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Diversity and Inclusion: Are
We Nearly There Yet?

This book provides the first compact knowledge base on diversity & inclusion
(D&I) targets in the UK screen industries. Drawing on new, in-depth industry
research and progressive theoretical voices, the book will help readers
understand what D&I targets are and what they could be in the future.

The book explains different types of D&I targets, how D&I targets
are currently used and how they might be developed to strategically drive
inclusion. D&I targets are an increasingly common feature of the screen
industries, but there is little evidence and guidance on how to use them well.
This book addresses that gap. The book offers, for the first time, a unifying
terminology for D&I target setting in the UK screen industries, including for
transorganisational D&I targets (targets set by one organisation for another).
It is based on a cross-industry review of D&I target setting in the UK screen
industries, using evidence from industry and academic research.

Providing a unique knowledge base on diversity & inclusion targets in
the UK screen industries, this book will be of value to researchers, industry
experts, practitioners, policy makers, campaigners and anyone who needs to
understand D&I targets — to advise on them, to set and achieve them and to
advocate for their effective, inclusive use.

Doris Ruth Eikhof is Professor of Cultural Economy & Policy at the
University of Glasgow, UK.
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Foreword

Diversity and inclusion play a key role in the health and prosperity of the
UK screen industries. In the last decade, we have gotten better at opening
our screens and studios to a wealth of talents we had not recognised or even
noticed before. We have learned to work more inclusively and to make screen
careers more accessible and enjoyable. But we still have work to do. Too
many systemic barriers are still in place, too much creativity and opportunity
remain untapped. Too many people do not work in the UK screen industries
who really should be part of our teams. In short, diversity and inclusion (D&I)
continue to require our attention.

Targets are an important tool for creating more diverse and inclusive
screen industries. D&I targets are already used extensively, including by
ScreenSkills, the industry skills body for the UK screen industries. Screen-
Skills sets D& targets for itself and for its training providers, and it receives
D& targets from its funders.

In our work with D&I targets, we started coming across puzzling ques-
tions — about target setting processes, definitions, good practice guidance and
unintended side effects. We worked with Professor Doris Ruth Eikhof from
the University of Glasgow to better understand current practice within and
beyond the screen industries and to build a framework for ScreenSkills’ future
D&I target setting.

The ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review found that the screen industries are
generally ahead of many other sectors in working with D&I targets. It also
found, though, overall:

+ alack of clarity in the language used to talk about D&I targets;

» alack of consistency in the data used to set targets;

» alack of transparency as to how or why particular targets are set;
* alack of industry-wide sharing of learning and good practice.

The ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review has been useful in strengthening our
own practice. We therefore decided to share what we learned. We wanted
this new knowledge to be available to everyone so we can all improve
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effectiveness and accountability in working with D&I targets. And we wanted
to foster conversation across the screen industries about D&I targets and
inclusive behaviour: conversations about what we already do well and what
we could do better, about the data we use and the information we provide.

In June 2023, ScreenSkills published the D&I Targets Playbook, a short,
practical introduction to D&I targets based on the work of the Review. Some
parts of the book you are reading right now are an extended version of that
Playbook, providing greater detail of the research behind its practical sugges-
tions. But this book goes beyond the work ScreenSkills commissioned. By
drawing on Professor Eikhof’s wider research and expertise, the final chap-
ter of Diversity and Inclusion: Are We Nearly There Yet? also provides her
thought-provoking ideas for the future.

Like the Playbook before it, Diversity and Inclusion: Are We Nearly There
Yet? is an invitation. We are invited to see the opportunities we have and the
change we can bring about. It shows us how we can use D&I targets to make
our workplaces diverse, inclusive and welcoming, in the screen industries and
beyond, and makes evidence-based recommendations to improve our prac-
tice. But by putting the carefully curated and analysed evidence from the D&/
Targets Review into conversation with broader thoughts about diversity and
inclusion, it also invites us to consider the paths that D&I targets can take us
on and the destinations we may want to aim for. We may not always agree in
the conversations that follow. However, I believe Professor Eikhof’s insight
can only help you and your organisation gain greater clarity and rigour in your
approach. This belief stems from knowing that she has helped us.

Seetha Kumar, CEO, ScreenSkills
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1 Introduction

This is a book about tools we use but that we have yet to learn to use well.
Tools that we have become accustomed to and that are important to us, but
that, it turns out, we know less about than we think: diversity and inclusion
targets, or D&I targets. The aim of this book is to help us better understand
and meaningfully use D&I targets. The book marshalls new knowledge and
research to explain what D&I targets are, how we set them and how we work
with them. D&I targets are useful for directing our thinking and attention.
Used meaningfully they can drive change for better, and that is why we should
plug our collective knowledge gaps and get proficient at using D&I targets
and at having conversations about them.

This is also a book I hope we will not need for long. Our motivation for
getting better at using D&I targets has to be that one day we will not need to
use these tools anymore. That we will have built a UK screen industry — or
any industry or sector, for that matter — where D&I targets are not a promi-
nent feature anymore. It will take a while and quite a bit of work until we get
to that point. But it is important to start this conversation by acknowledging
that D&I targets are here for now but hopefully not fo stay, like stabilisers
for learning to ride a bike. For now, we have to work with targets and get
better at doing that. But ultimately, we have to aim for a life without D&I
targets. D&I targets are intended to address under-representation, exclusion
and discrimination. In an ideal world, these problems would not exist and
we would not need to use D&I targets to solve them. D&I targets are means,
not ends — any other starting point would lead us on a journey of detours
and cul-de-sacs.

Throughout the book, I often refer to ‘we’. D&I targets, let alone diversity
and inclusion, are a collective effort and endeavour, in the screen industries
and elsewhere. And because — spoiler alert — there is far less research and evi-
dence on D&I targets than [ would like, it would feel particularly wrong to set
up this book as a conversation between an all-knowing author authority and
their hungry-to-learn readers. I wrote this book with a diverse (pun intended)
community in mind: everyone who is part of the conversation about diversity

DOI: 10.4324/9781003434542-1
This chapter has been made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND license 4.0.
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and inclusion, about equity, equal opportunity, fairness and social justice, in
the screen industries and beyond.! T hope it will be useful especially for

» anyone who might be asked for explanations, evidence or advice regarding
D&I targets because of their professional knowledge base — academics,
researchers and industry experts;

» anyone who wants to or, for whatever reason, feels they should, use D&I
targets — industry practitioners, policy makers, managers, organisational
D&l leads;

* anyone who advocates for the under-represented groups that D&I targets
are intended to benefit, who holds those who set D&I targets to account
and who represents voices outside the mainstream of industry practice and
knowledge creation.

The readership sketched in these three bullet points is a heterogeneous one,
also because some of us will have the power to set D&I targets and others
will not. It is certainly not a uniform and unified ‘we’. I expect you all will, at
some point, want to put clear blue water between what I write and your own
take on D&I targets. Indeed, I hope for these reactions, as it is only through
conversation and discussion that we will see any progress on diversity and
inclusion. Against this background I am using ‘we’ throughout the conversa-
tion that is this book: based on the hopefully not too audacious assumption
that you are here for the conversation and in the hope that the book’s insights
into D&I targets can support your part of the work, whatever that part may be.

Currently, D&I targets are mainly used as tools for (re-)allocating oppor-
tunity on the basis of people’s characteristics such as gender, race or disabil-
ity. When we stipulate how many per cent of group A should be in a larger
group B we allocate opportunity — for education and training, for accessing a
workplace or a particular role, for receiving promotion and better pay. Simi-
larly, when we assess the diversity of speakers on a panel, judges on a jury
or nominees for an award it is opportunity we are looking at: opportunity
for voice, visibility, recognition or reputation. We use D&I targets to focus
on opportunity because we have finally understood that the ways in which
we have previously allocated opportunities produce deeply flawed and harm-
ful outcomes. People with certain characteristics (white, not disabled, middle
class) are much more likely to be given opportunities than people with other
characteristics. To address such inequality and discrimination, we currently
say to opportunity gatekeepers: ‘“When you decide on who gets opportunity,
you have to aim to do it so that at least X% of the people who get opportunity
come from group A and at least Y% come from group B’. We set so-called
diversity targets® by stipulating how varied a group should look once we are
done allocating opportunity.

While attention to diversity is progress, many problems remain with this
approach, and I will briefly illustrate two. First, setting meaningful diversity
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targets is a lot harder than it looks, and we do not have much evidence of how
to do it well. Diversity targets may seem intuitively plausible. For instance,
there seems to be a certain logic to demanding that women make up 50% of
whatever group we are looking at because women make up roughly one half
of the general population. If we accept that logic for women and apply it to
race, the proportion of Black, Asian and minoritised ethnic people in, say, a
company’s workforce would need to equal the proportion of Black, Asian
and minoritised ethnic people in the population, right? At this point it already
gets tricky: the race and ethnicity make-up of the United Kingdom varies
hugely by region, and so does the location of different industries. So which
reference point should we compare the diversity of a company’s workforce
to? Might regional demographic composition be a more appropriate reference
point because the company operates in a regional labour market? What about
aregion in which class, poverty or living in rural versus urban locations influ-
ences the allocation of opportunity more strongly than race? Should compa-
nies in such a region set class targets alongside or instead of race targets? And
once those questions are solved, how far off whichever reference point we
have chosen does the diversity of a group need to be to warrant setting one or
more diversity targets? Do we set the diversity target at the same level as the
reference point? And what happens if the share of people with the characteris-
tics we are looking at suddenly exceeds this benchmark — is that allowed? Do
we drop the respective diversity target? And more fundamentally, how do we
define the diversity characteristics we set targets for in the first place? What
do our definitions make us see, what do they make us overlook?

Second, diversity as a focus and diversity targets as tools only deal with
one slice of the overall issue we are looking at. Diversity is a measure of
variation: it measures the extent to which units in a group or a footprint dif-
fer. Diversity helps us see variation, amongst people in a company’s work-
force, amongst the plant and animal species in a forest or amongst a tray of
cupcakes. Diversity in itself is neither good nor bad; it is simply a measure
to convey how varied something is. Diversity targets, when they are done
well, can do a little more. If they take into account questions such as the
ones outlined earlier, diversity targets can prompt change from a situation
in which opportunity is always allocated to the same types to one in which a
broader range of people get a chance to participate, have voice or visibility,
earn reward or recognition. In that way, diversity as a neutral measure can be
used for change for the better. There is much to be gained from using diver-
sity targets in that way. But diversity and diversity targets by themselves only
tell us who is there, who is visible, who earns how much. They do not carry
information about people’s experiences. For instance, being part of a group
is not the same as not experiencing discrimination. A diversity perspective
or target can capture who is and is not part of a group, but it cannot capture
whether those who are in a group are experiencing discrimination or are feel-
ing heard. Which means that a diversity target can even be met while people
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are still experiencing discrimination, harm and exclusion: interactions within
a diverse group can still be shaped by ageist, sexist, racist or disablist views,
for instance.® On their own, diversity targets can lead to people from under-
represented groups being invited into a space in which others have not yet
learned how to behave inclusively. Focusing solely on diversity and diversity
targets has consequences that we need to be aware of. As I will set out in
Chapter 5, if we only set diversity targets we are not just committing to giving
more opportunities, we are also running the risk of working towards diver-
sity at the cost of harming others, including the very people we want to give
more opportunity to. Similarly, diversity as a measure does not tell us any-
thing about what causes diversity or the lack of it: the processes that allocate
opportunity, the structures that shape individual experiences, the perceptions
that influence people’s relationships. Processes, structures and perceptions
are jigsaw pieces of the broader picture of inclusion. As a word, inclusion
has become a common companion of diversity, from role titles such as D&I
lead to companies’ D&I strategies and D&I campaigns and events. Actual
attention to inclusion — to processes, structures and perceptions, where they
come from and what they result in — is less common and meaningful inclu-
sion targets are even more rare. Current target setting still focuses squarely on
diversity targets. The result is a lopsided approach in which we pursue the sur-
face measures (diversity) rather than pay attention to the causes and dynamics
(inclusion, or lack of'it) of the thing we want to tend to (people’s opportunities
and experiences and our collective connections).

Returning to the language of tools, the first problem outlined earlier is one
of'using a tool correctly: how do we meaningfully design, implement and ana-
lyse with diversity targets? The second problem is one of using the right tool:
which type of target should we set to improve diversity and inclusion? The
next two chapters address these questions in reverse order. Chapter 2 spells
out what D&I targets, diversity targets and inclusion targets are and what they
focus on. Chapter 3 looks at using D&I targets, at the processes of setting
them and working with them. Both chapters draw on examples from the UK
screen industries but in ways that, [ hope, easily translate into other creative
industries and other sectors. Together these chapters provide us with a new
framework and language for understanding D&I targets.

Chapter 4 applies our newly acquired framework and language to the UK
screen industries. It describes how D&I targets are currently used, how indus-
try practice is developing and which challenges of D&I target setting the UK
screen industries are grappling with. This chapter is based on an analysis of 78
reports and documents published by broadcasters, funders and sector organi-
sations. It paints the picture of a sector that has done pioneering work on D&I
targets — both as a stock-take for the screen industries and as an inspiration
for others.

In the final Chapter 5, I ask what is on the horizon for D&I targets, and
diversity and inclusion work more broadly. This chapter deliberately goes
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beyond the initial evidence review and research to stimulate a deeper reflec-
tion on how D&I targets work — the foundations they rest on, the paradigms
they adhere to and the thinking and doing that these foundations and para-
digms enable or foreclose. There are critical questions about diversity and
inclusion emerging right now, for instance, about the potential pitfalls of
identifying and counting people to obtain diversity data, about how defining
diversity characteristics can embed exclusionary ideas about identity or about
how we can move towards more meaningful measures than representation.
The final chapter points to some of these debates, to position the work that this
book does and to point to where our thinking might develop.

The research underpinning this book was originally undertaken by myself
and a research team as part of the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review, which
aimed to improve knowledge of D& target setting. The review was commis-
sioned to assist ScreenSkills” own practice but the outcomes proved so useful
that ScreenSkills and the University of Glasgow decided to publish headline
findings in an accessible format, as the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Playbook
(ScreenSkills, 2023). Chapters 2—4 of this book follow up with more detailed
evidence and arguments. The research we undertook found much less evi-
dence and guidance than I had expected, certainly than I had hoped.* Where it
was possible to plug those gaps on the basis of the newly undertaken research,
both the Playbook and this book do so. In many cases though all that could
rigorously be done was to point to what is still missing and to suggest how
those gaps could be addressed. D&I targets, in the UK screen industries and
elsewhere, are most definitely work in progress.

I hope that together these two publications can help us set and use D&I
targets in a meaningful way — one that does not harm especially those of us
who they are meant to support and that does not limit our imagination of who
we could be, and become, as a society. Let’s learn how to do D&I targets well
so we can do without them — sooner rather than later.

Notes

1 A note on terminology: D&I targets are part of a much bigger conversation about
equal opportunity, fairness, equality and equity, human rights, social justice, libera-
tion, emancipation, decolonialisation, abolition and much more. These terms and
conversations have long and complex histories and require space and attention that
this book simply cannot offer. I have therefore decided to use the two terms used
in the field from which the empirical research stems: diversity and inclusion (see
Chapter 2 for definitions). The UK screen industries predominantly use those two
terms even though equality, diversity and inclusion (EDI or DEI, for short) seem
more common outwith screen.

2 I deliberately use the term ‘diversity targets’ here. Chapter 2 explains the difference
between D&I targets, diversity targets and inclusion targets.

3 Diversity targets can, of course, also be met by organisations that cause physical,
environment or sociocultural harms, for instance through their misuse of polic-
ing or border control powers, extractivist use of natural resources or spreading of
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misinformation and hate speech. In other words, neither setting diversity targets nor
achieving them certifies that an organisation is ‘doing the right thing’.

4 To avoid misunderstandings: there are libraries full of research into diversity and
inclusion, including a growing body of work on inclusion in the screen industries
and cultural work more broadly. I am grateful to the many insightful research-
ers and writers in this area, from whom I have learned a lot. For this short book
I have deliberately limited my references to work (a) that focuses on the narrow
topic of D&I targets as the industry practice common in the screen industries (e.g.
which terms they use and why, how they are set, how they are worked with, what
the challenges, unintended consequences and remaining knowledge gaps are) or
(b) that speaks directly to specific aspects of the D&I target setting practice we
observe in the UK screen industries. My perspective on the literature has been driven
by the empirical phenomenon I had been tasked with looking at. And it is that specific
phenomenon for which we do not have much evidence and research. For the specific
topic of D&I targets, we have, despite repeated efforts, not been able to identify much
recent work that goes beyond gender diversity on company boards — a related issue, of
course, but not quite at the heart of what we are trying to understand here.



2  D&I targets

Definitions & rationales

This chapter lays the conceptual foundations for thinking through
D&I targets. It defines what D&I targets are and describes the
most common types of D&I targets. It explains how and why to
distinguish between (a) D&I targets, D&I data collection, moni-
toring and reporting, and quotas; (b) diversity targets and inclu-
sion targets; and (c) internal and transorganisational D&I targets.
The chapter considers the diversity characteristics that D&I targets
might be set for and concludes by discussing how intersectionality
can be factored into D&I target setting.

2.1 What D&I targets are not

It may be counterintuitive to start this chapter with a discussion of what we are
not talking about when we talk about D&I targets. But in my experience work-
ing with industry and academia, people come to the conversation about D&I
targets not with a blank canvass. Instead, everyone comes with more or less
vague images of what they have encountered before. Some of these images
are more helpful than others. In an attempt to achieve as clear a picture of
D&I targets as possible, this section therefore discusses two concepts related
to D&I targets: D&I data collection, monitoring and reporting, and quotas.
These two concepts populate many of the not-blank-anymore canvasses that
we bring to the D&I target conversation and have a habit of getting in the
way of understanding D&I targets on their own terms. My hope is that talking
about D&I data collection, monitoring and reporting as well as quotas first can
clear the view on D&I targets, what they are and how they work, and insulate
the D&I targets conversation against the most common misunderstandings.
Both in and beyond the UK screen industries it has become standard
for companies and organisations to collect, monitor and report data related
to diversity and inclusion. Typically, these efforts focus on collecting data
about individuals, aggregating this data and monitoring it over time. The
reports analysed in our research showcased such diversity data reporting at
the level of individual organisations (e.g. BBC, 2021a; Channel 4, 2019a).

DOI: 10.4324/9781003434542-2
This chapter has been made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND license 4.0.


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003434542-2

8 D&I targets

Examples of cross-industry reporting include Ofcom (2021a) and CDN
(2022) and — beyond the screen industries — Arts Council England (2021b)
and Creative Scotland (2022), who publish regular summary reports of diver-
sity data submitted by organisations as a condition of licencing or funding.
At the time of writing, Diamond (CDN, 2023) is the only tool that collects
and publishes industry-level data directly from individuals on an ongo-
ing basis. Other data sources are developing more regular cross-industry,
direct reporting mechanisms as well, for instance Ukie’s (2022) Games Indus-
try Census, UK Screen Alliance’s (2019) Inclusion and Diversity in UK Visual
Effects, Animation and Post-Production survey and, outwith screen, the Pub-
lishers Association’s (2022) survey of publishing employees and UK Music’s
(2022) Workforce Diversity Survey. ScreenSkills (2023) collects data directly
from participants in its training and skills programmes but does not yet pub-
lish regularly from this data. Such analyses and reporting of diversity data
often also involve comparisons with reference data. Frequently cited refer-
ence data for workforce diversity are population or labour force statistics,
which we will discuss in Section 3.3.

