Appendix J: Diversity Engagement Survey Executive
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Introduction
Since 2009, it has become clear that to achieve greater diversity, the University of Rochester needed to
expand its focus beyond demographics. “We have increasingly appreciated that diversity is not only
about numbers, but about culture (Seligman, 2009).” Several initiatives have begun since then to
promote a more inclusive climate – including professional development resources for faculty,
leadership programs, policies to support gender equity and programs to facilitate a more inclusive
organizational culture. The collective impact of these efforts has not been measured. Our primary
goals in conducting this survey were:
1. To understand how our faculty, staff and students perceive the state of diversity and inclusion,
2. To compare the perceptions of specific demographic groups within the university,
3. To have baseline data from which we will be able to measure changes in the climate and culture in
the future in response to changes and interventions.

The Survey Tool
The Diversity Engagement Survey measures and describes the inclusiveness of an academic
environment, defines the institutional areas of strengths and areas for improvement, and can help
inform a strategic direction for organizational change. This tool draws upon workforce engagement
theory and theoretical components of organizational inclusion. The 22 standard survey questions are
mapped to eight “inclusion” factors (trust, appreciation of individual attributes, sense of belonging,
access to opportunity, equitable reward and recognition, cultural competence, respect, and common
purpose). These eight areas are further grouped into three workforce engagement clusters—
vision/purpose, camaraderie, and appreciation. These aspects of organizational culture and diversity
have been identified and confirmed as the key components of workforce inclusion and diversity
identity based on research at over 33 institutions (Person 2015).
Workplace engagement theory posits that engagement results from “cultural conditions that foster a
shared sense of vision and purpose of the organization, camaraderie and appreciation of employees’
contributions to the institution (Person 2015).” A shared sense of vision and purpose helps provide
motivation to put forth one’s best efforts. Camaraderie is important for teamwork and sense of
belonging. Appreciation helps individuals to experience a sense of meaning at work. These conditions
facilitate an inclusive and diverse workforce in industry and academia (Colan, 2008, Cox, 2001,
Davidson, 2001). A more complete description of the conceptual framework and definitions for the
clusters and inclusion factors can be found in Appendix A. Our survey also included 4-8 customized
questions.
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Responses to all questions were captured using a 5-point Likert scale which ranged from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree.” The survey also allowed respondents to write in comments in response
to the prompt: “If you wish, please provide additional comments on the University of Rochester’s
diversity and inclusion efforts.” This yielded 1,882 comments.

Survey Administration and Population
The survey was administered through DataStar, and offered to all faculty and staff of the University of
Rochester and students in our School of Medicine and Dentistry, School of Nursing, Simon School of
Business, and Warner School of Education in February 2016. The confidential survey was completed
online after e-mail invitations were extended. Only aggregate data are only reported to ensure
anonymity.

Analysis
To describe perceptions about diversity at UR, we focused on the percentage of positive responses (e.g.
strongly agree or agree). We created mean summary scores for the eight inclusion factors (e.g. groups
of questions that relate to an inclusion theme) using the mean scores for the questions that relate to
each inclusion theme. To compare the perceptions of specific demographic groups within the
university, we compared mean summary scores using analysis of variance (ANOVA). In this summary,
we identify the strengths and areas of challenge university-wide that are especially salient and
associations between demographic characteristics or positions. Future reports will focus on specific
units or groups not mentioned here (e.g. trainees) as well as the qualitative data and custom questions.

Results
Survey Participants
Twelve thousand and eighty (12,080) University of Rochester faculty, staff, trainees and students (see
population, excludes ASE, ESM) completed the survey, representing an overall response rate of 48%.
There were 11,489 respondents from individualized E-mail links and 591 respondents (those without
e-mail addresses) who accessed the survey through a netID portal. The gender and racial breakdown
of the respondents is similar to our full population (table 1).

Areas of Strength
• Common Purpose – Individual contribution to institutional mission and connection to vision,
purpose, mission. Eighty-three percent agree overall (figure1), including 90% agreement on the
question of feeling that one’s work/studies contribute to institutional mission (table 2).
•

Respect – Individuals experience “a culture of civility and positive regard for diverse perspectives
and ways of knowing.” An average of 83% agreed with the three components of this domain
(figure1).

