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Workplace Diversity and Inclusion Diagnostic 

Evidence-based interventions, policies, and practices for workplace diversity and inclusion 

Methodology 
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1. Consulting the literature on the development of audit and assessment tools for diversity and 

inclusion 

The development of the diagnostic tool was informed by the following references: 

 Olavarria, M., Beaulac, J., Belanger, A., Young, M., & Aubry, T. (2009). Journal of Cultural 

Diversity, 16(4), 140–150. 

 Trenerry, B., Franklin, H., & Paradies, Y. (2010). Review of audit and assessment tools, 

programs and resources in workplace settings to prevent race-based discrimination and 

support diversity. Victorian Health Promotion Foundation (VicHealth), Carlton, Victoria. 

 Trenerry, B. & Paradies, Y. (2012). Organizational assessment: An overlooked approach to 

managing diversity and addressing racism in the workplace. Journal of Diversity 

Management, 7(1), 11-26. 

In particular, the development of the tool took into account the 6 principles for developing an 

organisational assessment from Trenerry et al. (2010) and Trenerry and Paradies (2012): 

1. Theoretical and empirical development: The tool must have a strong theoretical basis and 
has undergone some empirical testing, with good psychometric characteristics 

2. Operationalised domains:  The tool must feature domains that turn abstract concepts into 
observable and measurable quantities from theory to action 

3. Practicality and feasibility of implementation: The tool must capture [diversity and 
inclusion] in a way that is both practical and feasible to implement; the tool must be user-
friendly 

4. Context relevance: The tool must be appropriate for a specific organisation and setting, i.e., 
a one-size fits all approach may not be appropriate 

5. Range of response formats: The tool should allow for a range of response formats and 
multiple methods for data collection (e.g., yes/no, short answers, Likert-type scale 

6. Moving beyond self-assessment: The tool should include a process for documenting and 
discussing practices, processes, and outcomes for moving beyond assessment; the tool 
should support multiple perspectives rather than those from an individual respondent. 
 

2. Sourcing of background materials 

This diagnostic tool was based on two sources of background materials: 

 Rapid literature review conducted by BehaviourWorks Australia in 2019 on the effectiveness 

of interventions, practices, and policies for workplace diversity and inclusion. This was a 

review of 14 systematic reviews/meta-analyses and 11 narrative reviews (out of a total of 

3,871 initial citations from the last 10 years) on the effectiveness of 12 categories of 
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organisational diversity and inclusion interventions: Zhao, K., Hsieh, W., Faulkner, N. & 

Smith, L. The effectiveness of interventions, practices, and policies for workplace diversity 

and inclusion: A rapid review of the literature. (2019). BehaviourWorks Australia, Monash 

Sustainable Development Institute, Monash University. 

 

 Compilation of existing self-assessments, indexes, and reports (within the last 10 years) 

which have criteria to assess organisational performance in diversity and inclusion. This was 

based on a search of the grey literature in early 2018. These are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1. Existing self-assessments, indexes, and reports that are relevant to organisational 

diversity and inclusion 

Assessment / index / report Organisation / 

authors 

Diversity dimension Do the criteria capture 

D & I practices, 

diversity data, or 

perceptions of 

inclusion? 

Australian Workplace Equality 
Index 

Pride in Diversity 
(2019) 

Sexual orientation and 
gender identity 

Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Benchmarking Diversity and 
Inclusion Practices in Australia 

Groutsis et al., 
Diversity Council 
Australia, & Australian 
HR Institute (2018) 

Non-specific Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Diversity and Inclusion 
Benchmarking Survey 

PwC (2016) Non-specific Practices  

Data  

Perceptions / 

Localities Embracing and 
Accepting Diversity (LEAD) 
Workplace Diversity and Anti-
Discrimination Assessment 
Tool 

VicHealth (2015) CALD Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Inclusion@Work Indexa Diversity Council 
Australia (2017) 

Non-specific 
(perceptions of 
inclusion) 

Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Inclusion Health Checkera Chartered Institute of 
Personnel and  
Development, CIPD 
(2019) 

Non-specific 
(perceptions of 
inclusion) 

Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Mature Age Employment Self-
Assessment Tool 

Australian Industry 
Group & Department 
of Employment (2017) 

Age Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Workplace Cultural Diversity 
Tool 
(revised variation of LEAD) 

Australian Human 
Rights Commission 
(2016) 

CALD Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Readiness Assessment Workplace Gender 
Equality Agency 
(2015) 

Gender Practices  

Data  

Perceptions  

Notes 

a. Refers to instruments that primarily measured perceptions of inclusion. These will be used in the development of the employee 

inclusion survey rather than the diagnostic (which captures organisational interventions, practices, and policies). 
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3. Construction of domains 

Preparation for mapping: All domains from the rapid review and existing assessments / indexes / 

reports were extracted. These are presented in Figure 1. 

 

 
 
Figure 1. All domains from rapid review and existing instruments prior to mapping 
 
Notes 
a. AWEI = Australian Workplace Equality Index (Pride in Diversity, 2019); DCA/Groutsis = Benchmarking Diversity and Inclusion 
Practices in Australia (Groutsis et al., Diversity Council Australia, & Australian HR Institute, 2018); LEAD-WCDT = Localities Embracing 
and Accepting Diversity (LEAD) Workplace Diversity and Anti-Discrimination Assessment Tool (VicHealth, 2015), Workplace Cultural 
Diversity Tool (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2016); Mature age = Mature Age Employment Self-Assessment Tool (Australian 
Industry Group & Department of Employment, 2017); PWC = Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarking Survey (PwC, 2016); Readiness = 
Readiness Assessment (Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2015). 

