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Introduction
One of the people management breakthroughs of the last decade has been the
impact of unconscious bias on decision-making [1].
Unconscious thought processes play a powerful role in our practical decision
making. There are more than 200 cognitive biases that distort decisions [2]. When
there’s too much information, not enough meaning, too little time, or not enough
capacity, we take mental shortcuts. We are not as rational and systematic as we
believe we are.
These cognitive biases affect people decisions. People decisions seem more
influenced by unconscious cognitive biases than other decisions [3]. Bias erodes
decision quality, transparency and fairness. It results in decreased engagement,
talent losses and reduced productivity.

Cognitive biases have paradoxical effects
This White Paper highlights four unconscious
gender bias patterns. The patterns present as
paradoxes. The paper briefly describes each
paradox and the way it interferes with good
decision making.
Working with conscious thought processes is
challenging enough. Working with the intangible
unconscious and its distortions increases the
challenge. Individuals often have conscious and
unconscious beliefs that are contradictory, which

is perplexing. What we know about unconscious
bias and how it works is relatively new. Valuable
insights that can inform practice are emerging,
yet they are by no means definitive. It can feel
like stepping ‘through the looking glass’, where
nothing is as it seems.
How best then, to mitigate the effects of
individuals’ unconscious beliefs and improve
decision making?

Targeted organisational strategies counteract bias and improve
talent decisions
This White Paper provides key advice on
organisational strategies that do work. It takes
the latest available evidence on biases that
impact talent decisions. It explains how they
operate.
Most
importantly,
the
paper
describes
organisational-level responses to mitigate
them. It provides specific, practical strategies
that will interrupt, reduce or bypass each of
the four paradoxes. This provides you with the
opportunity to deliver on your diversity targets

and strategy, and to leave a lasting legacy.
Improve your decision making, and keep and
grow your best talent.
The biases and their mitigation strategies in
brief first, and then in more detail below.
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In Brief: Four Paradoxes of Unconscious Bias
1. You can’t be what you can’t see
And this constrains women’s own choices.

2. You’re damned if you do and doomed if you don’t.
Which means that women’s progress is limited.

3. What you see is not what you get
Because transparency about what is happening to women’s careers is lacking.

4. Saying you are a meritocracy makes you more biased
And creates further gender-based divides.

‘You can’t be what
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ity
rs s
ve e
Di ivid
D
‘Saying you are a
meritocracy makes
you more biased’

e
ar d
s e
ce ain
i
ho tr
C ns
co
‘Damned if you
and doomed if
you don’t’

Exclusion
ss
re d
og ite
Pr lim
is

cy
n
e
ar ing
p
s ck
an la
r
T is

‘What you see is not
what you get’

Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 3

In Brief: Targeted Organisational
Strategies to Reduce Bias
To reduce gender bias, and create a more inclusive culture, target four strategies.

1. To avoid ‘You can’t be what you can’t see’, leverage role models
Leveraging role models is the leadership action that breaks the paradox of ‘you can’t be what you
can’t see’. Visibility of women leaders creates a new norm of women as a good fit for leadership.
CEOs and ExCos lead by engaging with senior women as colleagues. They advocate for genderbalanced leadership.

2. To avoid ‘Damned if you do and doomed if you don’t’, reimagine talent and careers
Leaders (particularly male) persuade people to see leadership, and talent, without gender blinkers.
They take the demographics out of talent decisions, focusing on capability. They move the onus for
talent identification and growth from women to managers. Acknowledging biases and replacing
intuition with good processes allows careers to be reconceived.
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3. To avoid ‘What you see is not what you get’, authorise measures
Reimagining what talent looks like can be reinforced through management systems. Data analytics
surface patterns of advantage and disadvantage. Leaders authorise meaningful measures. And
they hold themselves to account for the fairness and quality of their decisions.

4. To avoid ‘Saying you are a meritocracy makes you more biased’, promote inclusion
Measures are the ‘hard’ drivers of cultural change, inclusive behaviours are the ‘soft’. Leaders
promote inclusive behavior. They pay attention to growing a culture that supports inclusion. They
call out exceptions and recognise exemplars. This circumvents the challenges of ‘merit’. Focusing on
inclusion means that a merit-based system can flourish.

