 2019: 2)
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1 Case insight: Inclusive Leadership at Johnson 
& Johnson

Johnson & Johnson developed new Leadership 
Imperatives in 2019 – shape, connect and grow – to 
further drive honest, open, respectful and ultimately 
inclusive interactions at all levels of the company. 
These imperatives are, furthermore, incorporated 
in work objectives and performance evaluation 
(Johnson & Johnson, 2020: 13). 

In addition to rolling out the new leadership 
imperatives, it focused on:

unconscious bias 
training 

which was completed by more than 95% of 
employees by the end of 2019 with plans to 
implement a Conscious Inclusion training in 2021

reimagined ERG 
engagement

with a focus on creating “virtual psychologically 
safe environments”, establishing not only support 
networks but also environments “where tangible 
actions have taken place to meet the needs of their 
members” (Johnson & Johnson, 2020: 17)

cascaded empathetic 
conversations guide

that should encourage “leaders to hold difficult but 
essential conversations on topics such as racism, 
social injustices, bigotry and discrimination.” 
(Johnson & Johnson, 2020: 17) with a particular 
focus on racism and the Black community

Raise Your Voice 
global dialogues

held multiple times, these dialogues aimed to give 
employees the possibility to “share experiences and 
insights surrounding racism and injustice, actively 
listen, learn and engage with colleagues on these 
important topics” (Johnson & Johnson, 2020: 17) 
with the results of these dialogues used to derive 
action plans

launched cultural 
immersion in 
understanding the 
Black experience

in an effort to “further our Company’s commitment 
towards combatting systemic inequity and social 
injustice” (Johnson & Johnson, 2020: 18).
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Leadership 
at PMI

PMI Leadership Model

Fo
rw

ar
d 

Lo
ok

in
g 1. We are humble and acknowledge we don’t have all the answers.

2. We are curious; we seek input and ideas from diverse sources to continuously 
improve and innovate.

3. We make timely decisions informed by facts.

4. We take ownership for our decisions, holding ourselves and others accountable.

5. We are persistent and results driven to deliver our Smoke-Free Vision.

Em
po

w
er

in
g 

P
eo

pl
e 1. We provide context, clear direction, and measurable objectives.

2. We actively support each other and give the space to deliver.

3. We proactively seek, provide, and act on constructive feedback based on facts.

4. We develop ourselves and others to strengthen our organization.

5. We are inclusive, we champion diversity, and we act with compassion and 
integrity in everything we do.

Figure 9: PMI Leadership Ideal

C
on

su
m

er
* 

Fi
rs

t 1. We are passionate about our consumers, relentlessly seeking to understand 
and delight them.

2. We act upon data-driven insights.

3. We work as one PMI team.

4. We are agile in our Ways of Working.

5. We measure outcomes to further enhance the consumer experience.

*Consumer refers to external consumers as well as to internal customers
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In the leadership model that is currently rolled out 
at PMI, the three leadership dimensions – consumer 
first, forward looking and empowering people – all 
harbor possibilities for inclusive leadership.

In light of the diverse markets to be served, listening 
to and including diverse voices is imperative to place 
consumers first.

Humbleness is not only part of PMI’s leadership 
dimension “forward looking”, but also a key 
manifestation of inclusive leadership. In light of the 
results of both the pilot survey on inclusion and 
the interviews held for the purpose of this project, 
strengthening trust and fairness and avoiding that 
only voices from members of the majority group 
are heard is of utmost importance – not only for the 
immediate inclusive culture, but also to allow diverse 
talent to thrive in the organization and that a diverse 
talent pipeline is secured. Similarly, curiosity and 
accountability are indispensable parts of inclusive 
leadership. 

Inclusive leadership implies 
asking questions like

“Whose voices or perspectives 
might we be missing?” 

“What are the limitations to the 
current ways we are seeing this 
issue?”

(Gallegos, 2014: 181)

Box 8:
Measuring Inclusive Leadership

Based on Edmondson’s (2004) conceptualization of inclusive leadership qualities 
(openness, availability and accessibility), Carmeli et al. (2010: 260) developed the 
following items to measure inclusive leadership: 

• The manager is open to hearing new ideas (openness) 

• The manager is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes 
(openness) 

• The manager is open to discuss the desired goals and new ways to achieve them 
(openness) 

• The manager is available for consultation on problems (availability) 

• The manager is an ongoing “presence” in this team — someone who is readily 
available (availability) 

• The manager is available for professional questions I would like to consult with 
him/her (availability) 

• The manager is ready to listen to my requests (availability) 

• The manager encourages me to access him/her on emerging issues 
(accessibility) 

• The manager is accessible for discussing emerging problems (accessibility)

The items showed a high reliability (Cronbach’s α= .94). 

The dimension of empowering people with the focus 
on supporting each other, constructive feedback 
and inclusion and diversity is clearly associated with 
inclusive leadership. 

Box 8 below provides an example of how inclusive 
leadership can be measured.
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Revisiting the current definitions and metrics 
of inclusion in this report proves contemporary 
assertions right that by now there is “no standardized, 
universal metric” (Hunt et al., 2020: 33). This makes 
benchmarking today almost impossible, as the 
company cases also revealed that each organization 
uses its own set of questions related to different 
aspects of inclusion. 

On the other hand, some validated scales used 
in published academic studies exist. But as they 
comprise a comparatively large number of questions, 
they appear to be impractical to implement in regular 
employee surveys.

The question of how to get actionable results that 
have an impact on equity can therefore be discussed 
in terms of implementating metrics and their content.

107
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1 Implementation: Employee surveys and/or 
real-time pulses

While some research suggests that employee 
surveys might even influence employees’ behavior 
(Judd et al., 2018), others ask whether employee 
surveys reflect employees’ experiences in the first 
place (Hunt et al., 2020: 33). 

Hence, whereas BP stopped using employee surveys 
(and with them the inclusion index) in favor of 
more immediate and short forms of surveys and 
data from other IT-generated sources, Nike aims 
at benchmarking its score on inclusion measured 
through a “classical” survey. Microsoft combines the 
two approaches, but as an IT company it has a good 
starting position for such an approach. 

