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Article

Reframing Workplace Inclusion: A Dual-Sample
Validation of The 8-Inclusion Needs of All People
Framework as a Human-Centered Construct

Abstract: Despite investment in diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI), many organizations struggle
to define and embed inclusion in scalable, sustainable ways. The 8-Inclusion Needs of All People
framework offers a shift from identity-specific approaches to a universal, human-centered model
grounded in behavioral science. This study provides empirical validation across two datasets: an
organizational sample (n = 46) and a broader independent sample (n=115). Analyses revealed strong
internal consistency, a unidimensional factor structure, and significant predictive relationships
between inclusion needs and perceived inclusion outcomes. No significant differences were observed
across gender or intersectional identity groupings, supporting the framework’s core proposition that
inclusion needs are shared human requirements. These findings suggest that the framework offers a
scalable tool for diagnosing and embedding inclusive practices across diverse organizational
contexts.

Keywords: inclusion; workplace inclusion; inclusion needs; diversity equity and inclusion;
organizational culture; universal inclusion framework; intersectionality; inclusion measurement; DEI

1. Introduction

Despite decades of investment in diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives, organizations
continue to face persistent challenges in translating these efforts into measurable and sustainable
change [1], [2]. While representation has somewhat improved for some identities [3], [4], particularly
in recruitment outcomes and leadership pipelines [5], inclusion remains a more elusive and complex
goal [6], [7], [8]. Many organizational efforts still rely on identity-specific interventions that target
women, racially minoritized groups, LGBTQI+ individuals, or people with disabilities [9]. While
well-intentioned, such efforts often operate in silos, lack systemic integration, and risk marginalizing
those whose experiences fall outside predefined categories. These frameworks also struggle to
address the growing complexity of intersectionality and to support a shared, everyday experience of
inclusion across all employees [10].

The concept of inclusion itself is variably defined and inconsistently operationalized. Some
definitions emphasize subjective belonging, while others focus on structural equity, representation,
or psychological safety [11]. This lack of theoretical coherence has impeded the development of
scalable, evidence-based practices and meaningful metrics for inclusion. In response, an emerging
body of scholarship calls for reframing inclusion as a universal human condition grounded not in
identity categories but in the basic needs all individuals require to thrive within organizational
systems [1], [12], [13]. However, few models have articulated what those shared needs are, nor
subjected such models to empirical validation.

The 8-Inclusion Needs of All People framework [9], [14] was developed to address this gap.
Drawing from behavioral science, organizational psychology, and intersectional lived experience
research, the framework defines inclusion as the extent to which individuals have access to eight
interdependent needs: Access, Space, Opportunity, Representation, Allowance, Language, Respect,
and Support. Rather than conceptualizing inclusion as a feeling or an accommodation for specific
groups, the model positions it as a shared set of conditions necessary for all people to fulfill their
potential and succeed. It presents a human-centered alternative to fragmented or performative
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inclusion efforts and seeks to enable more coherent, systemic, and actionable strategies. Preliminary
research consisted of two foundational studies: one that established the theoretical rationale for the
model [9], and another that qualitatively tested the resonance of the eight needs across people of
diverse identities and intersectionalities [14]. Findings from these earlier studies suggested that the
needs were consistently relevant, regardless of participants’ demographic or intersectional identity.
However, empirical testing through quantitative methods remained a critical next step to evaluate
the scale’s structure, reliability, and practical utility.

The current paper presents the results of a two-sample cross-sectional validation study of the 8-
Inclusion Needs of All People framework. It aims to test whether the framework functions as a
reliable, psychometrically sound, and practically relevant model for understanding inclusion as a
human-centered construct. Together, the two samples address the following hypotheses:

1. That individuals across diverse identity backgrounds will rate each of the eight inclusion needs
as important to their success at work.

2. That the items representing the inclusion needs will form a reliable and psychometrically sound
scale.

3. That the perceived importance of inclusion needs will predict key inclusion-related outcomes,
such as feeling included and perceiving that others value difference.

In addition, the study explores whether perceived inclusion needs vary meaningfully based on
identity group membership or the number of intersecting identities held, testing the framework’s
foundational claim that inclusion needs are shared human requirements, not identity-specific
preferences. The findings contribute to the ongoing conversation about how inclusion can be more
systematically defined, measured, and applied within organizations.