Deliver on your diversity strategy and
achieve a lasting legacy
By implementing these strategies, you can achieve your targets more quickly. Achieving your targets
grows your reputation as a champion of inclusive leadership.

Progress rate

Targets

Leadership Reputation

x2

Exceeded

Champion

x 1.5

Achieved

Supported

x1

Almost achieved

Bystander

Not achieved

Skeptic

Missed badly

Resistor

The strategies in detail:

1. You can’t be what you can’t see
When there are no female role models, women’s belief in their suitability for leadership reduces [4].
‘You can’t be what you can’t see.’ The unavailability of female role models, constrains the choices
women make about their careers.
This has a significant impact on available talent. Girls are discouraged from pursuing careers that
seem ‘male’. Women do not choose to pursue career opportunities in maledominated areas.
This also limits organisations’ talent pools and pipelines. It compromises long-term future talent
supplies across industries. It is strikingly evident in male-dominated professions, like engineering [5, 6].
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Why role models are so critical
Implicit self-beliefs are not simply private thoughts
that remain confined to the mind. Rather, they
impact intentions and goals. They encourage, or
hinder, future professional success.
At entry to tertiary studies, and again at exit,
young women agree that
women-as-a-group are as
suited to leadership roles as
men. They express their own
personal ambition to be leaders.

However, their unconscious
beliefs about women as leaders,
and their own leadership
potential, do change. Without
the right kind of interactions with
role models, young women’s
implicit self-beliefs diminish [7].
When all or most of their
professors are male, their
unconscious self-beliefs erode.
They come to believe that
women are better suited for
support roles.

leadership ambitions increase significantly
when they engage with such role models.
This same pattern continues as women engage
in the workforce [8, 9]. Women are less likely to
pursue leadership roles and roles in masculine
domains.

Young women are
unaware of their implicit
beliefs. They believe
that the way they see
themselves and their
career choices are down
to their own motivation,
talent and interests.
Instead, context
powerfully drives their
choices.

When women directly engage with successful
female professors their unconscious selfbeliefs
improve. Frequent contact helps the association
‘woman = leader’ strengthen. However, only
when contact is evaluated as meaningful
do self-beliefs change: ‘I can be a leader’. A
sense of similarity with role models is created
by a meaningful, quality connection. Women’s

A senior leader described her
daughter’s reduced ambition
as like the erosion caused by
acid rain. She started her career
as a confident, ambitious
young woman. She was clear
about who she was and what
she wanted. Over time, she had
given up career goals and her
dreams of success. A drop at a
time, and devastating over time,
her interest in her career was
being eroded. She was shaping
herself in line with expectations
about what women should be
like at work. Not confident. Not
ambitious.

The ingredients that best predict improvement
in implicit leadership self-beliefs are:
• Knowing that other women have achieved
success in leadership or male-dominated
domains, together with

• The experience of personally connecting with
those women.

Leverage the role model effect
a. Rapidly achieve critical mass of role models
for key roles
Increasing the number of women in key roles
increases the availability of role models.
It increases identification with leadership roles
and helps grow future supply [4]. A diversity of
role models expands the leadership profile, and
boosts innovation [10, 11].

Achieving a critical mass of 35% or more women
enables:
• Supportive alliances to form between women,
increasing their retention;
• Recognition of women for their individual talents,
rather than for stereotypical attributes; and
• Improved dynamics and culture of the larger
leadership cohort [12].
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The mere presence of women in small or ‘token’
numbers is not enough [13]. It has been assumed
that an initial appointment of one woman would
lead to a flow of female appointments. Instead,
hiring more women often stalls. A 20 year study
of US Fortune 1000 companies found that hiring
one top female executive did not lead to a
second [14].

The best ways that men can champion gender
equality [16] are by:

To achieve a critical mass of women in leadership,
hiring patterns need to shift. A powerful way for
that to happen is by male leaders advocating
for gender-balanced leadership.