•

Appreciation of Individual Attributes – Individuals perceive that they are valued and can
“successfully navigate the organizational structure in their expressed group identity.” Seventyseven percent (77%) of participants agreed with these three questions (figure 1).
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•

Access to Opportunity – Seventy-seven percent, overall (including 90% of students- see
population) agreed with the questions describing the ability “to find and utilize support for their
professional development and advancement (figure 1).

Areas of Challenge
• Cultural Competence – “Individuals believe that the institution has the capacity to make creative
use of its diverse workforce in a way that meets goals and enhances performance” These 4
questions had the second lowest mean score overall (figure 1) and this was an area of significant
variance based on race (figure 2). The following 2 questions deserve comment.

•

•

Effective management of diversity was the question with the largest area of variance
between Blacks and Whites (71% of Whites and 53% of Blacks agree; P<0.01; table 3).
Notably only 37% of Black faculty and Black students (see population) believe the
institution manages diversity effectively. For both students (see population- excludes ASE,
ESM) and faculty overall, the question of effective management of diversity was among
lowest scoring items (61% students agree and 58% of faculty)

•

Among staff, 68% of all agreed that they received support for working with diverse groups
and in cross-cultural situations (table 2), however the difference between Black and White
staff was 19% (P <.001) though a majority (55%) of Black staff agreed that diversity is
managed effectively.

Respect – Although this was overall a strong area university-wide, some demographic groups
were significantly less likely to agree that “individuals experience a culture of civility and positive
regard for diverse perspectives and ways of knowing” (figure 2). The mean difference in
agreement was 14% lower for Blacks compared to Whites (85% mean agreement for Whites and
71% for Blacks) LGBT individuals were also less likely to agree than heterosexual or cisgender
individuals (84% agreement for heterosexual/cisgender and 75% for LGBT individuals) See figure
3.

•

Trust – “Individuals have confidence that the policies, practices, and procedures of the
organization will allow them to bring their best and full self to work.” Overall, mean level
agreement with the 3 questions in this factor was at 77% however based on position (e.g. faculty,
staff, student) and demographics, the following differences for specific questions should be noted.

•
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•

Among faculty and students- women were significantly less likely than men to believe that:
harassment is not tolerated (76% of female faculty compared to 83% of male faculty and
78% of female students compared to 85% of male students), that “the institution would do
what is right” with respect to concerns raised about discrimination and that the institution
is fair to all students and employees (P< .001- all 3 comparisons). See figure 4 for gender
differences by theme.

•

Fewer than half of Black students and faculty agreed that the institution would do what is
right about discrimination concerns (48% Black faculty and 42% Black students compared
to73% White faculty and 69% of White students).

Equitable Reward and Recognition – “Individuals perceive the organization as having equitable
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compensation practices and non-financial incentives.” Our university wide agreement with these
two questions averaged 64%, our lowest scoring factor (figure 1). Survey results at other
institutions have found a similar pattern (Plummer 2012, Person 2016). In a report of over 13,000
respondents at 14 academic medical centers surveyed in 2012, Person et al found a mean score of
7.04 for the sum of these two questions compared to University of Rochester mean score of 7.22.
The only other university-wide data available on this survey come from Washington University-St
Louis in 2015 where this was the domain (for both Medical Center and Danforth campus), showed
an average of 47% agreement (Wrighton 2015)). The differences we found based on
demographics (figure 2-4) and position (e.g. faculty, staff, student) in perceptions about the
climate, were also consistent with other published reports about climate and demographics (Orom
2013, Person et al 2016; UM ADVANCE 2013).

Other Areas of Challenge
• Race and LGBT status – Similar to the published report of other institutions (Person et al 2016)
who have taken this survey, there was statistically significant lower agreement for Blacks
compared to Whites on all questions as well as those individuals who identified their race as
“Other” compared to Whites (table 3).We found very similar patterns comparing LGBT individuals
to the heterosexual and cisgender population. The themes of cultural competence, trust, respect
and equitable reward and recognition were the most salient.