 

Mapping exercise: In order to identify commonalities between instruments, domains from existing 

instruments and the rapid review were mapped thematically to each other based on inspection of 

individual items. Two domains were considered mapped to each other when most of the items in a 

given domain matched those of another. There were also some domains that appeared to have a 

mixture of items corresponding with separate domains in other instruments. The results of this 

mapping exercise are presented in Figures 2 (included domains) and 3 (excluded domains). 
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Domains that were unmapped and/or excluded from the diagnostic tool were those that were 

determined to be: 

(a) too specific for a broad diagnostic tool that covered a variety of diversity dimensions; 

(b) too vague for a self-assessment; 

(c) out of scope or too detailed for a relatively short assessment; 

(d) diversity data or statistics; 

(e) relevant to perceptions of inclusion that are best measured through an employee survey 

rather than organisational interventions, policies, and practices. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 2. All mapped domains to include in diagnostic tool 
 

Domains that 

did not appear in 

rapid review but 

were mapped 

across other 

instruments 

Domains that 

appeared in 

rapid review and 

were mapped to 

other 

instruments 

Domains that appeared in rapid 

review but were not mapped to 

other instruments 

Domains that 

consisted of a mix of 

items that were split 

across other domains 
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Figure 3. All (unmapped) domains to exclude from diagnostic tool 
 

 

Consulting the existing literature: In addition to the domains identified in existing instruments, we 

also consulted the existing literature on recommended domains for an organisational self-

assessment in diversity and inclusion. Specifically, Olavarria et al. (2009) recommended 5 domains of 

cultural competence, although some of these are more appropriate for community health and 

service-delivery organisations. Harper et al. (2006) and Trenerry and Paradies (2012) have also 

recommended 5 domains for organisational assessments. These are presented and broadly mapped 

to each other in Table 2. 

Based on these references, as well as recommendations from our working group, some of the 

domains that did not appear as interventions in the literature review were retained nevertheless. 

For example, strategy and resourcing were retained as they signal implementation and serve as a 

bridge between intention and practice.  
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Table 2. Recommended domains of organisational cultural competence, broadly mapped to each 

other 

Olavarria et al. (2009): 5 Key Areas of Cultural 
Competence 

Harper et al. (2006) and Trenerry & Paradies 
(2012): 5 domains of organisational assessment 
tools 

1. Organisational norms, principles, and policies: 
inclusion of cultural competencies in mission 
statement, leadership commitment, presence of an 
advisory committee, and culturally 
sensitive/welcoming physical environment 

2. Organisational values and commitment to 
diversity: the “profile” of the organisation 

2. Asset and need identification: identification of 
needs of the population and community that the 
organisation serves 

 

3. Human resources and management: policies and 
practices related to the employees of the 
organisation, particularly having staff that 
represents the clientele being served 

1. Human resource practice: recruitment, retention, 
and promotion of staff that build workforce diversity 

4. Services and service delivery: adaptation of 
organisation’s services to meet the needs of diverse 
clientele (e.g., extended service hours, translated 
materials) 

 

5. Community consultation, partnership, and 
information exchange: ongoing consultation and 
exchange with diverse consumers and community 

 

 3. Organisational strategy, policy, procedures, and 
governance structures 

 4. Diversity training/education and staff 
development 

 5. Data collection, evaluation, and research 
practices (e.g., planning, monitoring, and 
evaluation measures) 

 

4. Construction of individual items and presentation of results 

Individual items for each domain were then constructed based on items from existing instruments as 

well as the major findings from the literature review. These were further developed and modified 

following consultation with a working group of academics, industry practitioners, and impact 

evaluation/policy analysts. 

Results for each domain were then provided featuring the following sections: 

 General introduction and description of the domain 

 How much do we know? This section provides a summary of the strength of the evidence 

from the literature review. Lower scoring domains were those where the strategies were 

less frequently tested or reported on in the literature, and where the effectiveness of 

strategies were based on general recommendations in narrative reviews. Higher scoring 

domains were those where the strategies were more rigorously tested (e.g., largely through 

experimental evidence or randomised controlled trials) and/or where outcomes were 

reported in higher quality meta-analyses or systematic reviews. 

 Dimensions of diversity and outcomes mostly associated with this domain. This section 

reports on the specific diversity dimensions and outcome variables associated with the 

strategies in this domain. 



   
 

WORKPLACE DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION DIAGNOSTIC METHODOLOGY | 7 

 

 You should know… This section reports on any caveats or important considerations when 

evaluating the results in a given domain. For example, some domains were associated with 

higher quality evidence, although the outcomes reported were somewhat limited. Other 

domains may have also been found to be effective for outcomes that were less directly 

related to diversity and inclusion. Some strategies also required the co-existence of other 

strategies to be effective. 

 Resources 

5. Scoring 

A scoring system was developed so that a total score and domain-specific score could be produced. 

The domain-specific score was the weighted average of all the items in each domain, while the total 

score was the average of all domain-specific scores. 

Most items were measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from Strongly disagree (1) to Strongly 

Agree (5), while Not Applicable or skipped items were not counted in the calculations. The domain-

specific and total scores were therefore based on an average of these scores. In some instances, an 

item in a domain asked respondents to tick all responses that applied and the score was based on 

the number of responses selected as a fraction of the total number of responses (e.g., select all 

types of mentoring and peer support networks that were available in the organisation). As these 

were considered relatively more important (i.e., they asked about whether different types of 

strategies were in existence or not, rather than the nature of these strategies), these were weighted 

more heavily in the scoring for each domain. 

Total and domain-specific scores were then presented as an average out of 5 points. Total scores 

were also categorised into those appearing in the lower, middle, and top third of possible scores to 

give respondents a general benchmark of how they performed. However, these benchmarks will be 

further developed as future piloting and testing provide more information on the distribution of 

scores. 


