Is Inclusion the Key to Effective Diversity Management in Public Sector Organisations? An Examination of the Ontario Public Service
	
Frank L.K. Ohemeng, PhD
Adjunct Professor
Sprott School of Business
Carleton University
1125 Colonel By Drive
Ottawa, Ontario
K1S 5B6
FrankOhemeng@cunet.carleton.ca
ohemenfl@gmail.com

&

Jocelyn McGrandle,
PhD Candidate
Department of Political Science
Concordia University
1455 De Maisonneuve Blvd. W.
Montreal, Quebec, Canada
H3G 1M8
jocelyn.mcgrandle@mail.mcgill.ca


 Prepared for: Equality, Diversity and Inclusion in 2018: Progresses, Setbacks or New Challenges? 
Montreal, QC,  August 16 – 18, 2018 

Working Draft
Not to be cited without the authors’ permission

[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction 
Diversity management has become a major focus of human resources management, not only in the private sector, but in the public as well (Herring 2009; Hays-Thomas 2017). Both economic and social arguments in terms of the benefits of diversity management continue to be made for the public sector (Pitts et al. 2010). Despite such benefits, critics of diversity management have pointed out that simply implementing diversity policies in the sector does not ensure effective diversity in public organisations (Joplin and Daus 1997; Wrench 2005; Knights and Omanović 2016). The combination of these criticisms, as well as the expanded investigation into diversity management in various organizations has resulted in a shift in focus of people management to what is called 'inclusiveness' in organisations (Holck and Muhr 2016; Bae et al. 2017). 
Inclusion, which focuses on emphasizing individual belongingness while at the same time encouraging individual uniqueness, is thus argued as the next phase or next step of diversity management (Pless and Maak, 2004). To proponents of inclusion, embarking on inclusiveness will enable governments to address systemic and institutional discrimination, which continues to be perpetuated against minorities (Sabharwal 2014; Moon 2016). Not only that, it is argued that inclusion enhances the capacity of individuals in doing their work and ensuring effective organizational performance (Davidson and Ferdman 2002), as well as facilitate innovation and increase personnel stability (Moon 2016). In spite of these potential benefits, inclusion remains a relatively new concept and thus has been understudied in the public sector (Roberson 2006; Shore et al. 2011; Bae et al. 2017).  
In Canada, diversity management, and therefore inclusion, are important issues both at the federal and provincial levels (Deloitte 2014; Dupuis 2017; McGrandle 2017), based on the understanding that diversity and inclusion are of great value to both the public and private sectors due to changing demographics (Deloitte 2014; McGrandle 2017; Jermyn 2018). Consequently, a number of employers are trying to make the workplace more inclusive through a variety of innovative and compassionate initiatives. In the public sector, one provincial government that is actively trying to take diversity management to the next level, i.e., inclusion, is Ontario. In fact, Ontario is considered the leader in diversity management in the Canadian context (Ohemeng and McGrandle 2015; McGrandle 2017). Indeed, it was the first government in Canada to set up a diversity management office in the public sector, as well as a number of action plans to enhance the effective implementation of its diversity management policies (Ohemeng and McGrandle 2015). 
Recently, the Ontario government has developed programs, and continues to develop new one that will help move the Ontario Public Service (OPS) beyond traditional diversity management to a more inclusive service (OPS Diversity Office 2013; 2017). The government believes that diversity management is the first step in providing an inclusive public service in a diverse province. For instance, in a recent report, the government noted, "the OPS has the responsibility to set an example in our province, so our plans to modernize the OPS must include a commitment to embed inclusion into everything we do. Our workplaces must be accessible, supportive, diverse and welcoming, with the talent and skills that we need to achieve our goals" (Government of Ontario 2017, 18).  
The intention of this study is therefore to examine and assess the government's policies and their implications for the public service and to understand from the perspective of employees, whether the policies are indeed increasing feelings of inclusion. This article therefore intends to answer the following questions: How inclusive is the OPS? How does inclusion impact performance? What are the challenges and the way forward for ensuring effective inclusive management in the OPS? We attempt to answer these questions by using the results from the 2017 OPS Employee Survey. We quantitatively analyze how OPS employees feel about various aspects of inclusion and diversity in the service through the use of both descriptive statistics and OLS regression. 
We are interested in studying the OPS for three main reasons. First, as already noted, the OPS is one of the first public service institutions to institute diversity management, and later on, inclusion. Consequently, it continues to be recognized as the pace setter for which other public services are being encouraged to emulate. Second, it is the first public service to enact an anti-racism policy, which focuses on the inclusion of all within the service, with measurable targets, public reporting, and community consultation through renewable multiyear strategic plans (Government of Ontario 2018). Third, it is one of the few governments named in the 2018 Canada’s Best Diversity Employers competition, for the Canada's Top 100 Employers project (Jermyn 2018).
 The paper makes a number of contributions. First, although the literature on diversity management and inclusion is increasing, there is still the need to undertake more empirical studies on what factors are indeed enhancing inclusiveness in the public service, as well as ensure equitable delivery of public services (Moon 2016; Sabharwal, Levine, and D’Agostino 2016). This paper contributes to the call for more research on diversity management and inclusion, and how they affect individual, group, and organisational performance, which many believe is lacking (Shore et al. 2011; Mor Barak 2014). Second, there is dearth of studies on inclusion in the public sector compared to the private sector (Sabharwal, Levine, and D’Agostino 2016). Thus, the paper helps to close this gap in the literature. Third, the paper highlights the perception of employees on inclusion, which may help policy makers to identify what needs to be done to promote, as well as ensure effective inclusion in the public sector. 
We proceed as follows. The first part of the paper is a review of the literature examining diversity management and inclusion. We will then provide a short background to the study by looking at Ontario's road to an inclusive public service. We will then discuss the methodology used in the paper and then follow it with descriptive statistics and OLS regression analysis. We then conclude the paper with suggestions for future research on the subject in Ontario and beyond.  

