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Employees?: A Conceptual Model
ABSTRACT

Neurodiversity is envisaged to benefit organizations by contributing to outcomes such
as quality and innovation. However, existing organisational efforts to manage diversity,
otherwise successful, may not be fungible within the context of neurodiversity. Drawing on
climate theory for inclusion, this conceptual paper aims to develop a dynamic, multilevel model
that enables organizations to effectively manage and optimize the performance of both
neurodiverse and neurotypical employees using more discerning practices. In doing so, we
unpack and finesse the implications of neurodiversity at micro, dyadic, meso and macro levels.
We further provide new insights and create a new trajectory of research in organisational justice
literature by exploring and integrating the perception of fairness by neurodiverse and
neurotypical employees, and how these have affective and cognitive consequences. Our

conceptual model serves as an initial framework to inform and guide future research.
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INTRODUCTION

Neurodiversity refers to the differences in the way the human brain functions, i.e.
'neurocognitive functioning' (Walker, 2014), and has been shown to benefit organisations by
contributing to outcomes such as quality (e.g. reduced rework: Austin & Pisano, 2017), and
innovation and entrepreneurship (Moore, Mcintyre, & Lanivich, 2019). As a form of hidden
inequality, neurodiversity is increasingly becoming important for all organisations (c.f.
Roberson, Quigley, Vickers & Bruck, 2021). Despite this, little is known about how the
consideration of neurodiverse employees introduces challenges and hence requires
modifications to existing organisational diversity and inclusion efforts. We argue that
prevailing human resource management (HRM) and diversity management (DM) practices are
not fungible in the context of neurodiversity, and are not adequately designed to promote the
unique capabilities and skills that neurodiverse employees bring to their organisations (cf.
Martin-Alcazar, Romero-Fernandez & Sanchez-Gardey, 2012). For example, while many best
practices of DM that emphasise integration through teamwork, unitary cultural values and
equality amongst employees are pivotal and morally appropriate, these practices may not be as
effective for neurodiverse individuals as they are for diversity based on visible characteristics
such as gender and race, and other invisible characteristics such as religion and sexual
orientation (Muskat, 2017). We argue that managing neurodiversity requires questioning many
taken-for-granted principles of DM practices.

First, neurodiverse individuals on the autistic spectrum disorder, for example, may
prefer and work better when they are alone. The notion of working in teams, though useful in
other contexts, may be counterproductive for some neurodiverse individuals. Neurodiverse
employees may work better in loose groups rather than close-knit teams (Sumner & Brown,
2015). Second, while organisational cultures (Hartnell, Ou, & Kinicki, 2011) may typically

underlie how effectively an organisation operates, neurodiversity means that such unitary
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views of organisational cultures may not be effectual. This can be in conflict with
organisational initiatives to increase neurodiversity. Rather than organisational culture, a
priority may be focusing on cultivating an organisational climate for inclusion (Li, Perera,
Kulik & Metz, 2019) which allows neurodiverse employees to feel that they are being enabled
and empowered. Finally, equality is clearly fundamental, ethically, morally and legally.
Nonetheless, many neurodiverse individuals have unique needs, and there are many
circumstances in which they have to be supported differently, which may be to the chagrin of
their neurotypical colleagues (Richards, Sang, Marks, & Gill, 2019). Therefore, equitability
becomes as crucial as equality, but such tensions are not easy to address, and organisations may
be ill-equipped to deal with this if they use existing DM practices (Stewart & Harte, 2010).
Consequently, this paper proposes a new conceptual model (Cropanzano, 2009)
involving DM practices that enable organisations to effectively manage and optimise the
performance of both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees. We argue that for
organisational scholarship to move forward, we need to first understand which HRM/DM
practices promote neurodiversity within organisations. There is also an imperative to explore
the unique role played by strategic leaders in framing and symbolising these practices. Finally,
we highlight the relevance of organisational justice as an important boundary condition
wherein both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees can thrive. We therefore seek to
address the following overarching research question: how can organisations maximise the
contribution of neurodiverse employees? More specifically, we address the following research
questions:
1. What are the key factors that organisations need to consider in their DM practices to
more effectively manage neurodiversity?
2. What role can strategic diversity leaders play to effectively integrate neurodiverse

employees and enable them to better perform their jobs?
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3. How can organisations address ethical tensions that could arise in managing the needs
of neurodiverse and neurotypical employees simultaneously?

Overall, our conceptual paper proposes new theoretical relationships and contributes to the
literature in the following ways. First, we explore a dimension of diversity (i.e., neurodiversity)
which has received very little attention in management research. We respond to recent calls by
scholars such as Kollen (2021); Nkomo, Bell, Roberts, Joshi and Thatcher (2019) for new,
more sophisticated theorising within the diversity field. Interestingly, a recent review by
Triana, Gu, Chapa, Richard and Colella (2021) of diversity research does not mention
neurodiversity as a specific focus of diversity research. Thus, this study is timely in suggesting

a conceptual model with a specific focus on neurodiversity.

Second, through the lens of climate for inclusion, we develop a dynamic, multi-level
conceptual model (see Figure 1) with a primary goal to enrich our theoretical understanding of
boundary conditions and mechanisms through which organisations can achieve positive
outcomes for and from both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees. Specifically, we
explicate the concept of strategic diversity leadership as a key moderating variable that
influences how equitable and inclusive DM practices are developed and implemented (Shore
& Chung, 2021). We extend DM theorising by proposing how strategic diversity leaders tasked
with the responsibility of framing, symbolising and implementing DM practices can champion
and foster inclusion and fairness (Ng & Sears, 2020). We further extend existing understanding
by proffering organisational justice (fairness) and affective and cognitive consequences, as
pivotal intervening constructs through which positive, long-term outcomes can be achieved.
We highlight the beneficial effects a focus on ethical and social justice discourse in exploring

DM practices can have for neurodiverse and neurotypical employees.