Conclusion
Overall, the University of Rochester’s faculty, staff, trainees and students perceive a high level of
common purpose and there is a widespread belief that our university culture reflects an appreciation
for individual attributes and respect. Nonetheless, there are also important areas that need
improvement. Notably, cultural competence, trust and respect reflect areas with large disparities in
perceptions based on position, gender, LGBT status or race. Confidence that institutional policies,
practices, and procedures will allow everyone to bring their best and full selves to work can impact
individual engagement, motivation and productivity (Colan, 2008, Cox, 2001, Davidson, 2001). These
are potential opportunities for enhancing all university initiatives by engaging and including our entire
university community.
In the coming months, we will continue to analyze the survey data based on school, unit and other
attributes and provide qualitative analysis of over 1800 written comments. Greater and more purposedriven communication can help us use our institutional strengths to move the institutional culture
forward.
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Table J1: Respondent Characteristics
Participation by Division and Position
Central Administration &
Memorial Art Gallery
Arts & Sciences
Hajim School of Engineering
Eastman School
Simon School
Warner School
School of Medicine and Dentistry
School of Nursing
Eastman Institute of Oral Health
Strong Memorial Hospital
Health Sciences
Medical Faculty Practice Group
Grand Total

Post-docs /
Fellows

Grand
Total

1,062

1

1,074

545
184
81
70
33
909
75
126
4,896
470
806
9,257

22
10

819
321
169
302
219
2,373
212
140
5,169
474
808
12,080

Faculty

Staff

11
252
127
88
52
50
957
57

4
1
1,599

Students

180
136
369
77
14

Residents

81

57
3

273
1
355

776

93

Gender

Men

Women

Transgender and
Gender NonConforming

Skipped
Question

Total

Universitywide

3,635

8,075

123

247

12,080

30.1%

66.8%

1.0%

2.0%

Race/
Ethnicity
Universitywide

White

Asian

Black or
African
American

Hispanic/
Latino(a)

Other and
2+ Race/
Ethnicities

Skipped
Question

Total

8,912

705

1,064

370

642

387

12,080

73.8%

5.8%

8.8%

3.1%

5.3%

3.2%

LGBT Status
University-wide

Hetero/cis

1

LGBT

2

Skipped on or Both
Questions

Total
12,080

10,175

762

1,143

84.2%

6.3%

9.4%

1 Hetero/cis= heterosexual and cisgender (a person who is heterosexual and whose gender identity matches their sex assigned at birth)
2 LGBT includes respondents who self-selected Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Gender-Non-conforming or Other LGBT status.
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Table J2: Percent Agree/Strongly Agree by University Position
Factors

Common
Purpose

Access to
Opportunity

Item
no.

85%

17

I feel connected to the vision, mission
and values of this institution.

75%

71%

76%

73%

5

This last year, I have had opportunities
at work/school to develop
professionally.

76%

83%

73%

92%

9

There is someone at work/school who
encourages my development.

75%

72%

74%

87%

82%

75%

83%

78%

68%

56%

71%

60%

68%

63%

68%

72%

78%

82%

76%

85%

69%

66%

68%

74%

58%

52%

58%

72%

78%

74%

79%

74%

73%

70%

74%

67%

80%

79%

80%

80%

70%

71%

69%

74%

84%

88%

83%

90%

76%

76%

77%

63%

82%

81%

82%

83%

84%

84%

84%

81%

82%

80%

82%

84%

72%

70%

72%

75%

83%

82%

83%

88%

75%

71%

76%

76%

19

In this institution, I have opportunities
to work successfully in settings with
diverse colleagues.
I believe my institution manages
diversity effectively.
In my institution, I receive support for
working with diverse groups and
working in cross-cultural situations.
In this institution, there are
opportunities for me to engage in
service and community outreach.
I receive recognition and praise for my
good work similar to others who do
good work at this institution.
In my institution, I am confident that
my accomplishments are compensated
similar to others who have achieved
their goals.
I trust my institution to be fair to all
employees and students.
If I raised a concern about
discrimination, I am confident my
institution would do what is right.
I believe that in my institution
harassment is not tolerated.

