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Abstract

Organizations increasingly display commitments to inclusion through representation targets, consultation processes, employee-resource
structures, inclusive-leadership language, and formal voice channels. Yet visible membership and permission to participate do not
necessarily alter whose interpretations shape decisions, whose concerns persist through evaluation, or whose proposals receive authority
and resources. This original conceptual framework article addresses that gap by distinguishing inclusion signals from consequential
influence. It proposes that symbolic inclusion may arise when organizations recognize membership and permit bounded participation
while containing employee voice before it changes decisions or underlying structures. The framework separates four organizational
gates: membership recognition, participation access, voice reception, and consequential influence. It further proposes three diagnostic
gaps—recognition—participation, participation—reception, and reception—redistribution—through which containment may occur.
Relevant mechanisms include selective invitation, agenda control, status-conditioned evaluation, managerial threat filtering, channel
repurposing, temporal attrition, endorsement without implementation, and consultation without response accountability. The framework
also preserves rival explanations, including idea feasibility, information redundancy, strategic silence, resource constraints, and
legitimate decision responsibility. Its principal implication is that organizations should not infer substantive inclusion from
representation, speaking opportunity, positive climate perceptions, or documented consultation alone. Instead, claims should be matched
to evidence concerning reception, implementation, authority, accountability, and structural response. The proposed framework is non-
empirical and requires longitudinal, multilevel, comparative, qualitative, experimental, and network-based testing. It does not establish
that all inclusion initiatives are symbolic, that all rejected voice reflects containment, or that redistribution is appropriate for every
organizational decision.
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Introduction

Workplace inclusion is often discussed alongside demographic diversity, but inclusion encompasses broader questions of
belonging, uniqueness, participation, leadership, climate, and organizational practice [1]. Diversity, diversity management,
inclusion, and organizational outcomes therefore should not be treated as interchangeable constructs or presumed to maintain
uniform relationships across settings [2]. An organization may diversify visible membership, announce inclusive values,
create consultation channels, or invite employees to contribute without altering who controls agendas, interprets contributions,
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authorizes implementation, or allocates resources. The central problem is not that such activities are necessarily insincere. It
is that their visibility can exceed the evidence available about whether consequential influence has changed.

Formal practices acquire meaning through adoption, implementation, employee interpretation, and interaction across
organizational levels rather than through policy presence alone [3]. Diversity initiatives may also produce intended benefits,
unintended resistance, negative spillovers, or reassurance that exceeds actual organizational change [4]. These observations
challenge a binary distinction between “genuine” and “symbolic” inclusion. The more analytically useful question is where
an inclusion process stops: at recognition, participation, reception, implementation, or structural response. This process
perspective avoids inferring either success or failure from the existence of an initiative and directs attention toward the
organizational transitions required for employee contributions to become consequential.

The distinction is especially important where espoused commitments diverge from enacted supervisory practice. Inclusive
language and formal policy can coexist with inconsistent local behavior, creating a policy—practice gap in employees’
experienced climate [5]. Intervention effects can likewise vary by outcome: a diversity-training program may affect selected
attitudes without consistently changing subsequent behavior [6]. Neither finding justifies a general claim that inclusion
programs are ineffective. Together, however, they show why statements, attendance, representation, or favorable reactions
cannot independently establish structural change.

This article develops an original, non-empirical Symbolic-Inclusion Framework. It proposes that organizations may recognize
employees as members and permit controlled participation while containing voice before it affects decisions, resources,
accountability, or authority. The framework connects inclusion, voice, hierarchy, implementation, and organizational
inequality without claiming that these literatures have already validated one causal sequence. It distinguishes established
constructs from proposed categories, preserves alternative explanations for silence or non-implementation, and identifies
evidence required to test whether visible inclusion has progressed toward consequential influence. Symbolic inclusion is
therefore treated as a contestable organizational condition, not an accusation inferred from any single practice or outcome.

Symbolic membership and controlled participation

Inclusion research commonly describes an inclusive experience as combining belongingness with being valued for one’s
uniqueness [7]. Work-group inclusion measures provide evidence that these dimensions can be represented as employee
perceptions and related to workplace conditions [8]. Such evidence clarifies an important aspect of membership, but it does
not measure whether employees possess agenda-setting authority, whether their interpretations receive equal weight, or
whether their contributions alter organizational decisions. A high perceived-inclusion score may indicate meaningful
relational conditions while remaining silent about the distribution of consequential influence.