2. Materials and Methods

This paper presents a dual-sample cross-sectional validation study designed to evaluate the
empirical validity of the 8-Inclusion Needs of All People framework [9]. The study aimed to test
whether the inclusion needs proposed in the model are consistently experienced and considered
important across individuals with diverse identity characteristics, and whether they function as a
reliable, predictive, and psychometrically sound construct.

To enhance generalizability, data were collected from two independently sourced samples. The
first sample included employees from a single organization, providing an initial, organization-
specific test of the framework. The second sample was drawn from a broader, multi-organizational
population. In the organizational sample, participants voluntarily completed a structured online
survey. Of the 49 valid responses received, 46 participants completed all relevant items and were
retained for analysis. In the broader sample, 115 valid responses were collected from individuals
across sectors, industries, and geographies. Participants were recruited using a convenience sampling
approach through online promotion. All participants completed the same survey, which included
demographic questions and items aligned to the inclusion needs framework.

Respondents were invited to self-identify with any applicable identities across 27 categories
reflecting common dimensions in DEI research (e.g., racial minority, LGBTQI+, disability,
neurodivergence, chronic illness, caregiver status). Participants selected between 3 and 10 identities,
with an average of 5.4 in the organizational sample and 4.8 in the broader sample, indicating high
levels of intersectional identity.

The survey included 13 items measuring the perceived importance of specific inclusion needs,
mapped to the eight domains of the 8-Inclusion Needs framework: Access, Space, Opportunity,
Representation, Allowance, Language, Respect, and Support. Each item was rated on a five-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and framed in practical terms, such as “I need
to feel physically safe at work to succeed” and “I need communication to be clear and respectful of
all people to succeed.” Some needs were represented by multiple items to reflect sub-dimensions
more accurately.
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Participants also responded to three outcome items reflecting inclusion-related perceptions: (i)
“I value and embrace difference", (ii) “All the people I work with value and embrace difference”, and
(iif) “I feel included in this organization”. These outcomes were used to assess the predictive utility
of the inclusion needs construct.

The study adhered to established ethical principles for organizational research. All participants
provided informed consent prior to participation, participation was voluntary, and no personal or
identifying information was collected. Responses were anonymous and reported in aggregate form
only. Participants were informed that the data would be used for research purposes and that findings
would be de-identified. The design prioritized psychological safety, data protection, and the
respectful inclusion of diverse perspectives. All protocols were aligned with the principles of
beneficence, autonomy, and justice outlined in the Belmont Report [15].

All analyses were conducted in the JupyterLab environment using Python, with the pandas,
scikit-learn, and SciPy libraries. Responses were cleaned, and Likert scores were standardized for
consistency across analyses. A composite Inclusion Needs Score was calculated for each participant
by averaging their responses to the 13 inclusion needs items.

To evaluate the scale’s psychometric properties, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was
conducted for both samples. A unidimensional (single-component) model and a three-component
model were explored to determine the scale’s latent structure. Scree plots and component loadings
were reviewed to assess dimensionality, and Cronbach’s alpha was computed to evaluate internal
consistency.

To examine the identity-independence of inclusion needs, three analytical strategies were
applied across both datasets:
¢  Group Comparisons — Independent sample t-tests assessed whether Inclusion Needs Scores

differed significantly between identity groups (e.g., male vs. female).

e Intersectionality Correlation — The number of identities selected (intersectionality count) was
correlated with Inclusion Needs Scores to examine whether individuals with more complex
identity profiles reported stronger inclusion needs.

e  (luster Analysis and Identity Composition — K-means clustering was used to identify profiles
based on inclusion needs ratings. A two-cluster solution was selected based on silhouette scores
and interpretability. Demographic composition was reviewed to determine whether profiles
aligned with identity categories or instead reflected differences in need intensity.

This study tested the replicability and generalizability of the 8-Inclusion Needs framework
across settings and populations by applying the same methodology to the two independently
collected samples (one organizational and one broader).

3. Results

Across both datasets, one drawn from a single organizational context (n = 46) and one from a
broader, independent sample (n = 115), participants consistently rated all 13 inclusion needs items
highly, with mean scores well above the midpoint of the five-point Likert scale. In the organizational
sample, item means ranged from 4.08 to 4.71; in the broader sample, they ranged from 4.12 to 4.70.
This cross-sample consistency provides early empirical support for the framework’s central claim:
that inclusion needs are broadly experienced and considered important regardless of context or
employment setting.