6

At work/school, my opinions matter.

11
15

10
16

14

2
12
18
3
Appreciation
of Individual
Attributes

Students
(n =776 )

90%

21

Respect

Staff
(n =9,257 )

95%

13

Sense of
Belonging

Faculty
(n =1,599 )

90%

1
Trust

1

I feel that my work or studies
contribute to the mission of the
institution.

20

Equitable
Reward and
Recognition

University-wide
(n=12,080)

4

7
Cultural
Competence

Item

8
22

I consider at least one of my
coworkers or fellow students to be a
trusted friend.
I feel that I am an integral part of my
department or school.
The leadership of my institution is
committed to treating people
respectfully.
In my institution, I experience respect
among individuals and groups with
various cultural differences.
I believe that my institution reflects a
culture of civility.
I am valued as an individual by my
institution.
Someone at work/school seems to
care about me as an individual.
The culture of my institution is
accepting of people with different
ideas.

Note: Respondents who chose 'Not able to evaluate' were recoded as nonresponse.
1
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Trainees (including post-docs, residents, and fellows) are included in this University-wide response.
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Table J3: Comparison of Inclusion Factor mean scores by demographic groups and position
Common Purpose

Gender
A. Female
B. Male
Race/Ethnicity
A. Asian
B. Black
C. Hispanic/Latino
D. Other / 2+ Races or Ethnicities
E. White
LGBT Status
A. LGBT
B. Heterosexual/Cisgender
Position
A. Staff
B. Student
C. Trainee
D. Faculty

a

Characteristic

Mean (SD)

a

Significant Group
b
Differences

Gender
A. Female
B. Male
Race/Ethnicity
A. Asian
B. Black
C. Hispanic/Latino
D. Other / 2+ Races or Ethnicities
E. White
LGBT Status
A. LGBT
B. Heterosexual/Cisgender
Position
A. Staff
B. Student
C. Trainee
D. Faculty

64

Mean (SD)

a

Significant Group
b
Differences

4.07 (0.66)
4.12 (0.72)

A vs B

3.93 (0.85)
3.98 (0.86)

A vs B

4.16 (0.68)
3.92 (0.77)
4.11 (0.73)
3.94 (0.80)
4.11 (0.66)

A vs B, D
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D
D vs A, C, E
E vs B, D

4.12 (0.77)
3.75 (0.92)
4.00 (0.80)
3.83 (0.95)
3.95 (0.85)

A vs B, D, E
B vs A, C, E
C vs B
D vs A, E
E vs A, B, D

3.99 (0.80)
4.10 (0.68)

A vs. B

3.89 (0.92)
3.96 (0.85)

A vs B

4.07 (0.68)
4.06 (0.82)
4.12 (0.75)
4.18 (0.68)

A vs D
B vs D
(none)
D vs A, B

3.87 (0.87)
4.30 (0.70)
4.35 (0.65)
4.03 (0.86)

A vs (all)
B vs A, D
C vs A, D
D vs (all)

Equitable reward & recognition
Characteristic

Access to opportunity

Mean (SD)

a

Significant Group
b
Differences

Cultural competence
Mean (SD)

a

Significant Group
b
Differences

3.60 (0.97)
3.72 (0.98)

A vs B

3.91 (0.71)
3.94 (0.75)

(none)

3.91 (0.89)
3.49 (1.02)
3.80 (1.00)
3.46 (1.07)
3.63 (0.96)

A vs B, D, E
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D, E
D vs A, C, E
E vs (all)

4.03 (0.75)
3.64 (0.86)
3.97 (0.79)
3.73 (0.86)
3.95 (0.68)

A vs B, D, E
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, E
D vs A, C
E vs A, B, D

3.52 (1.04)
3.65 (0.97)

A vs. B

3.73 (0.84)
3.93 (0.72)

