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INTRODUCTION
020 has been widely hailed as a year of racial
awakening. The deaths of unarmed Black
Americans, including Ahmaud Arbery, George
Floyd and Breonna Taylor, generated widespread alarm
and sparked protests across the United States. In the
wake of violence and unrest, a majority of Americans
have come to believe that the United States is in need
of passing new civil rights laws to counter discrimination (Jones 2020). This realization has also spilled over
to private-sector recruitment and retention practices.
According to Edelman (2020), a majority of Americans
believe that private-sector organizations bear responsibility for responding to concerns about racial injustice.
As a result, a renewed urgency is being seen within
workplaces to confront racial inequities and revise diversity policies. It is with this backdrop that we introduce
a new Workplace Inclusion Scale (WIS).
This paper introduces a Workplace Inclusion Scale for
use in a broad array of workplaces and departments
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within organizations. To better understand the context and timing of this project,
it is essential to have some background on diversity management efforts and
previous attempts by others to create measures to help propel the field forward.
These research efforts underscore the ongoing need to assess the success of organizations in creating diverse and equitable work environments.

BACKGROUND
Research on diversity in the workplace is not new. However, the current emphasis
on inclusion in the workplace as an issue of racial justice illuminates new needs
for organizations looking to assess their work environments. Diversity management first entered the workplace in the 1990s as organizations became more
demographically diverse with individuals of different genders, races, ethnicities
and identities all contributing to the transformation of work cultures. The business
case for diversity coalesced with a growing body of literature that demonstrated
the competitive advantage and financial value that resulted from a diverse workforce (Cox 1994; Cox and Blake 1991; Fernandez, 1991). By 2001, more than 75%
of Fortune 1000 companies had implemented diversity programs and policies
(Daniels 2001). Such initiatives were shown to be successful. Employees of color
who worked for organizations that made these efforts felt greater organizational
commitment and reported higher rates of remaining at these organizations (Buttner,
Loew, and Billings-Harris 2012).
However, by 2010 the optimism that had prevailed with various diversity efforts
began to fade. Studies revealed the potential pitfalls of organizational diversity
initiatives, including perceptions of unfairness, lack of employee retention and lost
revenue (Chatman and Spataro 2005; Dover et al. 2020; Gonzalez and DeNisi 2009).
During this period, inclusion emerged as a core principle in diversity management.
Inclusion — the extent to which an employee feels a sense of belonging, recognition and the ability to participate fully and effectively in an organization — came to
be viewed as a necessary condition for retaining and attracting diverse workforces
(Mor Barak and Cherin 1998; Pelled, Ledford, and Mohrman 1999; Pless and Maak
2004; Prasad 2001; Roberson 2006). Organizations that promoted “inclusion for all”
were shown to more readily appeal to White and male employees who perceived
themselves to be excluded or threatened by workplace diversity initiatives (Dover,
Kaiser, and Major 2020). Researchers have attempted to uncover the dimensions
of inclusion and exclusion, measuring the extent to which employees perceive
themselves to be involved in organizational decision making, to have access to
organizational information and resources (Mor Barak and Cherin 1998) and to
feel recognized in their uniqueness (Mor Barak 2015). Inclusion has been found
to correlate with employee engagement and satisfaction as well as organizational
innovation (Downey et al. 2014; Brimhall and Mor Barak 2018). Measuring inclusion then has the potential to tell us much about the state of an organization’s
diversity climate as well as employees’ engagement and retention intentions. In
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The few published attempts to measure
inclusion directly remain limited in their
accessibility, versatility and the insight they
provide about workplace inclusion.

addition to growing expectations to foster racial equity, organizations are facing
a massive Great Resignation during which it has been predicted that as many as
46% of U.S. employees may leave their jobs (Klotz 2021). Thus, employers and
diversity professionals need an accurate and simple tool for measuring inclusion
now more than ever.