Leader behavior helps sustain or discourage inclusion because recognition is enacted through daily interaction, support,
involvement, and responses to difference [9]. Leaders’ understandings of inclusion must also be distinguished from what they
enact in practice [10]. This thought—action distinction prevents organizations from treating stated intention as proof of
experienced inclusion. It also reveals that inclusion can vary across levels: senior leaders may announce a commitment, line
managers may interpret it differently, teams may establish local participation norms, and individual employees may
experience the same formal arrangement unequally.

Numerical membership does not itself guarantee equal voice enactment. Evidence from traditionally male-dominated teams
indicates that the conditions surrounding a token woman’s participation, including leader beliefs, can shape whether her
contributions are expressed and used [11]. The context limits generalization, but the study illustrates a broader conceptual
point: recognized membership can coexist with unequal access to influence. Representation is therefore neither trivial nor
sufficient. It may alter organizational visibility while leaving participation burdens, evaluation standards, or decision rights
unevenly distributed.

Building on these components, this article proposes symbolic membership as visible recognition of an employee or group as
a valued organizational member when the implications for participation, reception, and influence remain absent, inconsistent,
or unexamined. It proposes controlled participation as access to voice that remains substantially bounded by actors who control
invitations, admissible topics, timing, formats, interpretation, and response. These categories do not imply deliberate
manipulation. Participation may be bounded for legitimate reasons, including expertise, confidentiality, role accountability,
or resource constraints. The diagnostic issue is whether boundaries are transparent, consistently applied, contestable, and
proportionate to the organization’s inclusion claims.

Organizational mechanisms of voice containment

Employee voice is not a unitary behavior. Promotive voice advances ideas for improvement, whereas prohibitive voice raises
concerns about harmful or problematic practices; their antecedents and consequences can differ [12]. Reception may also
depend on who speaks and how the message is framed. Voice form and speaker gender can shape status evaluations and
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subsequent leader emergence [13]. These findings do not establish intentional containment, but they demonstrate that formal
permission to speak cannot be assumed to generate equivalent social consequences.

A second mechanism occurs at managerial endorsement. Managers may distinguish an idea’s potential value from the threat
they perceive in its delivery, producing a reception gate between expression and organizational uptake [14]. Voice and
hierarchy are also dynamically connected: existing status can influence whose contributions receive attention, while speaking
may subsequently change the speaker’s position [15]. Consequently, the same organizational channel can operate differently
for employees occupying different hierarchical or social locations. Reception is therefore not merely an individual reaction
but a relational and potentially multilevel process.

Containment may also occur through channel design and ownership. Formal mechanisms presented as employee voice
arrangements can be repurposed by line managers toward performance, compliance, or control objectives, narrowing which
issues are considered legitimate [16]. Such repurposing is not automatically silencing; performance-oriented discussion can
support organizational learning. It becomes relevant to containment when employees may speak only within managerially
determined boundaries, when inconvenient concerns are translated into less disruptive categories, or when consultation lacks
an accountable route to response.

This article proposes voice containment as an umbrella category for organizational processes that permit expression while
restricting attention, legitimacy, persistence, endorsement, implementation, or decision consequences. Proposed mechanisms
include selective invitation, agenda restriction, unequal attribution, status-conditioned evaluation, threat filtering,
fragmentation of concerns, temporal attrition, endorsement without implementation, and consultation without response
accountability. The concept must not be inferred from rejection alone. An idea may be rejected because it is infeasible,
redundant, poorly timed, unsupported, or incompatible with legitimate responsibilities. Evidence of containment requires
comparison of decision criteria, response patterns, authority structures, and plausible alternatives.

Table 1 organizes the evidence, constructs, relationships, uncertainties, and boundary conditions required for definitions,
constructs, and conceptual boundaries for symbolic inclusion and the containment of employee voice.

