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[J Results are directional given the small sample size. Multi-select questions allow multiple responses; percentages are
calculated as a share of total respondents (n=7) unless stated otherwise.
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Executive Summary

HR-Housed Inclusion

86% (6/7) said the Inclusion
function sits in HR/People/Talent,

and 86% (6/7) said the most senior

DEI leader reports to the
CHRO/CPO.

Mostly Consultative
Influence

71% (5/7) said Inclusion is
consulted on key initiatives; only
14% (1/7) reported clear decision-
making authority in defined areas.

Fragmented Future-State
Preferences

43% (3/7) would keep positioning
as-is; remaining preferences are
spread across several alternative
models.

Mixed Operating Models

No single dominant structure:
Hybrid (43%), Networked (29%),
and Centralized (29%)).

Culture Influence vs.
Credibility Gap

The most consistent advantage is
culture influence (86%); the most
consistent constraint is enterprise

credibility: 86% cited being seen as

HR-led rather than enterprise-
owned.

Broad Scope Expectations

All respondents selected enterprise
Inclusion strategy and ERG
governance (100% each);
majorities also included
culture/engagement (71%), ESG-
related DEI reporting (57%), and
policy/standards governance
(57%).

Maturing Measurement

Most track survey metrics (86%),
ERG participation (71%), and
representation (57%), while fewer
track hiring (29%), pay equity
(29%), or business/customer
measures (14%).



Key Insights Across All Questions

1 Structural placement is creating a credibility gap (even when the work is strong)

Most teams benefit from proximity to talent levers and culture platforms, but the dominant trade-off is that Inclusion is
perceived as an HR program rather than an enterprise operating requirement. This limits shared accountability across
business leaders.

2 Thelnclusion mandate is broad, making prioritization and decision-rights critical

Respondents described Inclusion as spanning culture, talent strategy, business growth/customer strategy,
compliance/risk, and ESG accountability. As the scope expands, success depends less on adding initiatives and more on
clarifying enterprise priorities, decision rights, and an operating model (who owns what, where work gets done).

3 Partnerships are strongest inside HR and risk functions, weaker with business leadership

Top day-to-day partners are HRBPs/People Partners (86%), People Analytics (71%), and Legal/Compliance/Risk (71%).
Only 14% named Business Unit leadership as the most critical day-to-day partner, suggesting many teams operate
through HR and control functions rather than direct BU co-ownership.

4 Governance exists, but is not consistently wired into enterprise decisions

Governance approaches vary (CEO-chaired council: 29%; CHRO-chaired: 29%; other: 43%). Councils can become
symbolic unless they connect to strategy, workforce planning, policy gates, transformation governance, and clear
escalation/accountability mechanisms.

5 Resourcing and budget placement are inconsistent and often reinforce HR ownership

Dedicated Inclusion capacity ranges from 1 FTE to 8-10 FTEs, and budgets most often sit in HR/People (71%). When
funding is HR-only, it can reinforce HR ownership perceptions even when enterprise outcomes are expected.

6 Measurement is strongest on internal people metrics; enterprise value measures are
emerging
Most teams measure inclusion survey metrics, ERG participation, and representation. Fewer track end-to-end talent

outcomes (hiring, pay equity) and very few track business/customer measures. This makes it harder to demonstrate
enterprise value and drive durable accountability.



Why These Results Matter

Implications for DEI Practitioners

These results point to a familiar 2026 gap: Inclusion is
expected to improve enterprise outcomes, but it is often
positioned and run like a program. As the mandate expands
(culture, talent, ESG reporting, policy governance, risk), the
move that wins is to shift from program-first delivery to a
talent-flow operating model — one that manages
measurable flows such as retention/voluntary turnover,
mobility, and equitable access to development pathways.
That requires explicit decision rights, governance wired into
operating rhythms, and defensible, process-focused
measurement, so Inclusion is embedded in how decisions
get made, not only consulted.

Implications for CHROs

For CHROs, the survey reinforces a trade-off: HR placement
provides proximity to talent levers, yet it can leave Inclusion
viewed as HR-led and make HR the default owner for
outcomes that must be produced by business leaders. The
opportunity is to keep HR integration, but govern Inclusion
like a business process: define a small set of flow
outcomes (e.g., reduce voluntary turnover in critical roles,
improve access to mentoring/sponsorship and High Potential
pathways, increase mobility) and review them regularly with
Finance, Legal/Compliance, and Communications at the
table. When BU leaders own the flow KPIs — and
Inclusion/HR co-own the system design and measurement —
enterprise credibility and durability increase without losing
speed.