As shown in Table 1, the highest-rated items in both datasets corresponded to core access-related
needs, such as the ability to physically and cognitively access information and spaces. For example,
"Access" and "Access.2" received the highest mean scores in both datasets, reinforcing the
foundational role that accessibility plays in supporting success at work. At the other end of the scale,
but still highly endorsed, were relational needs such as “Respect” and “Language,” indicating
slightly greater variability in how interpersonal dynamics are experienced across workplace settings.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Inclusion Needs Items Across Organizational and Broader Samples.
Inclusion Need Item Org. Mean Org. SD Broader Mean Broader SD
Access 4.71 0.50 4.62 0.61
Access.1 4.33 0.92 4.25 0.81
Access.2 4.69 0.47 4.70 0.53
Space 4.53 0.77 4.48 0.67
Space.1 4.63 0.64 4.59 0.63
Opportunity 4.57 0.65 4.47 0.65
Opportunity.1 4.45 0.74 4.46 0.65
Representation 4.57 0.54 4.56 0.58
Representation.1 4.08 0.91 4.20 0.81
Allowance 4.42 0.82 4.35 0.79
Language 4.22 0.71 4.12 0.75
Respect 4.17 0.86 4.14 0.78
Support 4.45 0.61 4.52 0.60

Internal consistency for the 13-item scale was high across both datasets, with Cronbach’s alpha
= 0.889 in the organizational sample and o = 0.905 in the broader sample, suggesting excellent
reliability. This strengthens the argument for treating the inclusion needs as a unified construct in
subsequent analyses and supports the psychometric robustness of the scale across different
populations.

Together, these results offer converging evidence for the validity of the 8-Inclusion Needs of All
People framework. The consistent pattern of high importance ratings and strong reliability suggests
that these needs are not only conceptually coherent but are also experienced with remarkable
regularity, reinforcing their potential as a foundation for inclusive workplace design and decision-
making.

To examine the underlying structure of the 13-item inclusion needs scale, Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) was conducted across both the organizational (n = 46) and broader (n=115) samples.
In both datasets, the scree plots revealed a sharply declining eigenvalue trajectory, with a dominant
first factor exceeding the conventional eigenvalue threshold of 1.0 and surpassing 5.0 in both samples.
As illustrated in Figure 1, this pattern offers strong empirical support for a unidimensional structure,
affirming the theoretical premise that the inclusion needs, while conceptually distinct, function as a
cohesive, interdependent construct rather than as isolated or identity-specific domains.

Eigenvalue
w

2 4 6 8 10 12
Component Number

Figure 1. Scree plot from the organizational dataset?. 2 A similar eigenvalue pattern was observed in the broader

dataset, confirming the unidimensional structure across both samples.
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A three-factor solution was also extracted to explore whether additional underlying dimensions
might exist. While some modest differentiation emerged, suggesting possible conceptual groupings
such as psychological and relational needs (e.g., support, respect), structural access needs (e.g.,
physical and informational access), and participation-related needs (e.g., opportunity,
representation), the strength of the first factor, combined with high internal consistency, supported
continued use of a unified composite score.

As shown in Table 2, all 13 items loaded positively onto the first principal component, with most
loadings falling in the moderate to strong range. In both datasets, relational needs such as
“Language” and “Respect” demonstrated the strongest loadings, while access-related items loaded
somewhat lower, particularly in the organizational sample. These results indicate that although the
salience of specific needs may vary across individuals and settings, the underlying structure of the
inclusion needs scale is coherent and stable.

Table 2. Principal Component Loadings for Inclusion Needs Scale Across Both Samples.

Inclusion Need Item Single Factor (Org.) Single Factor (Broader)
Access 0.14 0.18
Access.1 0.10 0.16
Access.2 0.18 0.22
Space 0.34 0.42
Space.1 0.33 0.44
Opportunity 0.27 0.39
Opportunity.1 0.30 0.41
Representation 0.25 0.36
Representation.1 0.27 0.35
Allowance 0.31 0.43
Language 0.34 0.48
Respect 0.35 0.49
Support 0.27 0.38

Together, the PCA findings across both samples provide robust justification for treating the 8-
Inclusion Needs of All People framework as a unidimensional model. The scale demonstrates strong
psychometric integrity, offering a reliable foundation for future measurement, validation, and
application in organizational inclusion assessment.