Diversity Management
While diversity management is relatively new to public and private organizations, the concept of having and utilizing a diverse workforce is not. In fact, early discussions of diversifying the public sector can be traced back to Jeffersonian and Jacksonian United States, with Jefferson trying to balance Federalists and Republicans, and Jackson seeking to balance average citizens with elites and property owners in the public service, both with the idea diversifying the public service would lead to more responsibility through the notion of representation (Subramaniam 1967; Rosenbloom 2014). 
Over time, the concept of representation evolved to include two key forms: passive and active (Mosher 1968). Passive representation is largely symbolic, referring to a bureaucracy that statistically mirrors the broader population (Meier 1993; Mosher 1968). Alternatively, active representation occurs when bureaucrats “press for the interests and desires of those whom he is presumed to represent, whether they be the whole people or some segment of the people” (Mosher 1968, 12). Thus, passive representation is explicitly about demographics, whereas active representation includes influencing decisions, policies and outcomes. Simply put, “passive representation is a characteristic, active representation is a process” (Meier 1993, 7). 
This distinction between active and passive representation is important because actively pushing for the representation of diverse values, opinions, and needs, forms the basis of diversity management. In the wake of the failures of affirmative action, in addition to passive representation policies like Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO), as well as diversifying societal demographics, the climate for diversity management was built in the 1980s and early 1990s (Klarsfeld 2009; Pitts 2006).
	There is a general consensus that diversity management originated in the United States and was buoyed by a report by the Hudson Institute entitled Workforce 2000: Work and Workers for the 21st Century (Johnston and Packer 1987), which argued that the population of the United States was going to continually diversify and that organizations would need to respond in some way. From this report, the idea gained wide traction and spurred academics, businesses, and public sector organizations to find newer, better ways to accommodate such a diversifying workforce (Basset-Jones, 2005; Ivancevich and Gilbert 2000; Naff and Kellough 2003). 
	Although it is clear where diversity management originated, its evolution is less clear. For instance, there is no one agreed upon definition of diversity management (Ivancevich and Gilbert 2000; Roberson 2006; Bleijenbergh, Peters, and Poutsma. 2010). The lack of a clear definition has led to different goals of diversity management, dividing it between more business oriented, performance based goals like market competition, effective people management, and improving organizational reputation (Cooke and Saini 2010). On the other hand, public sectors tend to focus less on performance and more on improving accommodation and morale and reducing discrimination (Riccucci 2002). Largely, however, diversity management, when implemented in government organizations tends to use both streams. For example, as noted by Pitts (2006, 253), “diversity management is a multifaceted concept… [with] three components: recruitment programs, programs aimed to increase cultural awareness, and pragmatic management policies.” This is clearly reflected in the OPS diversity management policy, which maintains a commitment to “reflect the public we serve at all levels of the organization,” while promoting “an inclusive workplace culture for all” as well as improving the delivery of high quality policies and services through harnessing the talents and skills of employees (OPS Diversity Office 2013).
	These different goals have thus led to different interpretations of success and utility. In terms of success, diversity management has been attributed to a variety of benefits such as increased organizational attractiveness (Williams and Bauer 1994); attracting highly qualified minority employees (Ng and Burke 2005); improved job satisfaction (Pitts 2009; Choi 2009); better work group performance (Pitts 2009); and an overall improvement in organizational performance (Choi and Rainey 2010).
Despite some of the aforementioned benefits of diversity management, and its improvements on policies like affirmative action and EEO, recent studies have indicated that diversity management is incomplete, and needs to evolve further in order to achieve the goal of a truly functioning, inclusive workforce (Sabharwal 2014; O’ Donovan 2017). For example, some studies have found a number of limitations with diversity management policies (Basset-Jones, 2005). For instance, at the local level, Hur and Strickland (2015) found that if governments implement diversity management as a reactive measure to some kind of conflict, the overall results would be largely the same as other organizations without diversity management policies. Other studies have uncovered more significant weaknesses of diversity management, such as the creation of an environment of perceived tokenism where minority employees are resented for potential unfair hiring practices (Von Bergen, Soper and Foster 2002), or where minority employees only feel valued for their minority status (Heijes 2011). Basset-Jones (2005) believes that diversity management can lead to misunderstanding, suspicion and conflict in the workplace, which in turn can result in absenteeism, low morale and loss of competitiveness. 