To some degree collecting, monitoring and reporting D&I data is manda-
tory, either generally or as a condition for accessing funding or being con-
sidered for awards. For instance, since 2017 UK organisations with 250 or
more employees have been required to report gender pay gap data (Govern-
ment Equalities Office, 2023a), and there are calls to extend this obligation
to pay gap data for race and disability (HM Government, 2021). In the screen
industries, the UK communications regulator Ofcom has made licencing
conditional on the provision of workforce diversity data for gender, race and
disability as well as general information about D&I interventions (Ofcom,
2020a). Similarly, the BFI (2019) and BAFTA (2020) require the submission
of D&I information with funding applications or to demonstrate eligibility for
awards. Last not least, production companies need D&I data to demonstrate
how they comply with broadcasters’ commissioning targets (e.g. BBC, 2018a;
1TV, 2018).

Data collection, monitoring and reporting are considerable undertakings
in their own right. They are also indispensable for D&I target setting, for
three reasons. First, they provide baseline data (see Section 3.2). D&I data
describes the starting point that is considered for target setting and, in com-
bination with the reference data, enables us to formulate a D&I target in the
first place. Second, data collection, monitoring and reporting are the vehicles
through which we chart progress towards a D&I target. Data points collected
over time allow us to check in on whether actions towards targets are yielding
results and to course-correct if needed. Third, as activities, data collection,
monitoring and reporting raise important questions about the methods with
which we want to undertake them. Their purpose — to provide insight into
Dé&l-relevant aspects of our organisational set-up, outputs and engagement
— forces us to consider how that insight can be achieved, that is, which data
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can best convey the insights we require, and how that data can be obtained in
ways that are reliable, credible, transparent and coherent as well as ethical and
legal (e.g. Bryman, 2016; D’Ignazio and Klein, 2020). D&I data collection,
monitoring and reporting that is robust and reliable as well as practical and
sustainable in its organisational context is a serious undertaking in itself. And
in addition to methodological and practical quandaries, also has implications
for how we understand and perceive diversity and inclusion — a question we
will discuss in Chapter 5.

All that said, and fully acknowledging the — intellectual, financial and
micro-political — efforts that go into good-quality data collection, monitoring
and reporting, it is important to distinguish this whole area of D&I theory and
practice from D&I target setting. D&I target setting builds on D&I data col-
lection, monitoring and reporting but goes an important step further. Where
organisations set D&I targets of whatever type (see Section 2.5), they commit
to actively working towards improving diversity and inclusion and to affect-
ing change that is reflected in the measures chosen. A D&I target is a com-
mitment towards action. A D&I target does not just describe an aspired state
of affairs for, for example, workforce diversity, financial investment or inclu-
sive culture. Taken seriously, a D&I target implies the commitment to bring
that state into being. This action-based aspect distinguishes D&I target setting
from collecting, monitoring and reporting D&I data.

D&I targets and D&I data reporting are often presented in similar for-
mats, using percentage figures and reference data such as population or labour
force statistics. Data reporting can therefore look similar to a target statement
because of the data points and sources cited. In addition, such reporting can
be understood as implying that it is the reference data point which should be
achieved, that is, comparisons can be read as targets.

Visuals and syntax also play a role with the second related concept, that
of D&I targets: quotas. In the D&I context, the term quota is used to refer to
a compulsory minimum share of people with a particular characteristic in a
group, for example, a minimum quota of disabled people for senior manage-
ment or for care-experienced participants on a training. Quotas have a ‘share
of something” format, often expressed as percentages. In the screen indus-
tries, most D&I targets currently also have that ‘share of something’ format
and are expressed in percentages. Because of this overlap, we often hear
‘D&I target’ and think ‘quotas’, and jump to conclusions about diversity
targets and under-representation that are, as Chapter 5 will discuss, limiting,
unhelpful and ineffective. On the other hand, this distinction is also impor-
tant, because D&I targets as we define them in Section 2.2 are, in principle,
lawful, whereas in the United Kingdom, the use of compulsory quotas as
a D&I tool is generally not allowed. The UK’s 2010 Equality Act makes
important distinctions between positive discrimination, which is unlawful,
and positive action, which is lawful for specific cases and under very lim-
ited conditions and should not be considered without specialist legal advice



10 D&I targets

(Government Equalities Office, 2023b). Somewhat unhelpfully given the
context of English language web searches, UK legislation in this area dif-
fers from legislation around D&I quotas and affirmative action in the United
States.

Of course, D&I targets, quotas and the collection, monitoring and report-
ing of diversity data all exist in the same thought universe. And there are
important overlaps — for instance, we need diversity data to work with D&I
targets. But they play different roles in the conversation about diversity and
inclusion, and to properly understand what D&I targets are and can be we
need to keep these distinctions in mind, in theory and in practice.

2.2 What D&I targets are

To understand D&I targets, we first need to define three terms: diversity,
inclusion and targets. Especially for diversity, there are now libraries worth
of definitions available in research and policy literature, let alone popular
media and airport shop management books. To be frank, these definitions
vary greatly in their transferability and coherence — important criteria used for
defining the quality of concepts in academic work (e.g. Bryman, 2016) — and
therefore in their usefulness. Verna Myers’ by now ubiquitous quote ‘diversity
is being invited to the party, inclusion is being asked to dance’ (Myers, 2014),
for instance, is not entirely unhelpful. It points, in a relatable if slightly crude
way, to a fundamental truth of D&I work: just getting a diverse group of peo-
ple together is not ‘job done’. Similarly, it is of course not wrong to say that
diversity ‘refers to seeking the equal or greater representation of underrepre-
sented, historically marginalised people’ (Tulshyan, 2022: 6). But for under-
standing D&I targets, we need more precise definitions that help us identify
what we are and are not looking at.

Diversity is a measure of variation within a specified population at a par-
ticular point in/over a stretch of time. It tells us how many different expres-
sions of a characteristic are present in that population and how prominent each
expression is. To apply a diversity-lens, we need to define which characteris-
tic we are interested in (e.g. religion or belief) and which different expressions
of that characteristic we recognise. For instance, for the characteristic ‘reli-
gion or belief”, we might recognise individuals describing themselves as athe-
ist, Buddhist, Christian, Confucian, Jewish, Muslim, Sikh etc. Using these
expressions of the characteristic religion or belief, we can then establish the
diversity of a population with absolute figures or percentages, for example,
saying that X number of individuals described themselves atheist, Buddhist,
Christian etc. or that a group was made up of X% of expression A, Y% of
expression B, Z% of expression C (for a helpfully in-depth reflection on the
term diversity, see Risberg et al., 2019).!

Inclusion is best understood as a perspective that examines the degree to which
practices, structures, relationships, provisions, allocations, communications etc.
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are experienced as open, participative, connecting, empathic, respectful of dif-
ference and equitably designed. Inclusion asks after the effects of our actions
and inactions, and after the experiences our processes and structures bring
into being for everyone that interacts with them. A basic example is recruit-
ment: how do we define the role that needs filling and the person who we deem
appointable? Who do we reach out to and how? How openly do we explain the
appointments process and how well trained are the staff involved in spotting
exclusionary practice? Notably, these questions can only be answered for the
recruitment process in question: even if we are satisfied that one recruitment
process was conducted in an inclusive manner, there is no guarantee that the
next process will be inclusive, too. We will need to ask the same questions
again. Inclusion is both ‘in the making’ and in the remaking. It is not just to be
found (or not) in our thinking and doing, it is constantly re-thought and re-done
(or not).

Both diversity and inclusion need to be operationalised to set D&I targets.
We need to define how, in a particular context, we want to make diversity or
inclusion visible, what ‘counts as’ diverse or inclusive. Drawing extensively
on the research undertaken for the D&/ ScreenSkills Review, the remainder
of this chapter explains how diversity and inclusion are operationalised as
targets. Targets describe an explicit intended result, a state to be achieved at a
particular point in time and the ways in which achievement towards target will
be monitored (e.g. Grote, 2017; Reeves et al., 2018).

Building on these definitions, we define a diversity and inclusion target
(D& target) as follows:

» an explicitly stated, timebound and measurable outcome;
 that relates to diversity and inclusion; and
 that is to be achieved through strategic and/or operational action.

A D&I target is therefore not just any ideal state we would like to see achieved,
but a commitment to achieve a specific outcome that is brought about by
action and for which achievement towards target can be monitored in a speci-
fied way.

In principle, D&I targets can relate to any aspect deemed relevant to the
D&I problem at hand. Based on the research and evidence analysed, we
should distinguish between diversity targets and inclusion targets — which the
following sections will explain in more detail.

2.3 Diversity targets

Our academic, industry and policy conversations overwhelmingly focus on
one specific type of D&I targets: diversity targets. Diversity targets are targets
that relate to the representation of different characteristics and that quantify
what that representation should look like. Diversity targets typically measure
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representation as the percentage of people with a specific characteristic within
a bigger group, for instance in a company’s workforce or amongst participants
of a training programme. Where that percentage is deemed to be too low or at
risk of being too low, a diversity target is then set for the minimum percentage
of people with a specific characteristic within a bigger group, for example, the
share of employees from Black, Asian and minoritised ethnic groups. A diver-
sity target can state a representation figure to be achieved at a particular point
in time (e.g. X% by year Z), or for a particular moment or activity, for exam-
ple, a film funding application or training programme. Instead of giving an
overall representation target, diversity targets can also stipulate the increase in
representation, for instance, an X% annual increase of staff with characteristic
Y, or an X% increase of participants with characteristic Y from one training
programme to the next.

The diversity targets discussed in the general equality, diversity and inclu-
sion literature tend to be workforce diversity targets, that is, targets for the
share of workers with characteristic X in the workforce (for overviews, see
Noon and Ogbonna, 2021). More nuanced approaches suggest setting diver-
sity targets for specific stages in the employment cycle or for different hierar-
chy levels. For example, workforce diversity targets might stipulate that X%
of new recruits should come from certain socio-economic backgrounds, or
that X% of senior managers should identify as disabled. Diversity targets can
be set for specific points in the employee lifecycle, such as recruitment, reten-
tion, progression and promotion, and companies outwith the screen industries
are increasingly doing so (BITC, 2020). For instance, BITC’s (2020) study
found that nearly one in two (46%) companies were setting targets for ethnic
diversity at board and executive levels. Targets at different hierarchical levels
can be useful for increasing ‘the overall talent pipeline” (Workplace Gender
Equality Agency, 2013: 14).

In the UK screen industries, the use of diversity targets has spread beyond
workforces. Recognising the industries’ output and business model, diversity
targets in UK screen are commonly also set for on-screen output and training
interventions:

*  On-screen diversity targets relate to the representation of individuals with
different characteristics on screen. Examples might be the share of Black,
Asian or minoritised ethnic characters in a drama, or the age profile of
characters a player meets in a computer game.

» Participant diversity targets relate to the representation of individuals with
different characteristics amongst the participants of a training programme
or intervention, whether general or D&I focused. Participant diversity tar-
gets typically stipulate the minimum share of participants on a training
programme or intervention that should come from a particular group, for
instance, that live outside London or that have caring responsibilities.
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Provided they use good-quality data (see Section 3.7), representation meas-
ures can convey important information about the diversity of a group. For
instance, diversity measures can be highly effective for evidencing the scale
of under-representation in an area. Moreover, diversity targets work with
quantitative data that, once obtained, is comparatively easy to manage, ana-
lyse and report using standard business software like MS Excel. Qualitative
data, for example, text answers from staff surveys, requires more specialist
knowledge and time to analyse and manage effectively.

But it is important to remember that representation measures are not
designed to provide insight into workers’ experiences. Diversity as a lens does
not tell us whether people feel valued at work or whether they are remunerated
equitably (see Section 4.6). We need to bear these methodological limitations
of diversity targets in mind when designing an organisation’s D&I targets
approach. But where people with specific characteristics are persistently
under-represented in a group, setting diversity targets can provide effective
levers for improving diversity and inclusion overall — which makes setting
diversity targets for workforces, on-screen representation and training pro-
grammes well worth the effort.

2.4 Inclusion targets

Our research found a range of targets that went beyond diversity and rep-
resentation and related to various aspects of inclusion such as individual
experiences or organisational processes. These inclusion targets used broader
indicators of inclusive practice that reported on, for instance, financial D&I
investments, on-screen narratives or how comfortable people felt expressing
their identities. Our research suggests that the following types of inclusion
targets are most relevant for the UK screen industries:

1. Pay gap targets: Pay gap targets state an organisation’s ambitions for clos-
ing differences in earnings by a particular characteristic. In the United King-
dom, public reporting of gender pay gap data is mandatory for companies
with more than 250 employees. Differences in earnings can indicate a lack
of equal opportunity, for instance, that staff with a particular characteristic
do not as easily access better paid positions as other staff. Screen industries
organisations are increasingly using pay data to also set targets for closing
pay gaps. Pay gaps are most commonly considered for gender, race or dis-
ability but could also be set for class and parenthood (Wreyford et al., 2021).

2. On-screen portrayal targets: On-screen portrayal targets relate to the out-
put produced; for instance, the gender identities gamers can choose for an
avatar, the age profiles of the main and supporting actors in a drama or
how characters with specific characteristics are portrayed on screen. On-
screen portrayal is a more holistic perspective than on-screen representa-
tion: on-screen portrayal is the result of editorial decisions not just about
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who is included, but how they feature and what narratives are told by and
about them (e.g. Saha, 2010).

3. Intervention targets: Intervention targets can be set to formalise an organ-
isation’s intention to undertake certain types of D&I interventions. For
instance, a company might set the target to run annual mentoring pro-
grammes or diversity trainings, or to set up staff fora. Or a company may
decide to set targets for increasing its disclosure rates for diversity data
(e.g. BITC, 2020). While intervention targets are mentioned in the litera-
ture as being used in industry, they are not systematically labelled and
discussed as a distinct type of D&I targets.

4. Investment targets: Investment targets stipulate a D&I-related monetary
investment, either as an absolute figure or as a percentage of an organisa-
tion’s budget. Our research did not find evidence on investment targets,
for instance, on how investments might best be calculated. Nevertheless,
in the UK screen industries, investment targets are slowly beginning to
emerge, for instance, as a budget to be spent commissioning content that
foregrounds otherwise under-represented characters and narratives, or con-
tent produced by individuals from under-represented groups (BBC, n.d.).?

Indicators for inclusion targets can be quantitative or qualitative. Quantitative
inclusion targets might, for instance, state an intended investment budget or
an aim to halve the disability pay gap or double disclosure figures for reli-
gion. Especially for intervention targets or on-screen portrayal, qualitative
indicators can be more appropriate, for instance, narrative evidence of inclu-
sive recruitment practices or an analysis of individuals’ reports about feeling
included and supported at work.

2.5 D&I targets

At the time of writing, inclusion targets are only just emerging in the UK
screen industries — and elsewhere. In the research and evidence reviewed,
D&l targets were so strongly understood to be diversity targets that other tar-
get types were not systematically discussed. Inclusion targets were mentioned
(though not called that) in stakeholder documents for the UK screen indus-
tries, but there was no general or academic discussion of their intended use or
of how they should be designed or applied. While diversity targets in the sense
and format with which they are described in Section 2.3 were recognised,
presented and discussed as diversity targets, the conversation about inclusion
targets is still finding its feet. Recent general research on D&I targets such as
Noon and Ogbonna’s (2021) study mentions inclusion but shows the idea of
targets to be applied only to workforce diversity.

A key aim of this book is to provide a framework and language for D&I
targets, in the UK screen industries and beyond. The research undertaken for
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the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review and updated for this book suggests that
our framework needs to

» distinguish between diversity targets and inclusion targets;

 distinguish, within diversity targets, between workforce diversity targets,
on-screen diversity targets and participant diversity targets; and

 distinguish, within inclusion targets, pay gap targets, on-screen portrayal
targets, intervention targets and investment targets.

As D&I target setting practice develops, other types of diversity targets or
inclusion targets might emerge. Similarly, in other industries other target
types might be relevant alongside or instead (some of) these target types.
Distinguishing between diversity targets on the one hand and inclusion targets
on the other, and between the different types of targets within these two big
categories, will enable us to be more precise in our conversation about D&I
target setting — is it diversity that we are aiming to improve, or inclusion
more broadly? It will also enable us to be more strategic and effective in our
interventions. For instance, if we want to improve inclusion more broadly,
diversity targets will only tell us so much about our progress towards that aim.
Chapter 5 will discuss these points in more detail.

Figure 2.1 summarises the framework of D&I targets at the heart of this
book. This framework, and the definitions of diversity and inclusion targets
that underpin it, was built bottom-up, analysing and systematising current
practice in the UK screen industries. The definitions and most target types,
however, easily translate to other industry contexts. Workforce and partici-
pant diversity targets or intervention and investment targets are — or can be —
used in, say, banking, construction or education just as well as in the screen
industries. On-screen representation and on-screen portrayal are the only

D&l targets in the UK screen industries

Diversity targets

use quantitative measures of
representation

Workforce On-screen Participant
diversity diversity diversity
targets targets targets

Inclusion targets

use quantitative or qualitative indicators of
inclusive practice

On-screen q
Pay gap Intervention Investment

portrayal
targets - targets targets

Figure 2.1 Types of D&I targets in the UK screen industries
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genuinely screen-industries-specific target types in the framework. How-
ever, on-screen targets can easily have equivalents in many other industries —
from the portrayal of characters in school books and print adverts to how
we think about and represent, for instance, citizens, patients and consumers
in areas as different as town planning, health care and product design. The
framework suggested in this book should therefore be helpful not only for the
screen industries but also well beyond them.

2.6 Internal versus transorganisational D&I targets

D&l targets are typically set by a company or an organisation for itself. For
instance, a training organisation might decide to recruit or promote a higher
share of employees from previously under-represented groups. Based on our
ScreenSkills D&I Target Review research [ will refer to these targets as internal
D&I targets. Internal targets refer to a D&I issue that an organisation wants to
act on for itself. They are not internal in the sense that they need only relate
to what happens inside an organisation — say the organisations’ workforce or
promotion processes. Internal D&I targets can, and often do, refer to how an
organisation engages with its environment. A broadcaster ring-fencing budget to
commission work that fulfils stretch targets for on-screen portrayal, for instance,
would be an internal D&I target that engages beyond the organisation. But such
a target would still be internal in that it would be set by the organisation for itself.
Internal D&I targets are widely used in the UK screen industries, most
prominently to increase workforce diversity but also to improve inclusion
more widely (see Chapter 4 for more details). However, in these industries,
D&I targets are also set by organisations for other organisations. Common
examples are targets attached to TV commissioning or funding. Broadcasters
and funders such as the BFI set D&I targets that production companies have to
fulfil. For example, ITV set on-screen representation targets for women (50%),
people of colour (15%), disability (8%), and gender identity (7%) (ITV, 2019).
Similarly, when commissioning training interventions, ScreenSkills sets D&I
targets for the mix of participants on a training and the training providers
contracted to deliver the training need to fulfil these participant diversity tar-
gets (ScreenSkills, 2023). The BFI’s Diversity Standards set other organisa-
tions an inclusion target for interventions: ‘Your project is offering training
opportunities . . . to people from under-represented groups’ (BFI, 2019: 5).
Our review of research and evidence showed that it is important to under-
stand D&I targets set by one organisation for another organisation as a thing
in itself. Drawing on my previous research about work and production in the
cultural economy (Eikhof, 2014), we named these targets transorganisational
D&I targets: targets that do not always apply to the whole screen industry but
that do transcend one organisation and affect at least one other organisation.
Transorganisational D&I targets have an important dynamic: the organisa-
tion setting a target is not in control of the actions delivering on the target,
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and — depending on whether targets are unilaterally set or mutually negotiated
and agreed — the organisation delivering on the target is not, or at least not
wholly, in control of target setting. This scenario has implications for effective
D&l target setting. As we will discuss in Section 3.1, targets need to be ambi-
tious as well as achievable to be effective. Setting an ambitious yet achievable
D& target for another organisation requires insight into that organisation to
understand which actions are and are not possible. But how can such insight
best be achieved? How can, for instance, a London-based commissioning
broadcaster best know whether a workforce diversity target is or is not ambi-
tious yet achievable for a production company in York?