RATIONALE
Despite the growing consensus around the importance of inclusion, there have
been few scientific attempts to measure it. In the early years of diversity management, employee demographics were largely used to measure diversity progress.
Later, measures were developed that assessed employee perceptions of diversity
and diversity initiatives (Roberson 2006). Other measurement approaches have
focused on the results of inclusion and exclusion, including adverse conditions
such as turnover among employees who belong to minority groups and perceptions of unfairness (Buttner, Loew, and Billings-Harris 2012). The more recent turn
to creating specific measures of inclusion reflects a recognition of the potentially
different ways employees can be disadvantaged in the workplace. Still, the few
published attempts to measure inclusion directly remain limited in their accessibility, versatility and the insight they provide about workplace inclusion.
One way in which currently available inclusion tools are limited is by proprietary
and confidentiality protections. Corporations are concerned about divulging too
much information about the items in the scales. For example, Bean and Dillon
(2000) developed a 30-item survey tool that has been used to assess an organization’s climate of inclusion and culture of equity as well as employees’ feelings
about diversity. Survey analysis scored organizations with a rating of poor, below
average, average or good. This unitary approach focused on a singular inclusion
factor result that ignores the various forms of exclusion a person may experience.
The Inclusion Index (April and Blass 2010) was one of the first tools to assess
multiple dimensions of inclusion. April and Blass asserted that inclusion consists of
24
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10 dimensions that provide insight into a range of inclusion aspects taking place in
an organization. Those dimensions include: senior manager attitudes, intermediate
manager values, recruitment practices, promotion/progression, training and development, degrees of fitting in, bullying and harassment, dialogue, organizational
belonging and emotional well-being. Although the authors view these dimensions
as distinct, they are not presented as independent of one another. In fact, April
and Blass stated that there is only a single principal component in the correlation
matrix. April and Blass provided a foundation for the superordinate structure of
inclusion as containing multiple dimensions but fail to specify the relationship
among the 10 dimensions they focused on. Researchers are left to wonder whether
the dimensions of the Inclusion Index represent distinct psychometric units that
emanate from a single unitary underlying construct, or content issues that represent parts of a single construct, or different constructs that create a whole broader
superordinate construct of different dimensions themselves.
Similar analytic questions are prompted by a more recently created survey tool,
the Diversity Engagement Survey (DES). Person et al. (2018) created the DES with
funding from the National Institutes of Health (NIH) for use in a medical college
environment. Like April and Blass, Person et al. used the multiple dimensions
approach to assess inclusion. The DES authors posit eight dimensions: common
purpose, trust, appreciation of individual attributes, sense of belonging, access to
opportunity, equitable reward and recognition, cultural competence, and respect.
The DES includes a multi-scale measure for each dimension, with each sub-scale
containing two to four items. The first issue of concern the DES raises is its authors’
use of two-item factors, which are unstable, because they are based on a single
correlation. In most cases, the increase in reliability of a single item is negligible,
and in many cases the reliability of a two-item scale is lower than that seen in
the test-retest reliability of a single-item measure. A second issue of concern with
the DES is a lack of sufficient detail supporting the creation of the initial structure
of the dimensions. Person et al. failed to report initial eigenvalues for the eight
dimensions. Instead, they assert that there were eight factors corresponding to
the eight dimensions, including three factors that had only two items each. They
then evaluated the Confirmation Factor Analysis (CFA) with traditional summary
fit statistics that were not sensitive to evaluating the basic structure of the eight
dimensions. Still, Person et al.’s DES tool is several steps in the right direction for
setting the expectation for multiple dimensions.
Both the Inclusion Index and the DES represent worthwhile attempts to assess
the climate of inclusion and the success of diversity efforts at organizations.
However, an efficient, readily available and scientifically constructed survey that
is accessible for use by varied workforces remains elusive. Both the Inclusion
Index and DES are long and complex scales that may not produce reliable results
in workplaces in which employees represent varied levels of educational attainment or in which employees are too busy to devote an hour to completing a
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survey. The DES in particular was designed to be used within a highly educated,
academic workforce environment. The growing number of DEI professionals and
organizations that are committed to diversity and equity need a simple tool that
consistently and reliably measures inclusion and provides immediate results that
can guide organizational action.