Case Study

Dow intentionally positioned Inclusion as an enterprise-level office rather than an HR program. In Phase 1, the Chief Inclusion

Officer reported directly to the CEO to embed Inclusion into enterprise strategy, operations, culture, and decision-making, and to
signal that Inclusion was a shared enterprise responsibility. Per Fair360, Dow has consistently been a top company for inclusion

and fairness across key categories measured (Leadership Commitment, Mentorship, Sponsorship, High Potentials, and
Employee Resource Groups) and has among the lowest workforce attrition rates of all companies. As Dow evolves (streamlining

its operating model), Inclusion and Social Impact are being integrated under an Executive Committee leader responsible for

governance and stakeholder-facing functions. This will enable tighter alignment across reputation, governance, risk, ethics,
citizenship, and external stakeholders. This approach maintained enterprise status while avoiding the trap of being viewed as

'just HR' or 'just compliance.'

Key Contrasts vs. the Pulse Survey

Pulse Survey

Predominantly HR placement + HR budget + consultative
influence — enterprise credibility gap

Strong HR and Legal/Risk partnerships, weaker day-to-day
BU partnership - indirect business accountability

Measurement centered on internal people metrics -
harder to demonstrate enterprise value

Dow Benchmark

Enterprise office + CEO/ExCom reporting + governance
integration — enterprise authority and durability

Direct access to senior leaders and governing bodies —
systemic change capability

Enterprise integration enables stronger accountability and
progress visibility - more scalable measurement and
adoption



Recommendations on Moving Toward Best-in-
Class

W

Redefine as Talent-Flow Operating Model

Not a program

Upgrade Governance

Council — Talent Flow Decision System

Move to Enterprise-Owned

Keep HR as co-owner

Hybrid/Networked Model

Assign flow owners

Rebalance Funding

Ownership matches accountability

Upgrade Measurement

Living Talent Flow Dashboard

Redefine Inclusion as a talent-flow operating model (not a program)

Create a one-page Inclusion Operating Model charter that names the few flow outcomes you will manage (e.qg.,
voluntary turnover/retention, internal mobility, equitable access to mentoring, sponsorship, ERG leadership, and
High Potential pathways), the decision rights (own/co-own/advise), and which leaders own each flow KPI.

Use risk-smart, equal-access language: programs are open to all, while access pathways are audited with
transparent criteria and documented decisions.

Upgrade governance from a council to a Talent Flow decision system

Wire Inclusion into the operating rhythm where talent actually moves: talent reviews, workforce planning,
succession and High Potential selection, policy gates, transformation governance, and risk/compliance review.

Stand up a cross-functional Talent Flow Council (Talent, Inclusion, HRBPs, Finance — plus Legal/Compliance and
Comms) with clear sign-off, co-approval, and escalation points so influence moves from ‘consulted’ to co-owning
defined decisions.

Move from HR-housed to enterprise-owned, while keeping HR as a co-owner

Two pragmatic pathways: (A) CEO/President reporting to signal enterprise ownership, or (B) reporting to an
Executive Committee leader over governance/stakeholder functions to align Inclusion with reputation, risk, ethics,
and external accountability — while retaining day-to-day integration with HR.

Keep HR levers (analytics, HRBPs, talent processes) tightly connected, but shift accountability for outcomes to BU
leaders who own the flows.

Implement a hybrid/networked model that assigns flow owners

Keep a small enterprise center that owns standards, analytics, governance, and capability building; avoid building
a large program factory.

Name BU/Region owners with shared OKRs and a RACI for talent-flow interventions (mentoring/sponsorship
infrastructure, inclusive selection rubrics, stretch-work allocation, retention actions) — with managers accountable
for disciplined, documented decisions.

Rebalance funding so ownership matches accountability

Move from HR-only funding to an enterprise-funded core plus BU-funded execution (or shared funding across HR,
Finance, Legal/Risk, and Corporate Affairs/ESG) to reflect that inclusion is a retention and risk-management cost
lever.

Tie funding to quarterly operating reviews and the flow KPIs leaders are held to.

Upgrade measurement to a living Talent Flow Dashboard

Track a small set of flow KPIs reviewed monthly: (1) Culture/experience, (2) Talent flows (voluntary
turnover/retention, mobility, promotion, equitable access to mentoring, sponsorship, ERGs, and High Potential
pathways), and (3) Enterprise value/risk signals as relevant.

Keep measurement defensible and process-focused: parity monitoring as a diagnostic signal, not a quota or
decision rule; standardize definitions and cadence so data supports decisions, not just reporting.