Evidence on transorganisational D&I target setting is extremely limited.
We have not found a systematic distinction of internal and transorganisational
D&l targets in the literature, or a discussion of the dynamics that require
attention to make transorganisational targets work. Where appropriate, the
following chapters will draw on evidence for internal D&I targets to discuss
transorganisational D&I targets. And for readability, I will only distinguish
between internal and transorganisational D&I targets where differences in the
substance of internal and transorganisational targets and target setting make
that distinction necessary. But despite the lack of evidence on transorganisa-
tional targets, what research there is suggests that recognising the difference
between internal and transorganisational targets and building better knowl-
edge about them is essential for working with D&I targets in the UK screen
industries and beyond.

2.7 Diversity characteristics

At the core of the conversation about D&I in work and employment is the idea
that experiences of work, access to opportunity in work, or outcomes from
work should not be systematically impacted by individual characteristics that
are not directly related to the work itself. Bracketing discussions about the
social construction of merit (see Chapter 5), the consensus is that differences
in experiences, opportunity or reward are acceptable if they are based on dif-
ferences in effort, skills or outputs, but not if they are based on, for instance,
skin colour, belief or gender identity. We use D&I targets as a tool to make this
foundational idea of diversity and inclusion reality.

In the D&I conversation, individual characteristics that are relevant to
experiences of inclusion and exclusion, discrimination, opportunity, advance-
ment and outcomes are commonly referred to as diversity characteristics.
Which individual characteristics we set D&I targets for depends on the con-
text we are looking at and the aspects of diversity and inclusion we would
like to address. In the UK screen industries, D&I targets are most often set
for gender and race/ethnicity, followed by disability and sexual orientation, as
well as, increasingly, socio-economic background (see Section 4.3). However,
our research found no explicit guidance on how an organisation might want to
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choose which diversity characteristics to set targets for. Legislation and politi-
cal and academic debate likely influence which diversity characteristics atten-
tion is directed towards in both data collection and target setting. But there
is no research or evidence that explicitly demonstrates this point, let alone
suggests evidence-based rationales for choosing diversity characteristics to
set targets for. Similarly, at the time of writing there seems to be no guidance
on how to define and operationalise targets for specific diversity characteris-
tics, for example, which ethnicity/race characteristics targets might be set for.

Looking at the collection of diversity data rather than D&I target setting
more specifically in the United Kingdom, the nine characteristics protected
through the 2010 Equality Act — age, disability, gender reassignment, being
married or in a civil partnership, being pregnant or on maternity leave, race,
religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation — seem to be influential. PwC (n.d.),
for instance, finds that in the United Kingdom, data on sex/gender, age, ethnic-
ity, sexual orientation, gender identity and disability are ‘typically collected’.
Data ‘increasingly’ collected according to PwC (n.d.) include socio-economic
background (or ‘social mobility’),® faith, caring responsibilities as well
as more detailed disability information (e.g. type of condition/impairment,
neurodiversity). Similarly, a small-scale survey of 269 mostly private sector
organisations found that data on gender, age, race/ethnicity, disability, religion
and belief and LGBTQ+ (listed in the order of prevalence) was collected by
60% or more companies (Carty, 2020). Information on caring responsibilities
and social mobility (not further defined) was collected much less frequently, by
16% and 13% of companies, respectively (ibid.). Notably, these studies though
report what is happening rather than the reasons for it, that is, for choosing to
focus on some diversity characteristics and not others.

2.8 D&I targets and intersectionality

The term intersectionality was coined to draw attention to the fact that char-
acteristics such as sex/gender, age and race can combine to amplify the disad-
vantages and exclusion an individual experiences (Crenshaw, 1989, originally
focusing on Black women). A disabled worker with caring responsibilities, for
instance, might face much higher challenges accessing a labour market beyond
their immediate region than someone who either is not disabled or does not
have caring responsibilities. Intersectional approaches can help identify cases
in which improved opportunities in one regard (e.g. better gender equality)
may still leave individuals disadvantaged because of other characteristics rel-
evant to inclusion (e.g. their race) (CIPD, 2018). In the above example, acces-
sible transport might improve the disabled workers’ regional reach but caring
responsibilities might limit how they can exercise that mobility beyond, say,
school hours. For the creative industries generally, Carey et al. (2020: 2) find
that intersectionality creates a ‘double disadvantage’, for instance, when class
interacts with other factors — such as gender, ethnicity, disability and skill
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levels. Which is why, as interviewees in a study of Canadian TV pointed out,
a shadowing programme for women directors for instance is only effective at
supporting women’s careers if it is also paid and does not leave participants
with ‘“the extra expense” of financing time spent shadowing’ (Coles and
Eikhof, 2021: 13).

Intersectional analysis, however, requires both specific data and mod-
els; it goes beyond merely reporting representation data for more than one
diversity characteristic. Intersectional analysis of diversity data and in par-
ticular how identity characteristics intersect with the material conditions of
establishing and maintaining a career is under-developed both in the screen
industries and generally. CIPD’s (2018) evidence review of diversity manage-
ment argues that although ‘researching intersectionality is a complex task . . .
inclusion research should be more inclusive and appreciate individuals’ mul-
tiple identities both in research and practice’ (CIPD, 2018: 25). In the UK
screen industries, too, most research focuses on singular diversity character-
istics (Ozimek, 2020) and ‘intersectionalities are not systematically explored’
(CAMEDo, 2018: 40). Industry also recognises the lack of an intersectional
perspective. Ofcom (2020a: 34), for instance, emphasises the importance —
and lack of — intersectional analysis and urges broadcasters ‘to provide
data, where possible, on the representation in their workforce of intersect-
ing characteristics’. The regulator argues for gaining a better understanding
specifically of how class and ethnic background intersect to affect workforce
representation (Ofcom, 2020b). The Creative Industries Council’s review and
analysis echo this assessment for the UK’s creative economy as whole (CIC,
2020; CIC, forthcoming).

But while rigorous quantitative intersectional data and models may not
(yet) be available, evidence on the workings of intersectionality generally
suggests two possible approaches for addressing intersectionality through
D&l targets:

o Setting targets for interventions that remove cross-cutting barriers: Cross-
cutting barriers are obstacles to workforce participation and advancement
that individuals from more than one under-represented group find dispro-
portionately difficult to overcome (CAMEo, 2018). For instance, recruiting
through personal networks disadvantages individuals from working-class
backgrounds who tend to have less access to ‘the right’ networks as well
as women who are able to access the networks but whose professional
credits are perceived differently in networking situations that those of men
(CAMEOo, 2018). Similarly, long and anti-social working hours are prob-
lematic for workers with particular conditions and impairments as well
as for workers with caring responsibilities. Removing such cross-cutting
barriers and implementing inclusive practices will be especially effec-
tive in improving opportunities for individuals with intersecting diversity
characteristics. In the examples above, formalising recruitment practices
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could be particularly beneficial for working-class women, and offering job
shares could especially improve opportunity for disabled carers. D& tar-
gets for interventions that change industry practice in ways that remove
cross-cutting barriers could therefore be effective for addressing intersec-
tional exclusion.

Setting intersectional participation targets: Participant diversity targets
stipulate the share of individuals with particular characteristics amongst
all training participants (see Section 3.2). Such targets can be set to require
participants on general trainings or D&I interventions to belong to more
than one under-represented group. Interventions with intersectional par-
ticipant diversity targets could be tailored to a particular set of intersect-
ing characteristics and address the challenges resulting from the particular
intersection — an example would be a career progression programme for
Black women. Intersectional participation targets could also ring-fence
general skills development programmes for participants who belong to
more than one under-represented group (e.g. technical trainings or train-
ing to become a mentor for participants who are disabled and come from
specific socio-economic backgrounds). Importantly, intersectional target
setting needs to take into account potential conflicts between targets.
Demographical variations with respect to race, for instance, can make it
necessary to adjust target levels.

Developing methods and evidence for intersectional disadvantages is an
important task, and one that both industry and academia should tackle together
(e.g. CAMEDo, 2018; Carey et al., 2020; CIC, 2020). But the above suggestions
show that we do not have to wait while that work is being undertaken. The cur-
rent evidence is insightful enough for us to include intersectional perspectives
in the design of both diversity targets and inclusion targets.

Notes

1

Behind this technical definition of term diversity lie, as Sara Ahmed (2007) dem-
onstrates, strategic uses of the term, for instance, to avoid terms like equity or to
conceal ‘histories of struggle for equality’ (ibid: 235).

Cultural industries organisations like the BBC and Arts Council England have, for
some time, used targets for investment by region. It should be noted though that
these targets are not necessarily D&I targets: targeting cultural production in a region
does not automatically translate into regional diversity in the workforce involved.
Investment-related inclusion targets would relate to investments made with the pri-
mary purpose of increasing diversity and inclusion amongst the screen industries
workforce.

Throughout the literature, various terms are used to refer to individuals’ socio-
economic background (class, socio-economic background, social mobility), often
without further definition. In the United Kingdom, the main measure is the National
Statistics Socio-economic classification (NS-SEC) (ONS, n.d.), which focuses on
occupation.
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Steps & processes

This chapter digs into the process of setting D&I targets. It outlines
key steps of setting targets and introduces principles of good D&l
target setting. The chapter then discusses which baseline data to use
for understanding the status quo and which reference data to com-
pare that status quo to. It explains how to set D&I target levels and
target ranges. The chapter finishes with thoughts on setting timelines,
monitoring progress towards targets and reviewing D&l targets.

3.1 Setting D&I targets

Our research set out to understand what was needed to use D&I targets mean-
ingfully and effectively. A key finding was that, across academia, industry and
policy, we need to find a unifying language, a framework for talking about D&I
targets in the first place, for asking better questions so we could get to more pre-
cise answers. The previous Chapter 2 has done one part of that language job: it
has brought evidence of what is already happening in the UK screen industries
in conversation with what little research there is to offer new definitions and
a framework. This chapter continues the language-finding, defining task but
focuses more on the processes of working with D&I targets. To ‘do D& targets
well’ we need to know not just what D&I targets are, but also have a shared
language for what surrounds them — not only, but probably most importantly,
for the baseline and reference data that D&I targets work with.

To develop the definitions for this part of the D&I target language and frame-
work, we need to cast our net wide. There exists a substantive body of research
especially on gender targets, including internationally comparative reviews of
where soft targets versus binding quotas are set and large-scale quantitative
analysis of correlations between quota legislation and the presence of women
on boards (for overviews and summary studies, see, e.g. Denis, 2022; Jaishiv,
2022; Kang et al., 2023; Mensi-Klarbach et al., 2021; Oldford, 2022; Viviers
et al., 2022). But there still is little dedicated research into processes of D&I
target setting or information about existing D&I targets setting practice (see
Noon and Ogbonna’s (2021) case study for a rare example). Many companies
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do, of course, publish their D&I targets, and Chapter 4 will discuss in more
detail what those D& targets are in the UK screen industries. But two important
limitations need bearing in mind for this chapter. First, what little research and
practice we have access to strongly focuses on diversity targets and, in particu-
lar, workforce diversity targets. We know much less about all the other types
of targets introduced in Chapter 2, in particular about inclusion targets. Second,
most of our current evidence concerns the targets themselves, not the underpin-
ning rationales for which targets to set and for how to set them. Where we have
knowledge about what is being done, we do not necessarily know how or why.

The general, and generally implicit, idea is that D&I target setting consists
of four basic steps:

» Step 1: identify the current situation using baseline data (Section 3.2).
» Step 2: compare baseline data to reference data (Section 3.3).

» Step 3: set a target and target level (Section 3.5).

» Step: 4: monitor achievement towards target (Section 3.6).

While our research found no explicit guidance on how this basic four-step process
should be executed, some aspects of target setting were mentioned frequently
enough in research and industry publications to understand them as principles
of good target setting: targets should be aspirational, achievable, action-based,
clearly formulated and identify accountability. The penultimate principle in that
list is a generic one that echoes common general principles of target setting in
business (e.g. Grote, 2017; Reeves et al., 2018): D&I targets should clearly state
their purpose, the evidence based used to set them and the mechanisms for moni-
toring achievement towards targets (Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2013).
The other principles, however, warrant a little further exploration.

First, in what little evidence there is, the most prominently mentioned
requirement for D&I targets relates to ambition and achievability: targets
should be ambitious (synonymously: aspirational, stretching) as well as achiev-
able (synonymously: realistic, meaningful). The need for targets to be ambi-
tious was not further discussed; it probably stems from a general notion that
easily achievable targets would not spur action for change. The argument for
achievability however was explicitly made. According to the Workplace Gen-
der Equality Agency, for instance, ‘overly ambitious’ targets are less likely to
be accomplished and can ‘reduce the motivation to change’ (2013: 9). Vinni-
combe et al’.s (2020) study of women’s representation at board level concludes
that ‘setting stretching but realistic targets is considered industry best practice’
(p- 30, similarly Kang et al., 2023). The 2017 McGregor-Smith Review into
racial inequalities also argues for targets that are ‘challenging, [but] reflect the
reality of the situation’ (p. 13; see also CIPD, 2019; Menzies, 2018; Seramount,
2017, see also Box 3.1). The BBC’s (2021b) Diversity & Inclusion Plan also
aims for ‘targets that are stretching but achievable’ (p. 11). But while achiev-
ability was clearly recognised as an important principle of D&I target setting,
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there was little guidance on how achievability might be established. For inter-
nal workforce diversity target setting, the Workplace Gender Equality Agency
(2013) recommends a company level review of workforce composition that
includes size as well as anticipated job changes and turnover. Similarly, the
BBC (2021b) advocates a (not further specified) use of ‘predictive analysis’
to inform achievable targets. However, these suggestions merely state which
data to consider. They do not recommend how that data might be interpreted
to assess a potential D&I target as achievable or not. They also seem to under-
stand achievability as mainly relating to the size of the gap between baseline
data (the status quo) and reference data (where an organisation might want to
be). Such a view would be myopic: whether targets are or are not perceived
as achievable will depend not only on the size and shape of a gap but also on
whether target recipients see themselves as in control of actions that can close
the gap. For instance, an organisation that operates in a racially diverse labour
market may think it quite achievable to close even a big gap between their
current race profile and that of the labour market if the main change that is
required is a different recruitment process. By contrast, an organisation in a less
racially diverse labour market might see closing even a small gap between its
workforce profile and the labour market profile as not very achievable.

Second, good target setting recognises the link between targets and
actions. Chapter 2 established that D&I targets are commitments to actions,
and it is this link to actions that distinguishes targets from collecting, moni-
toring and reporting diversity data. Evolving evidence on processes of target
setting echoes these thoughts: D&I targets should be related to actions that
those tasked with delivering on the targets are in control of (McGregor-Smith
Review, 2017; Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2013). PwC, for example,
attributes the rise of its intake of graduates from Black, Asian and minoritised
ethnic groups to 39%, from a baseline of 23% and against a target of 30%, to
changes in recruitment practices such as removing UCAS scores from gradu-
ate entry requirements and engagement with a wider group of schools and
universities (McGregor-Smith Review, 2017).

Third, D&I targets need to create accountability. For targets to be effective,
it needs to be clear who is accountable for delivering on them, especially at the
level of individual managers or leaders. The McGregor-Smith Review (2017)
recommends including D&I objectives in the annual appraisal of all leadership
roles. Channel 4 went a step further and made the achievement of diversity
targets part of the annual variable pay for their senior managers and editorial
staff (Channel 4, 2015). On the one hand, creating such accountability can
signal that D&I targets are taken seriously. On the other hand, and probably
more importantly, accountability makes D&I targets more effective: targets
are more likely to be met when their achievement is made a key performance
indicator (Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2013). In transorganisational
D&l target setting, equivalent principles are applied when, for instance, fund-
ing or commissions are made dependent on the achievement of D&I targets.
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In themselves, these three aspects of D&I target setting feel somewhat
commonsensical. However, our research raises an empirical and a conceptual
point. Empirically, our analysis of screen industry reports and publications
found little if any information on target setting processes (see Chapter 4) and
therefore on any underlying principles, rationale or criteria. To be clear: the
Review did not find that principles of good target setting were not or are not
being adhered to in the UK screen industries. The research merely allowed us
to note the absence of information and that it was therefore not possible to say
whether or not principles of good target setting had been applied.

This empirical point is important in its own right: in the spirit of trans-
parency and accountability, it would be good practice to publish information
about how D&I targets were set. The absence of such information is particu-
larly noteworthy though in connection with the conceptual point: the above
principles are markedly less straightforward to apply when setting transorgan-
isational D&I targets. There is no dedicated research, evidence or guidance
specifically about how one organisation should set a D&I target that another
organisation is responsible for delivering. Assessing what evidence there is
through the lens of transorganisational relationships, two aspects stand out.

First, if one organisation sets D&I targets for one or more other organisa-
tions, there will be an increased need for clarity regarding terminology and
rationales. Transorganisational D&I targets will need to be accompanied by
definitions of key terms (e.g. for diversity characteristics, regions, interven-
tions) to avoid misunderstandings about the parameters under which change is
to be delivered. Transorganisational D&I targets should also be accompanied
by a clearly stated rationale for the target, including why it was chosen and
how it was set. This information is essential if D&I targets are to be meaning-
ful to target recipients — and thus effective tools for change.

Second, for transorganisational D&I targets the combination of the ‘ambi-
tious but achievable’ principle, the action-based aspect of targets and the need
for target recipients to be in control of delivery on targets becomes a potential
Bermuda triangle of good D&I intentions. Setting an ambitious yet achievable
D&l target for another organisation requires considerable insight into the other
organisation’s actions and circumstances. For organisation A to set a target that
organisation B perceives as ambitious yet achievable — and that is therefore
a functioning, effective target — organisation A will require good insight into
which actions are and are not possible for organisation B. There will likely be a
multitude of aspects that shape whether and how such vital insight into another
organisation’s abilities and limits can be gained. For instance, if organisation
B’s opportunity to access funding from organisation A depends on fulfill-
ing D&I targets, B might have an incentive to overstate its ability to deliver
on D&I. The nature and quality of the relationship between a target setting
organisation and a target receiving organisation will therefore have significant
impact on how effectively transorganisational targets can be set.
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Box 3.1 Ambition versus achievability in D&I
target setting

The Welsh Government (2021) set ambitious targets for both the
external recruitment and the promotion of disabled people. Against a
baseline of 6% of disabled people working in the organisation in 2020,
it strived to achieve a target for externally recruiting 20% of people who
identify as disabled by 2026 and 30% by 2030, with targets and actions
being reviewed against achievements and lessons learned by 2026. The
Welsh Government also aimed to promote disabled people beyond the
level that matches their population share (22.7% in Wales). It argued
that ‘meeting these very ambitious targets will be extremely challeng-
ing and will be dependent on continued focus and investment. How-
ever, we would prefer to have stretching targets that we will struggle
to achieve than to lack ambition on this very important issue’. (ibid.: 9)

3.2 Baseline measures for D&I targets

When we set a D&I target, we — more or less explicitly — acknowledge that we
are not happy with the status quo and that we want to change it. To assess the
status quo, and to then come to the conclusion that we need to set a D&I target,
we require baseline measures: good-quality data that informs us about a D&I-
relevant aspect of the current situation (c.f. CIPD, 2019; McGregor-Smith
Review, 2017). What that baseline data relates to entirely depends on the D&I
issue we decide to examine. Baseline data might, for instance, be information
about the current participant diversity of training interventions, the diversity of
a company’s workforce, current pay gaps or evidence of current investment in
D&l interventions. However, in the same way that D&I targets can cover any
D&l issue deemed relevant but most D&I targets currently in use are diversity
targets, current research and evidence squarely focus on baseline measures for
diversity targets, and more specifically, workforce diversity targets.