METHODOLOGY
In order to construct a simple, accessible scale that allows organizations to reliably measure inclusion, we first needed to assess whether inclusion is a single
unitary construct or a construct composed of several dimensions or sub-constructs
as both the Inclusion Index and DES postulate. If the 10 and eight dimensions
that structure each of these measures do indeed represent distinct psychometric
units, then all dimensions would need to be supported by stand-alone scales
that can only be combined with nontraditional measurement (Bollen and Lennox
1991). If the dimensions do not represent distinct psychometric units but rather
closely related constructs or a single unitary construct, then we would be able
to accurately measure inclusion using a shorter, mathematically simple scale. Our
hypothesis was that the dimensions that structure both the Inclusion Index and
the DES were not distinct psychometric units. Therefore, a shorter and more reliable measurement tool for assessing inclusion can be created. We developed a
Workplace Inclusion Survey for a beta test that we completed in the summer of
2021 with a convenience sample of 258 individuals.
The Workplace Inclusion Survey that we designed included eight dimensions.
Each dimension was measured by three questions for a total of 24 items. This
effort drew upon the Inclusion Index and DES in defining these dimensions. The
dimensions we selected were thought to most directly reflect employee experience and represent the greatest opportunity for systematic breakdown across
diverse groups. We identified trust, values individual characteristics, personal work
engagement, access to opportunity, fair rewards, cultural responsiveness, respect,
and social acceptance as the most pertinent dimensions for analyzing inclusion.
We proposed three items to measure each dimension.
Dimensions and Items Included in the Beta Test
I. Trust: The trust dimension assesses the degree to which the respondent has
trust in the organization across a range of issues. This dimension is likely to
produce variance across diverse segments. Below are the three items from the
beta test that fall in the trust dimension and are expected to provide a sensitive
test of variation across multiple population groups.
1 | I think the organization is fair to employees.
2 | I know I can trust this organization.
3 | The organization deals with threats of harassment quickly.
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II. Values Individual Characteristics: This dimension includes the concept
of recognizing and appreciating individual skills, attributes and attitudes across
a diverse workforce. It is an important management characteristic. Failure to
recognize these attributes risks homogenizing the workforce and missing out on
important contributions. Below are three items we included in the Workplace
Inclusion Scale beta test to assess this dimension.
1 | People are valued as individuals by the organization.
2 | Employees are seen as different parts of a team.
3 | I have someone at work who cares about my work.
III. Personal Work Engagement: Person et al.’s concept of belonging is similar
to Maylett and Warner’s (2015) personal work engagement (PWE). Lennox’s (2016)
theory of personal work engagement ties together the concept of work engagement
to the work self-concept that links a person’s work-related skills and attributes to
their economic environment. Together, the emotional bonds with the work selfconcept create the personal work engagement that provides an emotional construct
that then establishes a sensitive connection across the diverse demographic strata.
Below are three items included in the beta test that will provide the information
for the PWE dimension.
1 | My opinions matter to the organization.
2 | I feel connected to the organization as a whole.
3 | I feel like an important part of the organization.
IV. Access to Opportunity: One common threat to a robust diversity program
is access to opportunity. This is a point that easily falls between the cracks for
assuring equal treatment of all diverse groups. Below are three indicators from
the beta test intended to illicit this concept of access to opportunities.
1 | I have access to new opportunities.
2 | I am encouraged to look into new assignments.
3 | My supervisor often mentions new positions to me.
V. Fair Rewards: A similar issue to opportunity access is the application of
rewards fairly spread across diverse groups. The following indicators are directed
toward the assessment of the fairness of the organization with respect to the
dispensing of rewards.
1 | The organization spreads rewards evenly.
2 | The organization distributes recognitions fairly.
3 | My accomplishments are recognized as much as others.
VI. Cultural Responsiveness: This dimension assesses the extent to which
an organization may approach being acutely aware of the fine variation among
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cultures. The following three items address the perceived cultural responsiveness
of the organization from the perspective of the employee.
1 | I have the opportunity to work with a lot of different people.
2 | I think the organization recognizes diversity.
3 | People in the organization are culturally sensitive.
VII. Respect: Nearly every employee wants to be respected by other members
of the organization. The relevance of this dimension for diversity is the extent
to which that respect is felt across all groups. Systematic failures of respect for
certain groups can have dire consequences for productivity and/or morale of the
whole organization. The following items are directed at this concept of respect
for the employee.
1 | I feel respected by the organization.
2 | The organization treats employees respectfully.
3 | The organization works to create a civil atmosphere.
VIII. Social Acceptance: Social acceptance is the one dimension that is not
directed at the organization itself, but rather toward the social environment of
co-workers, staff members and other employees in general. The following items
are therefore not directed at management but toward all others in the organization.
1 | My co-workers always work hard to include me.
2 | I am usually asked to join social activities with my work team.
3 | I always feel like I’m part of a team at work.
In addition to these 24 items, an additional four validation items (v1-v4) were
added to the questionnaire. These four items provide some limited construct validation by being correlations with the WIS scores. Items v1, v2 and v4 should be
positively correlated with the WIS score in that a high inclusion score should be
associated with positive workplace experiences. Depression and anxiety captured
in item V3 assesses emotional distress, which should be negatively associated with
the high WIS score. Low scores on the WIS assessing exclusion should correlate
with emotional distress.
V1. I would recommend this workplace to a friend.
V2. Someone of a different race would fit into this workplace.
V3. I often feel depressed or anxious at work.
V4. We all work together toward one goal.
Beta Test
The beta test was administered to 258 individuals. Half of the respondents were from
the field of mental health and responded to the survey questions via Survey Monkey.
The other half of the respondents responded to a paper-and-pencil version of the tool
when approached on two different days at a flea market setting in the Northeast. The
28
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We were able to design an eight-item
survey that can be used to assess
inclusion and diversity programs at
organizations of any size and type.