Table 1. Definitions, constructs, and conceptual boundaries for Symbolic Inclusion and the Containment of Employee

Voice
Distinction from
Construct or . Problem . . Boundary
Definition adjacent Proposed role  Uncertainty
component addressed statement
concepts
Belonging, valued . Broader than . . .
Workplace . Eing L Inclusion reduced . Foundation for Definitions vary Inclusion does not
. . uniqueness, participation, . demographic .. .
inclusion . to representation . . recognition gate by level prove influence
and supportive context diversity
. . . Membership Perceived Components of Measurement Scores cannot
Belongingness  Feeling accepted while . . . . . . .
. . without identity  experience, not  membership remains establish
and uniqueness valued as distinctive .. . . o
erasure decision authority  recognition perceptual redistribution
. Leader behavior that Espoused values . . Tests policy—
Inclusive . . P . Action differs P . o4 Leaders are not  Enactment may
sustains participation and  substituted for . . practice .
enactment . . from intention . sole determinants vary across levels
recognition practice consistency
.. Membership . . o
. Proposed: visible Not equivalent to  Identifies Construct Recognition may
Symbolic . . treated as . . . . S
. recognition without . tokenism or recognition— requires still have intrinsic
membership . substantive . L S
demonstrated later influence . . deception  participation gap  validation value
inclusion
. . Defines .
Proposed: voice access Opportunity Not every . Diagnose
Controlled . . constrained Control can be
C . bounded by controlled equated with boundary is s transparency and
participation . .. . .. participation necessary o
topics, timing, or channels autonomy illegitimate Access contestability
Ideas, concerns, or Speaking treated ~ Distinct from Forms have .
. .. . . Input to . Expression does
Employee voice  suggestions intended to as uniform silence and . different
. . . reception gate not ensure uptake
improve or prevent harm behavior impact consequences
. Proposed: expression Consultation Broader than Organizes Non-
Voice . . . . Intent may be . .
. permitted but consequences  mistaken for silence or filtering implementation
containment . . — . absent .. .
restricted influence rejection mechanisms alone is insufficient
Proposed: contribution . .
. .. Reception . Appropriate Not eve
Consequential alters decisions, . P More demanding Fourth . Pprop . . v .
. . . substituted for influence varies contribution merits
influence implementation, resources, than endorsement framework gate .. .
e . change by decision adoption
accountability, or authority
L e .. Different from _. . . . Requires
Structural non- Proposed: implicated Initiative activity . . Final diagnostic Baseline may be q .
L . slow or partial . longitudinal
change decision rights, routines, or treated as outcome condition contested .
change structural evidence
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resource relations remain
stable
Note: Proposed constructs are original conceptual synthesis. Evidence citations support their component distinctions, not prior validation of the proposed
categories.

Structural non-change after inclusion initiatives

Organizational inequality can be reproduced through routines, classifications, resource distributions, career systems, and
institutionalized practices even when exclusion is not openly declared [17]. This perspective shifts evaluation from whether
an organization adopted an inclusion initiative to whether the practices implicated in unequal participation or valuation
changed. It also discourages locating the entire problem within disadvantaged employees. Interventions centered primarily on
confidence, skills, resilience, or adaptation may assist individuals while leaving the organizational conditions that produce
inequality substantially intact [18].

Structural non-change does not mean that an initiative produced no benefit. Recognition, access, psychological safety, or
improved interpersonal treatment may be important outcomes even when formal authority remains stable. The problem arises
when evidence of a proximal change is used to support a broader claim about organizational transformation. Training
completion, consultation volume, demographic representation, favorable sentiment, or leadership statements concern different
levels of evidence from changes in decision rights, promotion systems, workload allocation, resource control, or response
accountability.

Persistent discriminatory treatment illustrates why formal progress narratives require outcome-specific verification. A meta-
analysis of hiring field experiments found no general decline in racial discrimination over the examined period despite
substantial social and organizational attention to equality [19]. Later cross-national evidence showed that patterns varied
across countries and racial or ethnic groups [20]. These studies concern organizational entry rather than internal employee
voice, and they cannot be transferred directly to voice processes. Their relevance is methodological: visible policy
development or historical passage cannot substitute for direct evidence about changed treatment, and contextual variation
limits universal inference.

This article proposes structural non-change after inclusion initiatives as persistence in the authority arrangements, resource
distributions, recurring practices, accountability systems, or role hierarchies implicated in the original inclusion problem. The
definition is intentionally outcome-specific. A program may produce meaningful relational improvement while failing to alter
structure; conversely, a structural change may occur without every employee perceiving immediate inclusion. Evaluation
should therefore specify what form of change was claimed, the level at which it should be observable, the period required for
detection, and the rival explanations for stability.

Structural non-change must not be presumed merely because an employee proposal was rejected or an initiative did not
redistribute authority. Organizations retain legitimate obligations to assess feasibility, law, safety, evidence quality, strategic
coherence, and competing stakeholder interests. The diagnostic question is whether such criteria are explicit, consistently
applied, independently reviewable where appropriate, and connected to accountable explanations. The selected evidence
supports skepticism toward inference from initiative visibility alone, but it does not establish that any particular organization’s
initiative failed without longitudinal, multilevel, and context-sensitive evidence.