To evaluate the predictive utility of the 8-Inclusion Needs of All People framework, linear
regression analyses were conducted using the composite Inclusion Needs Score to predict three
inclusion-related outcomes: (i) self-perceived valuing of difference, (ii) perception that others value
difference, and (iii) feeling included within the organization.

In both the organizational and broader samples, the inclusion needs score significantly predicted
the second and third outcomes: perceptions that others value difference and personal feelings of
inclusion. These results reinforce the framework’s practical relevance in shaping workplace
experiences and affirm its conceptual clarity as a diagnostic tool.

As shown in Table 3, stronger endorsement of inclusion needs was associated with significantly
higher perceptions that others value and embrace difference (organizational: § = 0.54, R2=0.10, p =
.03; broader: $=0.50, R2=0.25, p <.001), as well as stronger feelings of being included (organizational:
[ =0.51, R?=0.15, p = .008; broader: 3 = 0.54, R? = 0.29, p <.001). These effect sizes were moderate to
strong, particularly in the broader sample, where the inclusion needs score explained over a quarter
of the variance in perceived inclusion.
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Table 3. Regression Results: Inclusion Needs Score Predicting Inclusion Outcomes.

Inclusion B R? P B R?
Outcome (Org.) (Org.) (Org.) (Broader) (Broader) p (Broader)
I'value and embrace 0.17 0.03 0.22 0.18 0.03 0.07
difference
Others value and 0.54 0.10 0.03* 0.50 0.25 <001
embrace difference
I feel incl in thi
eelincluded inthis ) 5, 0.15 0.008** 0.54 0.29 <001
organization

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01, **p < .001

In contrast, the relationship between inclusion needs and self-reported valuing of difference did
not reach statistical significance in either dataset (organizational: 3 =0.17, p = .22; broader: 3 =0.18, p
= .07). This likely reflects a ceiling effect, as this outcome showed limited variability, with most
participants already reporting strong personal values around difference. From a construct validity
perspective, this distinction is meaningful: valuing diversity may be an internalized personal value,
whereas perceiving inclusion and feeling included are more relational and contextual, directly
influenced by how well inclusion needs are met.

Together, these findings provide strong empirical support for the predictive validity of the
inclusion needs framework. When individuals rate these needs as important, they are more likely to
experience inclusion positively and perceive inclusive behaviors in others. This reinforces the
practical value of the framework in informing inclusive culture-building efforts, leadership practices,
and employee engagement strategies.

To examine whether inclusion needs are perceived differently across identity groups,
independent samples t-tests were conducted on both datasets (Table 4). In the organizational dataset
(n=46), only male and female identities were sufficiently represented to allow statistical comparison.
No significant difference emerged: female participants rated inclusion needs slightly higher (M =4.48,
SD = 0.38) than males (M = 4.33, SD = 0.56), but the difference was not statistically significant, t(47) =
-1.078, p = .286.

In the broader dataset (n = 115), gender-based comparisons also revealed no significant
differences: females (M = 4.60, SD = 0.38) and males (M = 4.56, SD = 0.42), t(87) =-0.430, p = .670. In
addition, exploratory t-tests were performed for other identities where sample sizes allowed,
including disability, chronic illness, and caregiver status. None of these analyses revealed statistically
significant differences in Inclusion Needs Scores.

Table 4. Comparison of Inclusion Needs Scores Across Identity Groups®.

Dataset Identity Group N Mean SD t p
Org. Sample Fz/[;iele ig i:iz 8222 1078 286
Broader Sample derize gf izzg ggg 0430 670
Broader Sample [1;1185111:;1111113 ((i?s)) g; igg ggg 0.146 884
o e R
Broader Sample (ézz(zzii‘\lzz i;i?j; gg igg 82; 0.246 .806

3 Only identity groups with sufficient sample sizes were tested. In both samples, additional gender identity

options (e.g., Transgender, Non-Binary) were available.
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No meaningful patterns emerged when examining inclusion needs by the number of identities
participants selected (intersectionality count). Across both samples, correlation analyses revealed no
relationship between the number of intersecting identities and the overall Inclusion Needs Score. This
suggests that the intensity of inclusion needs does not increase simply by holding more marginalized
or underrepresented identities.