Gartner consultants Romansky et al. (2021) see the 
value of using (their) survey-based inclusion metrics 
as an opportunity to start broader listening initiatives, 
it allows leaders’ self-reflection to foster inclusive 
leadership as well as starting process changes in 
HR. Moreover, metrics would allow for vigilance 
as, for example, reporting systems for exclusionary 
behavior can be implemented or leaders are put in a 
position to spot microaggressions. 

So the question is not either employee survey or 
other sources, but rather which goals are being 
pursued with them. A combination of, for instance, 
bi annual in-depth inclusion surveys focusing 
on specific components with quicker pulses and 
artificial intelligence solutions together with 
implementing inclusion into performance reviews 
and talent development might be a way forward that 
will be further elaborated on in the next phases 
of the project. Such an approach combines the 
advantages of surveys – generating comparable 
results on a broad scale – with the advantages of 
short-term measures and interventions in between.

Discussion: Potentials 
and Limits of Inclusion 
Metrics

2  
Content: Components of inclusion

With PMI currently focusing on psychological safety 
in its I&D strategy, implementing or developing 
inclusion metrics that comprise this aspect is 
imperative. However, in light of PMI’s current 
challenges to inclusion around trust and fairness, the 
existence of informal networks and a lack of listening 
abilities, also looking at inclusive leadership and 
accountability is advisable. This is also imperative 
in light of interviewees highlighting that PMI already 
has talent with backgrounds that differ from those 
prevailing in the company, but that there is a lack of 
recognition and support of them. 

The inclusion index used by BP has revealed how a 
focus on leadership issues might make it possible 
to generate more actionable results, as leadership 
accountability is directly addressed – with the results 
from BP showing that listening got the lowest score 
in its inclusion index. 

Moreover, aspects of shared decision-making (Mor 
Barak, 2017) might prove fruitful to bring everyone 
to the table – an issue that will be further explored in 
Part II of this project. 
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3  
Content: The role of diversity

The review of current approaches has also 
highlighted that diversity must take center stage 
in analyzing and measuring inclusion. Given legal 
constraints, gender and nationality are the only 
dimensions reported globally by many organizations, 
with race and ethnicity reported predominantly for 
the US and the UK, as the cases discussed in this 
report showed. Still, even though “reviewing global 
impact is great, measuring the impact locally as 
broadly as possible is critical – global direction, local 
measurement” (Sweeney & Bothwick, 2016: 244). 
This means that even if data is only available on a 
local level, this should not prevent its local usage – 
with the potential to eventually have an impact on 
other markets. 

Some companies reviewed for this report (BP and 
Microsoft) explicitly follow a strategy of advocating 
for voluntary self-identifying in relation to numerous 
diversity dimensions. Such a strategy makes it 
possible to take up additional dimensions that 
characterize contemporary societal debates around 
diversity, ranging from generations, parenthood and 
political views to non-binary gender identifications 
and intersectional approaches. Moreover, the 
question whether identity-conscious or identity-blind 
approaches (Leslie, Bono, Kim, & Beaver, 2020) or 
a combination of the two is the way forward will be 
explored.

“ Creating psychologically 
safe environments in diverse 
teams is a way to overcome 
implicit assumptions that 
limit collaboration and 
learning and to unlock the 
enormous potential of team 
collaboration.”

(Edmondson & Roloff, 2009: 203)
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Measuring inclusion in an impactful way means 
that it helps in creating a working environment in 
which everyone feels included and psychologically 
safe. Part II of this project will examine how broader 
societal changes like COVID-19, digitalization and 
new forms of work together with social movements 
like #MeToo and Black Lives Matter influence 
the debate on inclusion and must be reflected in 
inclusion metrics. Ways forward could be to look at 
definitions and measures of inclusion outside the 
business and organizational world, e.g. in terms of 
broader definitions of social inclusion.

The next part of this research project will take 
up these trends and combine them with further 
analyses of the interviews and additional data 
collection as well as the first results from PMI’s 
inclusion pulse survey to redefine what inclusion 
means in contemporary global societies – and how to 
measure it in a way to impact change: Benchmarking 
and using metrics that are widely used? Or 
design questions that have a specific relation to 
how an inclusive future at PMI should look like? 
Standardized questions every year or adapting them? 
Which data will show that inclusion and diversity 
efforts are successful? Which ones will show that 
change is actually happening?

In light of research that shows how employee 
surveys also impact behavior, they could be used 
to survey employees’ perception of inclusion while 
simultaneously nudging behavior – items could be 
phrased like “I plan to increase my efforts to make 
PMI a more inclusive workplace”.

Moreover, as an inclusive culture becomes visible in 
unbiased hiring, promoting, talent recognition and 
performance evaluation, the whole supply chain of 
human resources must be aligned to inclusive ends. 
These issues will be elaborated on in Part III of this 
project, in relation to building up a diverse leadership 
pipeline (Leslie et al., 2020) or “repairing the broken 
rung” (McKinsey & Lean In, 2020; Pinsight, 2021) 
for diverse talent to secure both inward and upward 
mobility. Indeed, the question will be whether 
the next step after unconscious bias is conscious 
inclusion as an everyday organizational practice. 

Part III will also take a closer look at the 
opportunities and threats of measuring inclusion 
using artificial intelligence, algorithms and 
gamification. While current research also shows how 
algorithms and machine learning may perpetuate 
biases (see e.g. Fu, Huang, & Singh, 2020), we see 
these technologies as being in their infant stage 
and recognize the speed of development. Hence, the 
question will be how to use these technologies and 
advance them in a way that they become less biased 
in order to support an inclusive future.  

111



Inclusive Future Part I Report

112

Acquavita, S. P., Pittman, J., Gibbons, M., & Castellanos-
Brown, K. 2009. Personal and Organizational Diversity 
Factors’ Impact on Social Workers’ Job Satisfaction: Results 
from a National Internet-Based Survey. Administration in 
Social Work, 33(2): 151–166.

Adams-Prassl, A., Boneva, T., Golin, M., & Rauh, C. 2020. 
Inequality in the Impact of the Coronavirus Shock: Evidence 
from Real Time Surveys. Cambridge Working Papers in 
Economics: 2032.

Ahmed, S. 2007. ‘You end up doing the document rather than 
doing the doing’: Diversity, race equality and the politics of 
documentation. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 30(4): 590–609.