Finally, DM practice research has mainly focused on examining how organisations can
implement practices that are beneficial for demographically diverse individuals within
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categories such as race/ ethnicity, gender, age and religion, e.g. Guillaume, Dawson, Otaye-
Ebede, Woods, and West (2017); Nishii, Khattab, Shemla and Paluch (2018); Otaye-Ebede
(2018). While this line of research is substantively relevant, and has set a parameter for the
effective management of diverse employees, there has been limited focus on how these DM
practices are effective in managing neurodiverse employees who may experience hidden
inequalities. Neurodivergent employees are unique in their thinking and approach to work, and
as such, traditional DM practices might not be entirely suitable to ensure inclusivity of this sub-
category of diversity. Through our research, we, therefore, explore existing HR/DM practices
to understand if and in what conditions they aid or deter the effectiveness and efficiency of
neurodivergent employees. Previous research, e.g., Loon, Otaye-Ebede and Stewart (2019),
has noted the paradoxical nature of human resource (HR) practices that complement or compete
with practices that enhance wellbeing. Similarly, our review and conceptual model provides
new insight into DM practices that are relevant to enhancing the performance of neurodiverse
and neurotypical employees.
THEORY, LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL
DEVELOPMENT

Climate for Inclusion Theory

Drawing on climate for inclusion theory (Nishii, 2013), we offer a novel evaluation of the
existing HR/DM practices to understand if and in what conditions they aid or deter the
effectiveness and efficiency of neurodivergent employees. Shore, Randel, Chung, Dean,
Holcombe Ehrhart and Singh (2011) define inclusion as “the degree to which an employee
perceives that he or she is an esteemed member of the work group through experiencing
treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (p. 1265), Therefore,
inclusion is a critical component in creating an organisational climate where employees’ need

for belongness and uniqueness are satisfied. Concurrently, inclusion climate refers to “the
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extent to which employees collectively perceive that their organisation values diversity, gives
employees from all identity groups equal access to organisational resources, and creates
opportunities to establish networks within a diverse workforce” (Li et al., 2019. p. 356). We
therefore argue that the climate within an organisation has a strong influence on employees’
perception and behaviour and how they perceive organisations policies, procedures and
practices (Reichers & Schneider, 1990). Where employees perceive their work environments
as fair and inclusive, this signifies organisations support a climate for inclusion (Mor Barak et
al., 2016; Nishii, 2013).

We thus develop a conceptual model utilising climate for inclusion as a lens through
which we can better understand what key factors organisations need to consider to effectively
manage neurodiversity. First, we make a distinction between DM practices that actively
support inclusion and those practices with less emphasis on promoting an inclusive climate.
We proffer that an inclusive climate will play a positive role in encouraging organisation-wide
DM practices, which is critical for both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees. Second, the
model explains the processes through which focusing on an inclusive climate can lead to
perception of fairness (O’Connor & Crowley-Henry, 2019), and in turn to lasting positive
outcomes. Finally, we argue that espousing inclusion in an organisation requires clear
indications of how this will be translated into practice (Mor Barak, Luria & Brimhall, 2021)
and requires the support and input of senior leadership. In our model, we propose that as
organisational practices are mostly developed and enacted by senior leadership, employees’
perception of an organisation climate for inclusion will require strategic diversity leadership to
frame and symbolise these practices. Hence, moderating the relationship between DM practices
for neurodiverse and neurotypical employees’ and their perceptions of fairness is crucial in
leading to substantive improvements in the workplace.

{Insert Figure 1 here}
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Human Resource Management (HRM)/Diversity Management (DM) Practices

Diversity management practices are formalised organisational-level HR practices targeted
towards the effective management of a diverse workforce (Yang & Konrad, 2011), and are
directly associated with HRM and with the role of HR professionals. This is evident in the work
of Bhave, Teo and Dalal (2020) on privacy at work, and that of Marescaux, De Winne, and
Brebels (2021) in their examination of HR differentiation that focussed on how HRM supports
diverse workforces. Thus, there are clear connections between HRM and DM because HR
practices are implicated in DM practices, with the latter being derived from the former practices

and led by HRM professionals (Triana et al., 2021).

As noted in a later section, strategic leadership is a requirement of effective DM.
Nonetheless, according to the analysis of Krzeminska, Austin, Bruyere and Hedley (2019),
current and dominant approaches to Strategic HRM (SHRM) may not be well placed to provide
the type of leadership required. This is because SHRM continues to be predicated on a model
of organising and managing derived from Taylorist principles, and models of SHRM
underpinned by Chandler’s principle that structure follows strategy (Krzeminska et al., 2019,
p. 460). This approach assumes fungible employees and focuses on managing roles and not
individuals, unlike the approach needed to realise the benefits of DM which requires
responding to individuals and their differences, as we discuss below (see also Rao & Polepeddi,

2019).

Krzeminska et al. (2019) note some changes in approaches to SHRM to focus more on
individuals rather than roles, driven in part by DM and in particular by the need to manage
neurodiverse employees differently. Such changes may be inhibited by disconnects between
intended HRM practices at the organisational level, actual practices at the unit level and
perceived practices at the level of the individual As Marescaux et al. (2021) identify, these
disconnections arise because of the role of line managers at the unit level (see also Steffensen,

7



16986

Ellen, Wang & Ferris, 2019), and the work experiences and perceptions of individual
employees. In attempting to account for varied findings in extant research, Marescaux et al.
(2021) utilise the conceptualisation of inclusion developed by Shore et al. (2011) to explain
this variability. In doing so, they argue that maximising inclusion at all three levels has cross
spillover effects that enables optimum outcomes to be achieved at each level (see also Randel,
Galvin, Shore, Ehrhart, Chung, Dean & Kedharnath, 2018; Shore, Cleveland & Sanchez,
2018). This argument suggests that making inclusion central to HRM practices may contribute
to alternative approaches to the Taylor/Chandler derived models of SHRM (Krzeminska et al,

2019).
The differential effect of HRM Practices on Neurodiverse and Neurotypical Employees
Recruitment and Selection Practices

HRM practices have impact on neurodiverse individuals as both prospective and actual
employees. It is certainly the case that the employment of neurodiverse individuals is at
proportionally lower levels than the general population, and also lower than those with visible
disabilities (Remington & Pellicano, 2019). Inherent in this is a failure to recognise the
diversity of conditions encompassed in the term neurodiverse, the diverse ways in which
specific individuals are affected by their condition, and the skills and abilities that neurodiverse
individuals can bring to employment (Austin & Pisano, 2017). A specific HRM practice that
directly contributes to low levels of employment is that of recruitment and selection. As noted
by Sarratt (2017), neurodiverse individuals in general do not respond well to dominant
approaches to selection methods adopted by organisations. This is true of selection methods
applied to meet equality and diversity policies which may, in some cases, actually worsen the
interview experience for neurodiverse individuals. For example, one element of such methods

is a panel interview. This can increase the anxiety in social situations experienced by many
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neurodiverse individuals and so negatively affect their interview performance, or actually deter
those individuals from making job applications in the first place (Sarratt, 2017; Martin, 2020).
These negative consequences, specific to neurodiverse individuals, are in addition to the role
and impact of bias which affects all hiring decisions (Hardy, Tey, Cyrus-Lai, Martell, Olstad

& Uhlmann, 2021).