Together, these findings offer compelling support for the central premise of the 8-Inclusion
Needs of All People framework: while identities shape lived experience, the needs themselves are
human and shared. Designing inclusive environments based on these universal needs, rather than
fragmented identity groupings, may offer a more scalable, equitable, and unifying approach to
workplace inclusion.

To identify meaningful subgroups based on how individuals prioritize inclusion needs, k-means
clustering was applied to the standardized scores of all 13 inclusion needs items in both datasets
(Table 5). In each case, a two-cluster solution was optimal based on silhouette scores (Organizational
Sample: 0.314; Broader Sample: 0.300), indicating moderate separation between clusters.

Table 5. Inclusion Needs Profiles by Cluster and Dataset.

. Org. Sample Org. Sample Broader Sample Broader Sample

Inclusion Needs (Cluster 0) (Cluster 1) (Cluster 0) Cluster 1)
Access 4.64 4.28 4.89 4.47
Access.1 4.46 3.57 4.59 411
Access.2 4.65 4.13 4.89 4.42
Space 4.67 3.85 4.96 411
Space.1 4.86 3.89 4.96 421
Opportunity 4.78 4.04 4.81 4.26
Opportunity.1 4.62 3.89 4.85 3.95
Representation 4.64 3.93 4.81 4.21
Representation.1 4.13 3.15 4.37 3.79
Allowance 4.64 3.57 4.81 3.95
Language 441 3.39 4.63 3.63
Respect 4.35 3.39 4.63 3.47
Support 4.61 3.70 4.78 3.95
n 21 25 53 62
Silhouette 0.314 0.314 0.3 0.3

Across both samples, the clusters reflected a difference in intensity, not in kind. One cluster
comprised participants who rated all inclusion needs as consistently high, while the other reported
slightly lower —but still strongly endorsed —ratings. Importantly, mean scores for every item in both
clusters remained above 4.0 on a five-point scale. This supports the core proposition of the 8-Inclusion
Needs framework: inclusion needs are broadly experienced and universally important, even as their
intensity varies between individuals.

An exploration of identity characteristics within clusters revealed that in both datasets,
participants in the higher-scoring cluster were more likely to be female. However, these differences
were not statistically significant, and representation across other identity categories was too limited
for reliable subgroup analysis.

These findings further reinforce the framework's conceptual integrity. Inclusion needs do not
differentiate participants by identity or demographic background but rather by the intensity with
which these needs are prioritized. This aligns with the model’s central proposition: inclusion needs
are shared human requirements, vital for all people to succeed and thrive in the workplace.
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Summary of Findings

The findings from both datasets, the organizational sample (n=46) and the broader independent
sample (n=115), provide strong empirical support for the validity and utility of the 8-Inclusion Needs
of All People framework. Across all 13 inclusion needs items, participants consistently rated the
needs as highly important to their success at work, with average scores exceeding 4.0 on a five-point
scale in both samples. This pattern of endorsement affirms the framework’s foundational claim:
inclusion needs are experienced widely, valued, and required across diverse contexts.

Psychometric analyses revealed excellent internal consistency in both datasets (Cronbach’s a =
0.889 and 0.905, respectively), and Principal Component Analysis confirmed a unidimensional
structure, suggesting the inclusion needs operate as an integrated system rather than separate,
identity-bound components. While a three-factor solution revealed modest conceptual groupings,
the strength of the dominant factor supported continued use of a composite score.

Regression analyses further validated the framework’s predictive relevance. Individuals who
rated inclusion needs as more important were significantly more likely to report feeling included and
to perceive that others value difference. This relationship was consistent across samples and
illustrates the material connection between inclusion needs and key inclusion-related outcomes such
as psychological safety, value alignment, and belonging.

Importantly, no statistically significant differences in inclusion needs were observed across
gender or identity groupings in either dataset. Analysis of intersectionality count also found no
meaningful correlation with inclusion needs intensity. Cluster analysis revealed that individuals
differ in how strongly they prioritize inclusion needs, but the distinction lies in intensity, not in kind,
further reinforcing the notion that inclusion needs are universal human requirements rather than
identity-specific accommodations.

Taken together, these findings offer robust cross-sample validation of the framework. They
demonstrate that the 8-Inclusion Needs construct is not only theoretically sound and
psychometrically reliable but also practically meaningful across different organizational and
demographic contexts. While continued research across larger and more varied samples will be
important, this dual-sample analysis provides a compelling foundation for understanding inclusion
through a shared, human-centric lens.