Inclusion
Inclusion and diversity management are closely related, with similar, overlapping characteristics, and some cases, used interchangeably, yet they contain some key differences, which has prompted some scholars to call for the shift from past versions of DM to inclusion (Pless and Maak 2004; Roberson 2006; Riordan 2014; Sabharwal 2014). Managing for diversity focuses more on representation and diversifying organizations, with a prime focus on demographic characteristics, whereas inclusion is about how included employees feel in organizational processes (Roberson 2006; O’Donovan 2017). This is not to say that inclusion is separate from DM, but rather DM is the path to inclusion (Sabharwal 2014; O’Donovan 2017). Thus, when inclusion is incorporated into diversity management policies, then the benefits of both can be best realized (Pless and Maak 2004; Nishii, Rich and Woods 2006; Sabharwal 2014; O’Donovan 2017).
Inclusion, although the recipient of recent focus in human resource management, remains understudied and needs further examination (Shore et al. 2011; Mor Barak 2014), especially with more empirical studies. For instance, there is a lack of a cohesive definition of inclusion. Early studies focus on a definition of inclusion where employees feel accepted (Pelled, Ledford and Mohrman 1999), or an organization where barriers to participation have been removed (Roberson 2006). More recent studies have aimed for more specificity in defining inclusion. For example, there are some commonalities across definitions such as the role of belongingness and uniqueness (Shore et al. 2011; Mor Barak 2015), as well as the understanding of inclusion compared to exclusion (Mor Barak 2014; Sabharwal 2014).
This focus on belonging and uniqueness as aspects of inclusion comes from optimal distinctiveness theory (ODT) (Brewer 1991; Shore et al. 2011; Sabharwal 2014). According to Brewer (1991), the pioneer of ODT, in every society, there is a tension among individuals to belong and have similarities with others (and therefore a sense of validation), while at the same time desiring a uniqueness and individuality. It is the balancing of these two desires that forms the basis for arguments on inclusion. Thus, according to ODT, some groups often feel like they do not belong due to their uniqueness, which creates a problem that organizations need to address through inclusiveness (Shore et al. 2011). This has thus led to a definition of inclusion as “the degree to which an employee perceives that he or she is an esteemed member of the work group through experiencing treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (Shore et al. 2011, 1265).
In regard to inclusion-exclusion, some argue that inclusion can be understood as one end of a continuum, with exclusion on the other (Mor Barak and Cherin 1998; Mor Barak 2000a; 2000b; 2014; Sabharwal 2014). An exclusive environment is one where pre-established norms and values determine daily operations in an organization, while an inclusive environment is one that adapts regularly, according to differing perspectives, and maintains trust and respect at its core (Sabharwal 2014). In other words, inclusion-exclusion is about how much individuals feel included in the workings of an organization, both in terms of formal processes like decision-making, as well as informal processes such as lunches or water cooler discussions (Mor Barak and Cherin 1998; Mor Barak 2000a; 2000b; 2014).
Early studies on inclusion highlighted participation in decision-making, access to information, and job security as key indicators of inclusion (Pelled et al. 1999). Thus, these variables are common themes in the inclusion literature (Mor Barak and Cherin 1998; Pelled et al. 1999; Pless and Maak 2004; Roberson, 2006). These indicators (and variations) are still used in current studies (Nishii, Rich and Woods 2006; Downey et al. 2015; Bae et al. 2017). For instance, Downey et al. (2015, 37) define inclusion as “the degree to which employees feel part of essential organizational processes including influence over the decision-making process, involvement in critical work groups, and access to information and resources”. Thus, this definition incorporates the three identifiable variables. It has thus been noted that when employees are truly included within the work environment, they are more likely to share information, and participate in decision-making (Riordan 2014). 
One point that is clear from the literature is that inclusion is not about assimilation but whether an employee considers themselves to be an “esteemed” member of an organization, through their experience with treatment that satisfies the need for belonging and uniqueness (Andrews and Ashworth 2014). This is because organizational assimilation can lead to problems like ignoring differences and thus limiting DM programs from reaching potential benefits (Pless and Maak 2004; Nishii, Rich and Woods 2006; Hays-Thomas 2017). This thus gives further strength to the current conceptualizations of inclusion with a focus on belongingness/uniqueness, as well as exclusion-inclusion continuum.
Although studies of inclusion are growing, and our understanding of inclusion, both by academics and practitioners alike, has developed over time, more empirical evidence is needed from an organizational perspective in order to understand how to foster and sustain policies and environments for inclusion (Mor Barak 2015). Similarly, ways of improving organizational inclusion need further testing. It is based on this need that we turn our attention at looking at Ontario. 
It must be said that Ontario is not the only government or organization moving towards inclusion, nor does it currently have complete information or understanding of its inclusiveness or the effectiveness of such policies in creating an inclusive environment as imagined even in Canada. Therefore, this area is indeed ripe for investigation, and the implications and evidence of this study have ramifications and importance both for the OPS but also our understanding of inclusion in Canada and elsewhere.