Baseline measures for diversity targets typically use diversity data: data
about individuals’ characteristics, for example, their sex/gender, age, race/eth-
nicity etc., that is deemed relevant to diversity and inclusion. Such diversity
data is gathered about an overall group of people (e.g. a company’s work-
force) and compared to reference data (see Section 3.3) to identify under-
representation of individuals with a particular characteristic.

Diversity data is typically obtained by asking individuals to confidentially
and voluntarily fill in monitoring forms, often via a company HR system (see
also Box 3.2). This data needs to be managed and processed in line with legal
requirements (e.g. the UK Data Protection Act 2018 (Gov.uk, 2023) or EU
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General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR EU, 2023)). Where diversity data
is published, even within an organisation, individuals’ personal information
needs to be protected and data needs to be processed in ways that do not allow
identifying individuals. This consideration is particularly important where both
the sample for which data is reported and the percentage of individuals with
a particular characteristic are small (e.g. if in a department of 10 employees
1% identify as LGBTQ).

In the screen industries, diversity data is gathered both organisationally
and transorganisationally.

* Organisational diversity data is gathered by employers, in particular the
main broadcasters. Their data is published in organisational reports (e.g.
BBC, 2018b; Channel 4, 2018; ITV, 2020; Sky, 2021) and in summary
accounts such as those by Ofcom (2020b).

» Transorganisational diversity data is collected and published in several
ways, most prominently through Diamond (e.g. CDN, 2021) and the BFI
Diversity Standards (e.g. BFI, 2020). ScreenSkills and Pact also collect
diversity data for training participants via monitoring forms (e.g. Screen-
Skills, 2019). Diversity data that transcends organisations is also collected
through infrequent surveys such as Ukie’s Games Industry Census (Taylor,
2022) or the UK Screen Alliance’s (2019) Inclusion and Diversity in UK
Visual Effects, Animation and Post-Production Survey. Secondary analy-
sis of general data sources such as the ONS Labour Force Survey (e.g.
Carey et al., 2021) provides additional information about the D&I profile
of the screen industry workforce.

As with many aspects of D&I target setting, our research unearthed no
evidence or guidance beyond diversity targets. To a degree, however, under-
standing which information could usefully serve as baseline data is not the
most complicated question: to understand D&I investment, resource measures
relating to staff time or monetary investment will likely be appropriate, and
for pay gap targets various data points for staff remuneration will be needed.
Assessing the status quo for employee experience or, in the screen industries,
on-screen portrayal will require slightly different methods that work with
qualitative data (e.g. surveys, content analysis), but here too, sensible starting
points should not be out of reach. The Creative Industries Councils’ Chart-
ing Progress Framework (CIC, forthcoming), for instance, suggests which
aspects about D&I interventions organisations might capture to set inclusion
targets for interventions or investment — for example, empirical footprint or
frequency of an intervention or investment. Notwithstanding some more fun-
damental questions about working with D&I data (see Chapter 5) and the need
to build better evidence on which data to use in D&I target setting generally
(e.g. ScreenSkills, 2023), standard business methods for gathering data about
organisational processes and practices should yield reasonably robust baseline



D&I target setting 27

data for most D&I targets. The standard methodological principles for work-
ing with data pertain here too: baseline measures need to be reliable (i.e. they
need to produce stable measures of a variable) and valid (i.e. credibly measure
what they say they measure) (Bryman, 2016). The more challenging question
is how this baseline data should be interpreted and translated into target lev-
els. The following Sections 3.3-3.5 on reference data and setting D&I target
levels explore potential answers.

Box 3.2 Disclosure rates

The percentage of individuals who have provided information on a
diversity characteristic is known as the disclosure rate. PwC’s (n.d.-a)
Diversity data guide advises to aim for a disclosure rate between at
least 60% to ideally 80%. However, both in the screen industries and
generally, low disclosure rates are a ‘major problem’ (CIPD, 2019) —
partly because individuals are not motivated to provide their data and
partly because individuals are unsure who can access their data and
how it might be used (see also Chapter 5).

Engaging employees on how the data is being used can ‘signifi-
cantly improve response rates on an ongoing basis’ (PwC, n.d., see
also McGregor-Smith Review, 2017). Trust and an inclusive culture
are also linked with higher disclosure rates (CIPD, 2019). Where the
disclosure rate is low, PwC’s (n.d.) Diversity data guide suggests gath-
ering additional qualitative data for further insight.

Targeted campaigns can improve disclosure rates for diversity
data. At Lloyds Banking Group, for instance, regular communication
campaigns sponsored by senior leadership and supported by guidance
information for managers led to a 4% increase in self-disclosed ethnic-
ity data on the HR system (McGregor-Smith Review, 2017). In the
screen industries, Channel 4’s internal ‘This Is Me’ campaign which
featured videos about the working day of disabled staff achieved even
more dramatic results. In the wake of ‘This Is Me’, 90% of employees
updated their diversity data and disability disclosure almost quadru-
pled from 3% to 11.5% (Channel 4, 2019b).

3.3 Reference data for D&I targets

Baseline measures provide information about a current situation. This infor-
mation is then compared to reference data: data that provides information on
the same D&l issue in a different context. The previous section remarked that
choosing baseline measures is not the most complicated question. Choosing
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reference data requires a bit more reflection. The reference data we are most
used to seeing in D&I target setting and — crucially — in diversity data report-
ing is demographic data for a nation’s workforce or population. Section 3.4
will discuss using this type of reference data. First though we need to take a
step back and reflect more broadly on what reference data is meant to do and
therefore, what we need to bear in mind when choosing which reference data
to work with.

More often than not, my conversations with industry and policy follow a
well-trodden pattern: I mention ‘diversity and inclusion’ and the person I am
in conversation with tells me how their staff or student body compares to
demographic indicators for the United Kingdom. In the introduction, I already
hinted at the limitations of such a focus on diversity and [ will expand on these
thoughts in Chapter 5. I briefly want to pick them up here though to break this
reflex that links mentions of D&I to demographic data as ‘the’ reference point.

In principle, reference data can be any data that we identify as useful for
comparing or benchmarking our own status quo with. When we work with
reference data, we are in the business of comparing ourselves to what is hap-
pening elsewhere. For those comparisons, the first question has to be how we
can know about the issue that interest us for our own context — our company,
our industry — in a different context. If we have decided to use workforce
diversity data to understand whether workers with specific characteristics find
it more difficult to get work in our company than elsewhere, comparing our
staff profile to demographic data elsewhere can make sense. If our question
is, however, how active our company is in addressing issues of diversity and
inclusion, benchmarking ourselves to fellow employers in our industry might
not yield much information. Organisations in the same context tend to broadly
mirror how they do business. We might find ourselves to be running more
D&I interventions than our competitors or to be investing more D&I budget.
But if our industry performs poorly on D&I overall, such a benchmarking
outcome might merely mean we are doing better than a bad average — not
necessarily a reason to be cheerful.

Our research found little evidence or guidance on which reference data to
use for inclusion targets. Some organisations reported benchmarking them-
selves against data from other organisations in and outwith the screen indus-
tries. The BBC, for instance, benchmarks the socio-economic diversity of
its workforce against public sector organisations and KPMG (BBC, 2018c).
Ofcom, for its own workforce, points towards diversity indicators such as
the Stonewall Workplace Equality Index or the Social Mobility Foundation’s
Social Mobility Index (Ofcom, 2018a). In principle, benchmarking can be
a potentially useful exercise for developing inclusion targets. However, as
flagged earlier, it requires reflection on which benchmarks are appropriate to
use and why. For instance, for a large broadcaster looking to close pay gaps,
non-broadcasting organisations of a similar size and staft/job structure might
be a more meaningful benchmark than other broadcasters of a much smaller
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size. How useful benchmarking can be will also depend on the information
other organisations or industries make available. If a D&I target is to pertain
to staff experience, for instance, finding out how included staff feel elsewhere
might not easily be possible, either because other organisations do not gather
that type of data or because they might not publish it, for instance for reputa-
tional reasons.

At the time of writing, the evidence base for choosing reference data and
working with it is still thin. It is therefore difficult to say what — beyond build-
ing better evidence — we should exactly be doing. As with baseline measures,
to some extent we can turn towards general methodological principles: we
want our reference data to be reliable and valid (see Section 2.1). However,
the availability of reference data is less in our control than the availability
of baseline data. We thus need to reflect on what we can usefully compare
our baseline measures to and what good-quality data is available to us from
elsewhere. If we cannot identify useful reference data, we may need to revisit
the baseline measures we want to use. Beyond these points, the only honest
option for the moment is to acknowledge that good practice regarding refer-
ence data for D&I targets is work in progress, and to share our workings and
reflections as openly as possible, so that we can collectively build better evi-
dence of ‘what good looks like’.

3.4 Using demographic data as reference data

By far the most visible reference data in the UK screen industries takes the form
of demographical statistics. Such statistics tell us what variations of individual
characteristics (e.g. age, disability or sex/gender) we might find in a group, and
how common different versions of each characteristic are in that group. In sta-
tistical terms, an individual characteristic is a variable (e.g. age) with differ-
ent values (e.g. 15 years and under, 16-24 years, 25-34 years, 35-49 years,
50-64 years, 65 and over, as used in the 2021 Census (ONS, 2023b)). The distri-
bution for this variable shows us the number or share of people with a particular
characteristic (e.g. the number or percentage of people in each age group).
Such statistics feature mainly in relation to workforce diversity (e.g.
Davies Review, 2011; Parker Review, 2017). The three most commonly used
statistical measures are population, working-age population and labour force:

*  Population: This reference group is the broadest possible one. It includes
the entire population of a geographical footprint, typically a nation or
country. The population includes everyone residing in that footprint, not
just individuals currently in work or of working age.

Population data shows the representation of different groups undistorted
by any issues of entering or remaining in the labour market. Where barri-
ers to work or to looking for work exist, for instance for disabled people
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or carers, population data gives a better idea of how these groups are rep-
resented overall than labour force data. However, population data also
includes individuals who cannot yet enter the labour market because they
are too young and individuals who have permanently retired from paid
work.

*  Working-age population: The working-age population comprises all indi-
viduals aged 16 to 64 within a geographical footprint, typically a nation or
country (e.g. ONS Labour Force Survey).

The working-age population is the pool from which the labour force can be
drawn. Like population statistics, working-age population statistics provide
information about the representation of different groups generally; they are
not skewed by potentially unequal opportunities of actually entering the
labour force (see later).

The working-age population excludes, however, a small but significant
group of individuals still working at age 65 and over (around 10% of that
age group). This exclusion can be relevant for D&I targets relating to the
protected characteristics age and disability.

e Labour force: The labour force comprises ‘the proportion of a country’s
working-age population that engages actively in the labour market, either
by working or looking for work’ (ILO, not dated). It excludes anyone who
might want to work but is not officially registered as looking for work. The
labour force will be significantly smaller than the working-age population
if many individuals of working age face significant barriers to remaining
in work or to looking for work. Such barriers might, for instance, be a
country’s welfare system making it difficult to register as job seeking.

Data on these three reference groups can be drawn from multiple sources.
In the United Kingdom, the main sources of population data come from the
Office for National Statistics (ONS): the Census (ONS, 2023b) (if reasonably
up to date) or the Annual Population Survey (ONS, 2023a). Data on working-
age population or labour force participation primarily comes from the ONS’
Labour Force Survey (ONS, 2023c¢). The Census aims to gather data on every
individual resident in the United Kingdom once in a decade. The Annual Pop-
ulation Survey (APS) and the Labour Force Survey (LFS) run much more fre-
quently (every three months) but cover only a sample of fewer than 400,000
individuals in the UK population. All three sources contain information on the
majority of diversity characteristics and can be broken down to national and
regional level. Access to some formats of Census, APS and LFS data requires
specialist registration and statistical skills.

According to the Creative Equity Toolkit (n.d.) website, national popu-
lation statistics are commonly used as reference data for identifying under-
representation and setting D&I workforce diversity targets. For the UK
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screen industries, information about which reference data is used is often
ambiguous; for instance, publications appeared to use population and working-
age population synonymously when stating D&I targets. However, the fol-
lowing example of Diamond provides a useful illustration of working with
different reference data sources depending on the diversity aspect in question.

Diamond collects data on the diversity characteristics of contributors to
broadcast content (e.g. CDN, 2021). It records data on six characteristics
(gender, gender identity, age, race and ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability)
and reports on workforce diversity and on-screen diversity. Diamond uses dif-
ferent reference data sources for the analysis of off-screen workforce diversity
and on-screen diversity:

* For workforce diversity in off-screen roles, Diamond uses labour force
statistics first, and population figures only where labour force statistics are
unavailable, for example, population estimates for different ethnic groups
(CDN, 2021). The use of labour force statistics as reference data allows
Diamond to compare access to the broadcasting labour market with access
to the UK labour market more broadly. The implicit assumption is that if
that comparison shows the broadcasting workforce to be less diverse than
the national labour force, there might be broadcasting-specific barriers to
labour market participation and advancement in play that need addressing.

» For on-screen diversity Diamond uses population statistics as reference
data. On-screen diversity as a D&I measure is based on the assumption
that diverse TV audiences should see themselves reflected in on-screen
content. As on-screen content is viewed by everyone, not just those of
working age or in work, Diamond choses population data as the most rel-
evant reference data (CDN, 2021). This logic of comparing audience data
with population data is quite common. Another example of referring to
population data in this way is Arts Council England’s (2021a) aim for tar-
gets to ensure organisations’ activities ‘reflect the communities in which
they work’ (pp. 52-53).

Importantly, Diamond itself only reports diversity data for UK broadcasting.
It does not set D&I targets. CDN’s Doubling Disability initiative (CAMEo,
2019) used Diamond data to set transorganisational disability targets for the
Diamond broadcasters. However, the above example is only illustrative of
how reference data sources are used in reporting data, not in setting targets.
Our evidence review did not find much evidence or guidance using refer-
ence data to set participant diversity targets. The BFI and ScreenSkills are
positive examples in that they state which data source they use. The BFI (n.d.)
indicates that it used working-age population data to set diversity targets that
apply across its funding recipients, including BFI NETWORK. ScreenSkills
(2019) cites UK Census data on disability, ethnicity and gender as its refer-
ence data sources. In both cases, however, the actual target levels set are not a
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like-for-like match to UK working-age population or population statistics and
it is not obvious how exactly ONS population statistics were translated into
actual D&I targets.

For some D&I questions, screen-industries-specific data sources can pro-
vide useful reference data. Appendix 2 provides an overview of four sources:
Diamond, Ofcom’s summary reports of broadcaster-reported employee data
and two screen-industries-specific data sources compiled by UK Screen Alli-
ance and Ukie. The latter three data sources are not regular data collections.
While they can provide useful touchpoints for D&I data setting, their use will
be more limited than that of regularly updated data sources. Screen-industries-
specific data sources can be helpful in target setting, for instance to evidence
the under-representation of a particular group. Similarly, data from these
sources might be used to gauge the likely gap between the representation of
a particular group within the UK population and in the UK screen industries.
Data from these sources should be used cautiously though: using represen-
tation levels from screen-industries-specific data as target levels would risk
reproducing existing problems with under-representation in the screen indus-
tries workforce and likely not drive change.

3.5 Setting D&I target levels

The most glaring gap in the evidence on D&I target setting concerns the actual
setting of targets: which D&I target type(s) to choose, which diversity char-
acteristics to set targets for and which level to set a target at. Our research
found very little information on how these decisions are currently made or
guidance on how they should be made. Some publications contained implicit
rationales that we could piece together reading across documents and between
the lines. For instance, a D&I report might declare an overall intention of
having its workforce or output ‘better reflect the UK’s population’, and a later
chapter might then mention D&I targets with levels that very broadly mirror
the representation of different groups within the UK population. But we did
not find concrete explanations on how baseline measures and reference data
had been used to identify and set targets and target levels. Especially work-
force diversity targets have become so established in the UK screen industries
that industry publications and conversations seem to imply some underlying
established practice. But we soon come across, as ScreenSkills CEO Seetha
Kumar put it, ‘questions about detail, consistency and good practice guid-
ance’ (ScreenSkills, 2023: 8). We thus have to start this section, too, with the
recognition that good practice on choosing targets and target levels is work in
progress and more experience and evidence will be needed before we know
‘what good looks like’.

At least for workforce and participant diversity targets — and, it should be
stressed, only for these two target types — there is enough evidence to discuss
a few aspects of identifying target levels. First, there seems to be an emerging
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recognition that the principle of achievability needs to be taken into account
when setting diversity target levels. A concrete example in the UK screen
industries is that of Doubling Disability, a CDN-led intervention that com-
mitted the UK’s main broadcasters to doubling the share of disabled people
in off-screen broadcasting roles between 2018 and 2021 (CDN, n.d.). At the
time of target setting, only 4.5% of broadcasting workers in off-screen roles
identified as disabled, compared to 17% of the UK’s working-age popula-
tion. Faced with such a considerable difference and mindful that D&I targets
need to be realistic (see Section 3.1), CDN explicitly opted to not set a target
level that mirrored working-age population statistics, but one that was deemed
more achievable (9%).

Second, and also related to achievability, there is some discussion of local
or regional adjustments to diversity target levels for race/ethnicity. The share
of Black, Asian and other minoritised groups in the population, working-age
population and labour force varies across the UK nations and English regions.
The McGregor-Smith Review (2017), for example, states:

Some of the best examples we have seen of targets being delivered have
come from employers who tailor these to local circumstances, allow-
ing regional business managers to take ownership. For instance, where
employers are based in areas of low BME density, expecting them to reach
14% of their workforce is unrealistic. However, this works both ways and
where employers are located in urban areas with high BME populations
such as London, Birmingham or Manchester, aiming for 14% would be
neither representative nor ambitious enough. For a national organisation,
I would expect to see overall targets of 14%, rising to 20% by 2050 in line
with predictions for UK population growth and composition.

(ibid., p. 14).

According to BITC’s (2020) survey, only about a third of employers use
‘national and local demographic data to set targets/KPIs for recruitment to
ensure the applications received are reflective of the talent pool’ (BITC, 2020:
28). In the UK screen industries, the BFI aims for 40% for those identifying
as ethnically diverse in London and 30% for those identifying as ethnically
diverse outside London (BFI, n.d.).

Regional variations are only considered for race and ethnicity though,
and often for the — rather broad — comparison of London/South East Eng-
land versus the rest of the United Kingdom. There is no discussion, let alone
detailed guidance, on how to take into account production hubs outside
London, for instance, in Glasgow, Manchester-Salford, Leeds, Cardiff and
Bristol (CAMEo, 2018; Ozimek, 2020), where the race and ethnicity profile
of the (working age) population and labour force vary in comparison to the
UK population average as well as to population averages of the respective
greater region. Our research also found no guidance on how regions should be
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defined and where regional reference data should be drawn from. The princi-
ple of achievability would suggest that where reference data shows regional
variation, workforce and participant diversity targets should be adjusted using
regional reference data rather than UK-wider reference data. Such regional
adjustments will likely be especially important in transorganisational target
setting, for instance, to avoid a UK-wide operating organisation setting targets
that locally delivering organisations find too difficult to achieve.