Atzeni, M. 2016. Capitalism, workers organizing and the 
shifting meanings of workplace democracy. Labor History, 
57(3): 374–389.

Baer, M., & Frese, M. 2003. Innovation is not enough: climates 
for initiative and psychological safety, process innovations, 
and firm performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
24(1): 45–68.

Bapuji, H., Ertug, G., & Shaw, J. D. 2020. Organizations and 
Societal Economic Inequality: A Review and Way Forward. 
The Academy of Management Annals, 14(1): 60–91.

Bapuji, H., Patel, C., Ertug, G., & Allen, D. G. 2020. Corona 
Crisis and Inequality: Why Management Research Needs a 
Societal Turn. Journal of Management: 014920632092588.

Bell, E., Meriläinen, S., Taylor, S., & Tienari, J. 2019. Time’s 
up! Feminist theory and activism meets organization studies. 
Human Relations, 72(1): 4–22.

Bloom, P., & Śliwa, M. 2021. Hacking work: Critically 
examining the implications of the new discourse 
and practices of hacking for work intensification and 
organizational control. Human Relations, (ahead of print): 
1-22.

Blundell, R., Costa Dias, M., Joyce, R., & Xu, X. 2020. 
COVID-19 and Inequalities. London: Institute for Fiscal 
Studies.

Boal, K. B., & Hooijberg, R. 2000. Strategic leadership 
research. The Leadership Quarterly, 11(4): 515–549.

Boekhorst, J. A. 2015. The Role of Authentic Leadership 
in Fostering Workplace Inclusion: A Social Information 
Processing Perspective. Human Resource Management, 
54(2): 241–264.

Booysen, L. 2014. The Development of Inclusive Leadership 
Practice and Processes. In B. M. Ferdman & B. R. Deane 
(Eds.), Diversity at work: The practice of inclusion: 296–329. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

BP. 2020. Diversity, equity and inclusion report 2020.

Bradley, B. H., Postlethwaite, B. E., Klotz, A. C., Hamdani, 
M. R., & Brown, K. G. 2012. Reaping the benefits of task 
conflict in teams: the critical role of team psychological safety 
climate. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(1): 151–158.

Brewer, M. B. 1991. The Social Self: On Being the Same 
and Different at the Same Time. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 17(5): 475–482.

Brimhall, K. C. 2019a. Inclusion and commitment as key 
pathways between leadership and non-profit performance. 
Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 30(1): 31–49.

Brimhall, K. C. 2019b. Inclusion Is Important . But How Do 
I Include? Examining the Effects of Leader Engagement on 
Inclusion, Innovation, Job Satisfaction, and Perceived Quality 
of Care in a Diverse Nonprofit Health Care Organization. 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 48(4): 716–737.

Brimhall, K. C., Mor Barak, M. E., Hurlburt, M., McArdle, J. 
J., Palinkas, L., & Henwood, B. 2017. Increasing Workplace 
Inclusion: The Promise of Leader-Member Exchange. 
Human Service Organizations: Management, Leadership & 
Governance, 41(3): 222–239.

Buttner, E. H., Lowe, K. B., & Billings‐Harris, L. 2010. 
Diversity climate impact on employee of color outcomes: 
does justice matter? Career Development International, 15(3): 
239–258.

Caerulan. 2021. Data Analytics Overview.

Carmeli, A., Reiter-Palmon, R., & Ziv, E. 2010. Inclusive 
Leadership and Employee Involvement in Creative Tasks in 
the Workplace: The Mediating Role of Psychological Safety. 
Creativity Research Journal, 22(3): 250–260.

References



Inclusive Future Part I Report

113

CGMA. 2019. CGMA Competency Framework.

Cho, S., & Mor Barak, M. E. 2008. Understanding of Diversity 
and Inclusion in a Perceived Homogeneous Culture: A Study 
of Organizational Commitment and Job Performance Among 
Korean Employees. Administration in Social Work, 32(4): 
100–126.

Chung, B. G., Ehrhart, K. H., Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Dean, 
M. A., & Kedharnath, U. 2020. Work Group Inclusion: Test of a 
Scale and Model. Group & Organization Management, 45(1): 
75–102.

CNBC. 2021. Black and Hispanic women aren’t sharing 
in the job market recovery, from: https://www.cnbc.
com/2021/03/05/black-and-hispanic-women-arent-sharing-
in-the-job-market-recovery.html.

Coqual. 2020. The Power of Belonging.

Cottrill, K., Denise Lopez, P., & C. Hoffman, C. 2014. How 
authentic leadership and inclusion benefit organizations. 
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International Journal, 
33(3): 275–292.

DeChurch, L. A., & Mesmer-Magnus, J. R. 2010. The cognitive 
underpinnings of effective teamwork: a meta-analysis. The 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1): 32–53.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 1991. A motivational approach 
to self: Integration in personality. In R. Dienstbier (Ed.), 
Perspectives on motivation: Nebraska symposium on 
motivation, 1990. Lincoln, Neb.: University of Nebraska 
Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 2000. The “What” and “Why” of 
Goal Pursuits: Human Needs and the Self-Determination of 
Behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4): 227–268.

Diversio. 2021. Academic Background.

Doh, J. P. 2003. Can Leadership Be Taught? Perspectives 
From Management Educators. Academy of Management 
Learning & Education, 2(1): 54–67.

Edmondson, A. 1999. Psychological Safety and Learning 
Behavior in Work Teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
44(2): 350.

Edmondson, A. 2019. The fearless organization: Creating 
psychological safety in the workplace for learning, innovation, 
and growth. Hoboken, New Jersey: Wiley.

Edmondson, A. 2020. The Role of Psychological Safety in 
Diversity and Inclusion, from: https://www.psychologytoday.
com/us/blog/the-fearless-organization/202006/the-role-
psychological-safety-in-diversity-and-inclusion.

Edmondson, A. C. 2004. Psychological Safety, Trust, 
and Learning in Organizations: A Group-Level Lens. In 
R. M. Kramer & K. S. Cook (Eds.), Trust and Distrust In 
Organizations: 239–272. Russell Sage Foundation.

Farh, C. I. C., Liao, H., Shapiro, D. L., Shin, J., & Guan, O. Z. 
2021. Out of sight and out of mind? Networking strategies 
for enhancing inclusion in multinational organizations. The 
Journal of applied psychology, 106(4): 582–598.