Reasonable Adjustment: Job/Task Design and Communication Practices

Other implications arise once a neurodiverse individual is employed. These include the
physical environment and associated sensory stimuli. There can also be overlap with social
space; that is the levels of interaction with co-workers. Social spaces also provide sensory
stimuli; e.g., noise levels; as well as psychological stimuli; e.g., social interactions (Bhave et
al., 2020). The latter are particularly significant because neurodiverse employees often
communicate differently to neurotypical employees (Sarratt, 2017; Remington & Pellicano,
2019). Each of these sets of stimuli can have negative impact on neurodiverse employees and
S0 negative impact on their productivity. In relation to social interactions and interpersonal
communication, additional negative consequences may arise because of ‘linguistic ostracism’,
especially as mediated by ‘social self-efficacy’ (Fiset & Bhave, 2021). While members of both
social groups can be native language speakers, neurodiverse and neurotypical employees can
experience their interpersonal communications akin to each speaking a foreign language
because of the communication patterns of some neurodiverse employees. As Fiset and Bhave
(2021) identify, this can lead to additional negative impact on the work behaviours of
individuals, in this case, neurodiverse employees. HRM practice here is associated with the
application of reasonable adjustments to the workplace to reduce or eliminate barriers to
employment of people with disabilities, as required by legislation in most countries (Waisman-

Nitzan, Gal & Schreuer, 2019). HRM practice concerned with building a culture which is
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supportive of diversity and an inclusive climate is arguably of more significance (Holmes,

Jiang, Avery, McKay, Oh & Tillman, 2020).

Performance Management and Other HRM Practices

Additional examples of HRM practices which impact neurodiverse employees in
particular ways include performance management systems. These systems commonly include
appraisal interviews. As with selection interviews, these interviews can present challenges for
neurodiverse employees and such systems need amendments to cater fairly for diverse
workforces (Noon & Ogbonna, 2020). Career development (Sarratt, 2017), training and
development (Krzeminska et al., 2019), succession planning (Triana et al., 2021) and talent
management (Marescaux et al., 2021) are other HRM practices with implications for diverse
and so neurodiverse employees. The experience of these HRM practices by neurodiverse
employees will be influenced by a number of factors affecting their implementation. These
factors include the level of stigma and associated negative stereotypes held by line managers
and co-workers linked to neurodiversity (Johnson & Joshi, 2016), and the emotional burden
experienced by line managers managing neurodiverse employees (Richards et al., 2019).
Examples of the latter can include dealing with incivility in the workplace and its consequences
(Penney & Spector, 2005) and relatedly, applying HRM anti-bullying policies (Mellifont,

2019) (see Table 1). In summary, this analysis leads to the following proposition.

Proposition 1: HRM practices have differential effects on neurodiverse and

neurotypical employees

There are positive reasons of performance benefits (Shore et al., 2011; Randel et al.,
2018) to adapt HRM practices to meet the needs of prospective and actual neurodiverse
employees. Such adaptations are becoming increasingly common, especially on the part of

large employers (Krzeminska et al., 2019). The possibilities include education and training for

10
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managers and neurotypical employees to aid integration of neurodiverse individuals. However,
as noted by Noon and Ogbonna, (2020) diversity training does not guarantee continuing
success in negating the discriminatory attitudes and behaviours of managers and others. There
are though examples of success, reported in an issue of the Journal of Management and
Organisation, of adapting HRM practices to overcome hidden inequality by responding to the
needs of neurodiverse individuals. Carrero, Krzeminska and Hartel (2019) describe the
initiative of the technology company DCX who designed an extended recruitment and selection
process specifically aimed at neurodiverse potential employees. The process acknowledged the
particular needs of these individuals in order to provide a less challenging experience.
Remington and Pellicano (2019) provide an account and assessment of an internship
programme at Deutsche Bank UK specifically designed to accommodate the needs of
neurodiverse graduates. This particular programme could be judged a success as five of eight

participants gained full-time employment.

These examples and a growing focus by employers on the neurodiverse population as
a source of talented employees notwithstanding, there is a dearth of research examining the
organising and management implications of neurodiversity. The available research highlights
two related aspects of particular importance. The first is leadership and the problems of
implementing strategic decisions made by top managers (Noon & Ogbanna, 2020). The second
is the role and impact of what Waisman-Nitzan et al. (2019) refer to as organisational justice
climate. As Waisman-Nitzan and colleagues note, this is particularly significant for
neurodiversity since it has implications for reasonable adjustments, among other aspects of
employment and HRM practices. The invisible nature of neurodiverse conditions raises
questions of what might be considered ‘reasonable’ by managers and co-workers. Hence,
leadership and organisational justice are key concepts when examining neurodiversity in

organisations.

11
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{Insert Table 1 here}
Strategic Diversity Leadership

Leadership theories on DM have focused on the behavioural aspects of leaders who are tasked
with the management of diverse individuals within organisations and the implementation of
DM practices (i.e., supervisory diversity leadership: Homan, Gindemir, Buengeler, & van
Kleef, 2020; Randel et al., 2018). However, when dealing with neurodiverse employees who
experience hidden inequalities, the role of leaders goes beyond implementing DM practices to
developing inclusive practices. These inclusive practices, though difficult to implement
(Winters, 2014), stand a better chance of generating positive outcomes for both neurotypical
and neurodiverse employees (Mor Barak, Lizano, Kim, Duann, Rhee, Hsiao & Brimhall, 2016;
Shore et al., 2018). Hence, active involvement in developing inclusive diversity practices is

required on the part of leaders of organisations (Nishii, 2013; Randel et al., 2018).

The responsibility of developing and implementing inclusive DM practices, we argue
is strategic and requires the involvement of strategic diversity leaders who exercise powerful
influence on individuals, teams and the organisation. Strategic diversity leadership (SDL) is
defined as “shaping of the meaning of diversity within an organisation by the organisations
senior leaders” (Martins, 2020, p.1194). The role of a strategic leader (e.g., CEQ’s, senior
management team, division heads etc.) differs from that of a supervisory leader as they are
mainly tasked with the overall responsibility of managing the organisation. As noted by Boal
and Schultz (2007), supervisory leadership focuses on “task and person-oriented behaviours
of leaders . . . while strategic leadership focuses on the creation of meaning and purpose for
the organisation” (p.412). We therefore propose that strategic diversity leadership will foster
neurodiversity and inclusion through complementing and influencing supervisory diversity
leadership and inclusive DM practices, which will in turn create a climate of justice. This we

purport will be achieved through ‘meaning-making’, which is the key focus of strategic
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diversity leadership (see Rindova & Srinivas, 2017 for a review). Meaning making involves
‘framing a vision for diversity and symbolizing the value of diversity in words and actions’

(Martins, 2020, p.1195).

