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ABSTRACT
Despite growing interest in neurodiversity in the workplace, most organisational responses remain fragmented, compliance‐
driven, and disconnected from the lived realities of neurodivergent individuals. This paper addresses the limitations of cur-
rent approaches by proposing a process model of HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion, grounded in a dual‐theoretical frame-
work that combines critical pragmatism and sociotechnical systems (STS) theory. Drawing on an abductive synthesis of
literature and practice‐based insights, we develop a process model that identifies four interrelated organisational challenges:
ignorance and lack of buy‐in, legal ambiguity, disclosure dilemmas, and resistance to systemic change. The model offers a set of
HR‐led co‐design interventions and outcomes that centre neurodivergent perspectives in redesigning policies, practices, and
organisational systems. Critical pragmatism provides the ethical and epistemological foundation for participatory inquiry and
institutional transformation, while STS supports the structural integration of inclusive practices. This paper contributes to HRM
theory by repositioning HR as a catalyst for collaborative, recursive, and justice‐oriented organisational change. Implications for
future research and practice include the need for participatory, cross‐contextual, and intersectional studies of neuroinclusion, as
well as attention to the design and evaluation of HR systems that enable meaningful co‐production.

1 | Introduction

Across the globe, neurodivergent individuals, that is, those with
cognitive, sensory, or neurological differences such as ADHD,
autism, dyslexia, and others, continue to face structural and
systemic disadvantages in the workplace despite growing soci-
etal awareness of neurodiversity (Doyle and Mcdowall 2023;
Singer 1999). Studies based on medical identification suggest
that between 15 and 20% of the worldwide population exhibits
neurodivergence (Drabble et al. 2023). Beyond the medical
frames (Baron‐Cohen 2017) of neurodiversity, there are also
social, cultural, embodied and legal frames (M. F. Özbilgin
et al. 2023) that present a complex demography.

Although neurodiversity is increasingly recognised in educa-
tional, medical, and policy domains (Palmer et al. 2019), most
organisations remain designed around neuronormativity, the
assumption that neurotypical functioning is the default,
desirable, and efficient mode of working (Benson 2023; Erbil
et al. 2025; Russo et al. 2022). Huijg (2020) presents neuro-
normativity as a disciplinary logic that shapes organisational ex-
pectations around productivity, communication, and interaction
in line with neurotypical individuals and their work patterns,
rather than as a neutral or descriptive standard. Neuronormative
design often renders neurodivergent individuals invisible, mis-
recognised, or marginalised within workplace systems (Doyle
and Mcdowall 2023; Russell and Rothenberg 2024). Most HR
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interventions fail to capture and combat neuronormativity (Erbil
et al. 2025), focus narrowly on awareness training or disclosure
protocols, remain top‐down, compliance‐oriented, and unable to
dismantle the deep‐rooted organisational norm of neuro-
normativity. In short, neuronormativity remains unchallenged
and the neurotypical modes of thinking, behaving, and commu-
nicating continue to inform organisational design (Benson 2023;
Huijg 2020; Russo et al. 2022).

This paper addresses a key theoretical and practical gap: How
can HR move from symbolic gestures of neuroinclusion to
systemic transformation? While prior studies acknowledge the
limitations of conventional inclusion strategies (Russell and
Rothenberg 2024), they rarely offer a processual, participatory
framework for redesigning organisations around neurodivergent
needs and capabilities. We respond to this gap by developing a
process model of HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion, which
moves beyond legal compliance and individual accommodations
to propose a participatory, systems‐level approach grounded in
critical pragmatism and sociotechnical systems theory (STS). To
develop our model, we adopted an abductive approach (Peirce
1934), which enabled us to iteratively move between theoretical
insights (Timmermans and Tavory 2012) and organisational
realities (Mantere and Ketokivi 2013).

Our contribution is threefold. First, we offer a novel conceptual
framework that integrates the ethical imperatives of critical
pragmatism (Dewey, 1909/2009) with the structural change
logics of sociotechnical systems theory (Pasmore 1988; Emery
and Trist 1973). Second, we position co‐design as a trans-
formative HR methodology that centres neurodivergent in-
dividuals as co‐architects of inclusive work systems. Third, we
provide an abductively developed process model that outlines
the antecedents, interventions, and outcomes of HR‐led neuro-
inclusion efforts. This model is designed to be both theoretically
grounded and transformative in diverse organisational contexts.
It advances systemic neuroinclusion in organisations. It is not
intended as an empirical account of neurodivergent experience,
nor a philosophical redefinition of neuroinclusion, but as a
theory‐informed, systems‐level intervention framework.