4. Discussion

This study provides empirical support for the 8-Inclusion Needs of All People framework,
validating its central proposition that inclusion needs are not specific to any one identity group but
are shared, interdependent, and essential for people to fulfill their potential, succeed at work, and
thrive. Through a combination of descriptive statistics, psychometric analysis, predictive modelling,
and identity-based comparisons, the results across two distinct datasets (one organizational and one
independent) consistently reinforce the framework’s positioning of inclusion as a human rather than
a categorical construct.

Participants in both samples rated all 13 inclusion needs items as highly important to their ability
to fulfil their potential and success at work, with minimal variation across contexts. The strongest
endorsements were for access-related needs, pointing to the foundational importance of being able
to navigate and participate fully in the workplace. Relational needs, such as respect and inclusive
language received slightly lower, though still strong, endorsements, suggesting these may be shaped
more by context or interpersonal dynamics. This variation in intensity, not in kind, reflects the
framework’s view of inclusion needs as universally relevant yet personally and contextually
nuanced.

Principal Component Analysis affirmed a unidimensional structure in both datasets, with a
dominant first factor and high internal consistency, supporting the use of a composite score.
Although a three-factor solution revealed some conceptual clustering (e.g., access, participation,
relational needs), the coherence of the single-factor solution underscores the interdependent nature
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of inclusion needs. This reinforces the framework’s core theoretical shift, from siloed or identity-
specific inclusion interventions to a unified, human-centered approach.

The framework's predictive validity demonstrated its practical relevance. In both samples,
participants who placed higher importance on their inclusion needs were significantly more likely to
feel included and to perceive inclusive attitudes among colleagues. These findings highlight the
connection between inclusion needs and individual perceptions of psychological safety, belonging,
and value alignment, suggesting that meeting these needs is not just ethically important but
materially influential in shaping inclusion outcomes.

Importantly, inclusion needs did not differ significantly across gender or intersectionality count,
and cluster analysis revealed two profiles that differed only in intensity, not in kind. Individuals in
the higher-priority cluster placed greater emphasis on all needs, yet both groups rated every need as
important. This pattern held across both datasets and supports the framework’s central claim: while
the salience of needs may vary by experience, the needs themselves are shared across people and
contexts.

While the framework centers shared human needs, it does not discount the role of identity in
shaping barriers to inclusion. Instead, it provides a unifying foundation that can be layered with
context-specific insights. In this way, the model acknowledges that exclusion often manifests
differently depending on identity while offering a scalable approach that addresses the inclusion
needs of the whole person and ensures inclusion is embedded at a systemic level for all people, not
just addressed reactively or piecemeal.

Together, these findings contribute a significant and timely alternative to identity-focused
inclusion models. Rather than denying the relevance of identity, the 8-Inclusion Needs framework
offers a way to transcend identity silos by focusing on what all people need to thrive. In doing so, it
provides a practical and strategic foundation for inclusive systems, policies, and environments that
are scalable, measurable, and sustainable. Rather than responding reactively to harm or tailoring
narrowly to demographic groups, organizations can use this framework to proactively meet the
inclusion needs of all people by default—embedding inclusion as a system of human requirements
rather than a series of exceptions.

Implications for Practice and Research

The findings of this study have clear and timely implications for both organizational practice
and future research. Most notably, the consistent and high importance ratings across all 13 inclusion
needs, across two distinct datasets and regardless of participants’ identity, indicate that organizations
can move beyond fragmented, identity-specific initiatives and toward systemic, needs-based, more
inclusive, scalable, and effective strategies.

For practitioners, the validated 8-Inclusion Needs framework offers a practical diagnostic lens
to audit workplace systems, policies, and behaviors. It enables leaders to identify where human needs
for allowance, opportunity, access, and respect are being met, or where gaps persist. Rather than
reacting to harm and discrimination or relying solely on representational metrics, organizations can
proactively design workplace conditions that meet these universal needs by default. This positions
inclusion not only as a moral imperative [16] but as a structural enabler of performance [17],
psychological safety [18], and organizational sustainability [19].

In particular, the framework can be embedded into leadership capability models, employee
experience assessments, organizational design, and inclusion measurement systems. Its universal
language helps depoliticize inclusion conversations while anchoring them in human-centered
science, supporting implementation even in politically or culturally resistant contexts [20].