Framing a vision for neurodiversity involves strategic diversity leaders conceptualising
diversity in an inclusive manner and attaching a very high significance to DM practices that
promote and support neurodiverse employees. Hence the way and manner in which these
leaders envision, conceptualise and communicate these practices will determine the resulting
outcome for both neurotypical and neurodiverse employees. Research has noted varying
conceptualisations of diversity (e.g., Ely & Thomas, 2001; Nkomo et al., 2019). These have
mainly been framed narrowly around the legal requirements that mandates consideration of
only a few characteristics (e.g., race, sex), without careful attention to how different
conceptualisations might lead to different results (cf. Otaye-Ebede, 2018; Harrison & Klein,
2007). Scholars have noted that problems stemming from the ambiguous nature of the diversity
construct include on one hand, those narrow definitions of diversity that have the potential to
undermine the intent of diversity initiatives, as excluded groups may become alienated. On the
other hand, broad, inclusive definitions of diversity have been shown to have a positive
influence on perceptions of diversity programmes (Rynes & Rosen, 1995; Robinson &
Dechant, 1997). Hence, including neurodiversity into the way diversity is conceptualised

within the organisation has the potential to promote positive outcomes.

In framing an inclusive vision, strategic diversity leaders have considerable autonomy
in the characteristics they include in their conceptualisation of diversity. If neurodiversity is
included as an important characteristic and championed, it portrays a positive diversity vision
that supports individual differences. This in turn demonstrates to both neurotypical and
neurodiverse employees the significance and valence held by senior management about DM
practices such as; an inclusive climate, supportive job design, transparent recruitment practices

13
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etc., that support neurodiverse employees, and consequently, will result in heightened
perception of justice. Supporting evidence exists demonstrating how the values of strategic
leaders play an important role in shaping strategic action (Rindova & Martins, 2018a).
However, little is known of how strategic leaders’ visions could act as a buffer to employees’

perceptions of justice and resulting consequences. We therefore propose that:

Proposition 2: The extent to which the strategic diversity leaders’ vision incorporates
belief in neurodiverse-specific DM practices, will establish the perceived value of

diversity in the organisation, which in turn will lead to heightened justice perceptions.

Another important component of ‘meaning making’ in strategic diversity leadership is
‘symbolising the value of diversity in words and actions.” Symbolisation involves “culturally
contextualised meaning creation via the prospective use of objects, words, and actions.”
(Hatch, 1993, p.673). The performance implications of the value placed on diversity and how
it is championed in organisations has been demonstrated in previous studies (e.g., Otaye-Ebede,
2019; Olsen & Martins, 2012). However, little is known of the vital role senior leaders play in
communicating that value through their words and actions. Some exceptions in research (e.g.
Pfeffer, 1981; Rindova & Srinivas, 2017), have noted that the words and actions of senior
leaders have the potential to communicate important signals to employees about what is valued
by the organisation. Thus, strategic diversity leaders can communicate through various forums
the value the organisation places on creating an inclusive workplace where neurodiverse
employees are nurtured. Indeed, the degree of managing diversity effectively relies on how
leaders establish and filter communication in the workplace (Nishii & Mayer, 2009). Prior
research has noted the ‘power in words’, particularly those of senior leaders (Kornberger &
Clegg, 2011). Hence, when strategic diversity leaders use their words carefully in
demonstrating the value placed on inclusive practices that support neurodiverse employees, it
has the potential to be taken more seriously by supervisory leaders and employees. Conversely,

14
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when trivialised, this could have a detrimental outcome on diversity attention and attribution

(Martins, 2020).

Additionally, neurodiverse employees possess unique attributes and characteristics,
which have the potential to positively influence work outcomes. For example, critical disability
theorists have argued that sensory hypersensitivity found in some neurodiverse individuals
such as those with Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD), rather than being seen as a form of
distraction enables them to be more sensitive and attentive to detail (Tomczak, 2020). This
increases their performance of attention to detail in work tasks and subsequent work quality
(Scott, Jacob, Hendrie, Parsons, Girdlier, Falkmer & Falkmer, 2017). Hence, in communicating
information relating to neurodiverse employees, SDLs can focus on these strengths and the
added benefits these individuals bring to the team and organisation. Furthermore, creating
opportunities for neurodiverse employees to utilise their cognitive capabilities (such as visual
thinking, need for structure and routine, sensitivity and attention to detail: Roberson et al.,
2021; Mumford, Todd, Higgs & Mcintosh, 2017), in achieving organisational goals, is one way
in which SDLs can symbolise value for diversity in their actions. Other actions in which these
can be demonstrated include; their participation in organisational activities and programmes
designed to promote neurodiversity (cf. Mor Barak, 2014) as well as support for employees’

participation in those and other activities.

Therefore, as symbolic leaders who have the power to influence how diversity is
perceived, practiced and valued, we argue that SDL should use every means possible through
their communication and actions to promote the inclusion of neurodiverse employees within
their organisation. This will create a climate where all employees feel included and feel a sense
of justice and fairness, and so address invisible inequalities in the workplace. We therefore

propose that:
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Proposition 3: The extent to which the strategic diversity leaders communicate through
their words and actions value for neurodiversity will signal the value of diversity and

inclusion in the organisation, which in turn will lead to heightened justice perceptions.

The Intervening Role of Organisational Justice

While DM practices for all play a direct role in creating positive neurodiversity consequences,
we argue that this relationship’s strength is mediated by perceived organisational justice.
Cropanzano, Bowen and Gilliland (2007) define organisational justice as “members’ sense of
the moral propriety of how they are treated—is the ‘glue’ that allows people to work together
effectively. Justice defines the very essence of individuals' relationship with employers” (p.34).
Organisational justice plays a vital and intervening, albeit latent, role because the effectiveness
of DM practices is dependent on the workforce’s recognition and acceptance of those practices
to be fair, reasonable and proportionate. However, organisational justice is a complex construct
and both neurodiverse and neurotypical workforce perceptions are equally important (Colella,
2001). The four main types of organisational justice are distributive, procedural, interactional
and informational justice (Rodell & Colquitt, 2009). Distributive justice is the perceived
fairness of outcomes involving the allocation of rewards based on the ratio of one’s input and
output compared to others (Carter, Mossholder & Harris, 2018). Procedural justice refers to the
fairness in the process in which decisions are made in terms of consistency, impartiality and
propriety (van Dijke, De Cremer, Brebels & Van Quaquebeke, 2015). Interactional justice is
the degree to which people are treated with dignity and respect (Collins & Mossholder, 2017),
while informational justice is the extent to which organisations, through managers, are truthful,

adequate and timely in sharing information with their workforce (Patient & Skarlicki, 2010).