To respond to these challenges and advance a systematic
approach to neuroinclusion, we develop a conceptual frame-
work that draws on three foundational concepts: critical prag-
matism, sociotechnical systems theory (STS), and co‐design. In
the next section, we explain how these concepts inform our
process model, offering an ethical, structural, and participatory
foundation for HR‐led transformation. We then present the
model itself, outlining the key organisational challenges, co‐
design interventions, and anticipated outcomes. Finally, we
reflect on the implications of our model for HRM theory and
practice, and propose directions for future research.

1.1 | Foundational Concepts

This paper draws on three foundational concepts namely critical
pragmatism, STS, and co‐design as its overarching philosophical
and ethical orientation, guiding how we frame problems

of exclusion and possibilities for HR‐lef institutional trans-
formation towards neuroinclusion. First, critical pragmatism
(Dewey, 1909/2009) is an emancipatory approach that offers
theoretical development on social problems that need framing
for policy development and translation of those theoretical ideas
into practical action. In line with critical pragmatism, the con-
cepts of emancipation and change agency have been extensively
discussed in the management literature (Alvesson and Will-
mott 1992; Groutsis et al. 2020; Nentwich et al. 2015). This paper
uses critical pragmatism as a theoretical and philosophical
approach to address the antecedents, interventions and out-
comes of HR‐led co‐design of neuroinclusion at work. As an
emancipatory approach, critical pragmatism combines the
practical orientation of pragmatism with a focus on challenging
structural inequalities, misrecognition, and systems of oppres-
sion. It emphasises participatory problem‐solving and the co‐
creation of inclusive institutional arrangements that reflect the
needs and experiences of marginalised groups. Critical prag-
matism and the advocacy for social justice are closely aligned
(Morgan 2014) and transformation emerges through collabora-
tive redefinition of institutional norms and systems.

Critical pragmatists realise that emancipation is necessary to
gain recognition and a form of resistance from oppressive and
often discriminatory systems and structures. Honneth (1996)
views emancipation as a means to fight against deteriorating
institutions and social injustice in the quest for self‐recognition.
The demand for recognition of neurodiversity in neuro-
normative organisations is thus pivotal for living a fulfiled and
autonomous life. Recognition from a critical pragmatic sense is
‘the measure in virtue of which rights are achieved and insti-
tutionalised’ (Midtgarden 2012, 510). Emancipation describes
the process through which individuals and groups become freed
from repressive social and ideological conditions, particularly
those that place socially unnecessary restrictions upon devel-
oping and articulating human consciousness. Critical pragma-
tism provides a helpful theoretical lens through which we can
explore the emancipatory redesign of organisations in ways that
prioritise neuroinclusion. Emancipation here serves as a force of
liberation from misrecognition, in both the societal and work-
place context, enabling (neurodivergent) individuals in neuro-
normative organisations to attain self‐realisation and feel valued
and recognised (Honneth 2010). Following the principles of
critical pragmatism, initiating the transformation of neuro-
normative organisations into neuroinclusive ones hinges on the
recognition of neurodivergent individuals at the societal and
institutional levels.

Second, we propose co‐design as a critical pragmatist, that is,
participative and emancipatory, strategy for redesigning organi-
sations to support neuroinclusion in a way that empowers neu-
rodivergent individuals to redesign organisations (M. F.
Özbilgin 2024). Historically, co‐design has emerged from various
traditions, including community, socio‐technical, co‐creative,
and social design, each shaped by differing actors, contexts, and
goals (Zamenopoulos and Alexiou 2018) to inculcate pragmatic
solutions to problems of exclusion, discrimination and disad-
vantage when the current design only caters to a narrowminority
interest (Hewett and Shantz 2021;M. F. Özbilgin et al. 2024;M. F.
Özbilgin et al. 2025). It is widely used across applied disciplines to
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involve users in shaping services, systems, or organisations (M. F.
Özbilgin et al. 2024). Defined as a collaborative process where
individuals with diverse agendas and expertise work together to
address shared concerns and envision better futures, co‐design is
increasingly recognised as a pragmatic and inclusive approach
(Hewett and Shantz 2021; M. F. Özbilgin et al. 2025). In HRM, it
offers an emancipatory pathway for interventions that include
marginalised voices in shaping organisational change (Hewett
and Shantz 2021).