respondents were asked to indicate their gender (male or female), their age (15-20,
21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 61+), and their race (Asian, Black, Hispanic, White or
Other). After providing this demographic information, respondents were instructed
to circle the appropriate number for each of the following 24 items, ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items were attempts to garner the
respondents’ impressions of their various work environments.
Measurement Approach
This report presents the development and validation of an inclusion measure
based upon a latent variable modeling approach (Bollen 1989; Bollen and Lennox
1991). A survey-based design (beta test) will be used to construct and validate a
short Workplace Inclusion Scale. The data from this beta test will be then used to
explore the factor structure of the dimensions and confirm the structure of the item
loading. Correlational analysis was then used to test the validity of the final scale.
This new scale will be designed to provide a sensitive metric for evaluating and
tracking the degree of inclusiveness of an organization across a broad spectrum of
skill levels and training. For this reason, the focus will be on detecting the midrange of the construct and spreading to the outer edges rather than just examining
the highly inclusive indicators. Complete validation of a measure is beyond the
scope of any single report. Although we agree in principle with the common belief
that validation is an ongoing and never-ending process, we also believe that there
is a critical mass of validation that can be achieved to provide sufficient confidence
in any measure. Our paper starts that process by using a latent variable approach
to building the measure from the eight items by using a formal measure to link
each item to a specific latent construct as suggested by Bollen (1989) in his book
on structural equations with latent variables.
Ever since classical psychometric theory (Spearman 1904) first offered a method
for adding items to achieve a certain level of reliability, personality researchers
have argued about the need for long versus short scales. True score theory with
its focus on random measurement error asserted that the offsetting errors could be
used to create reliable scales by adding together a large number of items as long
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as the errors were random and therefore uncorrelated with one another. What was
not well addressed was the fact that the prescription was essentially undone once
the error became correlated as might be the case once subjects detected repetition in the item set and started relying on the same cognitive heuristic to respond
to different items. This action could create a set of direct effects of earlier items
on later items. So where classical items stated that one item might be unreliable,
and two items were more reliable, 95 items might be perfectly reliable if somewhat limited. Maintaining uncorrelated error of items that are essentially slightly
reworded versions of one another is virtually impossible. The same holds even
with a much smaller number of items. The mechanics of the classical theory can
be depicted on the left side of Figure 1 where the ξ terms in the ellipse represents
the latent variables and the Y variable indicates the items in the scale. The ε terms
indicate the random measurement error in the individual items. The items are seen
as interchangeable effects of the latent variable. The λ terms indicate the loading of
the item on the latent variable and represent the reliable variance in each item. The
expression in the bottom of the figure depicts this relationship. Coefficient alpha
(Cronbach 1951) comes from the effect indicator model as a metric for measuring
internal consistency as the reliability of the scale.
The tradition has also created an environment built around maximizing coefficient alpha as the sole basis of a good scale with no regard to the evaluation of
nonrandom error that we might see in threats to construct validity. The formative
or cause indicator model (Bollen and Lennox 1991) is depicted on the right side
of Figure 1 and illustrates a different measure model for putting together multiple
measures. The ellipse containing the η terms represents a formative construct
that is created by the linear sum of the X items with an error term representing
the variance not accounted for by the linear sum of the items. This model operates similar to a regression model rather than a factor model as is the case in the
FIGURE 1 Graphic Representation of Effect and Cause Indicator Measurement Models
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Inclusion Scale and other measures lie in the
simplicity, length and theoretical structure.