Organisational justice is a complex construct not just because it has multiple

constituents, but also because the nature of the construct is context-dependent. Rupp, Shapiro,
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Folger, Skarlicki & Shao (2017) posit that much of the rich research undertaken on the
construct predates the 21st-century workplace before the increasing awareness of social justice
in the present day and its implications in the workplace. Therefore, today’s workforce
perception of organisational justice may not be entirely similar to the past (Weiss & Rupp,
2011). Neurodiverse and neurotypical employees’ perceptions are vital as each may place
varying levels of significance to different types of organisational justice as each is likely to
have different experiences with an organisation’s DM and leadership practices (Rupp et al.,
2017). The following propositions provide an argument of the mediating role of organisational
justice, as a composite construct, and the formative constituent of the four types of
organisational justice. The argument also highlights the subtle effects of neurodiverse and
neurotypical groups on the two types of consequences; cognitive and affective at the micro-

level.

Every type of justice is essential to every individual, and organisations need to strive to
ensure that their workforce is indeed treated fairly in terms of all forms of organisational justice
(Wiesenfeld, Wurthmann & Hambrick, 2008). However, while organisations must ensure that
employees are treated fairly, what constitutes fairness can be subjective and contested. Such
situations emerge because neurodiverse and neurotypical staff are unlikely to be in equal
receipt of an organisation’s support because organisations are likely to provide targeted
positive action for neurodiverse staff. Neurotypical staff may accept the ‘unequal treatment’
but only under conditions of proportionality, and that positive action for neurodiverse staff does
not inadvertently discriminate against neurotypical staff. Neurodiverse staff are likely to judge
the positive action based on similar heuristics such as the appropriateness of the action (e.g.,
that it genuinely enables them to do their jobs) and that the action does not unintentionally

single them out from their neurotypical colleagues. Consequently, an organisation’s
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management of neurodiverse staff must also consider the latent perceptions of organisational

justice as a whole of both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees. We therefore propose:

Proposition 4. Employees’ (neurodiverse and neurotypical) perception of
organisational justice as a whole will mediate the relationship between neurodiverse

and neurotypical DM practices and consequences.

Nonetheless, perceptions of organisational justice are nuanced between neurodiverse and
neurotypical employees. While targeted DM practices for neurodiverse employees will
naturally have specific, and potentially positive, consequence for this group, this relationship
is mediated by perceptions of specific types of justice. The perception of specific types of
justice is likely to have varied and disproportionate consequences i.e., cognitive and affective.
For example, Colella (2001) found that judgement about fairness become salient to co-workers
of colleagues with disabilities when they have an interest, e.g., allocation of reward is derived
from the same budget. When co-workers make fairness judgements, they do so by comparing
equity and perceived warranty. As such, the mediating effects of distributive justice may have
cognition-orientated consequences given that distributive justice is premised on calculus-based
evaluations of fairness. In addition, affect-based consequence is likely to follow as perception

of fairness (and unfairness) is likely to have an emotional impact.

Colella’s (2001) research also suggests that distributive justice becomes more
significant when co-workers compete for the same rewards, for example, when co-workers
report to the same leader, thereby emphasising the important role of leadership in moderating
the relationship between DM practices (in general and specifically for neurodiverse staff) and
distributive justice. Indeed, research, e.g., Carter et al. (2018), has shown the effects of
leadership practices and distributive justice in producing positive team outcomes. SDLs who

can demonstrate distributive justice through their neurodiverse and neurotypical DM practices
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are likely to provide their followers with a sense of organisational support (Biswas, Varma &
Ramaswami, 2013). Leaders who manage both groups in the same team play a crucial role as
the comparison of equity by both groups of employees is likely to be heightened and be
problematic as both groups have different needs. Distributive justice is vital as its impact cannot

be mitigated by any other forms of justice (Skitka, 2002). We therefore propose:

Proposition 5: Distributive justice will mediate the relationship between the DM

practices, and cognitive and affective consequences.

Procedural justice is held important to all staff as it is vital for organisational
functioning, perhaps even more so than distributive justice (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002).
Although distributive justice predicts outcomes at the individual level such as staff’s pay
satisfaction, procedural justice tends to be a more robust predictor of meso-level outcomes such
as organisational trust (Folger & Konovsky, 1989) and commitment (McFarlin & Sweeney,
1992). Perceived procedural justice can elicit high performance from employees (Wu &
Chaturvedi, 2009), and soften unfavourable outcomes while retaining employees’ support
(Brockner, 2002). Procedural justice also has overt organisational artefacts that can be accessed
for public scrutiny. Therefore, procedural justice has direct symbolic effects on the organisation

as a whole.

Nonetheless, there are granular differences when perceived procedural justice is
between varying social groups of employees. The context of our model, through DM practices,
assumes that adjustments for neurodiverse staff are in addition to existing procedures for
neurotypical staff. Therefore, the new adjustments naturally attract scrutiny due to their
novelty. Colella, Paetzold and Belliveau (2004) argue that co-workers without disability tend
to make inferences about procedural justice for accommodating co-workers with disabilities at

the individual-level. These inferences are heuristics given that non-disabled co-workers may
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not identify with the challenges of disabled co-workers, and that non-disabled co-workers do
not have access to information about their colleagues’ disability and special needs. We argue

such a situation is relevant in the neurodiversity practices in organisations.

Building upon Rupp et al.’s (2017) reservation that procedural justice is universally
valued, we contend that perceptions of procedural justice is more heightened for neurodiverse
staff given neurotypical staff tend to adopt a satisficing heuristic, i.e., 'good enough’, in
appraising procedural justice to accommodate neurodiverse colleagues. The needs of
individual neurodiverse employees are likely to be varied as it is unlikely they have the same
talents. Therefore, the procedures that set out how their individual needs are appraised and how
resources are allocated need to be fairly differentiated, and will have particular resonance with

neurodiverse employees. We therefore propose:

Proposition 6: Procedural justice will mediate the relationship between DM practices

for neurodiverse staff, and symbolic and affect-based consequences.

Interactional justice concerns respect and human dignity (Bies, 2001) and its perceptions result
from everyday encounters amongst co-workers, and their respective supervisors and colleagues
(Rupp et al., 2017). Perceived interactional justice includes explanations that legitimise and
justify an outcome (Rupp et al., 2017). As a result, interactional justice directly shapes
cognitive and affect-based consequences. Explanations that justify DM practices can be
approached rationally and/or emotionally. Perceptions of interactional justice strengthen the
relationship between emotional reactions and outcomes favourability (Skarlicki, Barclay &
Pugh, 2008). Sensemaking, augmented by emotions, plays a significant role in guiding the

appraisal of fairness in social exchanges.