Fasani, F., & Mazza, J. 2021. COVID-19 and migrant workers’ 
employment prospects in Europe, from: https://voxeu.
org/article/covid-19-and-migrant-workers-employment-
prospects-europe.

Feehan, J., & Apostolopoulos, V. 2021. Is COVID-19 the worst 
pandemic? Maturitas, forthcoming.

Ferdman, B. M. 2020. Inclusive Leadership: The Fulcrum of 
Inclusion. In B. M. Ferdman, J. Prime & R. E. Riggio (Eds.), 
Inclusive Leadership: 3–24. New York Routledge.

Ferdman, B. M., & Deane, B. R. 2014. Preface: Diversity at 
Work - The Practice of Inclusion. In B. M. Ferdman & B. R. 
Deane (Eds.), Diversity at work: The practice of inclusion: xxi–
xxxii. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Findler, L., Wind, L. H., & Mor Barak, M. E. 2007. The 
Challenge of Workforce Management in a Global Society. 
Administration in Social Work, 31(3): 63–94.

Frazier, M. L., Fainshmidt, S., Klinger, R. L., Pezeshkan, A., 
& Vracheva, V. 2017. Psychological Safety: A Meta-Analytic 
Review and Extension. Personnel Psychology, 70(1): 113–165.

Fu, R., Huang, Y., & Singh, P. V. 2020. Artificial intelligence 
and algorithmic bias: Source, detection, mitigation, and 
implications. INFORMS Tutorials in Operations Research, 
(November): 39–63.

Gallegos, P. V. 2014. The Work of Inclusive Leadership: 
Fostering Authentic Relationships, Modeling Courage and 
Humility. In B. M. Ferdman & B. R. Deane (Eds.), Diversity 
at work: The practice of inclusion: 177–202. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass.

Gartner. 2019. Building Sustainable D&I.

Gartner. 2020. Building Inclusive Leadership to Enable Future 
Success.

Gibson, C. B., & Gibbs, J. L. 2006. Unpacking the Concept of 
Virtuality: The Effects of Geographic Dispersion, Electronic 
Dependence, Dynamic Structure, and National Diversity on 
Team Innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(3): 
451–495.



Inclusive Future Part I Report

114

Google. 2021. 2021 Diversity Annual Report.

Goyal, S., & Shrivastava, S. 2013. Organizational diversity 
climate: Review of models and measurement. Journal of 
Business Management & Social Sciences Research, 2(5): 
55–60.

Heifetz, R. A. 1994. Leadership without easy answers. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University 
Press.

Heifetz, R. A., & Laurie, D. L. 1997. The work of leadership. 
Harvard Business Review, 75(1): 124–134.

Hewlett, S. A., Marshall, M., Sherbin, L., & Gonsalves, T. 2013. 
Innovation, Diversity and Market Growth.

Holmes, O., Jiang, K., Avery, D. R., McKay, P. F., Oh, I.-S., & 
Tillman, C. J. 2021. A Meta-Analysis Integrating 25 Years of 
Diversity Climate Research. Journal of Management, 47(6): 
1357–1382.

Hunt, V., Prince, S., Dixon-Fyle, S., & Dolan, K. 2020. Diversity 
wins: How inclusion matters. McKinsey & Company.

Insider. 2019. Gen Z engineering students say these are the 
50 best global companies for diversity and inclusion, from: 
https://www.businessinsider.com/universum-diversity-and-
inclusion-index-engineering-students.

Jans, L., Postmes, T., & van der Zee, K. I. 2012. Sharing 
differences: The inductive route to social identity formation. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(5): 1145–1149.

Jansen, W. S., Otten, S., van der Zee, K. I., & Jans, L. 2014. 
Inclusion: Conceptualization and measurement. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 44(4): 370–385.

Johnson & Johnson. 2020. You Belong: Diversity, Equity & 
Inclusion Impact Review.

Jones, K. P., Peddie, C. I., Gilrane, V. L., King, E. B., & Gray, 
A. L. 2016. Not So Subtle. Journal of Management, 42(6): 
1588–1613.

Judd, S., O’Rourke, E., & Grant, A. 2018. Employee Surveys 
Are Still One of the Best Ways to Measure Engagement. 
Harvard Business Review, (March 14).

Kahn, W. A. 1990. Psychological Conditions of Personal 
Engagement and Disengagement at Work. Academy of 
Management Journal, 33(4): 692–724.

Kantar. 2020. The Inclusion Index. Kantar.

Kark, R., & Carmeli, A. 2009. Alive and creating: the 
mediating role of vitality and aliveness in the relationship 
between psychological safety and creative work involvement. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(6): 785–804.

Kirkman, B. L., Cordery, J. L., Mathieu, J., Rosen, B., & 
Kukenberger, M. 2013. Global organizational communities 
of practice: The effects of nationality diversity, psychological 
safety, and media richness on community performance. 
Human Relations, 66(3): 333–362.

Korn Ferry. 2021. The Benefits of Inclusive Leadership.

Kudyba, S. 2020. COVID-19 and the Acceleration of Digital 
Transformation and the Future of Work. Information Systems 
Management, 37(4): 284–287.

Lauring, J., & Selmer, J. 2010. Multicultural organizations: 
Common language and group cohesiveness. International 
Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 10(3): 267–284.

Lee, L. 2021. #BeTheChange #Anti-Racist #BeAnAlly, from: 
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/bethechange-anti-racist-
beanally-lyn-lee/.

Lee, M. Y., & Edmondson, A. C. 2017. Self-managing 
organizations: Exploring the limits of less-hierarchical 
organizing. Research in Organizational Behavior, 37: 35–58.

Leroy, H., Buengeler, C., Veestraeten, M., Shemla, M., 
& J. Hoever, I. 2021. Fostering Team Creativity Through 
Team-Focused Inclusion: The Role of Leader Harvesting 
the Benefits of Diversity and Cultivating Value-In-
Diversity Beliefs. Group & Organization Management: 
105960112110096.

Leslie, L. M., Bono, J. E., Kim, Y. S., & Beaver, G. R. 2020. On 
melting pots and salad bowls: A meta-analysis of the effects 
of identity-blind and identity-conscious diversity ideologies. 
The Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(5): 453–471.