A vs B

3.59 (0.97)
3.90 (0.95)
4.02 (0.88)
3.56 (1.04)

A vs B, C
B vs A, D
C vs A, D
D vs B, C

3.91 (0.71)
3.95 (0.83)
4.06 (0.76)
3.91 (0.71)

A vs C
B vs D
C vs D
D vs B, C
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Table J3: Continued
Trust
Characteristic
Gender
A. Female
B. Male
Race/Ethnicity
A. Asian
B. Black
C. Hispanic/Latino
D. Other / 2+ Races or Ethnicities
E. White
LGBT Status
A. LGBT
B. Heterosexual/Cisgender
Position
A. Staff
B. Student
C. Trainee
D. Faculty

Mean (SD)

a

Significant
Group
b
Differences

3.91 (0.81)
4.01 (0.84)

A vs B

3.94 (0.71)
3.98 (0.76)

A vs B

4.03 (0.78)
3.62 (1.00)
4.02 (0.84)
3.73 (0.96)
3.98 (0.78)

A vs B, D
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D
D vs A, C, E
E vs B, D

4.06 (0.71)
3.77 (0.78)
3.98 (0.73)
3.78 (0.82)
3.97 (0.71)

A vs B, D, E
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D
D vs A, C, E
E vs B, D

3.71 (0.95)
3.96 (0.81)

A vs. B

3.83 (0.82)
3.97 (0.72)

A vs B

3.93 (0.82)
3.89 (0.93)
4.07 (0.76)
3.91 (0.87)

A vs C
B vs C
C vs (all)
D vs C

3.92 (0.72)
4.01 (0.77)
4.09 (0.72)
4.01 (0.77)

A vs (all)
B vs A
C vs A
D vs A

Significant
Group
b
Differences

Appreciation of ind. attributes
Significant
a
Mean (SD)
Group
b
Differences

Respect
Characteristic
Gender
A. Female
B. Male
Race/Ethnicity
A. Asian
B. Black
C. Hispanic/Latino
D. Other / 2+ Races or Ethnicities
E. White
LGBT Status
A. LGBT
B. Heterosexual/Cisgender
Position
A. Staff
B. Student
C. Trainee
D. Faculty
a

Sense of Belonging
Significant
a
Mean (SD)
Group
b
Differences

Mean (SD)

a

4.03 (0.68)
4.08 (0.74)

A vs B

3.93 (0.75)
3.98 (0.79)

A vs B

4.13 (0.70)
3.75 (0.86)
4.06 (0.75)
3.84 (0.86)
4.08 (0.66)

A vs B, D
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D
D vs A, C, E
E vs B, D

4.08 (0.74)
3.77 (0.84)
4.03 (0.76)
3.80 (0.89)
3.96 (0.75)

A vs B, D, E
B vs A, C, E
C vs B, D
D vs A, C, E
E vs A, B, D

3.85 (0.83)
4.06 (0.69)

A vs. B

3.80 (0.88)
3.96 (0.75)

A vs B

4.02 (0.70)
4.09 (0.72)
4.14 (0.73)
4.05 (0.72)

A vs B, C
B vs A
C vs A
(none)

3.92 (0.76)
4.04 (0.80)
4.07 (0.77)
3.93 (0.80)

A vs B, C
B vs A, D
C vs A, D
D vs B, C

Mean scores could range from 1 to 5, with higher scores indicating greater perceived engagement and inclusion by respondents.

b For each factor, the P value from ANOVA is statistically significant at the P < .001 level, indicating that there is at least one difference
between groups. Group difference significance was estimated using least squares means and adjusted for multiple testing. All listed
differences are significant at least at the P < .05 level. As an example of interpretation: For race/ethnicity, A vs (B, C, D, E) indicates that
respondents who self-identified as Asian have a significantly different mean factor score than those of respondents who self-identified as
black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, other, or white.