effect-indicator model. Most importantly, as Bollen and Lennox (1991) pointed out,
the intercorrelation among the X variables are not part of their reliability or validity.
In fact, the relationship among the indicators is irrelevant to the quality of the
scale. In this model, the quality of the scale rests in its relationship to an external
criterion variable. Reliability resides outside the model and can only be evaluated
with a test-retest correlation. Unfortunately, there continues to be an effort to force
the two models together with examples of formative models that incorrectly apply
coefficient alpha as a measure of reliability (Bollen and Lennox 1991).
In an article addressing the conventional wisdom on measurement, Bollen
and Lennox (1991) used a structural equation perspective to examine the use of
internal consistency measures to build and validate common measures used in
psychology and related social sciences. Specifically, they addressed the relationship
between indicators and their respective latent variables from a causal perspective.
That is, whether a specific item was an effect, an indicator or a cause indicator
of the latent variable.
To create the short scale, we will rely on the tenets of Spearman’s (1904) classical psychometric theory and his early work on latent variable models, specifically
factor analysis. We also rely on the subsequent advances in latent variable modeling
such as structural equation models and item response modeling to maximize the
information extracted from the latent variable model.
Lennox et al. (2010) used Bollen’s Structure Equation approach in creating the
Workplace Outcome Suite (WOS). The WOS contained four scales for presenteeism,
work engagement, life satisfaction and workplace distress. These four scales were
designed around the effect indicator models depicted on the left side of Figure 1.
And Figure 2 depicts the five indicators for each of the four latent variables.
This approach allows for estimation of the individual loading for the five indicators, and it provides a basis for selecting the best indicator for the respective latent
variables. The approach also allows for calculation of the coefficient alpha for sets
of five. Using confirmation factor analysis allows creating measures of goodnessof-fit with several variations of the fit statistics. Finally, the approach allows one to
select the best single indicator and calculate the reliability of that single indicator
as a measure of the respective latent variable.
First Quarter | 2022
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FIGURE 2 Scree Test of the Eigenvalues
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Lennox et al. (2010) also created an absenteeism scale to sum up the hours
missed at work in terms of full days off, hours late for work and hours leaving
early. This approach was designed to provide the users with a count of hours that
can be monetized for ROI calculation and other economic analysis. This is not
necessarily a good way to measure absenteeism but it responded to the needs of
the users. The model is Bollen’s “cause” indicator model (Bollen 1989).
Psychometric theory provides us with a sound basis for the construction of short
scales, and the aforementioned studies demonstrate how latent variable modeling
may be used to develop and validate such measures. To develop an inclusion
measure based upon this scientific foundation, we used exploratory factor analysis
to identify the basic dimension structure of the inclusion construct.
Multi-Dimensionality
Both Person et al. (2018) and April and Bass (2015) used factor analysis to support
the structural validity of the respective measures. This implies that they regard
the items to reflect several distinct clusters of items that converge on the valid
measures of the inclusion. Neither authors specified in their respective confirmatory factor analysis how the multiple factors converge to measure inclusion. We
can assume that they are regarded as cause indicators of a superordinate construct
in what Bollen and Lennox (1991) referred to as a cause indicator model. The fact
that the model has no criterion measure for inclusion makes the model somewhat
weaker than a traditional factor-based model, but this kind of model is commonly
used in social science literature (Bollen and Lennox 1991).
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Statistical analysis
Principal Components Analysis: The analysis used for this report is generally
psychometric, centering on factor analysis and bivariate correlations. The first
level is set on evaluation of the underlying factor structure of the inclusion items
by evaluating the eigenvalue of a principal component analysis (PCA). The PCA
will be based on the correlation matrix of the inclusion items to identify the
major component cluster in the correlation matrix. The procedure is directed at
determining the number of major components and not necessarily the pattern of
loading of the items which will come in the next stage.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Depending on the number of components
uncovered in the PCA, the next step will test the factor loading of the items on
their respective sub-scales or failing to uncover more than one factor, testing the
factor loading on a single factor. These steps will determine how the final scale
will be organized and evaluated.
Reliability Analysis: Depending on the final organization of the scales (or
single scale), each will be evaluated with coefficient alpha to assess its internal
consistency. We will set the minimum level of internal consistency at .75 (Nunnally
1978) for minimum reliability.
Scale Abbreviation: The final objective is to use psychometric analysis to
create a short version of the scale. The length of the scale will be determined by
the number of major factors we uncover. The highest loading items for each factor
will serve as the representative items of the relevant sub-scales, so that the short
scale can be created using single indicator measures of the short scale.
Bivariate Correlational Analysis: Limited construct validity will be assessed
by the correlation of the scales with the validity measures. Correlations with p levels
<.05 will be considered statistically significant and supportive of construct validity.
Results and Discussion
Our statistical analysis provides a scientific foundation for the construction of a
short, simple scale that accurately measures inclusion. We determined that the
eight dimensions included in the beta test survey were not distinct psychometric
units, but instead closely related constructs better understood as facets of one
unitary construct. As such, we were able to design an eight-item survey that can
be used to assess inclusion and diversity progress at organizations of any size or
type. The following section presents our results in various tables and figures with
the related discussion included in each table section.
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistic for the Likert-formatted responses.
Differences in the sample sizes are due to some missing response data that
appeared to be non-systematic. For the most part, the means approximated the
theoretical midpoint of the Likert response. Standard deviations were generally
close to 1.0. The distribution approximates a normal curve and supports our need
for using parametric statistics in our analysis of the 24 candidate items for the
First Quarter | 2022
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TABLE 1 Descriptive Statistics
Item Text

N

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Q1 I think the organization is fair to employees