• Using persuasive power to change the minds
of peers, and • Working collegiately with
women.

b. Harness the power of male advocacy
CEO advocacy is the primary driver of a rapid
achievement of critical mass. Advocating prodiversity views promotes acceptance of diversity
and helps to realise its benefits. Advocacy by
influential figures is persuasive. It can change
unconscious attitudes [15]. As CEOs and senior
leaders are mostly men, their role as advocates
is key.

• Being credible, trustworthy supporters of
gender-balanced leadership,
• Delivering well-articulated and congruent
messages about gender balance and
commitment to it [17],

Because it is still uncommon to hear men
advocate in this way, when they do, it stimulates
a mental double take. It challenges unconscious
thinking.
Engaging senior men as advocates is also
a positive way to tap into their desire to look
good to others. The male champions of change
program does this very effectively [18].
Lead from the top. Once role models are present
in an organisation, methods for meaningful
engagement with them can be created.

2. Damned if you do and doomed if you don’t
One consequence of a lack of role models, and the stereotype of management as male, is that
women struggle to fit in.
By operating in a domain outside of stereotyped prescriptions, women experience a series of binds:
• Women leaders continue to face the
Goldilock’s dilemma. They are usually seen
as ‘too tough’, or ‘too soft’, and less frequently
‘just right’. The need to display ‘competence’
is associated with leadership, seen as a male
attribute. When women act in line with female
stereotypes, they’re seen as too soft and not
leadership material. When women act in ways
that are inconsistent with female stereotypes
they’re considered unfeminine and too tough
[20]. Women who put themselves forward for
promotional opportunities may be seen as
‘pushy’ or ‘aggressive’. Men are seen as ‘gogetters’ and ‘straight shooters’ when they do.
If they are seen as too tough, women are seen
as unlikeable, less confident, and are less likely
to be hired [21].

Women are often caught in the
‘damned if you do, doomed if you
don’t ’[19] trap. Caught
between the need to be competent
and assertive to receive respect
as organisational
leaders. Yet also to be warm
and nurturing to meet their
‘appropriate’ social role.
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• Women face the bind of having to meet higher
standards, but receive lower rewards. Even
where male and female leaders are assessed
as having the same leadership capability,
men receive higher ratings for performance
and potential [22]. Women keep having
to prove that they are leadership material
because of the perceived ‘lack of fit’. Women
receive less feedback on their leadership [22],
even though, when they do, they are more
likely to adjust their behavior [23].
• Women attribute setbacks internally and
men externally, but this flips for success. For
example women are more likely to conclude,
‘I knew I wasn’t good enough’, whereas men
attribute setbacks externally, eg ‘this is a
tough job’. Women tend to attribute success

to external factors like luck and men to their
own capabilities [24].
Women must successfully negotiate a complex
array of expectations across both female and
male characteristics to be seen as effective
leaders. The degree of vigilance and attention
to their impact on others is high [20]. Identity
threat, in which women feel inferior and expect
to be treated poorly as leaders, results [25].
This reduces motivation to lead in some women.
Motivation to lead is important. It indicates
you have leadership potential, and leads to
promotion. People high in motivation to lead
identify strongly with leading and are intrinsically
motivated to lead. Women tend to have a lower

motivation to lead, and this shows up early in
careers [26].

Reimagine talent and careers
To break through these binds, organisations need
to re-imagine careers and talent. To date, much
of the responsibility for career advancement
has rested with individuals. Women are still
advised to ‘lean in’ [27]. But this is not as easy as
it seems, given the lack of role models, the binds
that women face, and identity threat.
Keeping the burden of responsibility for career
progress with women shows unconscious bias.
Women must be relieved of the burden of
responsibility for their own career progress.