65

Presidential Commission on Race and Diversity: Final Report Appendices

Figure J1: Inclusion Factors- Agreement by Position at the University:
Average Percent ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’ by Theme
100
95
90
85
80
75
U-wide

70
65

Faculty

60

Staﬀ

55

Students

50

Figure J2: Inclusion Factors- Agreement by Gender
Average Percent ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’ by Theme
100
95
90
85
80
75
70
65

Men

60

Women

55
50

66

Presidential Commission on Race and Diversity: Final Report Appendices

Figure J3: Inclusion Factors- Agreement by Race/Ethnicity
Average Percent ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’ by Theme
100
95
90
85
80

White

75

Black

70
65

Hispanic

60

Asian

55

Other

50

Figure J4: Inclusion Factors- Agreement by LGBT Status
Average Percent ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’ by Theme
100
95
90
85
80
75
70
65
Hetero/cis

60
55

LGBT

50
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Appendix J.A: DES Conceptual Framework
This appendix is excerpted from the DES User Guide, pp. 12-15.

DES Conceptual Framework
Research literature suggests that diversity in organizations has an advantage if the conditions are right
– when the value proposition for diversity is endorsed and a strong business rationale has been
defined, and when it has been implemented comprehensively. Research findings also indicate that
when there is a high pro-diversity climate and alignment between employees and managers’
perceptions of the climate, the workplace environment is more conducive for improved individual and
overall organizational performance. Moreover, teams that consist of diverse perspectives, ideas,
interpretations, experiences, and backgrounds contribute to better problem solving and organizational
productivity than homogenous ones. In order to achieve these benefits, it is necessary to examine the
conditions supporting diversity and inclusion as institutions strive to meet their goals and pursue
excellence and innovation.
One such condition is the practice of employee engagement. Engaged employees who demonstrate a
strong connection to the mission of the institution and who are committed to working towards the
institution’s success are the foundation for an inclusive work environment. Thus, DES, as an
institutional diversity measurement tool, is grounded in workforce engagement theory.
Workforce engagement theory is a business and management philosophy which proposes that
employees who are more connected to work are more productive and are more likely to contribute to
achieving institutional goals. Note that workforce engagement is distinctly different from employee
satisfaction and motivation which are related to such factors as their relationship with their manager
or co-workers, fairness of pay, work environment and benefits.
Employee engagement theories are derived from 1920 studies of morale or a group’s willingness to
accomplish organizational objectives. These studies were further incorporated into academic research
as distinct from employee satisfaction in the early 1900’s. Engagement theory forms the basis of the
eight defined inclusion factors that describe the full acceptance of individuals and groups in an
organization.
The DES is designed to identify the workplace conditions that support inclusion of all of its employees.
The twenty-two items of the DES assess levels of employee engagement as a means to develop a
meaningful inclusion scorecard that characterizes the institution’s progress toward creating an
inclusive work environment.
Each of the 22 items in the survey is mapped to one of eight inclusion factor, and each of the eight
inclusion factor is mapped to one of three engagement clusters as illustrated in Table 1.
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Table J.A1. Relationship of Engagement Cluster Categories to Inclusion Factors
Engagement Cluster

Inclusion Factors

Vision/Purpose

common purpose, access to opportunity, equitable reward and recognition, cultural
competence

Camaraderie

trust, sense of belonging

Appreciation

Appreciation of individual attributes, respect

What is Engagement?
Definitions of engagement describe a connection between the employee and the goals of the
Institution:
• Employees’ willingness and ability to contribute to company’s success.
• Staff commitment and sense of belonging to the organization.
• Employees’ commitment to the organization and motivation to contribute to the
• organization’s success.
• Employee’s exertion of “discretionary effort” …going beyond meeting the minimum
• standards for the job.
• Creating the sense that individuals are a part of a greater entity.
Research suggests that the majority of American workers are not engaged in their jobs with a reported
high of 70% as disengaged and only 30% as actively engaged. This is an alarming concept since
academic literature points to a strong connection between human achievement and the intellectual
and emotional levels of engagement of individuals. People bring their full selves to work. Thus, to
maximize performance individuals must be engaged intellectually and emotionally.