Unlike distributive and procedural justice, interactional justice is considered a non-

comparative organisational justice theory as it does not draw parallels of employees’
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experience with others. Interactional justice involves perceptions of universal rights
determining rewards irrespective of others experience (Bies, 2001). Given the growing
awareness of social justice and invisible inequalities, interactional justice will grow to be more
significant, especially within the context of organisational diversity and inclusivity. While
important to all employees in the management of neurodiversity, we argue that interactional

justice will be of special importance to neurodiverse staff.

In addition to the prevailing foundations of interactional justice respecting human
dignity, neurodiverse staff’s lack of mobility in labour markets, compared to their neurotypical
co-workers, compels them to focus on the reasons for staying rather than motives to leave.
Collins and Mossholder (2017) found that interactional justice has a more substantial meaning
to employees who are more embedded in their jobs than colleagues who may be less attached.
Within the setting of our theoretical model, we argue that leaders' DM practices have more

significance to neurodiverse staff as these practices impact them directly. We propose:

Proposition 7: Interactional justice will mediate the relationship between DM practices

for neurodiverse staff, and cognitive and affect-based consequences.

Informational justice, which concerns the truthfulness and timeliness of information, is perhaps
the simplest form of justice (Patient & Skarlicki, 2010). This form of justice may also be argued
to be an antecedent to distributive, procedural and interactional justice as individuals are given
the opportunity to make sense of information, which helps them to evaluate if an outcome is
fair. Indeed, informational justice enhances anticipatory justice because the transparency in
providing adequate and timely information signals intent to be fair (Melkonian, Soenen &

Ambrose, 2016)

While informational justice is essential to all staff, we argue that given their particular

needs, information, even in its basic form, may have modest value to neurodiverse employees.
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For information to have significant, it needs to be communicated using appropriate channels
and thoughtfully (concerning the individual’s circumstances), consistent with the attributes of
interactional justice. Conversely, we suggest that informational justice may be more in line
with the expectations of neurotypical groups even if the information is in primary forms, e.g.,
organisational notices, so long as the information is truthful and timely (Skarlicki et al., 2008).
Delays, even if well-intended for reasons involving interactional justice, may unintentionally
impact employees’ perception of justice negatively as it violates employees’ trust and in turn

cause distrust of future information (Zapata, Olsen & Martins, 2013).

Proposition 8: Informational justice will mediate the relationship DM practices (in

general and for neurodiverse staff) and cognitive-based consequences.

Affective and Cognitive Consequences as Mechanisms through which Organisational
Justice leads to Neurodiversity Outcomes

Extant research suggests that perceived organisational justice leads to positive outcomes such
as increased job performance, team and organisational integration (e.g. Cropanzano et al.,
2007). Failure to recognise the intervening role of organisational justice could lead to negative
long-term performance issues and harm social integration amongst employees, thus leading to
poor attitudes and behaviours (Hurley-Hanson & Giannantonio, 2017). However, in the context
of hidden inequalities there are a number of affective and cognitive consequences that may
directly emerge from perceived organisational justice and which impact on neurodiversity
outcomes. Affective consequences involve diminishing workplace frictions and removing bias
and perceived discrimination generated through inferences of emotions and feelings. Cognitive
consequences on the other hand include positive established assumptions involving effort and
reward and generative ideas about work practices. Recognising and understanding the

mediating role of the affective and cognitive consequences are essential to address any hidden
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inequalities and to maximise neurodiversity outcomes through organisational justice (e.g.,
Milliken & Martins, 1996).

We argue that observable differences such as ethnicity and gender allow perceived
organisational justice to be not just experienced by individuals, but also to be ‘seen’ to be
accomplished, which enables justice to have a direct effect on outcomes such as performance.
However, working in a neurodiverse environment can be an abstract notion given its hidden
positive qualities and abilities. Thus, perceived organisational justice requires time to be
understood and embedded in the workplace, manifesting in the form of latent affective and
cognitive consequences. Failure to recognise the mediating role of these consequences could
impact on an organisation’s ability to translate organisational justice into improved
performance leading to durable outcomes. Hidden differences on the other hand trigger strong
emotional reactions. Therefore, perceived organisational justice should generate emotions and
feelings that enable any positive outcomes to be more stable and enduring by removing
discriminatory behaviours. We know that diverse groups experience more perceived
discrimination and work-related friction than homogeneous groups due to visible and invisible
differences (Shore et al., 2018). Organisational justice can help to erode prejudice and
perceived discrimination amongst individuals, and ultimately, entrenched stereotypical beliefs.
However, it is a symbolic process as the effectiveness of organisational justice depends on how
people perceive justice and fairness and how they respond emotionally to these perceptions.
To establish positive perceptions, organisations need to understand the processes’ affective
consequences and the sense of equality and fairness amongst employees needs to be a long-
term commitment in managing hidden inequalities. Organisational justice relies on people’s
perceptions and thus is much more difficult to control. The alignment of employees’ feelings

and perceptions with organisational justice is therefore paramount to ensuring that
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organisations are able to achieve effective and stable neurodiverse outcomes. We therefore
propose that:

Proposition 9: The relationship between perceived organisational justice and positive

neurodiversity outcomes is directly influenced by affective consequences.
The effectiveness of perceived organisational justice is also directly related to cognitive
function, in particular, the processing of information. We argue that cognitive consequences
are a crucial link between perceived organisational justice and outcomes as it involves the
evaluation and interpretation of reality, which form assumptions of the workplace which are
then acted upon. More specifically, organisational justice could enable individuals from a
variety of backgrounds to reach their full potential through positive cognitive effort. Effective
organisational justice will create a sense of belonging amongst employees and this feeling of
‘belongingness’ reflects a sense of acceptance, respect and openness for all employees (e.g.,
Shore et al., 2011). We therefore argue that perceived organisational justice promotes positive
evaluations of equality and equitability, which supports the sustained effort from employees to
ensure that positive outcomes derive from a neurodiverse environment. Hence, we propose
that:

Proposition 10: The relationship between perceived organisational justice and positive

neurodiversity outcomes is directly influenced by cognitive consequences.

DISCUSSION

Extant theorising of DM practices omits the paradoxical complexities that these practices have
on employees who experience hidden inequalities, such as neurodiverse individuals. This in
turn has created a situation where neurodiverse employees experience low levels of
employment, and in cases where they are represented, they oftentimes feel less understood and
discriminated against. To address this limitation, underpinned by the climate for inclusion

theory, we develop and propose a dynamic multi-level model. We argue for a separation
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between practices that support neurodiverse employees and those that support neurotypical
employees in future DM theorising. Our model further highlights the key role strategic
diversity leaders play in framing and symbolising DM practices which would be beneficial for
both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees. Finally, we propose that positive outcomes for
neurotypical employees is dynamic and hence only achievable and sustainable through
cognitive and affective channels. Our study makes a number of contributions, which have

implications for both theory and practice.