Men are more likely to have high profile
assignments and line management roles, both
of which are pathways to the C-suite [28].
Organisations have the power to shift these
discrepancies. They can reinforce managerial
responsibility for fair talent and career
management.
Organisations’ talent systems can be adjusted to:
• Experiment with gender-blind
where disparities are identified;

practices

Managers reduce identity threat and increase
motivation to lead for women by:

• Ensure equal role opportunities and equal
pay are provided at entry level;

• Providing them with access to role models,
advocating for diversity, as above, and telling
stories about women leaders;

• Promote the value of leadership roles for
women;

• Increasing awareness of how unconscious
bias affects decision making; and
• Encouraging women to see themselves as
leaders.
Men are more likely to be promoted two levels
while women are more likely to make lateral
moves. Men are more likely to have sponsors,
who focus on their career advancement.

• Ensure mentors and supporters for women in
male-dominated professions and areas;
• Track the progress paths and rates of women
and benchmark against men’s;
• Review all recruitment, promotion and
talent data to identify gender differences.
Rebalance where necessary.3.
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3. What you see is not what you get
Managers can best be held to account by
appropriate measures. But that is not as easy
as it seems.
Discrimination between different demographic
groups isn’t all that visible. It may not be noticed at
the individual level. Nor within departments. Even
those who are aware that such discrepancies
occur, may not notice them.
According to Crosby, people
notice persistent imbalances
when they have systematic
comparative data. Only when
reviewing data that compares
small groups across a larger
collection, eg departments
within a large organisation,
can people detect different
hiring patterns [29].

unfairness in processes, valid assessment of
the merits of women are harder to achieve
than valid assessment of the merits of men.
Substantial research shows that where their
capabilities and experiences are the same, men
are nevertheless more likely to be hired [30] and
paid more than women.

Without systematic
monitoring, “one can
maintain the fiction of a
meritocracy but will have
difficulty establishing
and sustaining a true
meritocracy” [29].

Crosby and her colleagues
put this down to a human
need to believe that we live in a just world. When
we perceive difference, we would rather put it
down to a random quirk. That suits better than
seeing deliberate discrimination. So we miss the
pattern. Discriminatory practices are not easily
observable. It might be happening, but you
won’t automatically recognise that it is.
Because observers are not always able to detect

Raters believe
unequivocal

they make
judgments

about individuals. However,
assessments
include
subjective
elements.
The
testing community willingly
admits to the challenges of
making fair assessments of
individuals. Test construction
and conditions remain open
to bias. Measures give the
appearance of objectivity, but
not the reality of it. Because we
have used ‘objective’ assessment, we believe
we have counteracted bias.
Implicit beliefs that associate men with leadership
and women with support roles are held at least
slightly by the greater majority of the population
[31]. It is clear that even those of us with good
intentions may not be able to avoid these when
we are defining and assessing capability.

Targets and quotas are the most effective way to shift
management behaviour
Targets and quotas are important, as they drive
a focus on outcomes. In this area, as in others.
They are one objective, conscious action that
over-rides unconscious processes.
While the causal effects of quotas over the
long term have not been well researched,
their introduction in politics shows favourable
outcomes. Quotas are associated with
increased representation of women, changed
attitudes towards women as leaders, increased
confidence of female leaders, and changes in

girls’ educational outcomes and their career
aspirations [32].
Female representation in parliament in those
countries with any type of gender quota is almost
double that of countries without a quota. Quotas
are seen as a critical ingredient in the increased
representation achieved [33]. The Australian
Labor Party’s Emily’s List is a clear demonstration
of the power of a voluntary quota. The party
has double the number of female candidates
compared with the Liberal Party.
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Authorise measurement and align accountability
To improve transparency two things need to be
done. The first is to collect and report on the right
data. The second is to delegate accountability
to address identified discrepancies.
Marc Benioff, CEO of Safesforce, pledged to
create equal pay in his organisation. An initial
review of salaries in 2015 identified inequity in
6% of salaries. In 2017, the same process was
undertaken, due to company acquisitions.
This demonstrates not just that measures are
important, but continuing to pay attention to the

data is as important.
To improve
practices:

transparency

and

drive

new

• Clarify responsibilities and criteria for people
decisions;
• Authorise the right measures;
• Hold managers to account for the fairness of
their decisions; and
• Hold regular forums to scrutinize and review
decisions.

4. Believing you are a meritocracy makes you more biased
A puzzling paradox created by unconscious processes is the way in which bias may magnify.
Believing you are a meritocracy can make you more, not less, biased [34].