Diversity and Inclusion in the OPS
Before moving on to the empirical testing of inclusion in the OPS, it is necessary to first discuss DM and inclusion in the OPS in more detail in order to provide a contextual framework for the analysis. First, as with many other organizations, the OPS has taken both a moral and a business approach to diversity management and inclusion. That is, diversity and inclusion are valued both as “the right thing to do” but also as being the “smart thing to do” in terms of improving organizational effectiveness and efficiency, particularly, in service delivery (OPS Diversity Office 2013; see also Ministry of Government and Consumer Services 2008). This is important to note, as the way in which diversity and inclusion are defined impact the goals and operationalization of such policies. In this regard, the OPS is looking both at improving the overall bottom line, as well as a commitment to improving employee and citizen morale and responsiveness.
 As such, the OPS has iterated many times that it is seeking to innovate and revitalize itself in order to achieve optimal functionality and performance (Ministry of Government and Consumer Services 2008; OPS Diversity Office 2013; 2017). The first strategic plan for diversity in the OPS was launched nearly a decade ago in 2009, and has subsequently evolved, expanded, and been improved each year since then (OPS Diversity Office 2013). The first phase of diversity management was largely focused on initiating basic ideas of diversity, as well as developing reasons as to why diversity was an important plank of the OPS (Ohemeng and McGrandle 2015). In this regard, four key goals were laid out. These were: embedding diversity within all policies and programs; eliminating harassment and discrimination from the workplace; responding to the needs of a diversity population; and reflecting the population at all levels of the OPS (Ministry of Government Services 2009). These goals would then be measured through a variety of ways, including Ministry reports, as well as the OPS Employee Survey, which is what this study will use.
 The second strategic plan, laid out from 2013-2016, focuses on four detailed pillars of inclusion (OPS Diversity Office 2013). These are: having an informed, engaged leadership who support and foster inclusion; a focus on improving organizational culture and employee behaviour in regard to diversity and inclusion; integrating inclusion, with a primary focus on accessibility for Ontarians with disabilities; and collecting data through a variety of ways in order to measure how well such goals were being achieved (OPS Diversity Office 2013).
 Incorporated within these pillars are four clear priorities for inclusion, similar to the four goals of the 2009-2012 strategic plan. These similar, but more specific goals include decreasing the number of reported incidents of harassment and discrimination, increased employee perceptions of the positivity and inclusivity of the OPS, more diversity within upper-level management, and finally, outside improved perceptions on behalf of citizens and businesses in regard to the OPS’ responsiveness (OPS Diversity Office 2013).
	Understanding these prior goals is important and essential to understanding the current climate of inclusion, and the current policies geared towards it. As of 2017, the OPS defines inclusive environments are those “where the diversity of identities, experiences, perspectives and skills of our employees contribute to collaborative, creative and innovative work resulting in more responsible, and equitable policies, programs and services” (OPS Diversity Office 2017, 4).
	As can be seen from the above discussions, the current priorities again build off of previous priorities and goals. The first priority is still rooted within the theory of representative bureaucracy, and seeks to “diversify the talent pipeline” (OPS Diversity Office 2017). In other words, senior leadership still lacks in diversity as compared to the population and the labour work force in Ontario. The second priority, which again focuses on the upper levels of the OPS, is to “advance inclusive leadership,” whereby managers take a more active role in improving inclusivity and collaboration within their work units, particularly if there are complaints or clear examples where inclusivity does not exist (OPS Diversity Office 2017). The third and final priority is to improve the “capacity to deliver inclusive public services,” (OPS Diversity Office 2017), which is clearly building off on past goals to reduce workplace barriers, harassment, and discrimination (Government of Ontario, 2018). From various sources of data, including the aforementioned employee survey, it is clear that certain groups report lower levels of workplace engagement, while other groups report higher levels of discrimination than others.  
While it is clear that the OPS needs improvement in achieving its goals of inclusivity, it does appear that the OPS has successfully worked diversity and inclusion into policies and strategic plans throughout the organization. For example, in a recent document focusing on the transformation of the OPS as a whole, six core principles for transformation were emphasized. These include integrating services, empowering citizens, a commitment to evidence-based policy, utilization and improvement of service through technology, and finally, an open and inclusive public service (Government of Ontario 2017). Another example of the embeddedness of inclusion throughout the OPS is in the OPS HR Plan 2015-2020, which states that an inclusive and positive organizational culture can be obtained via workplace initiatives focused on safety, health, inclusiveness and employee engagement (Government of Ontario 2017). Further, an OPS-wide anti-racism policy has been developed, which seeks to reduce racial barriers and discrimination in order to achieve a more inclusive workplace. This policy is buoyed by the recently enacted Anti-Racism Act, 2017, which commits the government to reducing racial discrimination and requires the OPS to regularly develop strategic plans to assess, evaluate, and improve (Government of Ontario 2018).