Mahmoud, A. B., Fuxman, L., Mohr, I., Reisel, W. D., & 
Grigoriou, N. 2021. “ We aren’t your reincarnation! ” 
workplace motivation across X, Y and Z generations. 
International Journal of Manpower, 42(1): 193–209.

McKinsey. 2019. Taking the lead for inclusion.

McKinsey. 2020. Understanding organizational barriers to a 
more inclusive workplace.

McKinsey & Lean In. 2020. Women in the Workplace.

Meister, A., & Sinclair, A. 2021. Staying Mindful When You’re 
Working Remotely. Harvard Business Review, (March).

Microsoft. 2020. Global Diversity & Inclusion Report 2020.

Mir, R., & Zanoni, P. 2020. Black lives matter: Organization 
recommits to racial justice. Organization: 135050842096674.

Mor Barak, M. E. 2005. Managing diversity: Toward a globally 
inclusive workplace (First edition). Thousand Oaks: Sage.



Inclusive Future Part I Report

115

Mor Barak, M. E. 2017. Managing diversity: Toward a globally 
inclusive workplace (Fourth edition). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Mor Barak, M. E., & Cherin, D. A. 1998. A Tool to Expand 
Organizational Understanding of Workforce Diversity: 
Exploring a Measure of Inclusion-Exclusion. Administration in 
Social Work, 22(1): 47–64.

Mor Barak, M. E., Cherin, D. A., & Berkman, S. 1998. 
Organizational and Personal Dimensions in Diversity Climate. 
The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 34(1): 82–104.

Mor Barak, M. E., & Levin, A. 2002. Outside of the corporate 
mainstream and excluded from the work community: A study 
of diversity, job satisfaction and well-being. Community, Work 
& Family, 5(2): 133–157.

Nagel, L. 2020. The influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
the digital transformation of work. Int J of Soc & Social Policy, 
40(9/10): 861–875.

Nardi, S. de, & Phillips, M. 2021. The plight of racialised 
minorities during a pandemic: migrants and refugees in 
Italy and Australia. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An 
International Journal (ahead of print).

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. 2006. Making it safe: 
the effects of leader inclusiveness and professional status on 
psychological safety and improvement efforts in health care 
teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7): 941–966.

Nike. 2020. FY20 Nike Inc. Impact Report.

Nishii, L., & Leroy, H. 2020. Inclusive Leadership: Leaders 
as Architects of Inclusive Workgroup Climates. In B. M. 
Ferdman, J. Prime & R. E. Riggio (Eds.), Inclusive Leadership: 
162–178. New York Routledge, 2020.: Routledge.

Nishii, L. H. 2013. The Benefits of Climate for Inclusion for 
Gender-Diverse Groups. Academy of Management Journal, 
56(6): 1754–1774.

Nishii, L. H., & Mayer, D. M. 2009. Do inclusive leaders help 
to reduce turnover in diverse groups? The moderating role 
of leader-member exchange in the diversity to turnover 
relationship. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6): 
1412–1426.

Nkomo, S. 2014. Inclusion: Old Wine in New Bottles? In B. M. 
Ferdman & B. R. Deane (Eds.), Diversity at work: The practice 
of inclusion: 580–592. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Nkomo, S. M., Bell, M. P., Roberts, L. M., Joshi, A., & 
Thatcher, S. M. B. 2019. Diversity at a Critical Juncture: 
New Theories for a Complex Phenomenon. Academy of 
Management Review, 44(3): 498–517.

Özbilgin, M., Tatli, A., & Jonsen, K. 2015. Global diversity 
management: An evidence-based approach (2. ed.). London: 
Palgrave Macmillan.

Özbilgin, M. F., & Erbil, C. 2021. Social Movements and 
Wellbeing in Organizations from Multilevel and Intersectional 
Perspectives: The Case of the #blacklivesmatter Movement. 
In T. Wall, C. L. Cooper & P. Brough (Eds.), The Sage 
Handbook of Organizational Wellbeing: 119–138. London.

Ozkazanc‐Pan, B. 2019. On agency and empowerment 
in a #MeToo world. Gender, Work & Organization, 26(8): 
1212–1220.

Paolillo, A., Pasini, M., Silva, S. A., & Magnano, P. 2017. 
Psychometric properties of the Italian adaptation of the Mor 
Barak et al. diversity climate scale. Quality & Quantity, 51(2): 
873–890.

Parker M., Cheney G., Fournier V., & Land C. (Eds.). 2014. The 
Routledge Companion to Alternative Organization. London 
and New York: Routledge.

Pinsight. 2021. Repairing the Broken Rung: Overcoming Bias 
in the Leadership Pipeline.

Prime, J., & Salib, E. R. 2015. The Secret to Inclusion in 
Australian Workplaces: Psychological Safety. Catalyst.

Randel, A. E., Dean, M. A., Ehrhart, K. H., Chung, B., & Shore, 
L. 2016. Leader inclusiveness, psychological diversity climate, 
and helping behaviors. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 
31(1): 216–234.

Randel, A. E., Galvin, B. M., Shore, L. M., Ehrhart, K. 
H., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., & Kedharnath, U. 2018. 
Inclusive leadership: Realizing positive outcomes through 
belongingness and being valued for uniqueness. Human 
Resource Management Review, 28(2): 190–203.

Romansky, L., Garrod, M., Brown, K., & Deo, K. 2021. How 
to Measure Inclusion in the Workplace. Harvard Business 
Review, (May).

Rozovsky, J. 2015. The five keys to a successful Google team, 
from: https://rework.withgoogle.com/blog/five-keys-to-a-
successful-google-team/.

Sabatello, M., Jackson Scroggins, M., Goto, G., Santiago, 
A., McCormick, A., Morris, K. J., Daulton, C. R., Easter, C. 
L., & Darien, G. 2021. Structural Racism in the COVID-19 
Pandemic: Moving Forward. The American journal of 
bioethics AJOB, 21(3): 56–74.



Inclusive Future Part I Report

116

Seremani, T. W., & Clegg, S. 2016. Postcolonialism, 
Organization, and Management Theory. Journal of 
Management Inquiry, 25(2): 171–183.

Shell. n.d. Diversity and Inclusion at Shell.

Shell. 2020. Sustainability Report 2020.