Contributions

The first contribution involves the development of a synoptic model of DM practices that lead
to positive neurodiversity outcomes, specifically, highlighting the multilevel and dynamic
perspectives. The proposed model emerges from the non-fungibility of extant DM theories and
models that are limited in addressing hidden inequalities experienced by neurodiverse
individuals. In addressing our first research question from a multilevel perspective, our first
contribution redirects the nascent research trajectory of neurodiversity from a primary focus at
the micro-level to group and meso levels (e.g. Moore et al., 2019; Richards et al., 2019). In
doing so, the proposed model helps to address the current ‘knowledge gap’ and expand the
neurodiversity research agenda by offering a critical assessment of HRM practices (Otaye-
Ebede, 2019), strategic leaders (Martins, 2020), DM outcomes and organisational justice

(Cropanzano, Massaro & Becker, 2017) towards neurodiversity.

The model also highlights a dynamic perspective of neurodiversity management as
reflected in the latent mediating constructs of organisational justice and employee
consequences, and the potential feedback loop. The temporal dynamism of the model shows
the chain of events that reveals the emergent but pivotal intervening constructs, without which

the consequent outcomes would not materialise in practice (Lei, Naveh & Novikov, 2016). The
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feedback loop indicates how organisational DM practices and strategic diversity leadership
need to be continuously informed by their effects on employees and the organisation as a whole
(Martins, 2020). The feedback loops are essential because diversity and justice are evolving
constructs that require organisational leaders to continuously be involved in sensemaking
(Schildt, Mantere & Cornelissen, 2020), understanding relationships in the workplace (King,
2007) and by adapting organisational systems (Roberson, Holmes & Perry, 2017). They act as
a prevention strategy to inform desired behaviours in the workplace, specifically amongst

neurodiverse employees.

Our first contribution addresses calls from scholars such as Nkomo et al. (2019) who
advocate the need for new, more sophisticated theorising, as our phenomenon-based model
addresses problems that are highly relevant to practice, but yet are not addressed in the scope
of present theories (Von Krogh, Rossi-Lamastra & Haefliger, 2012). Our multi-level, dynamic
conceptual model enriches scholars’ theoretical understanding of key mechanisms through
which organisations can achieve positive and effective outcomes for and from all employees.
The inherent complexity of neurodiversity in organisations, from its multiplicity to its relative
covertness (i.e., resulting in hidden inequalities) and its impact on all employees, means that

theories need to be multifaceted to address the challenges arising from the phenomenon.

Our second contribution highlights the impact of strategic diversity leadership, in
particular, the significance of leaders’ narrative concerning diversity and the behaviours that
they need to exemplify (Boal & Schultz, 2007). As highlighted, neurodiverse employees are
unique in their thinking and approach to work, and as such, traditional DM practices and
leadership behaviours might not be entirely suitable to ensure the inclusion of this form of
diversity. An underlying implication of the model involves the broad outlook that leaders must
adopt rather than have a silo focus on a particular group at a time (Homan et al., 2020). Such
an outlook enables SDL to appreciate the interpretation and understanding of DM practices by
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specific groups in the workforce. This expansive view is crucial as it allows SDL to balance
equality for all employees and yet be equitable to the unique circumstances of minority groups
(Nishii et al., 2018). Our model redirects HRM practices to embrace heterogeneity to more
effectively manage differences in the workplace, which underscores the need for organisational

leaders to equally and explicitly consider inclusivity in DM practices.

Our scope builds on the research of scholars like Farndale, Biron, Briscoe and
Raghuram (2015) and Otaye-Ebede (2018) who highlight the urgent need for researchers to
make more prominent the examination of inclusion and inclusivity in diversity research, in
particular, SDL. Their contention extends beyond investigating the inclusion of marginalised
groups and to adopt a broader perspective that considers how the inclusion of one group does
not disadvantage others (or reinforce such perceptions) (Pless & Maak, 2004) and the
instrumental role of leadership (Ng & Sears, 2020). Our research is timely as it encourages
diversity scholars to return to the ethical and social justice discourse in the workplace (Pless &
Appel, 2012), specifically, in exploring the central role of strategic diversity leadership in
framing and symbolising diversity and inclusivity in a way that is coherent with prevailing

social and organisational values.

The propositions in this study shift focus to examine the value of diversity and
workforce inclusion (Nishii, 2013) and to deepen our understanding of how SDL can foster the
formation of work processes, tasks and strategies that enable all employees to utilise their
differences. In addressing our second research question, our conceptual model enables scholars
to gain unique insights into the interplay between organisational DM practices and SDL in
enhancing the long-term performance of neurodiverse employees. More importantly, the model
provides a much-needed strategic direction to not only support organisations in changing the
way neurodiversity is managed, but to engage leaders in creating a supportive vision of an
inclusive workplace (Wasserman, Gallegos & Ferdman, 2008).
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Our third contribution lies in the model’s emphasis on both neurodiverse and
neurotypical groups of employees to ensure a balanced approach in the design of DM practices.
Specifically, the model offers a prescient view (Corley & Gioia, 2011) in anticipating the
tensions and paradoxes that are likely to emerge as organisations balance the needs of each
social group. This contribution addresses our third research question and answers the calls of
scholars like Loon et al. (2019) who have noted the paradoxical nature of HRM practices that

complement or compete with practices that enhance wellbeing.

Our model therefore informs the sustainability of DM practices and diversity leadership
to ensure that no parties feel ‘left out’ by virtue of the implementation of the practices aimed
at particular groups (Nishii et al., 2018). While the breadth of diversity practices growth to
reflect the advancement in the field is encouraging, organisational attention on minority groups
may result in unintended consequences in other groups of individuals being marginalised, real
or perceived (Eberlin & Tatum, 2005). Indeed, a substantial body of DM research has focused
on the business case for diversity and less on the justice and fairness aspects (e.g., Peretz, Levi

& Fried, 2015; Otaye-Ebede, 2019).

In addition to recognising the need for neurodiverse-specific practices, we acknowledge
the nuanced complexities of DM practices perceived by non-targeted groups i.e., neurotypical
employees, who may influence the sustained success of the practices (Colella, 2001).
Highlighting the needs of both neurodiverse and neurotypical employees is essential for future
research as existing DM practice research has mainly focused on examining how organisations
implement practices that are beneficial for demographically diverse individuals within
categories such as race/ ethnicity, gender, age and religion (e.g., Guillaume et al., 2017; Nishii
et al., 2018; Otaye-Ebede, 2018; D’Netto et al., 2014). While this line of research is
substantively relevant, engaging, and has set key parameters for the effective management of
diverse employees and removal of discrimination in the workplace, such focus limits how these
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DM practices are effective in managing neurodiverse employees as a social group.
Understanding the perceptions of neurotypical staff, as well, is pivotal in the sustainability of
neurodiversity management practices given neurotypical staff are whom the inequalities arising

from neurodiversity are ‘hidden’.