Methodology
This study uses data from the most recent (2017) Ontario Public Service Employee Survey. This is the fifth iteration of this survey, which is conducted every 3 years by the Treasury Board Secretariat. The survey was sent to all members of the OPS, with a response rate of 57%, and an N slightly over 36,000. In this regard, we are testing employee perceptions of their own inclusion, which best fits with the established literature on inclusion (see, for example, Mor Barak 1999). Both frequency distributions and OLS regression were utilized in order to answer the research questions.
Based on the aforementioned literature on inclusion, the study will test all the major characteristics from belonging/uniqueness and inclusion/exclusion definitions. Testing all these characteristics will provide a more comprehensive understanding of inclusion in the OPS, and ensure that the measurement of inclusion is not restricted because of limitations of a definition. As such, this will seek to measure five variables: belongingness; uniqueness; participation in decision-making; job security; and access to information and resources. Each of these variables test certain aspects of inclusion. Belongingness will be tested using the question “The people I work with value my ideas and opinions.” This question taps into the idea that a person will feel that they belong when they are accepted, which in this case is measured through acceptance of ideas and opinions. Uniqueness will be tested through the question “My Ministry values diversity.” While this is not a direct measurement of uniqueness, it is about tapping into aspects of uniqueness, in that diverse characteristics are valued. 
Decision-making capabilities will be tested through two questions: “I have the independence I need to make decisions about my daily work” and “I have opportunities to provide input into decisions that affect my work.” Using both questions is useful for testing inclusion here, because the first question means that employees are included at a micro-level, and are able to make daily decisions, and the second question is testing inclusion on a slightly broader level. Job security will also be measured through two questions: “I am satisfied with the way my career is progressing in the OPS” and “I have opportunities for career growth within the OPS.” Again, using both questions to test job security provides a more robust analysis, as it taps into two aspects of job security, that one is satisfied with their current career (implying that their job is indeed a career and therefore a more long-term endeavour), while the second question taps into abilities for promotion, which many may view as an essential part of job security. Finally, access to information and resources will be operationalized through the question “My Ministry supports my work-related learning and development.” In terms of performance, as this is a survey sent to individual employees, overall organizational performance cannot be measured. However, individual performance measured through individual perceptions of effort can be tested. Therefore, this article will be testing individual performance through the question “I am inspired to give my very best.” All questions except demographic variables are based on a 5-point Likert scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Due to the large number of respondents, non-responses were removed from the analysis without concern for reductions in sample size or statistical significance.
Findings and Analysis
Of the inclusion variables, the recognition that individual ministries value diversity is the highest ranking, with approximately 78% of respondents answering in the affirmative. This is followed closely by belonging, with employees feeling that their ideas and opinions are valued (74% affirmative responses), and making decisions about one’s daily job tasks (71% affirmative responses). All responses skew to the affirmative, meaning that on all measures of inclusion, more individuals responded positively, with either Somewhat Agree or Strongly Agree, than those who responded in the negative. Despite this, both measurements of job security are the lowest of all the inclusion variables, both dipping below 50% in terms of affirmative responses. That is, career progress to date and potential for career growth scored 49.2% and 48.7% respectively in terms of affirmative responses, each with approximately 25% of respondents feeling neutral towards the questions.
INSERT TABLE 1 HERE
The measure of inclusion can also be measured through means. Uniqueness, in terms of the OPS valuing diversity has the highest overall score (4.08 out of 5), and thus is the most successful aspect of inclusion. Belonging is the second highest-rate inclusion factor, with a 3.91 out of 5 for employees feeling that their ideas and opinions are valued. The next two highest scoring inclusion factors are both measurements of decision-making, with a higher ranking for decisions into daily work than for input into decision-making. Next is access to information and resources, with a slightly higher than neutral score for an employee’s ministry supporting learning and development. The lowest inclusion factors are the two measurements of job security, with similar scores of 3.30 and 3.28 for career progress and opportunities for career growth, respectively.
INSERT TABLE 2 HERE