Shell. 2021. Diversity and Inclusion Global Website. 
Downloaded on July 29, 2021, from: https://www.shell.com/
careers/about-careers-at-shell/we-are-one-team/diversity-
inclusion.html.

Shore, L. M., Cleveland, J. N., & Sanchez, D. 2018. Inclusive 
workplaces: A review and model. Human Resource 
Management Review, 28(2): 176–189.

Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., 
Holcombe Ehrhart, K., & Singh, G. 2011. Inclusion and 
Diversity in Work Groups: A Review and Model for Future 
Research. Journal of Man-agement, 37(4): 1262–1289.

Singh, B., Winkel, D. E., & Selvarajan, T. T. 2013. Managing 
diversity at work: Does psychological safety hold the key 
to racial differences in employee performance? Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 86(2): 242–263.

Stahl, G. K., Maznevski, M. L., Voigt, A., & Jonsen, K. 2010. 
Unraveling the effects of cultural diversity in teams: A meta-
analysis of research on multicultural work groups. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 41(4): 690–709.

Stamper, C. L., & Masterson, S. S. 2002. Insider or outsider? 
how employee perceptions of insider status affect their work 
behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(8): 875–894.

Steinert, J., & Ebert, C. 2020. Gewalt an Frauen und Kindern 
in Deutschland während COVID-19-bedingtenAusgangsbesch
ränkungen: Zusammenfassung der Ergebnisse. Downloaded 
on September 18, 2020, from: https://drive.google.com/
file/d/19Wqpby9nwMNjdgO4_FCqqlfYyLJmBn7y/view.

Sweeney, C., & Bothwick, F. 2016. Inclusive leadership: The 
definitive guide to developing and executing an impactful 
diversity and inclusion strategy - locally and globally (First 
edition). Harlow, England: Pearson.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. 1979. An Integrative Theory of 
Intergroup Conflict.

Travis, D. J., Shaffer, E., & Thorpe-Moscon, J. 2019. Getting 
Real About Inclusive Leadership. Catalyst.

Uhl-Bien, M. 2011. Relational Leadership Theory: Exploring 
the Social Processes of Leadership and Organizing. In 
Leadership, Gender, and Organization: 75–108. Springer, 
Dordrecht.

Ulusoy, N., Mölders, C., Fischer, S., Bayur, H., Deveci, S., 
Demiral, Y., & Rössler, W. 2016. A Matter of Psychological 
Safety. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 47(4): 626–645.

United Nations. 2020. Policy Brief: The Impact of COVID-19 on 
Women. Downloaded on 18 September, 2020, from: https://
www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/
sections/library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-
of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf.

van Knippenberg, D., & van Ginkel, W. P. 2021. A Diversity 
Mindset Perspective on Inclusive Leadership. Group & 
Organization Management: 105960112199722.

Wade, M., Neubauer, R., El Assir, R., & Tarling, A. 2017. Agile 
Leadership in an Age of Digital Disruption. insights@IMD, 
forthcoming.

Washington, E. F., Hall Birch, A., & Morgan Roberts, L. 2020. 
When and How to Respond to Microagressions. Harvard 
Business Review, (July 3).

Wasserman, I., Gallegos, P. V., & Ferdman, B. M. 2008. 
Dancing with resistance: Leadership challenges in fostering 
a culture of inclusion. In K. M. Thomas (Ed.), Diversity 
Resistance in Organizations: 175–200. New York: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.

Waters, R. D., & Bortree, D. S. 2010. Building a better 
workplace for teen volunteers through inclusive behaviors. 
Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 20(3): 337–355.

World Economic Forum. 2020. COVID-19 has hit Black 
Americans hardest. Healing this divide would lift the nation, 
from: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/08/covid19-
racial-wealth-gap-black-americans/.

Yadav, A., & Vishwakarma, D. K. 2020. Sentiment analysis 
using deep learning architectures: a review. Artificial 
Intelligence Review, 53(6): 4335–4385.

Young, S. 2017. Micromessaging: Why great leadership is 
beyond words (2nd Edition). New York: McGraw-Hill Education.

 



Inclusive Future Part I Report

117117117



Inclusive Future Part I Report

118

Occum eos rata sitectum arum corum ex est arum qui qui tem sincium nobis vendis 
uteni ut fugitiorae velitatatur apis im sequid maximus cidiossi ne nossecto doluptatur ra 
denis numquia dundebitas sim eatem sum quam re dollaut moluptatque ommoluptatet 
eaque et repuda doloritas rate qui remqui cus.

Appendix:
Validity and 
Reliability

118



Inclusive Future Part I Report

119119



Inclusive Future Part I Report

120

Appendix: Validity 
and Reliability

Inclusion as belongingness and uniqueness

Chung et al. (2020) developed their 10-item measure 
based on a review of existing theoretical concepts 
of inclusion. Initially 30 items, the questions were 
reduced to 18 using an Exploratory Factor Analysis. 
Thereafter, these items were given to 13 subject 
matter experts with the task of attributing them to 
either uniqueness or belongingness to check for 
content validity. This led to rewording items and the 
selection of the 10 items with the highest expert 
ranks. With these 10 items they ran Confirmatory 
Factor Analyses with two samples. The two-
factor model with inclusion as belongingness and 
uniqueness showed significantly better results than 
the one-factor model and had the following results of 
fit indices for sample 1: χ2 = 114.19 (df = 34)  
CFI = .95 (value greater than .95 indicates good fit), 
SRMR = .04 (value less than .08 indicates good fit), 
RMSEA = .07 (value less than .06 indicates good fit) 
and for sample 2: χ2 = 112.19 (df = 34), CFI = .95, 
SRMR = .04 and RMSEA = .08.

The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
suggest that belongingness and uniqueness are 
related but distinct concepts. Both uniqueness and 
belongingness had high alpha reliability values 
ranging from .88 to .91 for both samples. 