There are calls for co‐design in academic research practices
(Bansal and Sharma 2022; Sharma and Bansal 2020; M. F.
Özbilgin and Erbil 2025). In these papers, we question whether
scholars address the big questions, grand challenges and societal
problems (Biggart 2016) facing contemporary organisations and
society together with key stakeholders and marginalised com-
munities. Gümüsay and Reinecke (2021) further suggest that
academics and professionals should co‐create methodological
and theoretical toolkits for inclusion. In this paper, we suggest
co‐design as an emancipatory application of critical pragmatism
fosters a comprehensive understanding of neurodiversity, tran-
sitioning from surface‐level accommodations to deeper‐level
critical reflections through participatory engagement.

Third, the sociotechnical systems (STS) theory (Pasmore 1988;
Emery and Trist 1973) is an organisational theory that advocates
for the joint optimisation of both technical systems (e.g., tools,
processes, structures) and social systems (e.g., people, culture,
relationships) to achieve effectiveness and well‐being at work.
Complementing this, STS provides a systems‐level design
lens for conceptualising HR‐led co‐design as a structural
intervention to reshape organisational forms, processes, and
technologies.

This dual framework of critical pragmatism and SRS allows us
to conceptualise neuroinclusion not as a set of discrete adjust-
ments, but as a participatory redesign of organisational systems
and structures. Through this lens, we argue that meaningful
neuroinclusion could be possible by co‐creating work environ-
ments that value divergent ways of thinking and being, while
simultaneously addressing the technical, social, and institu-
tional configurations that inhibit such inclusion. To clarify the
conceptual foundations of our model, Table 1 summarises key
constructs, co‐design, critical pragmatism, and STS, alongside
their definitions and relevance to our framework.

1.2 | Developing a Process Model of HR‐Led Co‐
Design for Systemic Neuroinclusion

AI‐led HRM interventions have a history fraught with biases
and discriminatory practices when it comes to serving minor-
ities and minoritised people (Bircan and Özbilgin 2025; M. F.
Özbilgin, Erbil, Demirbağ, et al. 2025; Vassilopoulou et al. 2024).
HR‐led neuroinclusion remains under‐theorised and top‐down,
and limited in capturing the bottom‐up process of involving
neurodivergent individuals in the design of the terms of their
inclusion (Russell and Rothenberg 2024). The theoretical
expansion that we offer addresses this gap and presents HR‐led
interventions for neuroinclusion involving a co‐design that ad-
dresses the challenges of managing neurodiversity in organisa-
tions. Critical pragmatism informs how we analyse the
antecedent challenges, by treating them not as fixed categories,
but as dynamic tensions that require collective reflection,
and how we propose solutions through co‐designed HR
interventions.

Our process model of HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion
iteratively links insights from empirical patterns, practitioner
dilemmas, and theoretical frameworks. The four antecedent
challenges namely (i) legal ambiguity, (ii) stakeholder igno-
rance, (iii) disclosure dilemmas, and (iv) resistance to change,
were inferred from converging evidence in HRM, neuro-
diversity, and inclusion literature (Austin and Pisano 2017;
Baker et al. 2020; Doyle 2020; Erbil et al. 2025; Hennekam
et al. 2023; M. F. Özbilgin 2024). From these challenges, we
abductively derived four HR‐led co‐design interventions, draw-
ing on inclusive design theory and participatory HR practice
(Hewett and Shantz 2021; Vincent et al. 2024; Zamenopoulos
and Alexiou 2018), to address both structural and cultural as-
pects of exclusion. The four predicted outcomes of recognition,
realisation of potential, engagement, and reduced barriers, are
not assumed outputs but plausible consequences inferred from
critical gaps in current practice and supported by research on
inclusive climates and employee voice (Ali et al. 2024; Bell
et al. 2011; Morillas 2023; Nishii 2013). This abductive process
ensures that the model is both theoretically grounded and
practically responsive to the complex realities of neuroinclusion
in contemporary organisations. This approach enabled us to
identify recurring tensions within the literature and practice,
and to construct a model that is both grounded in existing
knowledge and responsive to transformative challenges. To

TABLE 1 | Foundational concepts and their role in the process model of HR‐led co‐design.