251

4.07

1.082

Q2 I know I can trust this organization

250

3.89

1.110

Q3 The organization deals with threats of harassment
quickly

245

3.89

1.100

Q4 People are valued as individuals by the organization

246

3.87

1.204

Q5 Employees are seen as different parts of a team

247

3.98

1.008

Q6 I have someone at work who cares about my work

246

4.37

.937

Q7 My opinions matter to the organization

249

3.82

1.129

Q8 I feel connected to the organization as a whole

248

3.82

1.135

Q9 I feel like an important part of the organization

249

3.80

1.145

Q10 I have access to new opportunities

250

3.71

1.147

Q11 I am encouraged to look into new assignments

247

3.69

1.194

Q12 My supervisor often mentions new positions to me

244

2.82

1.286

Q13 The organization spreads rewards evenly

246

3.21

1.214

Q14 The organization distributes recognitions fairly

247

3.39

1.187

Q15 My accomplishments are recognized as much as others

250

3.71

1.126

Q16 I have the opportunity to work with a lot of different
people

249

4.09

1.172

Q17 I think the organization recognizes diversity

249

4.02

1.076

Q18 People in the organization are culturally sensitive

250

3.84

1.035

Q19 I feel respected by the organization

246

4.04

1.028

Q20 The organization treats employees respectfully

247

4.05

1.001

Q21 The organization works to create a civil atmosphere

246

4.16

.923

Q22 My coworkers always work hard to include me

244

3.98

.929

Q23 I am usually asked to join social activities with my work
team

245

3.63

1.175

Q24 I always feel like I’m part of a team at work

244

4.07

1.020

V1 I would recommend this workplace to a friend

248

3.99

1.096

V2 Someone of a different race would fit into this workplace

248

4.05

1.080

V3 I often feel depressed or anxious at work

245

2.09

1.189

V4 We all work together toward one goal

248

3.92

1.052

scale. Mean and standard deviation for the validity questions were also normally
distributed except for the emotional distress items, which were slightly skewed.
Table 2 presents the principal component analysis used to identify how many
major factors there are in the correlation matrix. The objective here is to establish
the minimum number of components needed to reproduce the correlation matrix.
This is accomplished by statistically placing single components, one at a time,
34
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TABLE 2 Eigenvalue Analysis
until all variance is accounted
for in the correlation. From there,
Initial Eigenvalues
we examine the eigenvalues of
Component
Total
% of
Cumulative
each component to establish
Variance
%
the most efficient number of the
1
12.716
52.982
52.982
components needed to reproduce
2
1.519
6.329
59.311
the correlation. The eigenvalues
3
1.266
5.276
64.588
capture the proportion of variance
4
1.035
4.313
68.901
accounted for each component. As
seen in Table 1, the first compo5
.932
3.883
72.784
nent produces an eigenvalue of
6
.737
3.069
75.853
12.716 accounting for 52.982% of
7
.718
2.991
78.844
the total variance. Adding the
8
.659
2.745
81.589
second component produces an
9
.606
2.525
84.114
eigenvalue of 1.19, which adds
10
.487
2.028
86.142
only 6.329 to the cumulative vari11
.406
1.693
87.834
ance accounted for reproducing
12
.397
1.656
89.490
the correlation. We continue this
13
.365
1.521
91.012
process until we have as many
14
.332
1.384
92.396
components as we have items. As
15
.296
1.235
93.631
can be seen, the first component
16
.262
1.091
94.722
does most of the explaining, with
17
.241
1.003
95.725
the remaining components adding
a comparative small amount to
18
.189
.789
96.514
the cumulative percent of vari19
.178
.740
97.253
ance to the correlation matrix.
20
.161
.670
97.923
The Kaiser-Guttman rule is often
21
.144
.600
98.524
used to identify the major compo22
.141
.588
99.112
nents by selecting all eigenvalues
23
.110
.459
99.570
greater than one. But the Kaiser24
.103
.430
100.000
Guttman rule states that no
component with an eigenvalue
less than one can be considered
a major component because the component is less reliable than the average of the
individual items. While the Kaiser-Guttman rule identifies the maximum number
of components, it does not identify the minimum number.
On a scree plot, or graphical presentation of the eigenvalues as presented in
Figure 2, the bottom of the “cliff” where the eigenvalues appear to level off shows
us where there is the largest change in the eigenvalues. As seen in Figure 2, the
scree, or drop-off, is identified right after the first component. This result shows
why relying solely on the eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule often results in selecting
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too many components. This result clearly suggests that there is only one major
component in the correlation of the 24 inclusion items.
Table 3 presents the component loadings for the 24 items on the first unrotated
principal component. All 24 items produce loading greater than the .30 saliency
criterion typically used to identify items that are related to the components. If
we regard the first component as the “inclusion” construct, then all items can be
considered “good” indicators of the inclusion construct. At this point, we could
construct a 24-item scale from these items of the inclusion construct. To create the
shorter scale, we selected the highest component loading within each of the eight
dimensions. This new Workplace Inclusion Scale is re-numbered to distinguish it
from the beta test research questionnaire.

TABLE 3 Component Loadings
Item Text
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Component 1