To explore the nomological validity, Chung et al. 
(2020) tested for correlation of their inclusion 
measure with other measures. This showed high 
correlations with Mor Barak’s (2017) work group 
inclusion subscale (r = .72, p < .01), Perceived 
Organizational Support, POS (r = .59, p < .01), work 
group identification (r = .58, p < .01) and voice 
(r = .59, p < .01) – and to a lesser extent to self-
verification (r = .24, p < .01). Discriminant validity 
was measured by correlating their measure to the 
Ten-Item Personality Inventory measuring the big 
five personality dimensions. As the correlation was 
significantly lower (rs ranging from .16 to .25;  
all ps < .01) than the correlations with the above 

constructs, it can be said that inclusion measured 
as uniqueness and belongingness is distinct from 
personality dimensions. 

Chung et al. (2020) tested their measure also for 
incremental validity, i.e. if their model improves 
knowledge in comparison to existing ones. They ran 
semi-partial correlations that revealed that, when 
controlling for Mor Barak’s work group inclusion 
measure, their inclusion scale is related significantly 
to the following assumed antecedents of inclusion: 
Overall justice (sr = .60, p < .01), diversity climate (sr 
= .29, p < .01), and leader inclusiveness  
(sr = .56, p < .01). Regression analysis was run 
regarding proposed outcomes: Their inclusion scale 
is significantly related to turnover intentions  
(ΔR2 = .09, p < .01), helping (ΔR2 = .07, p < .01), and 
positive and negative health (ΔR2 = .03 for both, p 
< .01), also over and above Mor Barak’s measure. 
Chung et al. (2020) themselves admit that the 
magnitude of their incremental difference is not 
large and conclude, hence, that “our work group 
inclusion measure is complementary to Mor Barak’s 
measure and can provide guidance for organizations 
regarding possible areas of improvement in terms of 
belongingness and uniqueness” (Chung et al., 2020: 
93).
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Perceived Group Inclusion Scale (PGIS)

Jansen et al. (2014) tested the validity of their 
scale in an Exploratory Factor Analysis distributing 
questionnaires to students and a Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis using a second sample of employees. 
For the latter a model that conceptualized four first-
order factors (group membership, group affection, 
room for authenticity, and value in authenticity) 
were grouped into the two second-order factors 
of belongingness and authenticity and showed the 
following validity results: For students:  
χ2/df=1.81, RMSEA= .05, CFI = .97, NNFI = .96 (values 
> .97 indicate excellent, values > 0.95 good fit). For 
employees: χ2/df= 3.56, RMSEA=0.07, CFI =0.97, 
NNFI = 0.96). All first-order factor loadings exceeded 
.70 and differing reliably from zero (p< .01). Hence, 
these result indicate a good fit of the model.

The reliability was tested using alpha values, which 
were for both students and employees >.96 for the 
scale and >.93 for each component. The nomological 
validity was tested against state self-esteem, trait 
self-esteem, solidarity, satisfaction and centrality for 
the student sample and diversity climate, personal 
self-verification and psychological safety for the 
employee sample (with only the latter showing 
non-significant results). Predictive validity was 
measured related to positive and negative mood, 
work satisfaction, trust, group conflict, individual 
creativity, group creativity, group performance and 
group learning behavior, with all findings supporting 
the predictive validity of the PGIS (Jansen et al., 
2014).

Inclusion as participation

Nomological validity of the measure was tested by 
correlating it to Porter and Lawler’s organizational 
satisfaction measure, which resulted in a moderate 
correlation (r = .63, p < .05). Discriminant validity 
was tested by showing that the scale is distinct from 
Porter’s work alienation scale (r = -0.32, p < .05) (Mor 
Barak, 2005 as cited in Cho & Mor Barak, 2008). 

As the Mor Barak Inclusion Exclusion Scale (MBIE) 
and its subscales are the most widely used in 
published studies (Chung et al., 2020), one finds 
numerous studies in various geographical and 
cultural settings where either the entire 15 items 
scale, its subscales or its previous version (Mor 
Barak & Cherin, 1998) has been applied. 

In a study in one of Korea’s largest corporations, 
the MBIE was distributed to 381 employees and 
their 320 supervisors. It showed a high reliability 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .84 (Cho & Mor Barak, 
2008). Ten items were used in a study in a tech 
company in Israel, where the Cronbach’s alpha for 
internal reliability was .81. The five items measuring 
group inclusion of the MBIE were used in a study 
in Denmark researching language diversity among 
academics and showed a high internal reliability with 
a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 (Lauring & Selmer, 2010). 

In a study in the non-profit sector in the US, the 
full 15-item MBIE scale was used to study how 
teenage volunteers can be retained. Out of the 
eight subscales of the MBIE, only the social group 
inclusion scale had a low Cronbach’s alpha of 
.58, with all other subscales having a high score 
between .70 and .82 (Waters & Bortree, 2010). In 
another study in the US non-profit sector, Acquavita, 
Pittman, Gibbons, and Castellanos-Brown (2009) 
found a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 for the whole  
15-item scale.
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Inclusion as psychological safety

Most of the published studies that research 
psychological safety rely on Edmondson’s (1999) 
seven items or variations of it (Frazier et al., 2017). 
In her initial study, Edmondson (1999) developed the 
Psychological Safety measure based on qualitative 
research with eight teams, followed by two surveys 
and structured interviews to obtain quantitative data. 
Moreover, in a third phase, teams selected based on 
the quantitative findings were observed. Discriminant 
validity was tested through a factor analysis that 
confirmed the items for the psychological safety 
measure and through producing a multi-trait, 
multimethod (MTMM) matrix that compared the 
correlations of antecedent and outcome variables, 
proving that correlations between theoretically 
similar items were larger compared to those 
intended to measure different constructs (.35 resp. 
.36 compared to .25). The measure for psychological 
safety provided for its reliability a Cronbach’s alpha 
of .82. Based on an intraclass correlation (ICC) it 
was assured that data from individual respondents 
converges with the group attributes, which yielded a 
high score of .39 for psychological safety. In addition, 
the survey data correlated with the quantitative data 
of the structured qualitative interview, which also 
proves the validity of the measure. 

Mor Barak et al’s Diversity Climate Scale

The validity of the overall Diversity Climate Scale 
was tested using Exploratory Factor Analysis for 23 
items: these factors showed a good fit with Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity being 4593.15 at p < .001, and 
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure a .90 (Mor Barak, 
2017: 504). Using Principal Component Analysis 
with varimax rotation made it possible to identify the 
four factors and to eliminate some erroneous items 
which led to the 16 items used in the scale. The four 
factors showed eigenvalues between 1.2 and 5.4 and 
explained 57.1 % of the variance, with the fairness 
factor showing the highest score of 29.9%. 