Third, the single-figure percentage format used in diversity targets has
instigated an interesting, though not yet very prominent conversation about
target ranges. The European Institute for Gender Equality (2018, see also
Coles et al., 2018) suggests aiming for gender balance rather than a 50/50
split between women and men. Gender balance is defined as having no less
than 40% women or men in the group in question. If we consider the idea of
target ranges in combination with the principles of good target setting (Sec-
tion 3.1), target ranges turn out to have considerable advantages, especially
for transorganisational diversity target setting:

» Target ranges are more likely to be seen as meaningful: in practice, data
collection and reliability alone make it unlikely that a diversity target
expressed as percentage figure can be deemed to be ‘exactly’ met. For
instance, there are typically sizeable gaps in diversity data because not all
training participants or staff fill in diversity monitoring forms or return
a high share of ‘prefer not to say’ answers. Under those circumstances,
calculating whether the share of people with a specific characteristic does
reach a target of, say, 14% or maybe remains just below that figure can
be both methodologically challenging and feel somewhat arbitrary, if not
outright meaningless. Setting a target range instead of a single-figure tar-
get signals understanding of the conditions under which an organisation
is trying to achieve the target, and thus makes the target more meaningful
and relevant — and thus more likely to meet the principles of good target
setting and to be more effective.

» Targets set as strict percentages can incentivise practices that are, ulti-
mately, counterproductive for achieving inclusion. A percentage figure
target for workforce diversity can act as an incentive to make what has
become known as ‘diversity hires’: appointments that informally prioritise
someone’s diversity characteristics so that diversity targets are fulfilled.
Diversity hires carry a significant danger of stigma: appointees are seen
as hired not for their skills, talent and experience, but for their identity. In
a society that sees itself as meritocratic, such perceptions are not compli-
ments. Hiring for diversity can thus harm the individual and will likely
also not lead to meaningfully inclusive cultures overall (e.g. Maxwell,
2004; Saha, 2010).

» Target ranges can provide flexibility in target achievement for shorter inter-
ventions or interventions with a small group of participants. Participant
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diversity on a one-day seminar, for instance, might be lower than the diver-
sity of a target population despite inclusive organisation and marketing.
A target range, ideally applied to a series of seminars, would likely be
more meaningful and appropriate. Similarly, an 8% workforce diversity
target for LGBTQ+ for a project team of 15 people is mathematically
impossible to achieve.

Overall, target ranges can help prevent a counterproductive preoccupation
with ‘counting diversity’ and free up attention and resource for more mean-
ingfully improving inclusion. Target ranges are thus more likely to comple-
ment the principles of good target setting (see Section 3.1). Building on the
‘gender balance’ concept, target ranges could be set so that the lower end
of the target range equates to 0.8 x reference data value and the upper end
equates to 1.2 x reference data value. That means, a 50/50 diversity target
for gender would become a 40%—60% target and an 18% target for disability
would, if rounded, become a 14%—22% target.

Beyond these discussion points, substantive questions remain: How big
would the gap between baseline and reference data need to be to trigger the
setting of a target? At what point can a target count as fulfilled and be dropped,
and what might the political ramifications of dropping a target be? Chapter 5
returns to these questions and how we might approach target setting despite
the current gaps in evidence.

3.6 Setting timelines and monitoring progress

To work effectively D&I targets need to be timebound: they need to clearly
indicate by when a target is to be achieved. Because, as emphasised in Chap-
ter 2, targets are commitments to action, timelines for target achievement need
to take into account how long it will take to execute the action that the target
commits to and whether there might be any additional time required for the
action to show measurable results. Effective timelines will thus differ from
target to target. Diversity targets for recruitment or for non-executive board
members, for instance, may be quicker to achieve than diversity targets for
internal promotion. Similarly, it might not take long to meet a D&I investment
target but much longer to establish the aspired suite of D&I interventions that
this D&I investment makes possible.

Where improving diversity and inclusion requires complex organisational
change, timelines of around five years tend to be recommended (e.g. Work-
place Gender Equality Agency, 2013), for instance, in recent UK reviews
on gender and race/ethnicity diversity at board level (Davies Review, 2011;
Parker Review, 2017). Large organisations may decide to set targets around
a five- to ten-year period to allow for broad-scope action plans to be imple-
mented and changes to occur.
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However, as emphasised by the principles of target setting (see Section 3.1),
D&I targets also need to be perceived as concrete enough to require present-
day action. Where targets are set with mid- to long-term timelines, it is good
practice to monitor progress on a regular basis, using the measures agreed
in target setting (Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2013), on either a
six-monthly or annual basis over this period. The McGregor-Smith Review
(2017) into racial inequalities, for instance, recommends setting five-year
aspirational targets for organisations and monitoring progress against targets
annually.

Finally, we need to consider data collection when we set timelines for D&I
targets. Monitoring progress against D&I targets is likely to be less resource
intensive for numerical targets. Data on workforce diversity, training partici-
pation or pay gaps is relatively easy to collect and analyse, and thus lends
itself to shorter monitoring cycles. Data on, for instance, interventions or — in
the screen industries — on on-screen portrayal is more resource intensive to
collect and also require a meaningful number of incidents to report on (e.g.
D&I interventions to have been delivered) (see CIC, forthcoming). We need
to consider such practicalities and resource requirements for data collection so
that timelines for monitoring and target achievement do not compromise prin-
ciples such as meaningfulness. In particular, the time and resources required
for data collection need to be proportionate to the time and resources of deliv-
ering D&I interventions. As a rule of thumb, shorter monitoring cycles for
D&l targets are more likely to be appropriate for numerical measures and
longer monitoring cycles for D&I targets with non-numerical measures.

3.7 Reviewing D&I targets

As with many other aspects of D&I targets, there is no guidance on reviewing
D&l targets. In the absence of better evidence, a fruitful approach seems to be
to periodically check whether the D&I targets set continue to comply with the
principles for target setting: Do the targets remain clear, action-based, ambi-
tious and achievable, and the arrangements for monitoring and accountability
appropriate? If not, how would the portfolio of targets need to be revised to
reflect the principles of good target setting? At the level of the individual
target, a review will likely consider how the target is defined and whether the
target level is appropriate, or should be increased or lowered.

For setting review cycles or timelines, the action-based principle of target
setting will be important to bear in mind: Review cycles need to allow actions
towards target achievement to yield results. Another consideration might be
the availability of updated reference data. Reference data such as working-age
population statistics is available in shorter cycles than recommended for D&I
target setting overall, so should not be too much of a constraint. But where ref-
erence data comes from more smaller or more industry-specific sources (e.g.
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Section 3.3), their publication cycles can be useful to take into account. In
the UK screen industries, another consideration could be to align D&I target
review cycles with those of leading industry organisations, especially those
that regularly set targets for other organisations (e.g. BFI, main broadcasters).
However, the stakeholder consultation undertaken as part of the ScreenSkills
D&l Targets Review did not return any information on how frequently these
stakeholders review their D&I targets.

Where D&I targets have been set with short- to mid-term timelines of
around five years, it seems reasonable to undertake target reviews towards the
end of that timeline. Where progress monitoring indicates target achievement
well ahead of schedule, an earlier review and adjustment could be considered
(see Box 3.3). For D&I targets with longer timelines of between five and ten
years, it seems reasonable to review targets at least at the halfway point to
establish if they still comply with the principles of good target setting.

Finally, where D&I targets are set and delivered upon transorganisation-
ally, any meaningful target review would need to involve conversations
between the organisation(s) setting the targets and the organisation(s) deliver-
ing on the targets.

Box 3.3 Adjusting workforce diversity targets

Channel 4’s overall diversity targets set in 2015 for 2020 aimed to
match ‘national representation’. The targets were to increase in repre-
sentation of staff from Black, Asian and minoritised backgrounds from
15% to 20%; achieve a gender split of 50:50 women/men; and increase
the share of disabled staff from 1.9% to 6% and of staff identifying as
LGBT+ from 2.4% to 6% (Channel 4, 2015). Some of these targets
were revised ahead of schedule in 2019, with the race & ethnicity target
extended to 2023 and the doubling of the disability target by 2023. In
both cases, the actual representation in 2018 was already quite close to
the target (Channel 4, 2019a).




4 D&I targets in the UK
screen industries

This chapter explains how D&I targets are currently used in the
UK screen industries. Based on in-depth analyses of 78 publicly
available publications from broadcasters and sector organisations,
it reviews cross-cutting trends, details what diversity targets are
typically set for and at which levels and discusses the use of refer-
ence data. The chapter then outlines the emerging use of inclusion
targets and, to close, challenges of D&I target setting in the UK
screen industries.

4.1 A D&I ecology perspective

D&I targets are not new to the UK screen industries. There is now, in the
early 2020s, enough work and experience with D&I targets for us to analyse
and comment on. The research underlying this book did exactly that, and its
overall finding — ‘we need to better understand D&I targets and how we use
them meaningfully’ — is the reason this book exists. But to get better at mean-
ingfully using D&I targets, we need to know our starting point. Not just so
that we can chart progress, but also so that we can anticipate where barriers
to improvement might show up and where we can draw on existing strengths.

This chapter uses the findings from the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review
to paint a more detailed picture of D&I target setting in the UK screen indus-
tries. It is based on the analysis of 78 reports and D&I documents published
2010-2023 on the websites of key screen industries organisations: BBC,
BFI, CDN, Channel 4, ITV, Netflix, Ofcom, Pact, Sky and ViacomCBS. The
ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review looked at which types of targets were set in
these documents and how they were justified, which diversity characteristics
targets were set for, how baseline data and reference data were used and how
D&I target setting was discussed (see Appendix 1 for details).

The Review found clear patterns in how D&I targets are used across UK
screen. This result in itself is not surprising: the UK screen industries are domi-
nated by a fairly small group of key organisations. Broadcasters, funders and
sector organisations publicly talk about what they do and are in conversation
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and exchange with each other through shared platforms such as CDN and
Creative Industries Council, D&I-focused industry events and trade press cov-
erage. The broadcasters are subject to the same Ofcom regulation and D&I-
related licence conditions, and as employers they need to adhere to the same
D&l-related legislation (e.g. 2010 Equality Act, Gender Pay Gap legislation).
Key D&I personnel frequently move between broadcasters and sector organi-
sations. Under such conditions, we would expect a certain degree of isomor-
phism amongst organisational practices (e.g. Alvarez et al., 2005; Boxenbaum
and Jonsson, 2017), and indeed, previous research has found strong similarities
in, for instance, how gender inequality is understood (e.g. Eikhof et al., 2019).

These patterns, this degree of isomorphism, justify us talking about the
UK screen industries as a collective, or a D&I ecology. They justify using
phrases like ‘typically ...” or ‘most prominently ...” to describe industry prac-
tice rather than having to report on each organisations’ individual actions. The
degree of isomorphism also justifies commenting on the context of the UK
screen industries’ D&I ecology. And it allows pointing out gaps or shortcom-
ings in what the collective of organisations in this ecology does. This ecology
perspective is conceptually appropriate for capturing the transorganisational
nature of screen production generally, and D&I target setting specifically.
Transorganisational D&I targets, that is, targets set by one organisation for
another (see Section 2.6), are a key feature of the UK screen industries. It
would therefore be neither academically rigorous nor practically helpful to
look at D&I targets as something screen organisations do in isolation. But it
is important to understand that this understanding of the screen industries as a
collective or ecology also means that what each individual organisation does
by way of D&I target setting, for better or worse, somewhat disappears out of
view and blends into the overall picture. The findings reported in this chap-
ter should therefore not be read as an endorsement of any one organisation’s
D&I target setting practices or a critique of another’s. They should be read
as describing the status quo of the D&I ecology that the organisations whose
publications were analysed form together.

4.2 The bigger picture

Before getting into the detailed findings, this section provides an overview
of D&I targets within the screen industries’ D&I ecology. From this perspec-
tive, five findings from the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review are important
scene setters. First, D&I targets are key pieces of the D&I jigsaw, but they
do not dominate the picture. D&I targets are part of a wider effort to improve
diversity and inclusion. The documents analysed showed an established and
continuously evolving conversation about D&I interventions, D&I data,
motivations for improving diversity and inclusion, and barriers to improve-
ment (see also CAMEo, 2018; Carey et al., 2020; CIC, 2020; Ozimek, 2020).
Diversity and inclusion have clearly become an area of collective practice



40 D&I targets in the UK screen industries

into which the UK screen industries invest time, effort and financial resource,
and about which there is a public debate within and outwith the industry, for
instance, about the diversity of BAFTA nominations and awards (e.g. Abdul,
2023; Katsha, 2023). D&I targets are embedded within screen industry prac-
tice and conversations but they are not the focus.

Second, the monitoring of D& data remains more prominent than D&I
target setting. The organisations whose publications we analysed use D&I
targets more and more explicitly. However, it remains important to distinguish
between the collection, monitoring and reporting of D&I-related data and the
commitment to concrete D&I targets. The former is widely established. At
organisational level, the broadcasters publish regular reports about the make-
up of their workforces (e.g. BBC, 2021a; Channel 4, 2019a; ITV, 2018; Sky,
2021b; Viacom/Channel 5, 2016). Across the industry, Diamond, Ofcom,
ScreenSkills, UK Screen Alliance and Ukie generate and provide transor-
ganisational diversity data, which in turn feeds into the data work undertaken
in individual organisations. D&I targets as defined in Section 2.2, that is, as
explicitly stated, timebound and measurable outcomes that relate to D&I and
are to be achieved through strategic and operational action, are much rarer
and thus less visible. In addition, where D&I targets are set in the UK screen
industries, they tend to be diversity targets expressed as percentages and thus
look similar to diversity data monitoring, which works with the same formats.
As a consequence, it is easy not only to overlook proper D&I targets in the
UK screen industries, but also to misinterpret the ubiquity of data reporting as
widespread D&I target setting practice.

Third, the imbalance between diversity data monitoring and D&I target
setting is mirrored and somewhat amplified by a skewed data focus. As much
as the collection, monitoring and reporting of data related to diversity and
inclusion have become industry standard, our research found them squarely
focused on workforce diversity and on-screen diversity, and, to a lesser
extent, pay gaps. Data on D&I interventions, on-screen portrayal and D&I
investment was not systematically published and appeared to be much less
comprehensively collected. These patterns in data collection and publication
are important because they reinforce the lopsided attention to diversity over
inclusion as a concept and diversity targets over inclusion targets as tools — an
imbalance that, as we will discuss in Chapter 5, is ultimately counterproduc-
tive to meaningfully improving diversity and inclusion.

Fourthly, D&I targets are still something the UK screen industries do
rather than discuss. There was — at the time of writing this book, and indeed
the reason for writing it — no visible conversation about, or reflection on, D&I
target setting. Overwhelmingly public information about D&I targets was
limited to statements of D&I targets. These statements were not accompanied
by explanations of how a target had been set or which (other) targets — by type
or by diversity characteristic — had been considered. Even references towards
actions that were expected to affect progress towards target achievement, that
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is, statements about how the respective target would work, were scarce. There
were no signs of established collective conversations about rationales for tar-
get setting or about target setting processes. The overall appearance of D&l
targets in the documents was a slightly paradoxical one: D& targets seemed
somewhat naturally part of the picture, alongside statements about overall
D&l aspirations and descriptions of concrete interventions, but the mechanics
of how they were imagined to work as part of the overall D&I effort were not
really explained.

Fifthly and finally, at the time of the research, D&I target setting in the
screen industries was notably more nuanced and developed than in other UK
sectors. Outwith the screen industries D&I targets overwhelmingly focused
on workforce diversity (e.g. Noon and Ogbonna, 2021). By contrast the
UK screen industries clearly recognised that in addition to their workforce
reflecting the diversity of the UK’s overall workforce, their screen outputs
also needed to reflect the diversity of their audiences, that is, of the whole
UK population. This recognition may now be growing in other, in particular
creative, industries (see CIC, 2020; and, for a longer standing concern, Arts
Council England, 2021b). The screen industries’ business model and products
might make questions about whether audiences see themselves in what they
see on screen more likely to be asked and possibly also easier to answer. Still,
the focus on representation in outputs was notably stark in the UK screen
industries, whether in Diamond’s analysis of on-screen diversity through ‘per-
ceived data’ (CDN, 2021; see Section 5.2) or in the attention to diversity in
narratives and stories (BFI, 2019; Channel 4, 2019a; see Section 2.4.) Moreo-
ver, across their D&I efforts, the screen industries also recognised a com-
paratively larger set of diversity characteristics as relevant. Diversity data was
collected not only for the protected characteristics listed in the 2010 Equality
Act but increasingly also for socio-economic background, caring responsibili-
ties, geographical location or age.

These five headline findings from the initial research — D&I targets are
part of the D&I picture in UK screen, but do not dominate it; D&I data report-
ing is more prominent than D&I target setting; the availability of D&I data
is skewed towards workforce and on-screen diversity data; there is little sys-
tematic reflection on D&I targets; D&I targets in the UK screen industries are
more nuanced than in other sectors — form the bigger picture for which the
following sections provide more detail.

4.3 Diversity targets in the UK screen industries

The vast majority of D&I targets in the UK screen industries are diversity
targets: workforce diversity targets, on-screen diversity targets or participant
diversity targets. To briefly recap, diversity targets look at representation and
variation. They ask how represented different variations of an individual char-
acteristic (age, disability, sex/gender, race/ethnicity etc.) are within a group,
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that is, a workforce, the fictional and non-fictional individuals shown on-
screen or the participants of an intervention or training, and compare the status
quo to an aspirational future state of representation (Section 2.4).

Workforce diversity targets dominated the D&I publications we analysed.
But not only were workforce targets by far the most the most common type of
D&l targets, our research also found clear patterns of targets setting practice:

*  Workforce diversity targets were most often set for gender and race/ethnic-
ity. Targets for disability and sexual orientation were also common.

» Targets for class or socio-economic background were slowly emerging.
Typical proxies used for measuring class or socio-economic background
included parental occupation and type of school attended.

» Age targets were much less frequent, even though both baseline data and
reference data would be readily available.

* Our research did not find concrete diversity targets for pregnancy and
maternity, marriage and civil partnership or gender reassignment. D&I
publications mentioned various interventions to improve return to work
and work-life balance but without stating numerical targets.

* Reflecting the specific industry set-up, workforce diversity targets are
used not only at company level but also at industry level or for individual
productions. Commissioning broadcasters, for example, set workforce
diversity targets for productions and CDN’s Doubling Disability initia-
tive set a cross-broadcaster, industry-level target for the share of disabled
workers in off-screen broadcasting roles (CAMEo, 2019).

Notably, in the UK screen industries, workforce diversity targets seem to have
moved on from considering only overall workforce figures. While overall fig-
ures are important and remained cited, they were typically complemented with
analysis by career levels defined either by seniority or by pay (e.g. top 20 roles/
top 100 paid staff). Targets for senior leaders or the highest paid staff most
commonly focus on gender and race/ethnicity, and, more recently, disability.
The second prominent type of diversity targets in the UK screen indus-
tries were on-screen diversity targets. For TV, on-screen diversity is reported
through Diamond (e.g. CDN, 2021). Concrete target setting for on-screen
diversity happens most prominently in broadcasters’ commissioning guide-
lines and the BFI Diversity Standards in film. Commissioning broadcasters
and the BFI as a funder state on-screen diversity targets as conditions; that
is, projects will not be commissioned or awarded funding if they do not meet
these targets. Notably, these targets are transorganisational D&I targets, set
by one organisation for another (see Section 2.6), and thus face the challenge
of the target setting organisation not necessarily having a full view of how
ambitious and achievable a target is for the target receiving organisation.
Our research found two approaches to presenting on-screen targets. The first
approach is for the target setting organisation to set overall targets they seek
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to fulfil across all commissions. An example of this approach was Sky’s suite
of diversity targets of 50% women and 20% individuals from Black, Asian
and minoritised ethnic groups in lead and supporting roles and 10% on-screen
people that audiences will perceive as disabled (Sky, 2020, 2022). A second
approach to on-screen diversity targets was to give production companies a
choice of on-screen targets to meet with the project they propose. This second
approach was first taken by the BFI Diversity Standards and also incorporated
into commissioning guidelines, for instance at Channel 4 and ITV (Channel 4,
2021; ITV, 2018). Channel 4, for instance, stipulated that scripted programmes
had to have either 50% women lead characters or at least one lead character
from an minoritised ethnic group or portrayed as disabled or LGBT (Channel
4, 2021a). This second approach can be, but was not always, linked to state-
ments of overall on-screen diversity targets — an example would be the BFI’s
statement of overall diversity targets to achieve ‘among our employees and
within the filmmakers we support’ (BFI, n.d.), which framed the more detailed
Diversity Standard targets set for funding applicants. On-screen diversity tar-
gets seemed to be developing from overall targets to also include specific tar-
gets for lead characters or ‘prominently featuring’ presenters and contributors.