How ‘merit’ can backfire
When organisations promote merit as a cultural
value, managers may become more confident
that their decisions are impartial. And yet, the
opposite is likely [34].
Merit is often discussed as if it were an absolute.
It is assumed that there are clear standards and
perfect assessment tools. Raters believe they
make unequivocal judgments about individuals,
as we’ve seen above [30].
When managers believe they are fair, they
pay less attention to how they make decisions.
They are more likely to make intuitive, rapid
decisions. They rely on their wealth of knowledge
and experience. On the surface, this seems
a reasonable approach. Yet it has particular
drawbacks when the decisions are about
people. Quick decisions about people are more

likely to skew to unconscious associations [35].
Lack of awareness of bias means that it is
not mitigated. Yet, here’s another paradox,
awareness of bias may increase it. If we bias
accept as ‘normal’, we are again more likely to
be biased [35].
Suppressing or controlling bias doesn’t work
either [36], and can instead make biases
‘hyper-accessible’ [8]. And that means biased
associations are more likely to colour decisions.
Focusing on avoiding or recovering from
discrimination can do the same.
Attempts to work with our unconscious thoughts
as if they were conscious backfire. Current merit
practices and historical beliefs about merit don’t
account for these challenges.

And differences divide
Discussion about merit, or its lack, highlights the
distinctions between groups, such as men and
women. Amplifying differences between groups
triggers ‘fault-lines’ [37]. As these faultlines widen

they interfere with collaboration, performance
and innovation.
Most of us, consciously or unconsciously, have
affinity bias, that is, it is more comfortable to work
Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 10

with people who are most like us [38]. When one
or two women join a male-dominated team, it
may disrupt social identity for existing
members. subgroups may form.
Subgroups
can
interfere
with
information sharing and may create
tension and conflict. When we talk
about men and women, we draw
attention to subgroups, which widens
the faultlines as we focus on the
differences between us [39].

difficult. It only succeeded by holding blind
auditions. The increased presence of women
led to declines in orchestra member
satisfaction and social functioning.
Not the desired result. When the
proportion
of
women
reached
around 50%, the initial dissatisfaction
plateaued or reversed [40].

To work with
diversity it is
most useful to
put difference
aside.

For example, the introduction of women into
male-dominated symphony orchestras was

What to do when you know how
unconscious bias impacts meritbased decisions? Whether or not
faultlines are created depends on how people
in the group feel about diversity, and on how
salient the diversity is.

Circumvent the divide by promoting inclusion
Authorising measures provides a starting place
and a finishing line, through accountability. The
scene is set. Recruiting and employing a diverse
workforce is a necessary next step. Having a
diverse workforce is necessary, but insufficient.

This is the hard, and still undervalued, work of
leadership. Leaders who promote inclusion avoid
faultlines that fracture their teams. Creating a
culture of inclusion increases the chance that
decisions will be meritorious.

Proactive management of the culture to ensure
it is inclusive and people feel valued comes next.

Inclusion helps level the playing field. Leadership
promotes inclusive behaviour. To unite a culture,
shift the conversation from merit to inclusion.

Create a climate of inclusion. Foster a sense of
belonging, acknowledge individual uniqueness,
and value people for their full talent [41]. This
means supporting a culture that focuses
on safety and allows people to express their
differences. It promotes appreciation of
different perspectives. When people feel a
sense of belonging and that their uniqueness
is recognised, they are more engaged. The
collective intelligence of the group to perform
and innovate, is more likely to be realised. The
diversity dividend is more likely to be achieved.

Rather than defining an organisation as a
meritocracy, the more effective focus for
achieving a culture that is truly meritorious is
inclusion. A focus on inclusion:
• Minimises the creation of faultlines between
groups;
• Creates a positive context for differences to
yield value to performance; and
• Grows alignment and engagement.

Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 11

About the Author
Dr Karen Morley helps leaders to realise their full potential. She helps leaders to
meet the challenges of growing engaged, motivated, productive people who love
their work, respect their bosses and are proud of their organisations.
Karen appreciates that the work of leadership is challenging. Her career has been devoted to working
with leaders to influence their development. She continues to admire those exceptional leaders
whom everyone loves to work with and who get great results. And her goal is to help spread a bit of
this magic to all leaders. We need to lighten the weight of leadership, and make it more enjoyable
and fulfilling.
Karen is an experienced Executive Coach, and greatly enjoys coaching individual leaders.
Karen brings to her leadership development work broad experiences, top professional credentials,
and a variety of perspectives. She’s a registered Psychologist with a desire to align what leaders
do with the available evidence for what works. Besides being an Executive Coach and leadership
developer, she’s held executive roles in government and higher education, and her approach is
informed by her experience in these roles. Along the way, she completed a doctorate in leadership,
published Gender Balanced Leadership: An Executive Guide, and has written numerous other working
and white papers. She is an Honorary Fellow of the University of Melbourne.
Right now Karen is working with executives and human resource leaders from a range of different
organisations to help their leaders fulfil their potential, to make leadership more inclusive, and to
help grow the coaching capability of their leaders.
Karen lives in Melbourne. She Chairs the board of Emerge Women and Children’s Support Network
which assists women and children affected by domestic violence.

Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 12

References
1.

Greenwald, A.G. and M.R. Banaji, The implicit revolution:
Reconceiving the relation between conscious and
unconscious. Am Psychol, 2017. 72(9): p. 861-871.

16.

Morley, K.J., What is the best way for men to champion
gender equality?, K.M. Associates, Editor., Karen Morley &
Associates: http://www.karenmorley.com.au/.

2.

Benson, B. Cognitive bias cheat sheet, simplified –
Thinking Is Hard 2017; Available from: https://medium.
com/thinking-is-hard/4-conundrums-of-intelligence2ab78d90740f.

17.

Homan, A.C., et al., Bridging faultlines by valuing
diversity: diversity beliefs, information elaboration, and
performance in diverse work groups. J Appl Psychol,
2007. 92(5): p. 1189-99.

3.

Dasgupta, N., Implicit Attitudes and Beliefs Adapt to
Situations. 2013. 47: p. 233-279.

18.

Metz, I., Male Champions of Gender Equity Change. 2016,
Melbourne Business School: Melbourne.

4.

Asgari, S., N. Dasgupta, and N.G. Cote, When does
contact with successful ingroup members change
self-stereotypes? A longitudinal study comparing the
effect of quantity vs. quality of contact with successful
individuals. Social \ Psychology, 2010. 41(3): p. 203-211.

19.

Catalyst, The double-bind dilemma for women in
leadership: damned if you do, doomed if you don’t. 2007,
Catalyst: New York.

20. Williams, M.J. and L.Z. Tiedens, The subtle suspension
of backlash: A meta-analysis of penalties for women’s
implicit and explicit dominance behavior. Psychol Bull,
2016. 142(2): p. 165-97.

5.

Morley, K., Why so few women in science? 2015.

6.

Logel, C., et al., Interacting with sexist men triggers social
identity threat among female engineers. Journal of
Personality & Social Psychology, 2009. 96(6): p. 1089-1103.

7.

Dasgupta, N. and S. Asgari, Seeing is believing: Exposure
to counterstereotypic women leaders and its effect
on the malleability of automatic gender stereotyping.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 2004. 40(5):
p. 642-658.

8.

Fine, C., Delusions of Gender. 2010, Australia: Allen & Unwin.

9.

Ibarra, H., R.J. Ely, and D.M. Kolb, Women rising: the unseen
barriers. Harvard Business Review, 2013. September.

10.

Gratton, L., Innovative potential- men and women in
teams. 2007, London Business School.

24. O’Neil, D.A., M.M. Hopkins, and D. Bilimoria, A Framework for
Developing Women Leaders: Applications to Executive
Coaching. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science,
2015. 51(2): p. 253-276.

11.

Krishnan, H.A. and D. Park, A few good women - on top
management teams. Journal of Business Research,
2005. 58: p. 1712-1720.