Q1 I think the organization is fair to employees

.794

Q2 I know I can trust this organization

.806

Q3 The organization deals with threats of harassment quickly

.697

Q4 People are valued as individuals by the organization

.817

Q5 Employees are seen as different parts of a team

.647

Q6 I have someone at work who cares about my work

.726

Q7 My opinions matter to the organization

.825

Q8 I feel connected to the organization as a whole

.824

Q9 I feel like an important part of the organization

.822

Q10 I have access to new opportunities

.698

Q11 I am encouraged to look into new assignments

.674

Q12 My supervisor often mentions new positions to me

.489

Q13 The organization spreads rewards evenly

.728

Q14 The organization distributes recognitions fairly

.776

Q15 My accomplishments are recognized as much as others

.762

Q16 I have the opportunity to work with a lot of different people

.558

Q17 I think the organization recognizes diversity

.689

Q18 People in the organization are culturally sensitive

.627

Q19 I feel respected by the organization

.846

Q20 The organization treats employees respectfully

.823

Q21 The organization works to create a civil atmosphere

.774

Q22 My coworkers always work hard to include me

.650

Q23 I am usually asked to join social activities with my work team

.532

Q24 I always feel like I’m part of a team at work

.729
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1 | I know I can trust this organization (trust)
2 | People are valued as individuals by the organization (value individual attributes)
3 | My opinions matter to the organization (PWE)
4 | I have access to new opportunities (access)
5 | The organization distributes recognitions fairly (rewards)
6 | I think the organization recognizes diversity (cultural)
7 | I feel respected by the organization (respect)
8 | I always feel like I’m part of a team at work (social)
Table 4 presents the reliability analysis of the eight-item Workplace Inclusion
Scale. This version of the inclusion scale creates a single score for the entire
construct. Coefficient alpha provides an index of the reliability of the total eightitem score. The coefficient ranges from 0 to 1.0, reflecting the precision of the
scale score and the lack of random measurement error. The .91 is regarded as a
very high degree of reliability, especially for a set of items that rely very little on
repetition, a practice that is widely seen in the literature. The reliability measure
assumes that the items are independent of one another, such that any one response
is not affected by another response. Put another way, the responses should look
like they were the only responses given and not part of a set. The table shows a
high level of squared multiple correlation of the items within the scale scores. The
alpha coefficient cannot be improved by removing any one item.
Taken together, the information contained in Table 4 shows the eight-item
Workplace Inclusion Scale can be expected to provide a reliable measure of the
construct with a fairly small number of items. The fact that the scale contains all
other factors that are mentioned in the previous literature provides connection
to the earlier work even though the measurement is substantially different. The
TABLE 4 Inclusion Scale Reliability Analysis
Item Text

Squared
Multiple
Correlation

Cronbach's
Alpha If Item
Deleted

1. I know I can trust this organization (trust)

.723

.894

2. People are valued as individuals by the organization
(value indiv. attributes)

.699

.893

3. My opinions matter to the organization (PWE)

.609

.893

4. I have access to new opportunities (access)

.436

.907

5. The organization distributes recognitions fairly
(rewards)

.491

.900

6. I think the organization recognizes diversity (culture)

.405

.907

7. I feel respected by the organization (respect)

.704

.889

8. I always feel like I'm part of a team at work (social)

.472

.904

Item numbers reflect the new Inclusion scale. Alpha=.91.
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TABLE 5 Inclusion Scale Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Item Text

Standardized
Loadings

1. I know I can trust this organization (trust)

0.835

2. People are valued as individuals by the organization
(value indiv. attributes)

0.830

3. My opinions matter to the organization (PWE)

0.805

4. I have access to new opportunities (access)

0.627

5. The organization distributes recognitions fairly (rewards)

0.711

6. I think the organization recognizes diversity (culture)

0.634

7. I feel respected by the organization (respect)

0.865

8. I always feel like I'm part of a team at work (social)

0.680

Note: Item numbers reflect the new Inclusion scale, Chi2= 95.679 , p< <.000, GFI= CFI=.933, TLI-.906, RMSEA=0.044.