Term Definition Function within the process model
Co‐design A collaborative methodology that involves diverse

stakeholders, including neurodivergent
individuals, in shaping inclusive HR‐led

interventions.

Operates as the participatory mechanism through
which HR facilitates inclusive diagnosis, design,

and delivery.

Critical pragmatism A justice‐oriented framework that engages diverse
stakeholders in identifying and addressing
structural barriers to neuroinclusion through

participatory HR‐led practices.

Frames the ethical and epistemological foundation
of the model, guiding its transformative

orientation.

Sociotechnical systems
(STS) theory

A systems‐based approach advocating the joint
optimisation of social and technical elements

within HR‐led co‐design.

Informs the multilevel structure of the framework
by linking technical configurations with inclusive

practices.

Human Resource Management Journal, 2025 3
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provide further clarity, these outcomes can also be considered
across the employee life cycle, from recruitment and onboarding
through development, performance management, and reten-
tion, providing a structuring lens. This approach would allow
the HR to explore unique challenges and accommodations
specific to the phases of the employee life cycle (Doyle and
McDowall 2022).

The processmodel ofHR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion offers a
practical and systems‐oriented framework for recognising and
addressing the entrenched barriers that neurodivergent in-
dividuals face in organisational life. Our model articulates a dy-
namic loop that connects four core challenges to corresponding
HR‐led co‐design interventions and anticipates specific organ-
isational outcomes. It is grounded inDewey's (1909/2009) logic of
problem‐driven inquiry, where organisational transformation
begins with the recognition of persistent tensions or breakdowns
in practice, followed by participatory reflection and collaborative
design, culminating in contextually relevant action. Crucially, the
model includes a feedback mechanism: the outcomes of each
intervention inform how organisations perceive, respond to, and
refine their engagement with future challenges, forming a
continuous learning loop (see Figure 1).

To operationalise the process model, HR professionals and
managers can identify the challenges obstructing neuroinclusion
through observable organisational dynamics, including employee
feedback, stalled diversity efforts, and uncertainty in applying
legal frameworks to neurodivergent conditions (Ezerins
et al. 2023; Erbil et al. 2025). Ignorance and lack of buy‐in may be

reflected in managerial scepticism or the absence of strategic
commitment. At the same time, legal ambiguity often emerges
when accommodation frameworks fail to account for episodic,
invisible, or self‐diagnosed conditions. Disclosure dilemmas
become apparent when neurodivergent employees hesitate to
request support, withdraw from recruitment processes, or avoid
revealing their needs due to fear of stigma. Resistance to change
manifests in rhetorical commitments to inclusion not backed by
resources, accountability, or leadership engagement. In response
to these challenges, we propose a set of HR‐led co‐design in-
terventions developed collaboratively with neurodivergent
stakeholders: shared inquiry and awareness‐building to address
ignorance; inclusive policy development to clarify legal inter-
pretation; relational, trust‐based support pathways to navigate
disclosure; and embedded feedback mechanisms to counter
resistance. Outcomes of these interventions can be assessed
through qualitative and quantitative metrics, such as increased
voluntary disclosure, higher engagement and retention, andmore
inclusive climate scores, and are treated as iterative inputs into
future cycles of organisational learning. Each loop of the model,
from challenge to intervention to outcome, offers HR practi-
tioners a structured yet flexible pathway for transforming neu-
roinclusion. Rather than viewing outcomes as fixed endpoints,
the model conceptualises each as part of a recursive learning
process that adapts to organisational context, maturity, and
evolving inclusion challenges.

Below we delve into aspects of the HR‐led codesign model and
explain the four challenges, a set of HR‐led interventions, and
concomitant outcomes.

FIGURE 1 | The process model of HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion in organisations: antecedents, interventions and outcomes.

4 Human Resource Management Journal, 2025
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1.3 | Four Challenges in Neuronormative
Organisations That Foreground HR‐Led
Neuroinclusion

Drawing on recent integrative reviews (e.g., Ezerins et al. 2024),
empirical studies (Doyle and Mcdowall 2023; Erbil et al. 2025),
and applied legal commentary (Baker et al. 2020), we identified
recurring organisational dilemmas related to neuroinclusion.
These challenges are not proposed as exhaustive but as
conceptually significant entry points that reflect common
breakdowns in current neurodiversity strategies. Foregrounding
the process of neuroinclusion in organisations requires an un-
derstanding of the key challenges facing the emergence of
neuroinclusion in organisations. This section explores four
fundamental challenges that face the emergence of neuro-
inclusion in organisations.