	We turn now to Table 3 which presents the determinants of individual performance. Model 1 is an OLS regression of the five-point performance variable on the seven individual covariates. As a matter of diagnostics, the associated variance inflation factors of the covariates and the condition number of the associated Eigen values are below the acceptable limit which indicates little concern of collinearity. Having input into decisions affecting work has the largest effect on individual performance where increasing beliefs that “I have opportunities to provide input into decisions that affect my work” has a positive effect on individual performance. Going from ‘strongly disagree’ that the respondent has input into decision making to ‘strongly agree’ results in a 0.88-point increase in individual performance. The second largest determinant is career progress. Much like decision input, career progress’ positive coefficient demonstrates that increased beliefs in career progress are associated with more positive feelings towards individual performance.
	The first model demonstrates that all seven covariates are statistically significant. Where input into decisions and career progress maintain the largest coefficients, other independent variables including valuing of ideas and opinions, valuing diversity, making decisions and learning and development are all positively associated with increased individual performance. 
	Whereas Model 1 demonstrates the relationship between individual performance and the individual covariates, Model 2 combines the seven measures into a single additive index in order to develop an understanding of how inclusion as a whole affects job performance. The additive index is reliable (alpha = 0.88) and combines the measures to create an inclusion scale. This scale runs 0 through 28 where 0 is the minimum value of answers to questions given in the OPS and represents no inclusion. The inclusion index’s mean score is 18.66 with a standard deviation of 5.29[footnoteRef:1] indicating a general level of consensus concerning inclusion with a fair amount of variation—to be expected of a survey of over 33,000 people. [1: The mean is 0.66 on a 0 to 1 scale with a standard deviation of 0.21.] 