Proposed symbolic-inclusion framework

Voice and silence are not simple opposites; both are shaped by anticipated consequences, relationships, issue characteristics,
and organizational context [21]. Empirical work likewise distinguishes speaking, remaining silent, perceived impact,
psychological safety, and burnout rather than treating them as one inclusion continuum [22]. These distinctions provide the
foundation for the proposed framework. An organization can offer participation while employees doubt that speaking will
matter, and employees can remain silent despite having a formal opportunity. Neither condition alone establishes containment.
The proposed gates operate across levels rather than as a single employee-level sequence. Membership may be experienced
individually, participation may be governed by a team or channel, reception may depend on a manager or review body, and
consequential influence may require organization-level authority. A positive transition at one level cannot be assumed to
continue at another. The framework therefore treats cross-level discontinuity as an empirical question. It also includes
proposed feedback: fair reception may strengthen later voice, repeated non-response may alter future participation, and
implemented contributions may change status or channel expectations. These recursive paths are plausible extensions of voice
scholarship [21], but their direction, timing, and relative importance require direct testing.

The framework begins with inclusion signals and passes through four proposed gates: membership recognition, participation
access, voice reception, and consequential influence. Between them lie three proposed gaps. The recognition—participation
gap occurs when employees are acknowledged as members but face restricted invitations, topics, formats, or burdens. The
participation—reception gap occurs when contributions are expressed but discounted, decontextualized, or allowed to
disappear. Information redundancy offers an important rival explanation because employees may withhold concerns when
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they believe others possess and will communicate the same information [23]. The reception—redistribution gap occurs when
voice is heard or endorsed but does not alter implementation, resources, accountability, routines, or authority.

Voice may also survive initial resistance through collective and temporal processes. Longitudinal evidence shows that peers
can cultivate voiced ideas, adapting and preserving them until some proceed toward implementation [24]. Implementation
remains analytically separate from endorsement because multilevel network relationships can affect whether a manager acts
on an accepted idea [25]. These findings support distinct stages, not a universal causal sequence. They also imply that
containment should be studied over time: an immediate rejection may later be reversed, whereas apparent endorsement may
end in attrition.

The framework also separates containment from ordinary decision selectivity. Organizations cannot implement every
proposal, and consequential influence does not mean that employees acquire veto power. A containment inference becomes
more plausible when participation is publicly celebrated but response criteria remain opaque, similar proposals receive status-
dependent treatment, acknowledged concerns repeatedly lose ownership, or non-action is insulated from review. Even then,
the framework supplies questions rather than a verdict. Evidence should establish the relevant baseline, identify the
responsible decision point, and compare observed treatment with an appropriate counterfactual or organizational standard.
Figure 1 presents the original conceptual synthesis for symbolic-inclusion framework, showing how the article’s principal
constructs, mechanisms, uncertainties, and decision boundaries are connected.
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Figure 1. Symbolic-Inclusion Framework

Table 2 organizes the evidence, constructs, relationships, uncertainties, and boundary conditions required for proposed
mechanisms, relationships, and organizational consequences in symbolic inclusion and the containment of employee voice.

Table 2. Proposed mechanisms, relationships, and organizational consequences in Symbolic Inclusion and the Containment
of Employee Voice

Mechanism or Expected Rival
. . Antecedent Mediator or process Moderator P . Validation requirement
relationship consequence explanation
Recognition— .. e Status; Compare invitations,
. Visible Selective invitation Unequal access to Preference not to . C .
participation gap, . channel . . .. topics, and participation
membership or agenda control . admissible voice participate o
proposed ownership longitudinally
Participation— . Voice form; . . Matched-message and
.p Expressed Threat appraisal or Unequal attention Idea quality or . & .
reception gap, . . . speaker ) independent-review
contribution status discounting . . or endorsement delivery .
proposed identity designs
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Information- . o . Measure knowledge,
Diffused Knowledge Reduced individual = Low issue e £
redundancy Shared concern s . . . responsibility, and
.. responsibility distribution voice importance .
attrition opportunity
Temporal . . . Peer . . . L
.p Initially resisted Loss of ownership or .. Idea disappears Priority or Track idea histories and
containment, . . cultivation; . S
voice persistence . before decision feasibility change documented reasons
proposed time
Reception— Non-implementation Visibility without Legitimate Compare endorsement,
L. P . Acknowledged or P Networks; Y . g . . p .
redistribution gap, ) or unchanged consequential capacity implementation, and
endorsed idea . resources . .
proposed authority influence constraint structural outcomes
Repetition Test attribution,
Peer counter- . . . .\ . .
mechanism Public support for Amplification or  Ally status; Greater recognition without persistence, and
q ’ another’s idea cultivation context and persistence substantive implementation
ropose
prop support separately