Finally, participant diversity targets relate to the representation of indi-
viduals with different characteristics amongst the participants of a training
programme or intervention (see Section 2.3). Participant diversity targets
were explicitly set by ScreenSkills and the BFI. Both organisations set targets
for gender, ethnicity, disability and sexual orientation, and ScreenSkills also
sets targets for socio-economic background and location.! The UK broadcast-
ers’ publications suggested that they aimed for participant diversity on at least
some of their interventions but did not seem to set explicit participant diver-
sity targets. Similar to ScreenSkills, some broadcasters run interventions that
are completely or partially ring-fenced for participants with a particular char-
acteristic. For example, in 2017, Channel 4’s legal and compliance depart-
ment held 50% of the places on their annual placement scheme for disabled
students and lawyers (Channel 4, 2017).

4.4 Reference data for diversity target setting
in the UK screen industries

Reference data can, in principle, be any data that an organisation wishes to
compare their D&I status quo with, to ascertain if a D&I target might be a use-
ful measure (see Section 3.3). In reality, the idea of representation dominates
the screen industries’ D&I conversation and influences the choice of reference
data, too. A representation approach to reference data would ask: ‘How are
individuals from certain groups represented elsewhere and how should they
therefore be represented in our workforce?’

Concrete information about how reference data for D&I targets is chosen
and which datasets in particular are used was ambiguous in the UK screen
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industries. For workforce diversity, the most commonly mentioned reference
data point was the UK working-age population. However, both in the context
of reporting workforce diversity and of setting workforce diversity targets,
D&I publications often referred only vaguely to data about ‘the workforce’
or ‘the population’. Even where the Labour Force Survey (LFS) or 2011
Census data were mentioned, detailed information about which data from
these sources was being used was missing. Notable exceptions were CDN
and Ofcom, but with the exception of CDN’s Doubling Disability initiative
(CAMEOo, 2019), CDN and Ofcom do not set D&I targets for workforce diver-
sity in the UK screen industries.>

Target setting for on-screen diversity mirrors the conversation for work-
force diversity. On-screen diversity targets are set to drive actions towards
screen outputs that better reflect the make-up of the audiences. In line with
this argument, where reference data was cited, general population statistics
rather than working-age population or labour force were referred to. Here too
though, we found no information on the exact data sources.

Importantly, even where reference data sources were stated, our research
did not find information on how reference data was used to set target lev-
els. The diversity targets published often deviated from the reference data
values. A particularly prominent example was disability. Although disabled
people make up 20% of the working-age population (Powell, 2021), work-
force diversity, on-screen diversity and participant diversity targets typically
ranged from 8% to 12%. These deviations might result from considerations
around, for instance, achievability or, especially for race and ethnicity targets,
regional difference. Without explicit information, however, it remains unclear
how reference data was used in D&I target setting in the UK screen industries.

4.5 Workforce diversity target levels in the UK
screen industries

Once our research had identified that D&I targets in the UK screen industries
were mainly diversity targets — and, in particular, workforce diversity targets —
we analysed the data for patterns in target levels. The first finding to note was
that, at the time of our research, diversity target levels in the UK screen indus-
tries were set as percentage figures rather than target ranges.

o Targets for gender were typically set at 50% for women or 50/50 women/
men.

* Race and ethnicity targets showed some evolution over time. Initial target
levels from around the 12% mark have gradually been increased to targets
of 15% of the workforce to come from Black, Asian and minoritised ethnic
backgrounds, and then to 20% for BFI, BBC, Channel 4, ITN and Sky
(BFIL, 2019; BBC, 2019a; Channel 4, 2019a; ITN, 2018a; Sky, 2021b). The
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BFI has, from 2022, set the highest-level target for race and ethnicity at
40% for London and 30% outside London.

»  Workforce diversity targets for disability show a similar evolution, from
6% to 8% to more recent targets set at 12%. The highest target for dis-
ability workforce representation for the reviewed period was 18%, set by
Ofcom (Ofcom, 2017a) for its own workforce to reflect the proportion of
disabled people in the working-age population in 2020.

» At the time of our research, disability was the only characteristic for which
a cross-industry target existed. As part of CDN’s Doubling Disability initia-
tive, the Diamond broadcasters had committed to doubling the proportion of
disabled people in off-screen roles by the end 0f 2021 to 9% (CAMEo, 2019).

» Targets related to sexual orientation or the proportion of LGBTQ+ people
in the workforce ranged from 6% to 8% (with one older case of this target
set at 2%, reflecting the proportion of LGBTQ+ people in the working-
age population. For the period researched, 2010-2023, LGBTQ+ work-
force diversity targets were the most likely to have already been met.

» Several publications mentioned religion and belief but only Ofcom spe-
cifically provided numerical targets or broad aims in relation to this char-
acteristic, noting that there was a 67:26 spilt in the 2011 Census between
people who declare a religion or belief and those who describe themselves
as not having a religion or belief.

» Until very recently, concrete target setting for socio-economic diversity of
the workforce was less frequent. Ofcom used to provide the most detailed
data on social class, with an aim to have no more than one-third of their
workforce with parents from professional occupations (based on parental
occupation at the age of 14) and no more than 7% of the workforce having
attended a private school (Ofcom, 2017a). The BBC initially monitored
socio-economic background but noted low levels of declaration and the
difficulties this lack of data presents for setting targets (BBC, 2018c). In
their latest reports, the BBC and ITN have both set targets for 25% of their
workforce to come from working-class backgrounds.

Across D&I publications, there was some discussion of adjustments to
regional demographics or other location-specific aspects. Sky, for instance,
advocated regional target setting and the BBC noted that international, regional
and local teams might adjust targets in line with local audience demograph-
ics (Sky, 2021b). Ofcom provided a separate race/ethnicity benchmark for
London-based functions (33% of the Ofcom workforce in London should be
from a Black, Asian or minoritised ethnic group) (Ofcom, 2021), and ITN also
noted a need to be aware of the geographic differences in relation to race and
ethnicity. Channel 4 stated their aspiration to increase out-of-London content
spending and briefings, and there was generally a recognition of the tension
between the London-centric operating model of the screen industries and any
aspirations for diversity, inclusion and representation (Channel 4, 2018).
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4.6 Inclusion targets in the UK screen industries

Diversity targets and the rationales of representation clearly dominated the D&I
target landscape in publications we analysed. Similarly, a 2021 study by the
Creative Industries Policy & Evidence Centre (Carey et al., 2020) found that
the majority of D&I interventions in the screen industry were targeted at the
career entry stage of screen workers. In other words, the D&I ecology’s actions
focused on getting a more diverse group of workers into the screen industries.

That focus notwithstanding, the publications we analysed did also describe
a broad range of D&I interventions intended to improve inclusion. Typi-
cal examples were recruitment trainings and unconscious bias trainings to
improve decision-making in recruitment and promotion, for example, ITV’s
Inclusive Leader and Inclusive Hiring programmes (ITV, 2022a); data gather-
ing initiatives such as Channel 4’s campaign to increase disclosure (Channel
4, 2022b); awareness campaigns such as the BBC’s in-depth reports on the
experiences of women, disabled workers and workers from working-class and
minoritised backgrounds (BBC, 2018c, 2018d, 2019b); or Channel 4’s This
Is Me campaign (Channel 4, 2019b). More recently, interventions such as the
BFI’s principles and guidance on anti-bullying and harassment (BFI, 2020a,
2020b) and the Film + TV Charity’s Whole Picture Toolkit for mental health
and wellbeing (Film and TV Charity, n.d.) sought to provide concrete advice
on how to change industry practice and improve screen workers’ experiences
of and in work. The most common inclusion-focused intervention are staff
networks in which people from under-represented groups can exchange their
experiences, support each other and form a collective voice for advocating
within their organisation. The most screen-specific example of inclusion-
focused intervention were funding and commissioning guidelines that require
production companies to consider on-screen portrayal and to actively work
against stereotypical representation especially of under-represented ethnic
groups. For example, Standard A of the BFI’s Diversity Standards sets out
criteria relating to ‘non-stereotypical representations of characters, talent or
contributors who are normally relegated to two-dimensional roles’ and casting
choices that ‘challenge tropes and stereotypes’ (BFI, 2019: 3).

Across this breadth of activity, it is less easy to systematically distinguish
between clear inclusion targets and broader aims. To recap, inclusion targets, as
defined in Section 2.4, relate to broader indicators of inclusive practice such as
individual experiences, organisational interventions or on-screen narratives —
that is, exactly to the kinds of outcomes the interventions described earlier
seek to affect. Descriptions of such interventions would frequently be pref-
aced with statements such as ‘We expect all content makers to come to us with
ideas that already have diversity, representation and inclusion built into their
development. Those that support our editorial strategy and our goals stand the
greatest chance of being commissioned’” (BBC, 2018h: 7). Such statements,
however, are statements of intent rather than inclusion targets with explicitly
stated and timebound outcomes. While descriptors of inclusion interventions
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may state the strategic or operational action through which outcomes are
imagined to be affected, the statements of intent that proceed them lack the
concrete detail required in a D&I target.

Our research did, however, find an emerging practice of setting inclusion

targets that are more specific and timebound.

Pay gap targets: Pay gap data were presented by various organisations using
two measures: the absolute pay gap and the bonus pay gap. Pay gaps were
usually presented by sex/gender and race/ethnicity. The general aim seemed
to be progression towards completely closing the sex/gender or race/ethnic-
ity pay gap. Mostly, this general aim was not explicitly stated; rather there
seemed to be an underlying assumption that pay gaps on the basis of individ-
uals’ diversity should not exist. However, some organisations set themselves
concrete, timebound pay gap-related targets, such ITN’s 2018 intention to
reduce the race/ethnicity pay gap by 50% by 2022 (ITN, 2018a, 2023).
On-screen portrayal targets: As noted earlier, TV commissioning guides
in particular requested that programmes should ‘reflect’ contemporary UK
society or that programmes ‘prominently feature’ presenters or contribu-
tors from under-represented groups. In some cases, these statements of
intent were phrased in a more concrete, target-type language, for example,
Channel 4’s activities around ‘Developing Commissioning Genre Diverse
Audience Strategies, in order to evolve how we authentically portray
diverse groups on screen’ (Channel 4, 2019a: 4). Similarly, the BBC made
authentic portrayal one of the criteria for productions to count towards the
BBC’s Diversity Commitment (BBC, 2022a).

Intervention targets: Intervention targets formalise an organisation’s inten-
tion to undertake certain D&I interventions. The BBC, for instance, has
committed to building an LGBTQ+ inclusive culture in which 50% of
staff who identify as LGBTQ+ are comfortable to be ‘open about their
LGBTQ+ identity in the workplace’ (BBC, 2021b: 17).

Investment targets: Investment targets state budgets to be spent, for example, on
D&l interventions, generally, on specific D&I programmes or on commission-
ing programmes with a particular D&I aspect. Because they used numerical
formats and were linked to budget years, investment targets stood out as D&I
targets that were related to diversity and inclusion, but were not, in themselves,
diversity targets. For example, in 2021, Sky pledged to spend £10 million per
year for the next three years to help tackle racial injustice (Sky, 2021a). More
recently, Channel 4 (2022) introduced an investment target at production level,
offering productions the choice of fulfilling a workforce diversity target for
race/ethnicity and disability or demonstrating the salary spend for staff from
these groups in off-screen roles exceeded a certain threshold.

These targets were likely more visible as inclusion targets to the research-

er’s gaze, using a particular lens and comparing target setting practice across
the screen industries D&I ecology. From this perspective, patterns in the
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emerging industry practice are becoming clearly visible. At the time of writ-
ing, industry and policy makers would probably not systematically use the
term inclusion targets to distinguish targets of the above four types from the
diversity targets described in the previous Section 4.5. With explicit inclusion
targets only cautiously emerging in D&I publications and strategies, lived
industry experience will likely remain dominated by diversity targets and the
issues surrounding those for the moment (see Section 2.3).

4.7 Challenges of D&I target setting

Throughout this book, I have highlighted where evidence and guidance are
missing, and Chapter 5 will summarise the most pressing gaps. Of course
some of the shortcomings of current practice and challenges of working with
D&l targets are already being discussed across academic literature and indus-
try conversation. This section will briefly review these issues.

A first set of challenges concerns the methods and practicalities of working
with D&I targets. Publications noted that data sets were incomplete or that
existing data collection systems did not provide the coverage that was ideally
needed. They also noted that appropriate benchmark and reference data was
not available and that there was not enough evaluation of ‘what works’ for
delivering on D&I targets.

A second set of challenges relates to, broadly, the industry’s understanding
of diversity and inclusion and what it might take to improve both. Tokenism —
doing something to be seen to be doing something — and a reliance on quick
fixes were mentioned as getting in the way of substantive change. Another
key concern raised in this context was that commitment from senior leaders
was not always strong enough to sustain, let alone drive, the change of organi-
sational cultures, systems and structures that D&I work requires. Connected
to this idea of commitment was the notion of D&I work, including D&I tar-
gets, as a ‘cost burden’ — as something that did or might require more resource
than especially small organisations could be expected to commit.

Some of these points, for instance the lack of commitment, were not what
the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review was designed to look at. Other points
though, like the challenges of working with reference data, were also picked
up by the Review’s analysis. Chapter 5 will therefore start with an exploration
of next steps to address what the UK screen industries themselves recognise
as challenges of ‘doing D&I targets well’.

Notes

1 NB although the BFI sets transorganisational location/geography targets for other
organisations, location targets are not listed in the BFI’s D&I target overview online
(BFL n.d.).

2 Ofcom sets targets for its own workforce but as a UK government agency, its work-
force would count towards the public sector rather than the screen industries.



5 What’s next for D&I
targets?

This final chapter starts by pointing out four knowledge gaps that
currently hold back our use of D&I targets and outlines how we
might plug those gaps. It then discusses the benefits and draw-
backs of ‘counting’ people’s characteristics in the name of D&I
target setting. The chapter closes the book by arguing the case for
inclusion targets, and by explaining how taking the perspective of
inclusion seriously can improve the worlds we build together.

5.1 Work in progress

Throughout this book I have emphasised that our use of D&I targets is work
in progress. It is ‘work in progress’ because of the current state of our under-
standing of D&I targets — of what they are, what they can be used for, and
how we use them well. As the research that underpins this book has shown,
we are by no means there yet in our ability to use D&I targets competently
and responsibly, alert to their methodological and ideological workings and in
service of those whose experiences we purportedly want to improve. The first
section of this concluding chapter takes stock of what we know is missing,
the known unknowns. It reviews the gaps in our D&I target literacy and the
questions that will need answering next.

But when we work with D&I targets, we also work to progress. In this
sense, the work in progress is the work of progressing to a more progressive
place. A place in which D&I targets are much less, if at all, needed to ensure
that people’s opportunities and experiences as well as our collective con-
nections are underpinned by the principles of equity, equality and inclusion.
A place in which we appreciate and embrace difference rather than merely
monitor it. The second and third section of this chapter ask more fundamental
questions about working with D&I targets, about counting diversity and about
imagining the places we might want to get to.

In the introduction, I have described the current situation as a lopsided one
in which we pursue surface measures (diversity and diversity targets) rather
than pay attention to the causes and dynamics (inclusion, or the lack of it) of
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the things we want to tend to (people’s opportunities and experiences, and
our collective connections). The following three sections go beyond, in some
moments significantly beyond, the research undertaken as part of the Review
for ScreenSkills. My aim here is to position the work that this book seeks to do
in rebalancing our current lopsidedness and in getting our thinking and doing
onto a path towards, one day, finally, living and working without D&I targets.

5.2 Known unknowns

The evidence we have on how D&I targets are being and should be used is
limited and uneven. The research undertaken for the ScreenSkills D&I Targets
Review and updated for this book found little relevant academic literature.
Our search of publication databases with the basic, not screen-specific combi-
nation of search words ‘(diversity OR inclusion) AND (target)’ in the title or
abstract of academic research papers returned a healthy 1208 results but only
eight of those were relevant to the specific topic of D&I targets covered in this
book.' The industry reports reviewed stated D&I-related aims or objectives
(e.g. of improving on-screen representation of disabled people) but gave nota-
bly less detail on explicit, timebound targets. Most attention in both academic
research and industry reports is focused on workforce diversity targets.

With so much evidence missing, it would be tempting to call for more
research on D&I targets full stop. But the idea of, let’s call it ‘a large-scale,
academia-industry evidence improvement campaign’, is not a solely benign
one — [ will discuss why in more detail later. Instead of mapping all we could
know but currently do not, I will therefore outline four points at which our
current knowledge genuinely limits how good (as in how meaningful, compe-
tent and effective at driving change) our work with D&I targets can be.

First, formats. We observe notably more activity and evidence where there
are comparatively established formats for expressing and monitoring D&I tar-
gets. Consider on-screen diversity and pay gap targets. On-screen diversity
targets work with perceived data (i.e. how viewers might interpret a character
on screen) instead of diversity data declared by individuals about themselves.
But in their underlying logic, on-screen diversity targets are a comparatively
straightforward extension of workforce diversity targets: same principle (How
many of which?) applied to a different population (on-screen as opposed to in
the workforce) regarding aspects of screen industry activity that are undoubt-
edly relevant to diversity and inclusion (Who is visible on screen? Who gets to
work on screen?). Pay gap reporting is, in the United Kingdom, currently only
mandatory for gender, and only for companies with more than 250 employ-
ees. Nevertheless, in the UK screen industries its established formats (differ-
ence between women’s and men’s mean and median hourly pay and bonuses)
have quickly been applied to pay gap reporting for race, disability or full-time
versus part-time contracts, including with explicit pay gap targets (e.g. ITN,
2023). Unlike for other inclusion targets, access to data is comparatively easy
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and there are clear reporting formats for pay gaps — including format choices
(e.g. mean vs. median, including/excluding freelancers) for supporting a par-
ticular argument. Both of these examples suggest that where there are estab-
lished formats in circulation and data access is (perceived to be) easy, we will
likely see greater use of D&I targets. Consequently, developing and establish-
ing formats for inclusion targets should help increase their use and reporting.

Second, evidence of target setting processes. To better understand how
D&I targets work and work well, and to make recommendations for their
use, we need better insight into the mechanics of setting D&I targets. We
need more information about the data that is being used — both baseline and
reference data — and about the processes and decision-making rationales that
transform data into targets. Which data we work with determines whether,
frankly, targets make sense. At the moment, evidence of how data is chosen
and guidance for how data should be chosen is thin. It may have sufficed for
getting us to the current status quo, but current level evidence and guidance
on data use are unlikely to support next steps.