In effect, Model 2 demonstrates the positive relationship between the additive scale and individual performance. Here, rightward shifts in the scale are associated with increased feelings on performance. In effect, the index demonstrates that moving from extremes is associated with an increase of 3.24 points towards performance. Figure 1 best demonstrates this relationship by plotting the index’s predictive margins. Figure 1 visually demonstrates the relationship between the inclusion index and individual performance. Evidently, those who feel more included (as we move rightward on the x-axis) are associated with increased values regarding job performance. Simply put, increases in inclusion are strongly associated with increased job performance. 
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE

In looking at the means of various groups on the inclusion index, we can see that certain groups feel more included within the OPS than others. While younger people feel more included than older employees, sexual orientation and gender shows very little difference in feelings towards inclusion. Non-Indigenous employees feel slightly more included than Indigenous counterparts. Similarly, non-visible minority employees feel somewhat more included than their visible minority counterparts. Level of education has a curvilinear relationship with inclusion, where those with the lowest level of education (up to and including a high school degree), and those with the highest level of education (a post-graduate degree), feel the most included. The starkest contrast between groups is between able-bodied and disabled employees, with disabled employees reporting significantly lower inclusion levels than their able-bodied counterparts. Utilizing further diagnostics, a t-test with unequal variance confirmed that the difference between these two groups is statistically significant (t= 25.13). Further, employees with disabilities have the lowest overall level of reported inclusion out of all other demographic groups.
INSERT TABLE 4 HERE
In terms of findings, there are both practical and theoretical lessons that can be drawn. From a practical perspective, in terms of measuring inclusion in the OPS, overall the results are positive. That is, as stated above, all responses have more individuals responding in the affirmative than negative, and all have a mean above 3, meaning that there are more individuals report feelings of inclusion than those who do not. Therefore, we can conclude that attempts at making the OPS more inclusive do appear to be working. 
Breaking down inclusion into more specific measurements, we can conclude that the OPS has done a very good job at communicating to and convincing employees that it values diversity. The OPS has also done a decent a job at fostering environments where employees feel that their ideas are valued, and that they have the capability to make decisions about their daily work. Where the OPS needs the most improvement in terms of inclusion is demonstrating to their employees that their careers are progressing and have room for growth. Interestingly, in terms of measurements of inclusion, the OPS does not focus on career growth as one of the determinants. The literature on inclusion discussed above, and the findings from this study indicate that perhaps the OPS should include job security into its measurements of inclusion, as the measurement of inclusion here is indeed quite reliable.
 Further, individuals with disabilities feel disproportionately lower levels of inclusion than other groups. This is not due to lack of attention. The Ontario government passed the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) in 2005, one of the first of its kind in Canada. The AODA seeks to make Ontario, and the OPS, completely accessible by 2025, and has been engaging in accessibility planning and evaluation since 2005 (Burns and Gordon 2010). Despite these efforts, clearly more efforts, or perhaps other efforts, are needed in order to make employees with disabilities feel included at the same levels as their able-bodied counterparts.
From a theoretical perspective, the contributions of the findings of this article are two-fold. First, there is a clear connection between inclusion and individual performance, as indicated by Models 1 and 2. Therefore, for organizations seeking to improve inclusion, aside from a morale perspective of this being the right thing to do, inclusion also can lead to improved performance. In a climate where public services around the world are trying to improve their image and performance, a focus on inclusion can do both of these things. Second, in terms of theoretically modelling inclusion, given the high Cronbach’s alpha of the five different conceptual measurements of various facets of inclusion, it can be argued that future measurements of inclusion should not be restricted to limited definitions of inclusion, such as only looking at belongingness and uniqueness. 