25. Hoyt, C.L. and S.E. Murphy, Managing to clear the
air: Stereotype threat, women, and leadership. The
Leadership Quarterly, 2016. 27(3): p. 387-399.

12.

Konrad, A.M., V. Kramer, and S. Erkut, Critical Mass: The
impact of three or more women on corporate boards.
Organizational Dynamics, 2008. 37(2): p. 145-164.

26. Elprana, G., et al., Exploring sex differences in affective
motivation to lead. Journal of Personnel Psychology,
2015. 14(3): p. 142-152.

13.

Danaher, K. and N.R. Branscombe, Maintaining the system
with tokenism: Bolstering individual mobility beliefs and
identification with a discriminatory organization. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 2010. 49(2): p. 343-362.

27. Sandberg, S. and N. Scovell, Lean In: Women, Work and
the Will to Lead. 2013, UK: WH Allen.

14.

Dezső, C.L., D.G. Ross, and J. Uribe, Is there an implicit
quota on women in top management? A large-sample
statistical analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 2016.
37(1): p. 98-115.

15.

Smith, C.T., J. De Houwer, and B.A. Nosek, Consider the
source: Persuasion of implicit evaluation is moderated
by source credibility. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 2012. 39(2): p. 193-205.

21.

Mayo, M., To seem confident women have to be seen as
warm. Harvard Business Review, 2016. July.

22. Ely, R.J., H. Ibarra, and D.M. Kolb, Taking Gender Into
Account: Theory and Design for Women’s Leadership
Development Programs. Academy of Management
Learning & Education, 2011. 10(3): p. 474-493.
23. Jones, K. and E. King, Stop protecting women from
challenging work. Harvard Business Review, 2016.
September.

28. Morley, K.J., Gender Balanced Leadership: An Executive
Guide. 2015, Melbourne: Dr Karen Morley.
29. Crosby, F.J., et al., Affirmative action: Psychological data
and the policy debates. American Psychologist, 2003.
58(2): p. 93-115.
30. Bohnet, I., What works: Gender Equality by Design. 2016,
Boston: Harvard University Press.
31.

Banaji, M.R. and A.G. Greenwald, Blindspot: Hidden Biases
of Good People. . 2013, New York: Delacorte Press.

Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 13

32. Morley, K.J. One woman in politics change the woman:
but many women in politics changes politics. 2015;
Available from: http://www.karenmorley.com.au/onewomaninpolitics-changes-the-woman-but-manywomen-in-politics-changes-politics/.
33. Krook, M.L., Empowerment versus backlash: gender
quotas and critical mass theory. Politics, Groups, and
Identities, 2015. 3(1): p. 184-188.
34. Castilla, E.J. and S. Benard, The Paradox of Meritocracy
in Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 2010.
55(4): p. 543-676.
35. Morley, K.J., Getting to grips with unconscious bias.
36. Rudman, L.A., R.D. Ashmore, and M.L. Gary, “Unlearning”
Automatic Biases: The Malleability of Implicit Prejudice
and Stereotypes. Journal of Personality & Social
Psychology, 2001. 81(5): p. 856-868.

37. van Knippenberg, D., W.P. van Ginkel, and A.C. Homan,
Diversity mindsets and the performance of diverse
teams. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 2013. 121(2): p. 183-193.
38. Rudman, L.A. and P. Glick, The Social Psychology of Gender
Paperback ed. 2008, New York: The Guildford Press.
39. Homan, A., et al., Facing differences with an open mind.
Academy of Management Journal, 2008. 51(6): p. 12041222.
40. Bear, J.B. and A.W. Woolley, The role of gender in team
collaboration
and
performance.
Interdisciplinary
Science Reviews, 2011. 36(2): p. 146-153.
41.

Mor Barak, M.E., et al., The Promise of Diversity
Management for Climate of Inclusion: A State-ofthe-Art Review and Meta-Analysis. Human Service
Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance,
2016. 40(4): p. 305-333.

Organisational Strategies to Counteract Bias 14

PO Box 7053,
Brighton VIC 3186
P +61 438 215 391
E kmorley@karenmorley.com.au
ABN 87934767059