Insight and evidence are also thin where D&I target setting touches the
bigger picture of D&I strategy. At that interface live questions about ration-
ales and decision-making, for instance, which diversity characteristics to set
targets for, how big a gap between baseline and reference data needs to be to
trigger target setting, or when a target might be dropped because it counts as
fulfilled. The answers to these questions should come from overarching D&I
policies or strategies that D&I targets should act in service of. However, we
currently have little evidence of how those connections are made. If anything
in the UK screen industries we can observe a disconnect between the leit-
motiv of addressing under-representation (see Section 5.3) and the absence
of workforce diversity targets for age or caring responsibilities, for which
the gap between overall workforce representation figures and reference data
points is arguably bigger than for, say, gender or sexual orientation.? D&I
targets have opportunity costs. Because they require action to achieve, they
attract attention, effort and — more often than not — budgets, and in doing so
de-tract those finite resources from other D&I causes. In this way, D&I targets
create a focus in our D&I work — a focus that should be conscious and aligned
with an overarching strategy rather than an implicit, accidental side effect.
For instance, if the strategic aim is to improve inclusion, setting only diversity
targets creates an incongruousness between the overall aim and the focusing
of finite resources that diversity targets will effect. What is needed here are
frameworks that translate strategic D&I aims and that operationalise abstract,
complex rationales like ‘equitable allocation of opportunity and outcome’ or
‘inclusive decision-making’ for meaningful D&I target setting.

Third, transorganisational target setting. D&I targets currently used in
the UK screen industries comprise both internal D&I targets (targets set by
an organisation for itself, e.g. for improving diversity amongst its workforce)
and transorganisational D&I targets (targets set by one organisation for one or
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more other organisations, e.g. through commissioning or funding). However,
academic research and industry conversations about the specific dynamics of
transorganisational D&I target setting and how these dynamics might be taken
into account do not feature prominently. These knowledge gaps are relevant
not only for the screen industries. Making access to something conditional on
activities related to D&I is an important policy lever. Arts Council England
and Creative Scotland, for instance, require the submission of diversity data as
a condition of funding. Outside the creative industries, the National Institute
for Health Research has for years required funding applicants to hold a Silver
Award of the Athena Swan Charter (e.g. Advance HE, 2020).> While organi-
sation theory and neo-institutional economics have obvious analytical frame-
works on offer, what is likely more needed is industry-led, systematic reflection
on designing insightful conversations about what achievability and ambition in
target setting and target delivery mean for both the target setting organisation
and the organisation receiving the target. Our research suggests that clarity of
definitions (e.g. what are diversity targets, what are inclusion targets and what
functions do they fulfil?) and transparency about processes (e.g. how is refer-
ence data used to set target levels?) will be essential for those conversations.

Fourth, unintended consequences. The next two sections will explore in
more detail the side effects of working with diversity data and focusing on
under-representation. It is worth drawing attention here to the lack of con-
versation about unintended consequences of D&I target setting more broadly
though. Currently the only established discussion in this regard concerns vol-
untary targets versus mandatory quotas (e.g. for boardroom-level interven-
tions: CIPD, 2015; Kang et al., 2023; Mensi-Klarbach et al., 2021; Oldford,
2021; for race and ethnicity: McGregor-Smith Review, 2017; more generally
Noon and Ogbonna, 2021). Academic research and industry/policy publica-
tions point out that mandatory quotas have the potential to cause resentment,
including among employers who are responsible for implementing them, and
can stigmatise individuals who are appointed to meet them (CIPD, 2015). An
illustrative example is the German term ‘Quotenfrau’ (‘quota woman’, i.e. a
woman allocated a position to meet a quota for women) which still carries such
deeply entrenched negative connotations that a good 40 years after quotas for
women started to become more widely used, the leading magazine stern ran a
campaign in which 40 woman leaders ‘outed’ themselves as a Quotenfrau to
demonstrate the benefits that quotas can bring (Stawski et al., 2020).

There are also emerging reflections on the use of workforce diversity tar-
gets, pointing out that ‘focus[ing] only on increasing minority representation
in [the] workplace, there is a danger of neglecting the underlying climate of
support and inclusion’ (CIPD, 2018: 22) or that ‘diversity fatigue’ (Chan-
nel 4, 2019a: 22) can set in if progress as assessed by representation meas-
ures is perceived to be slow. But more systematic accounts of how working
with D&I targets shapes individual and organisational practice, especially
in unexpected or counterproductive ways, are missing. Which, given that
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targets are set to shape actions, means that we are lacking important insight
into how targets can and do work, and how we can and do work with targets.
We are not quite operating with a black box model of D&I targets; we can
see targets being stated. But much of the everyday reality of setting targets
and working to achieve them — or attempting to game them — is still not
well evidenced, certainly not in the screen industries (see Noon and Ogbon-
na’s (2021) case study outwith screen for an example of the type of insights
needed). It would be much preferable to replace current assumptions about
how people might engage and react with robust insight into the actions and
behaviour change that occur in and as a consequence of D&I target setting.

For all four of these points, academic research can undoubtedly support
the gathering of good-quality evidence and bring in frameworks — for instance
on incentive setting, decision-making and behaviour change in organisational
contexts — that have proved insightful elsewhere. Chiefly though, these points
will need to be addressed through cross-industry conversation, through a joint
effort of sector organisations and employers as well as unions and campaign-
ers, and prioritising insight into the everyday practices and decision-making
in industry that provide the ‘live habitat’ in which D&I targets are envisaged
to do their work.

Finally but importantly, a health warning. The above points ask for more
evidence and better knowledge, and thus for time, attention and budget spent
reflecting and improving methods, processes and practices. Many industry
publications echo this call (e.g. CAMEo, 2018). We do need those improve-
ments for D&I targets to be effective tools and, as Section 5.3 will explain
in more detail, to reduce the possibility of causing harm to individuals and
groups, especially those who have already endured the exclusion and discrimi-
nation that result from sexism and misogyny, disablism, racism, homophobia
or transphobia, to name but some common culprits. There is, however, a dan-
ger that our attempts to plug knowledge gaps generate better data and improve
our methods and processes stall progress rather than facilitate it. The danger is
that instead of pursuing better data, methods and knowledge while in parallel
working with our current tools as effectively and responsibly as we can until
better ones arrive, we postpone any intervention or change until we have found
‘perfect’ methodological or procedural solutions. There is even an incentive for
industry and policy to invest in plugging data and knowledge gaps in lieu of
change interventions: the latter are notoriously more difficult to pull off, politi-
cally and practically, than the former, and thus a potentially much more palat-
able option for ‘demonstrating commitment’ to diversity and inclusion. We
cannot let the mission for perfect get in the way of achieving the improvements
we can already achieve on the basis of ‘good enough’ methods and evidence.

If we take a single-track approach focused on plugging knowledge gaps
and developing evidence and methods, we run the risk of colluding in what
Ruha Benjamin terms the ‘datafication of injustice’ (2022: 35). The ‘hunt for
more and more data about things we already know much about’ (Benjamin,
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ibid.) keeps us from acting on our knowledge and actually improving equal-
ity. More and more comprehensive evidence of, in Benjamin’s example, the
deadly consequences of racism and racial inequalities does not reduce or pre-
vent harm. Similarly, my recommendations for using evidence to improve
diversity in the UK screen industries cautioned an industry and policy summit
that ‘we need[ed] to pick our battles and choose when to fight over statistics
and evidence, and when to fight with them’ (Eikhof, 2019). These same logics
apply to working with D&I targets and their underlying data collection meth-
ods. Our current state of understanding and insight is insufficient, undoubt-
edly so, and needs to be improved. At the same time, the evidence we can
gather is always infinite and our methods and processes are always improv-
able. There is a danger in focusing all our attention and budget on finding the
‘correct’ reference data or perfect target setting process. Some methodological
improvements can be implemented straight away, and where that is possible,
we need to do so. Where improvements will take a while to develop, we will
have to, in parallel, use our existing methods as responsibly as we can to set
sensible targets and act on them, so that we, in Benjamin’s words, ‘do what we
can in the here and now to eliminate the sources of harm’ (2022: 34).

5.3 Diversity targets and the dark side of visibility

Most of the D&I targets set are diversity targets, and especially workforce
diversity targets. So far this book has mainly considered questions of focus
(workforce, on-screen representation, training participation) or process (base-
line data, reference data, target levels etc.). But to really understand how
diversity targets work, we also need to look into the methods that underpin
them. Diversity targets deal in representation: they are based on counting vari-
ation of a particular characteristic in a group. To set and work towards diver-
sity targets, we need to, in statistical terms, establish the distribution of values
for a particular variable in a population (see Sections 2.2 and 3.4) and then
figure out what those values should ideally be. With that underlying counting
we transform a social practice (e.g. the different ways in which people relate
to religion, belief and spirituality and how that positions them in our collec-
tive relations) into quantitative statistics (e.g. A% atheist, B% Buddhist, C%
Christian etc.). These acts of counting and ‘tallying up’ statistical measures
are not inconsequential. When we count, we do not merely put into practice
numeracy skills acquired through nursery rhymes and primary school math
lessons. Counting in itself ‘does something’ to how we understand diversity
and diversity targets — and how we act on, and with, both of them. This section
will start to connect our conversation on diversity data and targets with the
rich literature that explores how data and counting shape lives (see D’Ignazio
and Klein (2020) for a comprehensive introduction into the many aspects I do
not have space to discuss in detail here). I will continue to use ‘we’ but with an
extension of my introductory remarks (see Chapter 1) about who that ‘we’ is
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imagined to be. In Chapter 1, I noted that with ‘we’ I refer to a diverse group
of people who take different and at times opposing positions within conver-
sations about diversity and inclusion, let alone equity, social justice, human
rights and abolition. As will become clearer in the below, that part of the ‘we’
that is doing the counting and that part of the ‘we’ which is being counted are
not just differentiated by differences in perception but also by differences in
the power they hold and (can) use to shape their own and others’ experiences.
These differences matter greatly and materially to people’s lives. The reason
I persist with ‘we’ despite those real-live differences is a doggedly hopeful,
conceptual one: I do not want to lose sight of the fact that it is still one ‘we’
and that we are hurting ourselves when one part of that ‘we’ does something to
another part of that ‘we’ that is harmful, discriminating, exclusionary.

At the most basic level, when we count the representation of individuals with
a specific characteristic in a group, we create a way of describing — in absolute
or relative figures — ‘what diversity looks like” in a group. In that description,
individual experiences of being denied access become visible as a collective
status quo of under-representation. Diversity and under-representation are
problems of scale, and, usefully, quantitative statistics are powerful methods for
describing such problems of scale (D’Ignazio and Klein, 2020). It is precisely
this capacity of quantitative data that makes diversity statistics of value to policy
makers and campaigners. ‘The worlds of policy and policy making run on data’,
as Kevin Guyan (2022: 168) points out. Only what is visible can be addressed,
actioned and acted upon (e.g. Bacchi and Goodwin, 2016; Eikhof et al., 2019).
Diversity data statistics make under-representation and discrimination recognis-
able as more than individual anecdotes, and in doing so, they make these prob-
lems actionable. Once a problem is visible and actionable it can be addressed
by industry and policy.

Visibility and recognisability are created through the methods and defini-
tions used for counting, through the analysis applied to the data and through
the formats used for presenting the information (e.g. D’Ignazio and Klein,
2020; Law et al., 2011). When we design the surveys with which we collect
individual information, our decisions about which questions to include cre-
ate visibility for diversity characteristics and for people’s identities. Which
is why the first-time inclusion of sexual orientation and transgender identity
questions in the 2022 Scottish Census was welcomed by queer rights groups
and government agencies alike as making Scotland’s queer community vis-
ible (Guyan, 2021a). But visibility always also creates invisibility; when we
count for inclusion we exclude at the same time. To give the two most obvi-
ous examples: we create invisibility when we decide what to count and how
we construct the categories we use in counting. Counting some individual
characteristics (e.g. sex/gender, race, disability) and not others (caring respon-
sibilities, refugee status, language, experience of the care system or domestic
violence) makes the former visible markers of diversity and renders the latter
invisible, and the inequalities relating to them unactionable. Depending on



56 What'’s next for D&I targets?

how we define knowledge work, for instance, certain gender gaps become
visible in workforce statistics — and therefore actionable — and others do not
(Walby, 2011). Similarly, if we follow the more mainstream path of using a
collective label for sexual orientation, LGB diversity in the UK broadcasting
workforce is more than twice as high as in the UK population (16% and 6.4%,
respectively; CDN, 2023). A closer look, however, shows the 16% to be com-
posed of 9% gay men and much smaller shares of individuals who identify as
lesbian, bisexual or other. This much more complex picture of LGB represen-
tation is invisible from the overall figure — and therefore unactionable.

How we count also affords specific ways of being seen, of expressing and
experiencing one’s identity and denies others. Diversity initiatives open doors
and provide entry, but that entry is only granted on the condition that one
accepts how identity characteristics have been defined and are being operated
(Ahmed, 2023). Crucially, the options for declaring our identity characteris-
tics may or may not represent our own experience of our identity. The answer
options for questions presented in the 2022 Scottish Census meant that those
identifying as other than woman or man only became visible and recognisable
on the terms that the gender-mainstream majority wanted to recognise them
with — which did not necessarily correspond with their lived gender identity,
which is what the census set out to record (Guyan, 2021b). This point is not a
merely conceptual one: if our aim is not just to count, but to improve people’s
experiences of being included in a space, whether we do or do not offer them
visibility, recognition and inclusion as the person they understand themselves
to be, whether regarding their gender identity, race, religion, disability or
other aspects of their identity, matters greatly.

And yet, visibility and recognisability (on whosever terms) is not always
wholly benign, enabling or empowering either. Instead, as Catherine D’Ignazio
and Lauren Klein (2020) point out, ‘being visible . . . poses significant risks to
the health and safety of minoritised groups’. In the United States, for instance,
being openly recognised as transgender restricts how individuals can access
health care, housing and finance (Lowder et al., 2023; D’Ignazio and Klein,
2020). A further chilling example comes from an exhibit I spotted in 2005 at
the Belvedere in Vienna: a list of citizens to be arrested and deported because
of their religious or political characteristics which was handed over to the
Nazi administration within hours of the Anschluss. To be available so swiftly,
the list must have been based on prior records that made individuals visible
as belonging to certain groups — with, in this case, fatal consequences. These
examples may appear far-fetched to those of us who have never experienced
the material, physical or psychological consequences of discrimination. But
they reveal a vulnerability that results from being visible and recognisable to
exclusionary, discriminatory and harmful systems that will, sadly, resonate
only too well with those of us who have had their career and life prospects
curtailed by the racist, disablist, sexist, ageist, homophobic, transphobic, clas-
sist etc. perceptions and actions of others.
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Setting D&I targets, and in particular diversity targets, takes these fun-
damental considerations about counting and diversity data to another level.
Targets, as | have emphasised throughout this book, are set to instigate action.
Counting creates visibility and recognisability and thus potential actionability.
Target setting, by its very nature, starts where that potentiality leaves off: it
initiates and drives action; it seeks to make action mandatory. And in doing so,
target setting entrenches the visibilities, invisibilities and understandings of
diversity that the methods of counting it builds upon have created. That is why
we need to understand how counting works and what it does to our under-
standing of diversity and inclusion, and to our pursuit of improving both.

As one example, consider how we define diversity characteristics when
setting D&I targets. If we use the currently most common category for count-
ing racial identity, ‘Black, Asian and minority ethnic’, racial diversity in the
UK broadcasting workforce looks on par with racial diversity in the UK popu-
lation (13.9% and 13%, respectively; CDN, 2023). But within those 13.9%,
high share of individuals identifying as ‘mixed race’ and, to a lesser extent,
‘Black’ drives representation. People who identify as Asian and who make up
7% of the UK population account for less than half of that in the broadcasting
workforce (ibid.). If a workforce diversity target for ‘Black, Asian and minor-
ity ethnic’ were set at the level of the population figure, this target would be
judged to be achieved while under-representation and experiences of exclu-
sion for parts of the thus counted groups would continue. In this example,
some of the inequalities that diversity targets for race were brought in to
address would likely persist not despite the target but, at least partly, because
of it — because of the way race and ethnicity are would, in this example, be
counted and made (in)visible and thus (un)actionable in D&I target setting.

Discussing the visibility that counting and target setting creates (or with-
holds) through the lens of potential limitations and harms should make us do
at least two things. First, it should make us reflect on data collection. Who can
and should we ask to disclose information about their individual characteris-
tics? What do they stand to gain or lose by doing so? What do we ask them
to disclose and how? Are the processes and rules that govern how we collect,
analyse and report data adequate? Is there a trade-off between the risks an
individual might face in disclosing their personal identity data and the poten-
tial gains for a group of people with a specific characteristic? Is it appropriate
to expect that individuals are willing to participate in diversity data collection
and to even predicate participation in our collective endeavours on that expec-
tation of willingness to count and be counted? Kevin Guyan (2022) offers a
more detailed set of questions (see also D’Ignazio and Klein, 2020).

Second, our more informed perspective on counting and visibility should
make us examine the circumstances under which it is appropriate to inflict
the visibility that a diversity target creates on a group of individuals in the
first place. We understand the under-representation that counting reveals as
a sign that ‘something is not quite right’, that people are not in a space that
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they should be in. Setting diversity targets sets an incentive to get the cur-
rently missing people into the space or, as it is more commonly expressed, ‘to
improve representation’. What counting alone does not do is draw attention
to the space itself, and, crucially, to the reasons why certain people are not in
it. Without that second step, setting diversity targets is essentially an exercise
of inviting people into a space that we know — or would know, if we paused
to think about it — is not (yet) right for them. We are starting to see conver-
sations about the unintended consequences of D&I interventions, including
targets. But what those conversation do not prominently say is that the very
first step, the initial practice of setting diversity targets to improve representa-
tion creates an incentive to invite into a space those who have a higher-than-
average likelihood of being harmed in that space by persisting homophobia or
transphobia, for instance, or by heteronormative, patriarchal, classist perspec-
tives. Setting a diversity target makes people visible as potential recipients of
an invitation to step into situations that we know are disproportionately more
likely to harm them. Have we considered the moral implications of creat-
ing that visibility? Have we considered who creates it and wherefrom they
draw the moral justification to set targets and create visibility? Do we know
if those we invite in as part of our quest to improve our diversity count will
feel obliged to accept our invitation, if they will be able to make an informed
choice about the likely risks that doing so carries?

When we set diversity targets we do not, as [ hope this section has shown,
merely deal in numbers. We deal in people whose identities and lives become
subject to socially constructed and politically contested ways of counting, rep-
resenting and shaping the groups that make up our organisations, businesses,
interventions and projects. Our approach to target setting needs to do justice
to these complexities and the power relationships and contested meanings that
underpin them.

5.4 Inclusion: To boldly go . .. where, exactly?

The driving rationale behind the setting of diversity targets has been to address
under-representation. Over 15 years of analysing policy and evidence for the
UK creative industries, I have seen the problem of under-representation, the
idea that people from certain groups or with certain individual characteristics
are not included in our workforces or on our screens as they should be, centred
time and time again (e.g. CAMEo, 2018; Guyan and Eikhof, forthcoming).
Throughout such D&I strategies and industry reports, the leitmotif of fighting
under-representation is, implicitly more than explicitly, used to justify diver-
sity targets (e.g. BBC, 2022b; Channel 4, 2022b; ITV, 2021; Ofcom, 2021d).
In this section, I want to unpack the workings of that leitmotif and the focus
on diversity targets: how they shape our approach to D&I targets now, and,
importantly, how they influence our future approach to D&I targets.
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The under-representation leitmotif starts with the highlighting of a —
statistically measured — non-diverse status quo and the labelling of that sta-
tus quo as in need of remedying. We point at percentages and say ‘this is
wrong, we do not want that, we have to change it’. This act of establishing
under-representation as existing and in need of addressing is an important
task in itself, and one that has taken us longer to accomplish than we might
think. Until as late as 2016, gender inequality and the under-representation
of women mainly featured in screen industry research and policy as ‘some-
thing that needed evidencing rather than changing’ (Eikhof et al., 2019: 851).
Only recently, and likely catalysed by the #MeToo and #BlackLivesMatter
movements, have questions of how to effectively address under-representa-
tion come more to the fore (Eikhof et al., forthcoming). Establishing under-
representation as actionable and to be actioned takes time. Much of this time
is spent focusing on the status quo — although, as Shelley Cobb (2020) points
out, on the status quo of the under-represented while the over-represented
majorities remain largely invisible.