Research and Practical Implications

The conceptual model offers several research and practical implications to scholars,
practitioners and policy makers (Corley & Gioia, 2011). It enables the assessment of the effects
of organisational DM on neurodiversity outcomes in a systematic manner from the micro level
(affective and cognitive consequences) to the group (team integration) and meso levels
(organisational cohesion). Such levels of analyses offer a much-needed clarity of constructs
and principles that affect directly and indirectly the effectiveness of DM practices towards
neurodiverse employees, the applicability of leadership behaviours (i.e., framing and
symbolising) and the type of organisational justice needed to cultivate a fair working
environment (i.e., distributive, procedural, interactional and informational justice). Given the
nature of neurodiversity in DM practice, we speculate that the validity of the model, and its
key constructs is dependent on the boundary conditions such as organisations’ age, size and
sector. Neurodiversity can be considered a progressive form of DM and an organisation’s
experience and maturity in addressing more tangible diversity and inclusive matters may serve
as an indicator of the utility of the model to the firm in managing intangible and hidden

inequalities arising from neurodiversity.

Additionally, we posit that the conceptual model offers utility as it contains propositions
that show the nuanced nature of the relationships between DM practices, strategic diversity
leadership, organisational justice and organisational outcomes that are contingent on

neurodiverse and neurotypical perspectives. Such utility is needed to manage expectations,
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attract, retain and develop individuals and produce value that is aligned with organisational
culture. This is essential to address long-standing inequalities experienced by neurodiverse
employees. Given that the study of neurodiversity is a nascent discipline, the model gives
clarity and the confidence for organisations on what they can do at organisational, group and
individual levels. By ‘exposing’ current gaps in understanding, we are able to question the
effectiveness of current organisational practices and inform future leadership behaviours. This
validates the important role of leadership actions and attitude towards diversity. The model
offers confidence to adopt DM practices that have a meaningful and positive impact on
organisational performance as the success of any practice is driven by the organisation’s desire
and capacity to utilise diversity in its workforce. In addition, the model highlights the
complexity in DM, which explains why currently applied blunt tools and practices may have
limited effectiveness. Any attempt to address neurodiversity requires more refined and
effectual DM practices. Recent events (e.g. Covid-19) have shown the severe and
disproportionate impact such disruptions can have on neurodiverse populations and other
disadvantaged social groups. Therefore, this study is timely as we need to break current ‘silos’
of hidden inequality to manage ‘different’ differences in the workplace. Further, by offering
insights into the unique experiences of neurodiverse employees, we suggest that it is essential
that diversity training and learning initiatives be implemented involving managers and leaders
tasked with the responsibility of framing, symbolizing and implementing DM practices
(Milliken & Martins, 1996). Regardless of the approach to DM, strategic leadership is key to

unlock the potentials of neurodiverse individuals in any modern organisation.

Limitation and Suggestions for Future Research

An evident area to address is that the conceptual model remains to be tested. The propositions
formulated in this study offer a clear direction for future research. We suggest prospective
research adopt and/or develop measures to test the model by adopting a covariance-based
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structural equation modelling approach. Such an examination will utilise the model in its
current form to test the proposed structural relationships. Alternatively, scholars may adopt
partial least squares-structural equation modelling to explore latent constructs and experiment
with the configurations of the model. Such an examination may investigate the interactional

effects of the constructs with other marginalised/ minority groups.

Another limitation is that the conceptual model does not stipulate the type and degree
of neurodiverse conditions of individuals. Future research may be more specific as this may
influence the DM practices required. In addition, boundary conditions may be specified as these
may alter the predictive validity and utility of the model. Boundary conditions, which may
include organisation’s experience and maturity in developing and utilising DM practices as
mentioned, can alter the nature of the constructs and their relationships in the model. Finally,
the proposed conceptual model and key relations may be influenced by the external
environment and the nature of labour markets, including social and economic uncertainty, and

so those relationships could also be usefully investigated.

CONCLUSION

Hidden inequalities, given their complex and potentially emergent nature, requires a more
active organisation-wide approach. Organisations need to ensure that there are effective
policies and procedures that cover the needs of a diverse workforce with diverse skills. The
conceptual model emphasises the need to develop more sophisticated and context-sensitive
practices that are appropriate for the minority groups in question and the organisation as a
whole. Such an approach can enable outcomes to be more effective and sustainable in the long-
term, given the inclusiveness of the DM practices that suits the entire workforce of the
organisation. The behaviour and agency of leadership in ensuring fairness increases the

likelihood of successful outcomes for both neurodiverse and neurotypical groups, and for the
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organisation. This study is the first step to shed light on key issues experienced by neurodiverse
individuals in the workplace. Our research offers a new direction to further understanding of
individual differences in the workplace and addresses hidden inequalities that many individuals
face on a daily basis across all different spectrum of our society. Most importantly, it enables
managers to approach neurodiversity as an organisational advantage rather than as a source of

complexity in decision-making.
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Table 1. DM Practices for Neurodiverse and Neurotypical Individuals

SELECTED GENERAL HR EXAMPLES
PRACTICES DM PRACTICES FOR NEUROTYPICAL DM PRACTICES FOR NEURODIVERSE
INDIVIDUALS INDIVIDUALS
Recruitment and Selection Panel Interview One-to-one Interview
Talent Management General Screening Tools Inclusive Applicant Screening Tools
Targeted Talent Management Initiatives e.g. internships
targeted at Neurodiverse individuals
Job and Work Design Self-managed Work Teams Structured Small Teams
Broad Task Responsibilities Detailed/Precise Task Responsibilities
General social and interaction spaces Redesigned social and interaction workspaces
Formal Job Analysis
Performance Management and Appraisal based on Strategic or Team Goals Performance Management and Appraisal
Appraisal Yearly Developmental Performance Appraisal Meetings Appraisal based on Defined Objective Results/Behaviours
Frequent Developmental Performance Appraisal Meetings
Compensation and Benefits Pay for Performance (e.g. team performance) Recogmtion/Non-financial Rewards
Formal Appraisal for Pay Pay for individual performance
Training and Development Extenstve Training Targeted Training
Training for job or firm-specific skills Training for job or firm specific skills, and focus unique ND
abilities
Communication Formal Information Sharing Programme Formal Information Sharing Programme
Meetings with employee Regular face-to-face (virtual or in-person) meetings with
employee
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Figure 1. A conceptual model for integrating neurodiverse employees
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