Engagement leads to:
•
•
•
•
•

Loyalty: Employees experience an emotional attachment to the institution and want to remain an
employee.
Confidence: Employees perceive that resources are available to help them succeed.
Integrity: Employees are consistently treated fairly and respectfully.
Pride: Employees experience as sense of belonging and act as good ambassadors for the institution.
Passion: Employees believe that the institution is the best place to use their energy and to grow
professionally and personally.

Engaged employees are loyal and psychologically committed to the organization and its goals.
Employees who are not fully engaged may be productive but are not psychologically connected to the
organization’s goals and mission. Actively disengaged employees are not only psychologically absent
but risk sabotaging the mission and business goals of the institution.
Given the benefits of having an engaged employee base, it is imperative to measure the degree of
engagement in the organization and to work toward responding not only to the intellectual needs of
employees but to address those emotional needs that connect employees to the organization’s vision
and purpose; other members of the institution as comrades; and their need to be appreciated as
individual contributors to the organization’s overall mission.
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In sum, Vision/Purpose, Camaraderie and Appreciation are three engagement domains related to the
eight defined inclusion factors. An engaged workforce is the foundation upon which an inclusive work
environment can be built. Diverse groups of engaged employees are a powerful force. They generate
more ideas, make more positive changes and help advance great institutions. To achieve these kinds of
remarkable results an inclusive organization must be created.

What is Inclusion?
Inclusion is a set of social processes, which influence an individual’s access to information and social
support, acquisition of or influence in shaping accepted norms and behavior, security within an
identity group or in a position within the organization, access to and ability to exercise formal and
informal power.
Full acceptance of membership in an organization depends on an individual’s ability to be seen as the
prototype of that organization. The prototypical member will personify the norms, behaviors, values
and even appearance seen as important to maintaining the culture of the organization and power
relations within it. As a result, diversity or divergence from the prototype introduces tensions around
who belongs in the organization. When understood and managed effectively this tension can be
described as good or creative tension that produces new ideas, new products and new processes.
Creative tensions appear and are negotiated through social dynamics that influence inclusion as it is
experienced by individuals. These dynamics are the result of three factors experienced or perceived by
individuals:
•

Inclusion-Exclusion— the quality, frequency, and tone of day-to-day social interactions and
interpersonal experiences that move individuals toward or away from a sense of full membership.

•

Identity Integration— the extent to which individuals are able to bring their social group
identities (e.g. gender, race, national culture, sexual orientation) into the organization and still
realize full membership.

•

Social Power— the authority or legitimacy individuals have in exercising power within the
organization or the degree to which they experience differences in how power is exercised over
them compared to those who enjoy full membership.

At the organizational level, inclusion dynamics are reinforced and embedded in an organization’s
culture through its:
•

Mission, Vision, Values— uses inclusive language and specifically references diversity

•

Strategy, Structure, Systems— organization is structured to allow for diverse ways of knowing,
limits bureaucracy and information and resources are accessible

•

Policies, Practices, Procedures— open, transparent and consistently applied

Thus, inclusion can be best understood in its dynamic state. The diversity of the employee base, the
inclusion dynamics they experience, and an organization’s culture all influence the emergence of an
inclusive work environment. Such an environment is characterized by the following factors as
measured by the DES:
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1. Common Purpose: individual experiences a connection to the mission, vision and values of the
organization
2. Trust: individual has confidence that the policies, practices and procedures of the organization
will allow them to bring their best and full self to work
3. Appreciation of Individual Attributes: individual is valued and can successfully navigate the
organizational structure in their expressed group identity
4. Sense of Belonging: individual experiences their social group identity being connected and
accepted in the organization
5. Access to Opportunity: individual is able to find and utilize support for their professional
development and advancement
6. Equitable Reward and Recognition: individual perceives the organization as having equitable
compensation practices and non-financial incentives
7. Cultural Competence: individual believes the institution has the capacity to make creative use of
its diverse workforce in a way that meets business goals and enhances performance
8. Respect: individual experiences a culture of civility and positive regard for diverse perspectives
and ways of knowing

71

Presidential Commission on Race and Diversity: Final Report Appendices