First, the ambiguity surrounding neurodivergence presents a
foundational challenge. Although legal frameworks such as the
United Nations (UN) (2006). the Equality Act (UK), and the
ADA (US) offer some protection for individuals with diagnosed
conditions; they often fall short of capturing the lived realities
and diverse identities of neurodivergent individuals, especially
those without formal diagnosis or who reject pathologising la-
bels (Baker et al. 2020; Baron‐Cohen 2019). Rather than an
outright legal failure, the issue lies in the disconnect between
evolving case law and the capacity of HR professionals to
interpret and apply it meaningfully (Andreassen et al. 2024;
Moeller 2025). This ambiguity leads to uneven implementation
and a default to minimal compliance, hindering the proactive
development of inclusive organisational practices (McMahon
et al. 2022; M. F. Özbilgin et al. 2023).

Second, a pervasive lack of awareness and stakeholder buy‐in
obstructs systemic change. Drawing from the sociology of igno-
rance (McGoey 2012), we differentiate between unknowing and
the active disregard of neurodivergent realities. Indifference, as
Ezerins et al. (2024) and Erbil et al. (2025) demonstrate, often
manifests as managerial scepticism or passive resistance to in-
clusion efforts. Neuronormative assumptions can be so deeply
embedded that both dominant and marginalised actors inter-
nalise and reproduce them (Hennekam et al. 2023; Kryger 2023).
Without leadership engagement and accountability structures,
even well‐meaning initiatives remain isolated or symbolic
(Johnson and Joshi 2016; Saltes 2022).

Third, the dilemma of identification and disclosure remains a
persistent barrier to neuroinclusion. Many neurodivergent em-
ployees avoid disclosure due to stigma, fear of career disad-
vantage, or lack of formal diagnosis (Doyle et al. 2022; Drabble
et al. 2023). Building on Goffman's (1963/2009) concept of
passing and revealing, research has shown how neurodivergent
individuals engage in strategic identity management to conform
to expected professional norms (Santuzzi and Keating 2022;
M. F. Özbilgin et al. 2023). Disclosure is further complicated for
individuals at the intersection of neurodivergence and other
marginalised identities, such as gender or ethnicity, where
compounded stigma often results in deeper concealment
(Barnett 2024).

Fourth, entrenched forms of resistance to change within
organisational structures reinforces neuronormativity. Efforts
towards neuroinclusion often encounter backlash from sceptical
leadership, conservative policy framings, or cultural norms that
privilege the status quo (Foss and Klein 2023; McDowall
et al. 2023). HRinitiatives may be dismissed as woke or viewed
as burdensome, particularly when not clearly tied to business
strategy or performance outcomes (Khan et al. 2023; Vassilo-
poulou et al. 2016). As Dobbin and Kalev (2016) warn, in-
terventions lacking integration into leadership and HR systems
tend to fail. The challenge is therefore not only cultural but also
structural, calling for sustained leadership engagement and
institutional redesign (Russell and Rothenberg 2024).

2 | HR‐Led Co‐Design Interventions for Systemic
Change Towards Neuroinclusion: Integrating
Sociotechnical Systems Theory

While critical pragmatism underpins our philosophical
approach to institutional transformation, we operationalise our
intervention strategy through STS (Pasmore 1988; Emery and
Trist 1973) emphasises the joint optimisation of social and
technical systems, making it a useful design framework for
implementing HR‐led co‐design interventions that are both in-
clusive and structurally embedded. In this sense, STS provides
the organisational design scaffolding for the practical applica-
tion of critical pragmatism. Our HR‐led co‐design interventions
are structured to integrate neurodivergent knowledge into both
the social dynamics (e.g., culture, leadership, interaction norms)
and technical systems (e.g., policy, technology, workspace) of
organisations.