Conclusion and Future Avenues of Research

This study sought to examine the concept of inclusion in the Ontario Public Service in order to provide a better understanding of how inclusion is being incorporated throughout this organization, as well as to shed light on inclusion in Canada and beyond, in terms of practical as well as theoretical considerations. In this regard, it has discovered a number of key findings. From a theoretical perspective, inclusion is positively related to employee performance and effort, thus confirming previous assumptions that inclusion is a way to improve organizational culture and overall employment, but also organizational performance as well. In terms of practical implications, the OPS has clearly had success in increasing feelings of inclusivity throughout its organization, but some groups and aspects of inclusion need more attention. For instance, employees with disabilities feel significantly less included than their able-bodied peers. In terms of inclusion measurements, job security needs the most attention as compared to other factors like belonging, uniqueness, and decision-making.
Future research can further explore the concept of inclusion on other aspects of performance, such as turnover, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment, among others. Studies can also assess the impact of other variables on inclusion, in order to determine what external factors, impact feelings of inclusion. From a theoretical perspective, the inclusion index here could be further tested, such as through factor analysis, in order to provide further justification for using more additive indexes when measuring inclusion.
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Table 1: Frequency Distributions of Inclusion Factors
	Inclusion Characteristic
	Question
	Strongly Disagree
	Somewhat Disagree
	Neither Agree/ Disagree
	Somewhat Agree
	Strongly Agree

	Belonging
	The people I work with value my ideas and opinions
	3.21%
	5.79%
	16.78%
	44.37%
	29.84%

	Uniqueness
	My ministry values diversity
	2.78%
	3.84%
	15.48%
	37.94%
	39.97%

	Decision-Making
	I have the independence I need to make decisions about my daily work.
	4.38%
	7.76%
	17.44%
	41.4%
	29.28%

	
	I have opportunities to provide input into decisions that affect my work.
	6.16%
	10.52%
	19.8%
	38.44%
	25.08%

	Job Security
	I am satisfied with the way my career is progressing in the OPS.
	11.57%
	13.56%
	25.69%
	30.99%
	18.19%

	
	I have opportunities for career growth within the OPS
	11.97%
	14.66%
	24.61%
	30.68%
	18.06%

	Access to Information/ Resources
	My Ministry supports my work-related learning and development.
	7.12%
	11.95%
	23.91%
	35.44%
	21.62%













Table 2: Means of Inclusion Factors
	Inclusion Characteristic
	Question
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Belonging
	The people I work with value my ideas and opinions
	3.91
	.99

	Uniqueness
	My ministry values diversity
	4.08
	.97

	Decision-Making
	I have the independence I need to make decisions about my daily work.
	3.83
	1.06

	
	I have opportunities to provide input into decisions that affect my work.
	3.65
	1.14

	Job Security
	I am satisfied with the way my career is progressing in the OPS.
	3.30
	1.24

	
	I have opportunities for career growth within the OPS
	3.28
	1.25

	Access to Information/ Resources
	My Ministry supports my work-related learning and development.
	3.52
	1.16





Table 3 Inclusion Determinants of Individual Performance
	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	
	

	valuesideasopinions
	0.10***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	minvaluesdiversity
	0.10***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	makedecisions
	0.10***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	inputdecisions
	0.23***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	careergrowth
	0.02***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	careerprogress
	0.21***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	learningdevelopment
	0.10***
	

	
	(0.01)
	

	inclusion
	
	0.12***

	
	
	(0.00)

	Constant
	0.67***
	1.48***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.02)

	
	
	

	Observations
	33,552
	33,552

	R-squared
	0.40
	0.39


Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1





Table 4: Means of Demographic Variables Towards Inclusion
	Demographic Characteristic
	Measurement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Inclusion Index
	
	18.67
	5.99

	Age
	20-29
	20.00
	5.49

	
	30-39
	19.11
	5.81

	
	40-49
	18.62
	5.97

	
	50-59
	18.54
	6.10

	
	60+
	18.93
	6.00

	Gender
	Male
	18.77
	5.99

	
	Female
	18.94
	5.89

	Sexual Orientation
	Heterosexual
	18.99
	5.89

	
	Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Asexual, Questioning
	18.78
	6.03

	Indigenous
	Non-Indigenous
	18.81
	5.91

	
	Indigenous (First Nations, Métis, Inuk)
	18.24
	6.50

	Visible Minority
	Non-visible minority
	19.03
	5.82

	
	Visible minority (non-Indigenous, non-Caucasian)
	18.23
	6.19

	Francophone
	Non-Francophone
	18.75
	5.95

	
	Francophone
	19.03
	5.99

	Disability
	Able-bodied
	19.15
	5.75

	
	Disability
	16.49
	6.63

	Level of Education
	Up to high school
	19.04
	5.81

	
	College/CEGEP
	18.40
	6.10

	
	University undergraduate
	18.77
	5.91

	
	Post-Graduate
	19.03
	5.90
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