In D&I target setting, this focus on the status quo of representation has, in
my observation, been fortified by the status quo of our collective ability to use
reference data for analysing representation. That ability has yet to advance
beyond comparatively basic levels (Sections 3.3 and 4.4). Practicalities will
play a role here: If, for sake of argument, the current representation of disa-
bled people in off-screen broadcasting roles is multiples off both national
population and labour force figures (6.5% (CDN, 2023) as opposed to 17.7%
(ONS, 2023b) and 23% (House of Commons Library, 2023), respectively),
we can point towards that gap and call for change without debating which
reference data ‘correctly’ describes the representation we should see. Over
the past decades, workforce diversity figures for the UK screen industries
have deviated so considerably from any halfway sensible reference point that
the political task of justifying and affecting action did simply not require
more accurately identified representation targets — and our lack of reference
data understanding has disincentivised asking for more accuracy. Addressing
the status quo offered a much more appealing return-on-investment ratio for
time and effort than diving into detailed reference data statistics.

However understandable, the focus on evidencing and highlighting under-
representation at the core of our D&I target setting has also had an important
consequence: it has made thinking and talking about what we do not want the
default position of our D&I conversation. We have an explicit agreement that
we do not want under-representation (however defined) based on an implicit
agreement that under-representation likely results from discrimination on the
basis of individual characteristics that should not matter in the workplace.
And of course it is important to understand (under-)representation and the
harmful impacts of discrimination. We do need to attend to both. But we also
need to acknowledge that in focusing on diversity and under-representation,
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our current conversations are dominated by the theme of ‘this is wrong, we do
not want that, we have to change it’.

We are now, slowly, beginning to question how we should use reference
data in diversity target setting. In other words, we are starting to ask ‘what
would good representation look like?’ I welcome these questions. Our attempts
at answering them can generate a healthy conversation about the rigorous
use of reference data and diversity data more generally, and that conversa-
tion should raise our D&I game on a number of fronts. ScreenSkills therefore
deserve a special mention for commissioning the D&/ Targets Review and
using it to push the academia-industry-policy dialogue on D&I targets. I am
keenly aware though that asking ‘what would good representation look like?’
is not the same as asking: ‘what would good look like overall, how will we get
there and how will we know when we’ve got there?’ And it is the latter ques-
tion that I believe we must turn a bigger slice of our attention to.

To genuinely meaningfully and impactfully set D&I targets we need a
proper conversation about where we would like to get to. For that, we need to
start thinking about inclusion and what it means to us. Unlike diversity, inclu-
sion forces us much more quickly to consider not just what we do not want,
but what we do want — how we do want to come together, collaborate and
connect, allocate opportunities and outcomes? The title of this section is not a
reference to Star Trek, but to the US disability rights campaigners who para-
phrased the Star Trek mission to point out that their campaign for the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act was merely asking for disabled people ‘to boldly go
where everyone else has gone before’ (e.g. Golightley and Holloway, 2017).
For me, the campaigners’ slogan points to the frustrations and despair that
await if we let the leitmotiv of representation (or, more specifically in the case
of disability inclusion, the idea of access) limit our imagination of where we
really want and could to get to. The under-representation leitmotif has consid-
erable viability and staying power. Precisely because as a concept, diversity is
of limited reach and meaning, we can, to an extent, get away with a surface-
level engagement. Making inclusion a central paradigm asks more of us, and
it does so more immediately. If we find our processes or practices to be exclu-
sionary, it will likely not be feasible to merely ask colleagues to stop them — to
not run events, not recruit, not hold meetings. We will need to offer inclusive
alternatives — how to run an event inclusively, recruit inclusively, meet inclu-
sively. Inclusion, as a perspective on our practices, structures, relationships,
provisions, allocations, communications etc., has a generative, world-making
quality: it asks us to envisage better solutions, to negotiate them and to col-
lectively bring them into being. Taken seriously and not just as a label that
accompanies the D-word (diversity) on report covers and in conference titles,
inclusion asks us to question and rebuilt our systems and societies instead of
merely offering better representation in the existing ones. In doing that, inclu-
sion does not ignore under-representation and diversity targets, but it reaches
beyond them.*
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To offer one example of how inclusion extends the perspective beyond
diversity and under-representation, consider a less prominently discussed side
effect of attending to discrimination as part of attending to under-representation.
Entwined with the idea that discrimination on the basis of some characteristics
is unlawful in the workplace is the assumption that discrimination on the basis
of other characteristics is justified. That there is an objective set of character-
istics on the basis of which we can and should discriminate when we allocate
opportunity or outcome in work. Skills, talent or merit are typical examples
of such characteristics. By and large we accept skills, talent or merit as crite-
ria for allocating opportunity and outcome because we believe that they are
relevant to our workplaces, that they are objectively defined and that they can
be developed and diagnosed in an individual to the point that they become the
properties of the individual. A rich literature that I can merely point towards
here unveils these beliefs as also problematic (for overviews, see Banks, 2017,
2023). In a myriad of ways, skill, talent and merit are socially constructed and
context dependent. They are not something that is merely ‘down to the person’
and an objective basis for allocating someone their ‘fair dues and just desserts’
(Banks, 2023: 48). The ‘level of acclaim’ attributed to a professional pianist,
for instance, is highly dependent on having a handspan wide enough to com-
fortably cover an octave on a standard keyboard. Women’s hands are much less
likely to have that handspan and women therefore less likely to be ‘diagnosed’
as talented pianists (Boyle et al. (2015) cited in Criado Perez, 2019). Such
examples raise questions about how we understand talent, skill and merit, and
if the ways in which we operationalise them currently are what we would want
them to be. If we remain in our default position of focusing our attention on the
under-representation and discrimination that we do not want, these problems
do not come into view. Instead, through re-emphasising the discrimination we
do not want we, implicitly but powerfully, also reiterate that it is justified to
discriminate on the basis of talent, skill and merit as they are commonly under-
stood. It is only when we interrogate what we do want rather than what we do
not want that the more ambiguous nature of skill, talent and merit comes into
view and that we can reflect on how we want to consider skills, talent and merit
in our decision. Only from this perspective can we start to question on the
basis of which criteria, and through which processes, we want to differentiate
and discriminate between individuals. In other words, only when we leave our
default position of focusing on the status quo can we envision the inclusive
processes of allocating opportunities and outcomes that we might want to bring
into being — and the targets we can set to help bring that change about.

Envisioning inclusive destinations and defining targets for getting there
takes us onto new ground. We need to define where we want to go and how
we will know when we got there. In Law et al’.s (2011: 12) words, we need
to ‘excavate the versions of the social embedded in our methods’: work out
which worlds our current D&I policies and target setting practices seek to
bring into being and discuss how desirable those worlds actually are, what
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they might be missing and what we need to add in and work towards. As
our research has shown, we already use some targets that set us on course
for more inclusion. Pay gap targets, for instance, take a perspective beyond
‘who gets in?’ (representation) and ask ‘what do they get out of their partici-
pation, is that equitable, are differences justified?” Granted, our current prac-
tices of setting pay gap targets are founded on assumptions about merit that
can also be questioned, and they are a long way off alternative principles such
as contributive justice (Banks, 2023). And of course views will differ on how
desirable such alternative principles are in the first place. Nevertheless, que-
rying outcomes can help turn our gaze beyond current under-representation
and towards what could and should be more broadly. Similarly, inclusion targets
for D&I interventions draw attention to the processes and practices we do want
our organisations to be structured by. They ask which alternatives we would pre-
fer to current exclusionary practice. Surveying employee’s confidence in com-
plaints procedures or sense of belonging (e.g. Advertising Association, 2021)
can be a step towards operationalising a more inclusive state of being and doing,
and towards setting targets for achieving that state. There might, of course, still
be a place in this inclusion-driven perspective for measuring representation and
for setting diversity targets — as long as we first ask ourselves the question ‘what
will good representation (however defined) be the symptom of?” Used in this
way, representation and diversity become means to a more desirable end rather
than the end in themselves that we currently tend to treat them as.

Inclusion is a much less understood and actionable goal and, unlike diver-
sity, requires working out what we want rather than what we do not want.
These conversations should be exciting, world-building, imagining; ‘widen-
ing the script” as Sara Ahmed puts it, and ‘tell[ing] each other stories of differ-
ent ways you can live, different lives you can be’ (Ahmed, 2017: 265). These
conversations are also proper work. They require multidisciplinary thinking
and negotiations about how we, as individuals and communities, want to come
together, interact with one another and connect to achieve collective goals.
Such questions reach well beyond common management or human resource
management textbooks into fundamental debates of value, morals, health
and wellbeing, resources, fairness, affordability, justice and sustainability —
they are questions that ‘need to be as complicated as the inequalities they
attempt to address’ (Eddo-Lodge, 2018: 183). These questions also extend
well beyond the remit of any EDI unit or HR department in any organisation.
They require a ‘cultivation of common ground or indeed the re-imagining
of the commons’ (Dabiri, 2021: 146) more than correctly executed Equality
Impact Assessments (UK Parliament, 2020).

Inclusion targets, if we develop them in the way described in this book,
can help us with these conversations under two conditions. First, that we take
the world-building, generative mandate of inclusion as an idea seriously and
engage a broad perspective of voices and imaginations to figure out what we
do want, where we do want to get to. Second, that we do not pour our attention
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solely into conversations about ‘correct’ methods for working with diversity
data and reference data and fall into the trap of Benjamin’s datafication of
injustice (see Section 5.2). We need to improve our methods and then use
them, especially our measures of representation, responsibly, cognisant of
their limitations. But it cannot be an either/or. We need attention and resource
to also be on reworking our collective connections in genuinely inclusive
ways and take seriously the dangers of endless methodological debates from
the depth of which we can, at best, pull up improved surface measures. What
is more important is figuring out where, collectively, we want to go, and to set
ourselves targets for how to get there. I hope that this book will encourage us
to at least aim to do so. Are we nearly there yet? Well, no, we are not. But in
the much more beautifully written words of Emma Dabiri (2021: 150):

There are no quick fixes, but don’t lose hope; . . . As many of us as possible
must embark on the journey. There are many others already well travelled;
come let us find them, our fellow fugitives, redouble their efforts, and
together dance under new suns glorious and unknown.

Notes

1 To reiterate the point I made in Chapter 1: there is, of course, literature on D&I aims
and goals generally, and in particular research that analysis correlations between
gender quotas and soft gender targets on the gender composition of company boards
(illustratively Denis, 2022; Jaishiv, 2022; Kang et al., 2023; Mensi-Klarbach et al.,
2021; Oldford, 2022; Viviers et al., 2022). What we have not been able to find is
an established discussion of the types of workforce, participant and on-screen (or
equivalent) diversity targets or the more broadly defined inclusion targets as used
in the UK screen industries: which terms they use and why, how they are set, how
they are worked with, what the challenges, unintended consequences and remaining
knowledge gaps are.

2 For example, the Ukie 2022 Census (Taylor, 2022) reports that (1) 4% of people
working in the games industry are aged 51 or over compared with LFS figures (ONS,
2023c) which show that 32% of the overall workforce are 50 or over, and (2) 22% of
the games workforce have childcare responsibilities which it compares to 38% of the
workforce overall who have dependent children.

3 In 2020, the NIHR changed this funding requirement and applicants now have to
demonstrate a broader commitment to equality, diversity and inclusion, that is,
beyond gender (e.g. Advance HE, 2020).

4 I want to emphasise that my use of ‘inclusion’ or ‘inclusive practice’ does not mean
opening up participation in existing discriminatory, harmful or exploitative systems
to more of us. Such a shallow notion of inclusion is rightly being criticised widely,
including by writers cited in this chapter (e.g. Ahmed, 2023; Benjamin, 2022; Dabiri,
2021; Eddo-Lodge, 2018). Much of our current realities are in need of revising and
rebuilding, so that the practices, structures, relationships, provisions, allocations,
communications etc. that make our societies are experienced as open, participative,
connecting, empathic, respectful of difference and equitably designed, by everyone.
Rather than abandoning the term inclusion for its often shallow, myopic use to affirm
existing systems I prefer, for now at least, to keep using the I-word and claim it for a
more powerful form of social change.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: The underlying research

Chapters 24 of this book draw on and extend the ScreenSkills D&I Targets
Review, a contract research project led by the University of Glasgow. The
ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review combined desk-based research, including a
rapid evidence review, with stakeholder consultations.

Throughout the book and particularly in Chapter 4, I cite evidence on cur-
rent and recent D&I practices in the UK screen industries. This evidence is
drawn from publicly available reports by BBC, BFI, CDN, Channel 4, ITV,
Netflix, Ofcom, Pact, Sky and ViacomCBS. An initial search for the Screen-
Skills D&I Targets Review identified 51 such publications for the period
2010-2021 published on these organisations’ websites. Relevant new publica-
tions were added over 2022 and a follow-up website search conducted in early
2023. Up to the completion of the book manuscript, a total of 27 relevant and
publicly available sources were identified and included in the analysis. These
publications have been marked with (*) in the list of references (Chapter 6).

The topics covered in especially Chapters 2 and 3 required a good grasp on
the state of the art in research on D&I targets — in the UK screen and creative
industries and beyond. Relevant research and evidence was identified through
a rapid evidence review undertaken for the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review
and updated in spring 2023.

The initial rapid evidence review targeted research and good practice
guidelines in setting diversity and inclusion targets and covered academic and
grey literature published in 2010-2021 in the English language. A test run
showed that focusing on the Boolean keywords diversity OR inclusion AND
target* was too narrow a search strategy as it did not sufficient pertinent hits.
The search terms were therefore widened to include (a) diversity OR inclusion
AND Film OR TV industry OR screen OR entertainment or, if it needed to
be widened further, (b) diversity OR inclusion. The search mechanisms used
in the rapid evidence review were (1) databases Assia, Business Source Com-
plete, IBSS and XpertHR as well as Google Scholar; (2) general search engine
search; (3) reference tracing from key publications and (4) website search
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for UK industry bodies and professional associations with a strong remit for
diversity and inclusion and/or UK screen. The website search concentrated
on reports and good practice case studies and covered the following websites:

ACAS: www.acas.org.uk/

British Film Institute (BFI): www.bfi.org.uk/

CIPD: www.cipd.co.uk/#gref

Creative Equity Toolkit: https://creativeequitytoolkit.org/

Creative Industries Council (CIC): www.thecreativeindustries.co.uk/

Creative Industries Policy and Evidence Centre: www.pec.ac.uk/

Diversity best practices: www.diversitybestpractices.com/

Employers Network for Equality & Inclusion (enei): www.enei.org.uk/

Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC): www.equalityhumanrights.
com/en

Local Government Association: www.local.gov.uk/

Main Broadcasters (BBC, Sky, Channel 4, Channel 5, itv)

Ofcom: ofcom.org.uk/home

Pact: https://diversity.pact.co.uk/

ScreenSkills: www.screenskills.com/

Based on title and abstract (where available), the initial rapid evidence review
identified 61 potentially relevant references. Based on full-text reading, 29 ref-
erences were used for the ScreenSkills D&I Targets Review. Handbook articles
were excluded from the initial evidence review given time and budget limits.

To ensure that the book captured advances in research since the comple-
tion of the rapid evidence review, a follow-up literature search was undertaken
in May—June 2023. An updated search of websites for BBC, BBC Studios,
BFI, CDN, Channel 4, ScreenSkills, ITN, ITV, Ofcom and S4C, as well as
ACAS, CIPD, Creative Equity Toolkit, Creative Industries Council, Creative
Industries Policy and Evidence Centre, Diversity best practices, Employers
Network for Equality & Inclusion (enei), Equality and Human Rights Com-
mission (EHRC), Local Government Association, Pact, and Work Foundation
identified 36 new documents.

An updated literature search undertaken in June 2023, using the search
terms (diversity OR inclusion) AND (film OR TV industry OR screen OR
entertainment) in title and/or abstract via the databases ASSIA, Business
Source Ultimate, IBBS and Google Scholar produced 367 results for 202X-
2023, 16 of which were identified as potentially relevant articles after screen-
ing. A further literature search of the same databases using the search terms
(diversity OR inclusion) AND (target) in title and/or abstract identified 1208
results, out of which only 9 were screened as potentially relevant.

It should be noted that while the search of organisations’ websites only
covered UK organisations, the database searches covered research of any
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geographical footprint or origin, as long as it was published in English, in
a journal included in the respective databases and published in 2010-2023.

The large number of research that contained some of the keywords but
did not fall within the scope of the review (in other words, that were not suf-
ficiently central enough to the topic of D&I targets) is in itself an indicator
that evidence on D&I targets is still emerging — in the screen industries and

elsewhere.

Appendix 2: Reference data sources for D&I target setting

Reference data  Diversity Frequency  Availability — Access
source characteristics of data of national/
covered publication  regional data

UK Census®™  Age, disability, Every Detailed data  Yes, via
ethnicity (and 10 years, availableon =~ UK Data
nationality and with nations and  Service and
citizenship), Census regions publication
gender identity 2021 of statistical
(trans status/ (England bulletins.
history in and Wales) Some
Scotland, question  and 2022 microdata
not asked in (Scotland) require
Northern Ireland),  data researcher
marital status/ releases registration to
civil partnership, from 2022 access
religion, sex,
sexual orientation

Annual Age, caring Ongoing data Detailed data  Yes, via

Population responsibilities collection availableon =~ UK Data
Survey (reasons for with nations and Service and

not working/ published regions publication
not working full data of statistical
time), disability, updated bulletins.
ethnicity (and every 3 Some
nationality and months microdata
citizenship), require
gender identity, researcher
marital status/ registration to
civil partnership, access.

religion, sex,
sexual orientation,
socio-economic
status (parents'
occupation,
respondents’
education)
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Reference data  Diversity Frequency  Availability — Access
source characteristics of data of national/
covered publication  regional data
Labour Force  Age, caring Ongoing data Detailed data  Yes, via
Survey responsibilities collection availableon UK Data
(reasons for not with nations and Service and
working/not published regions publication
working full time),  data of statistical
disability, ethnicity =~ updated bulletins.
(and nationality every 3 Some
and citizenship), months. microdata
gender identity, require
marital status/ researcher
civil partnership, registration to
religion, sex, access
sexual orientation,
S0Cio-economic
status (parents'
occupation,
respondents'
education)
Diamond Age, disability, Annually Not available Published as
reports gender, gender since 2017 annual report
identity, race/ and Excel
ethnicity, sexual dataset, free
orientation to download
from CDN
website
Ofcom Age, disability, Annually Not available Published
reports on ethnicity, gender, since 2017 as annual
broadcasters’  religion, sexual report, free
workforce orientation to download
diversity from Ofcom
data website
Ukie Games Age, caring First in National/ Published
Industry responsibilities, 2019/2020,  regional reports, free
Workforce disability, gender, repeated in  data to download
Census gender identity, 2021/2022  available from Ukie
race/ethnicity, on where website
sexual orientation, respondents
socio-economic work
background
UK Screen Age, caring One-off 2019 National/ Published
Alliance responsibilities, survey regional report, free
Inclusion disability, gender, data to download
and diversity ~ gender identity, available from UKSA
in UK visual  race/ethnicity, on where website
effects, sexual orientation, respondents
animation socio-economic work and
and post- background where they
production grew up
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