Note: Expected consequences and gap labels are proposed. Supporting evidence establishes component mechanisms; it does not validate the integrated
framework.

Diagnostic questions for organizations

Diagnosis should begin by classifying silence rather than assuming that non-speaking demonstrates exclusion. Employees
may withhold voice strategically because selective speaking can affect how later contributions are valued [26]. Strategic
silence differs from defensive, acquiescent, or constrained silence. An organization should therefore ask whether employees
can choose when to speak without retaliation, whether silence reflects agency or anticipated futility, and whether participation
burdens fall repeatedly on those affected by inequality.

The next question concerns control over invitation. Managers’ desire for personal control can reduce their willingness to
solicit employee voice, while longer-term orientation may modify that relationship [27]. Diagnostics should record who is
invited, which topics are permitted, who defines relevance, and whether unsolicited concerns receive equivalent consideration.
Absence of solicitation does not automatically indicate containment; urgency, expertise, confidentiality, and accountability
may justify narrower consultation. The requirement is a transparent and reviewable connection between the stated boundary
and the decision.

Organizations should also examine what happens after expression. Colleagues can amplify another employee’s contribution
and improve its recognition [28], but informal support cannot replace formal response accountability. Records should preserve
attribution, evaluation criteria, reasons for delay or rejection, implementation ownership, and subsequent changes. Where peer
amplification is necessary merely to secure attention routinely granted to higher-status speakers, the pattern may indicate a
reception disparity, although alternative explanations must still be tested.

Finally, diagnosis should not depend only on the interpretations of powerful decision makers. Structural power can shape
perceptions of gender and racial inequity and support for corrective initiatives [29]. Independent evidence, multilevel
comparison, and disaggregated analysis are therefore necessary. A diagnostic process should match each claim to its
evidentiary level. Claims about belonging require employee-experience evidence; claims about equitable reception require
contribution-level comparisons; claims about implementation require decision histories; and claims about redistribution
require records of authority, resources, routines, or accountability. Combining these indicators into a single inclusion score
would obscure the very distinctions the framework is designed to preserve. Organizations should instead report where
evidence is strong, where it is absent, and where alternative explanations remain viable. Such reporting does not determine
the correct substantive decision, but it makes the path from participation to response more inspectable.

Table 3 organizes the evidence, constructs, relationships, uncertainties, and boundary conditions required for testable
propositions, evaluation criteria, and practical responsibilities.

Table 3. Testable propositions, evaluation criteria, and practical responsibilities

Proposition or Unit and Observable Evidence Falsification Organizational Misuse risk Readiness
criterion context indicator required condition responsibility boundary
P1, proposed: . Recognition Labelin . .
P . p . Longitudinal g. € No claim without
recognition may  Employee, Invitation and . predicts voluntary non-
. . participation . Channel owner L. preference and
diverge from  team, channel topic patterns equitable participation as .
o records . opportunity data
participation access exclusion
P2, proposed: . Matched Comparable
. p p o Attention, o . P . . Control for
participation may Contribution o contributions voice receives Managers and Treating all -
. attribution, . . . L . feasibility and
diverge from  and evaluator . and reviewer ~ comparable  review bodies rejection as bias .
. response time quality
reception records treatment
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Distinguish

P3, proposed: Endorsed ideas

Decision and . .. Requirin . .
endorsement may Idea, network, . . Traceable idea- follow Decision and q . £ implementation
. L. implementation adoption of .

diverge from organization . level records  transparent resource owners . from authority
. . history . every idea
implementation action rules change
P4, proposed: Pre—post and . Using proximal
. p p‘ o L L P ] Implicated . . g P No structural
initiative visibility Organization Decision rights, = comparative Executive indicators as .
. . . structures . claim from
may diverge from and practice resources, routines  structural governance  transformation .
. change durably sentiment alone
structure evidence proof
Strategic,
. defensive, Repeated  Categories lack .. Protect choice
Cl: classify ~ Employee and . P . 8 .. Evaluators and  Normalizing
. . acquiescent, or  confidential empirical . and
silence episode . L. researchers unsafe silence .
constrained measures distinction confidentiality
indicators
. . . Essentializin, .
C2: audit power- Multiple Perception gaps  Independent, Power adds no Board or owerful org Respect privacy
sensitive organizational by power and  disaggregated explanatory independent rflar inalized and sample
perceptions levels identity evidence value function gfio ps adequacy
u

Note: Propositions are proposed and falsifiable; the table is not a scorecard, certification instrument, or implementation threshold.