Beyond internal practices, the framework also offers practical value for product and service
design [21], [22], customer experience [23], and risk mitigation [24], [25]. Just as employees require
conditions that enable them to thrive, customers and clients engage more meaningfully with offerings
that acknowledge and meet their human needs. Applying the 8-Inclusion Needs lens externally
allows organizations to evaluate whether their products, services, and customer touchpoints are
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accessible, inclusive in language, respectful, and representative of diverse experiences. This approach
enhances customer satisfaction and expands market reach while also helping to mitigate the risk of
discrimination claims or public backlash, particularly in areas such as advertising and marketing [26],
digital accessibility [27], [28], and service delivery [29], [30]. By embedding inclusion needs into the
design of customer experiences and offerings, organizations can proactively reduce harm, increase
trust, and demonstrate social responsibility, all while aligning inclusion with core business value.

For researchers, this study advances the field by empirically testing a theoretically grounded,
universally applicable inclusion model. It demonstrates that inclusion can be operationalized not as
a subjective feeling or an identity-specific benefit, but as a set of shared human requirements.
However, further research is needed to strengthen generalizability. While this study combined data
from one organization and a broader independent sample, replication across sectors, industries, and
global regions will be critical to test the framework’s applicability at scale.

Additionally, the reliance on self-reported importance ratings may introduce desirability bias,
as participants might overstate their alignment with socially valued inclusion principles. While the
findings provide strong early validation, future research should complement this approach with
observed behavioral data, objective organizational metrics, or longitudinal designs to more fully
assess how inclusion needs manifest in practice and influence real-world outcomes.

Future studies should also explore the organizational conditions and leader behaviors that best
fulfill these needs, and the consequences when they are left unmet. Longitudinal and intervention-
based research could examine how changes in systems, practices, or leadership influence inclusion
need fulfillment and downstream outcomes such as retention, engagement, innovation, and well-
being.

Although this study included a wide range of identity dimensions, several were
underrepresented. Larger and more diverse samples in future studies will enable deeper
intersectional analyses and help determine whether the salience or prioritization of needs differs
across lived experiences. Such analyses could refine how organizations tailor their strategies while
maintaining a universal foundation.

Finally, as the DEI landscape continues to evolve amid growing complexity and political tension
[31], the non-ideological, needs-based framing of the 8-Inclusion Needs model offers a promising
bridge. By focusing on what all people need to thrive, rather than who people are assumed to be, this
approach offers a scalable and inclusive path forward.

In sum, this study offers strong preliminary evidence that the 8-Inclusion Needs framework is
both conceptually coherent and practically useful. It provides a replicable, measurable, and human-
centered foundation for creating more inclusive and ultimately more thriving organizations.
Continued research and application will help determine how far its reach can extend across
industries, geographies, and future-of-work challenges.

5. Conclusions

This study provides robust empirical support for the 8-Inclusion Needs of All People framework
as a conceptually coherent, psychometrically sound, and practically relevant model for
understanding what individuals require to thrive at work. Drawing on two distinct datasets, one
from a single organization and one from a broader, independent sample, the findings consistently
demonstrate that inclusion needs are widely experienced, highly valued, and predictive of key
workplace inclusion outcomes.

Across both samples, participants rated the 13 inclusion needs items with consistently high
importance. The scale showed excellent internal reliability, and Principal Component Analysis
confirmed a strong unidimensional structure, validating the framework’s use as a unified construct.
Furthermore, regression and cluster analyses reinforced the framework’s predictive utility and
universality: people who prioritized their inclusion needs reported stronger feelings of inclusion and
observed greater valuing of difference in their workplace, regardless of identity or intersectional
background.
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These results advance the inclusion field by shifting the conversation from fragmented, identity-
based approaches to a systemic, needs-based paradigm. The 8-Inclusion Needs framework offers a
practical foundation for designing inclusive environments where all individuals can meaningfully
contribute, succeed, and feel psychologically safe, without reducing inclusion to group-specific
interventions.

While the findings represent an important step forward, continued research is needed to confirm
the framework’s generalizability across industries, geographies, and demographic groups.
Nonetheless, this study establishes a strong foundation for applying the 8-Inclusion Needs of All
People framework as both a diagnostic and strategic tool in building inclusive and thriving
workplace cultures.
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