The overall scale showed a high reliability 
(Cronbach’s alpha of .83) and the Fairness Factor 
even a higher one with an alpha value of .86. The 
whole factor structure was tested distributing it in 
a survey to 2,686 employees a US-based hi-tech 
company with a diverse workforce. 

Also in later studies, the fairness subscale showed 
good reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .92 
(Buttner, Lowe, & Billings‐Harris, 2010).

The three other factors of the scale are:

Organizational Dimension: Organizational Inclusion 
Factor

1. Management here encourages the formation of 
employee network support groups

2. There is a mentoring program in use here that 
identifies and prepares all minority and female 
employees for promotion

3. The “old boys’ network” is alive and well here (R)
4. The company spends enough money and time on 

diversity awareness and related training

Personal Dimension – Personal Diversity Value 
Factor

1. Knowing more about cultural norms of diverse 
groups would help me be more effective in my job

2. I think that diverse viewpoints add value
3. I believe diversity is a strategic business issue

Personal Dimension – Personal Comfort with 
Diversity

1. I feel at ease with people from backgrounds 
different from my own

2. I am afraid to disagree with members of other 
groups for fear of being called prejudiced (R)

3. Diversity issues keep some work teams here 
from performing to their maximum effectiveness 
(R)

(Mor Barak, 2017)

Climate for Inclusion

The three components of the Climate for Inclusion 
measure were developed by Nishii (2013) based on a 
literature review and asking 10 field experts to group 
items to these three components. Selecting those 
that were correctly attributed led to 47 items that 
were put in a survey for 633 university employees. 
Based on an Exploratory Factor Analysis, items 
with low or double factor loadings were eliminated 
leading to 31 items loading on three factors with 
eigen values bigger than 1 and explaining 64.85% 
of the variance. With the results of a survey among 
701 working adults, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
with the three factors showed a good fit with the 
data: (χ2

421 = 865.43, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04, SRMR 
= .03). Also the reliability showed very good results 
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with alpha values of .93, .94, and .97. To test the 
discriminant validity, the three components of the 
Climate for Inclusion were related to procedural and 
interactional justice, which showed that they are 
moderately related, but distinct from each other. 

A final shortened version with 15 items was 
developed based on factor loadings, wording and 
content. Also this shortened version showed good 
results in the Confirmatory Factor Analysis: χ2

80 = 
217.97, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .02 (Nishii, 
2013). 

Diversio’s Diversity and Inclusion Survey

Diversio reports that based on a meta-analysis and a 
systematic literature review, key drivers for diversity 
and inclusion were identified. The six characteristics 
of inclusion of its survey were developed and 
validated based on Diversio’s “internal dataset 
and public data from more than 20,000 companies 
worldwide, analyzing feedback from over 50,000 
employees and 30 countries”. A validation test in 
2019 was run by the University of Waterloo with 
11,027 respondents across 18 organizations. Despite 
the large data set mentioned to be used to validate 
the survey, Diversio only mentions an overall 
Cronbach’s alpha of .84, which would indicate a high 
reliability of the whole survey. But as the survey 
measures different constructs, alpha value for all six 
themes would be needed to comprehensibly assess 
the reliability. In addition, Diversio only reports an 
“all item-total correlation greater than 0.5”, which 
for them indicates “a high chance of questions 
reflecting the concept being measured”. However, 
it remains unclear what correlates with what and if, 
for instance, a factor analysis proved that the items 
are attributed correctly to the six themes. Moreover, 
to judge the nomological validity of the survey, 
correlations of the themes to similar concepts would 
be needed. 

In summary, the reliability and validity of the survey 
remain doubtful. 

Caerulean’s Belonging Continuum Assessment

Initially, 68 items were constructed for the 11 core 
factors comprising the instrument. The items were 
compiled in a survey distributed through snowballing 
(family, friends and colleagues) as well as being sent 
to employees at selected organizations. An initial 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) did not bring a 
satisfying result, hence, the items were reduced to 
50, which led to the following fit measures: X2(1120) 
= 1,838.92, p < .001, RMSEA = .05 (value less than .06 
indicates good fit), CFI = .91 (value greater than .95 

indicates good fit), SRMR = .06 (value less than .08 
indicates good fit). 

Reliability was tested using Cronbach’s alpha: The 
values ranged from .71 to .91, which indicates a good 
reliability; 8 out of the 11 factors had an alpha above 
.80. 

Discriminant validity was tested by correlating the 
11 items, with results ranging from -.06 to .75, which 
would according to Caerulean indicate that “each 
factor is a distinct construct”. This assessment is 
doubtful, as this has already been proven using 
factor analysis. Moreover, this is a different approach 
to those taken in published academic studies, in 
which discriminant validity is tested by correlating 
the constructs to measures one wants to distinguish.

Nomological validity was tested by correlating the 
11 factors to measures from published studies. 
Except for mentoring & support, all factors showed 
moderate to high correlations (.37 to .69). Moreover, 
the 11 factors were related to job satisfaction and 
work engagement. Also here, except for mentoring & 
support, the factors correlated. 

Taken together, the Caerulean Belonging Continuum 
Assessment can be considered reliable and 
validated, even considering the different approach 
taken to discriminant validity. 

Gartner’s Inclusion Index

Gartner consultants Romansky et al. (2021) report 
in a Harvard Business Review article how their 
inclusion index was constructed. The seven key 
concepts - fair treatment, integrating differences, 
decision-making, psychological safety, trust, 
belonging, and diversity – that comprise the index 
are based on qualitative interviews with more 
than 30 EI&D executives as well as a review of the 
academic literature and existing indices. For these 
seven concepts all together 45 statements were 
constructed which were sent out in a survey to 
nearly 10,000 employees around the world “asking 
them to rate their level of agreement”. Subsequently, 
Gartner “distilled the responses to determine the 
one statement for each element that best represents 
that element of inclusion” (Romansky et al., 2021), in 
a research note (Gartner, 2019, provided by PMI) they 
talk about “a series of factor analyses”. 

However, neither the HBR article nor the research 
note provides comprehensible data on the validity 
or reliability of the index. Hence, the validity and 
reliability remain doubtful. 
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