Theoretical and practical implications

The framework contributes theoretically by treating inclusion and inequality as enacted organizational processes rather than
static attributes. A practice-based account directs attention to recurring activities through which difference and hierarchy are
produced, maintained, or challenged [30]. Symbolic inclusion is therefore not defined by the presence of a particular program.
It is a proposed relational pattern in which recognition and participation are disconnected from later stages of influence.

A second implication is that psychological and structural explanations should be connected rather than substituted for one
another. Diversity research benefits from examining individual perceptions and interpersonal processes alongside the
organizational practices through which inequality persists [31]. Belonging, safety, and perceived impact remain substantively
important, but they cannot stand as proxies for altered authority or resource distribution. Conversely, structural analysis should
not dismiss meaningful relational improvements merely because they fall short of redistribution.

Empirical evaluation requires designs capable of separating the proposed gates, testing rival explanations, and tracing
temporal processes. Causal triangulation across experiments, longitudinal records, qualitative process evidence, comparative
cases, and network analysis can strengthen inference when methods carry different assumptions and biases [32]. No single
design can establish the full framework. Research should test whether the proposed gaps add explanatory value beyond
existing voice, silence, inclusion, and climate constructs and should reject or revise them when they do not.

Intersectional analysis is also essential because aggregate representation can conceal unequal valuation among members
nominally assigned to the same category [33]. Organizations should examine whose contributions receive attribution,
protection, endorsement, and implementation rather than assuming that category-level presence distributes influence evenly.
Practical responsibility rests with actors who control channels, evaluations, resources, and decisions—not solely with
employees expected to speak. Suitable practices may include traceable responses, transparent criteria, independent review,
protected dissent, and implementation monitoring, but their effects remain conditional and require testing.

For practice, the framework reallocates responsibility without promising a standard intervention. Employees may supply
knowledge, dissent, and lived experience, but actors controlling agendas, evaluations, budgets, and implementation retain
responsibility for demonstrating how contributions were handled. Intersectional differences in valuation make aggregate
indicators particularly inadequate [33]. At the same time, protected channels, independent review, or response tracking should
not be treated as inherently effective. Their value depends on design, authority, employee trust, resource availability, and
whether the evidence they generate can alter decisions. These conditions convert managerial recommendations into
hypotheses to be evaluated rather than assurances of inclusion.

Conclusion

This article proposed the Symbolic-Inclusion Framework to distinguish visible organizational inclusion from consequential
employee influence. Its central contribution is a four-gate architecture linking membership recognition, participation access,
voice reception, and consequential influence, together with three proposed gaps through which inclusion processes may stop.
Symbolic membership, controlled participation, voice containment, and structural non-change are offered as testable
conceptual categories rather than validated organizational conditions.

The framework changes the evaluative question from whether employees are represented or permitted to speak to how their
contributions are invited, interpreted, preserved, decided, implemented, and connected to authority, resources, accountability,
and contestability. It also rejects simple inference. Silence can be strategic; rejection can be legitimate; implementation may
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be constrained; relational inclusion can matter without structural redistribution; and structural change may take forms not
immediately reflected in employee perceptions.

Accordingly, symbolic inclusion cannot be diagnosed from a single survey, initiative, channel, decision, or outcome. Testing
requires longitudinal and multilevel evidence, explicit rival explanations, subgroup-sensitive analysis, and direct observation
of organizational response. The framework does not imply that every employee contribution should be adopted or that every
decision should redistribute authority. Its value lies in making the transitions between recognition and influence conceptually
visible, empirically contestable, and organizationally accountable.

Its strongest claim is therefore diagnostic rather than causal: organizations should identify the gate at which an inclusion claim
is being made and avoid extending evidence beyond that gate. This discipline allows recognition, participation, reception,
implementation, and structural response to be valued without being confused.
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