presence of the eight factors also
TABLE 6 Pearson Correlations Between
Inclusion Score and External Criteria
provides a basis for “drilling” into
differences in inclusion across
External Criteria
Inclusion
diverse subgroups.
total score
As a final test of the structural
Job satisfaction
.796**
validity of the eight-item inclusion
Racial acceptance
.622**
scale, we conducted a maximum
Emotional distress
-.246**
likelihood confirmatory factor
Working together toward a goal
.673**
analysis of the covariance matrix of
N=234; **= p<.000 (single-tailed test)
the eight items. The test assumes
a single “effect indicator” model
(Bollen and Lennox 1991).
Table 5 contains the standard factor loadings of the eight items on the single
factor. As can be seen in the table, all items produce high loading on the first
factor. The Comparative Fit Index =.933, and the Tucker-Lewis Index .906 indicate
that modeled covariance produces a good fit to the observed matrix.
Table 6 shows the correlations between the inclusion total scores and theoretically relevant criteria to establish some limited evidence of construct validity. The
correlation (0.796, N=234, (p<.000) between the inclusion scale and job satisfaction
are measured by willingness to recommend the organization to a friend. High
scores on inclusion are associated with high scores of job satisfaction. The same
positive relation holds for racial acceptance (r= 0.622, N=234, p<.000) and working
together toward a goal (r=0.673, N=234, p<.000). By contrast, the relationship
between the total inclusion scale and emotional distress goes in the opposite
direction with high scores on the inclusion scale being negatively correlated with
emotional distress as measured by reported feelings of depression or anxiety
(-0.246, N=232, p<.000). The collection of correlations provides some limited
construct validity.
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Summary: Statistical characteristics support the scale as an efficient and precise
measure of the inclusion construct. Reliability of the eight-item scale was estimated
with coefficient alpha of .91. The correlations between the 24-item version and the
eight-item version of .97 showed the shorter version capable of capturing virtually
all the reliable variance in the longer scale, making them virtually interchangeable. The correlation with the four criterion measures produced some amount of
construct validity by way of its correlations with theoretically relevant criteria. The
short scale produces an efficiency measure of .34. The psychometric approach
used in this research provides a scientific foundation for the structures of the
scale. The scoring algorithms used for the total scale scores, the individual eight
facets for drilling down and the individual variation found held across important
demographic groups. Taken together, the WIS is shown to be a valid and reliable
measurement tool that can provide a method of assessing inclusion in a wide
range of workplace environments.
The eight-item WIS consists of easily understood items that can be completed in
a very short time. The eight items of the WIS are each scored on a Likert scale of
1-5. Calculating scores for each person is as simple as adding the eight responses
together to make a total WIS score ranging from 8-40. Deciding if there is an
imbalance across important demographic subgroups is a matter of separating the
responses into their respective demographic groups and separately calculating
the scores for each subgroup. Scores can then be compared using a bar chart for
each group. The means for the subgroups can also be statistically compared using
a “t-test” or an analysis of variance to see if observed differences are statistically
significant. Facet analysis can be used to identify potential trouble spots within
the workforce. For example, while the total score may identify potential differences in the inclusion across racial groups, the facet analysis may identify the
lack of promotion opportunities among minority groups as an important target
for management intervention.
To track inclusion across identity groups, it is important to ask respondents to
provide demographic data about themselves. The Workplace Inclusion Scale asks
respondents to provide information regarding their gender, sexual identity, race
and ethnicity and age. While it would be desirable from an equity and inclusion
perspective to ask respondents to self-report specific identities and affiliations
beyond these broad categories (such as country of ancestral origin, disability status
and religion), the addition of further categories is not practical. We have chosen
categories that closely align with the data collected by the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission and that have been highlighted as areas of discrimination and inequity in workplaces. We have also included the option for respondents
to choose “prefer not to say” in answer to any demographic question to protect
employee anonymity, especially in small organizations or in organizations in
which an employee may be a member of an under-represented population in the
workplace. We acknowledge that such broad categorizations collapse important
First Quarter | 2022

39

distinctions in employees’ cultures and histories and may exclude other identity
categorizations that affect employees’ experiences. However, by collecting this
demographic information, we will be able to analyze workplace inclusion and
exclusion in regard to several currently salient identity categories.

CONCLUSION
This research provides support for the Workplace Inclusion Scale (WIS) as a
reliable and valid measurement tool. This new scale offers a basis for a unidimensional measure that possesses fidelity to some of the important factors described
in earlier literature. The main differences between the Workplace Inclusion Scale
and other measures lies in its simplicity, length and theoretical structure. The
Workplace Inclusion Scale was specifically designed to provide an easy to assess
measure for organizations and DEI professionals to use when evaluating workplace
climate and the success of diversity and equity initiatives. There are pragmatic
needs for scales to be short, especially when deployed across a general workforce.
Short scales greatly increase response rates, and high response rates are critical to
the validity of evaluating organizational programs and initiatives. As mentioned
earlier, there are currently no known measures of workplace inclusion in the
public domain, peer review published, and most importantly, distinctively short,
easy to understand and complete. This tool, when deployed with a solid pre/
post-test methodology, has the ability to bring scientific and credible evaluation
of actual outcomes to what is now primarily a subjective and qualitative approach
to evaluating the efficacy of organizational DEI initiatives.
As distinct from earlier studies, we found that the dimension subgroups were
best understood as factors reflecting the principal dimension components. Analysis
did find evidence that the eight dimensions or subgroups of items would stand
as individual constructs. However, the analysis also demonstrated that there is
unity in the inclusion construct. We adopted the term facets to reflect that unity,
while acknowledging the distinct angles the eight subgroups make visible, much
as there are facets to cuts on a precious stone.
Although the current report provides a basis for optimism in the quality and
reliability of the WIS, conventional wisdom often states that confirming the validity
of a tool is an ongoing process. We believe that more use of the tool and accumulation of data results will help assess and strengthen construct validity and may
provide the basis needed to allow research colleagues to explore ideas through
additional studies. As we disseminate the results of the research, we will provide
the scale free of charge with the request that users allow us to use the data in
an archival dataset of de-identified records. From this database we will construct
norms for the scale that can be used to gauge inclusion scores across organizations
and industries. This has been our practice with previous workplace tools that we
have developed and we would very much like to continue this model of sharing
data across organizations. z
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AUTHORS’ NOTE
The development of this tool was supported in whole by Chestnut Health Systems, Bloomington, Ill. A special
thanks to Christy S. Germanis, who was a huge help in the development of the Survey Monkey tool and the
design of the final Workplace Inclusion Scale.
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