2.1 | Bringing Neurodivergent Individuals in the
Co‐Design Process

The effectiveness of co‐design has been well established in do-
mains such as healthcare, education, and service design, where
it has been shown to improve system responsiveness, equity,
and user satisfaction (Bate and Robert 2023; Zamenopoulos and
Alexiou 2018). In healthcare, for example, co‐design has led to
measurable improvements in service quality, particularly in
designing for complex, marginalised, or stigmatised user groups
(Palmer et al. 2019). These successes demonstrate the potential
for co‐design to generate structural rather than merely symbolic
change, making it an attractive intervention model for HRM
contexts grappling with neurodiversity. By contrast, traditional
organisational practices such as Employee Resource Groups
(ERGs), while important for peer support and visibility, have not
yielded widespread improvements in neurodivergent employ-
ment outcomes (Hennekam and Follmer 2024). Scholars such as
Colella and Bruyère (2011), Silver et al. (2023), and Pat-
ton (2019) argue that while disclosure may increase, this does
not necessarily lead to substantive organisational redesign or
reduce stigma. Co‐design offers a way forward by embedding
neurodivergent individuals as participants in symbolic repre-
sentation (as in ERGs) andco‐architects of organisational
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systems, policies, and environments (M. F. Özbilgin 2024). It
therefore addresses a critical gap between participation and
transformation, one that ERGs alone have struggled to bridge.
Drawing on evidence from adjacent disciplines, we argue that
HR‐led co‐design has the potential to translate lived experience
into lasting institutional change.

Despite the growing awareness of neurodiversity on a public
level, the hidden potential of co‐design has not been fully uti-
lised as a crucial tool to incorporate individuals with neuro-
diversity into organisational life and integrate them into the
success of these organisations. While stakeholder participation
has been employed in certain diversity domains, such as gender
equality (Iivari et al. 2023), there has been an insufficient
emphasis on its impact on other forms of diversity, particularly
neurodiversity. Bringing neurodivergent individuals into the co‐
design process could help the HR‐led co‐design activities to have
bottom‐up legitimacy and wider buy‐in from end‐users and
neurodivergent stakeholders. In their paper D. M. Rousseau and
ten Have (2022) suggest that incorporating stakeholders in the
process of management of change is fundamental to the success
of any change intervention. In line with this, HR‐led co‐design
interventions should bring neurodivergent individuals to the
same table as other stakeholders that shape organisational
design and redesign efforts.

In co‐design, multiple parties, such as researchers and man-
agers, come together to study a problem of common interest and
develop solutions (Sharma and Bansal 2020). Lüscher and
Lewis (2008) describe that co‐design or the collaborative process
can be used to work together through paradoxes of belonging
and learning, and others argue that the future of organisations
depends on the co‐creation of knowledge with managers.
Through co‐design, the communities of research and practice
produce rigorous and relevant knowledge and study more
closely aligned with managers' interests and open new creative
pathways to managerial action (Bansal and Sharma 2022).
Neurodiversity initiatives represent an emerging global trend in
management, as noted by Austin and Pisano (2017). However,
critical scholarship warns that these initiatives are very limited
in number and scope (Bernick 2023; Silver et al. 2023). Despite
the existence of a few initiatives within the technology industry,
which has the resources and infrastructure to address reason-
able adjustments for neuroinclusion through technology, the
role of technology in supporting workforce neurodiversity re-
mains largely unexplored (Walkowiak 2023). The field of HR is
witnessing a transformative shift with the increasing role of
artificial intelligence (AI) in assisting decision‐making related
to employee relations and workforce management (Malik
et al., 2023). Digital transformation has opened up new avenues
for enhancing neuroinclusion. Walkowiak (2021) highlights the
contribution of assistive technologies as a significant source for
creating productivity complementarities with the skills of neu-
rodivergent individuals. Such technological developments
enable the inclusion of neurodivergent individuals through
co‐design to be fit for purpose. The participation of neuro-
divergent individuals in HR‐led co‐design processes is indis-
pensable for understanding their unique needs to design
algorithm‐based processes and measuring the effectiveness of
these applications. The creation of algorithm‐driven HRM
models requires a collaborative network that leverages a

co‐design approach, engaging key stakeholders, including neu-
rodivergent individuals.

2.2 | Awareness Raising About Neuroinclusion

Tackling resistance to neuroinclusion demands a comprehen-
sive strategy that prioritises awareness‐raising across structural,
cultural, and interpersonal domains (Moore et al. 2017). This
focus on awareness unveils how resistance manifests, from
subtle indifference to overt opposition against neuroinclusive
practices. By heightening consciousness of structural impedi-
ments, such as inflexible organisational policies, we expose their
failure to accommodate the unique needs of neurodivergent
individuals (Khan et al. 2023). Amplifying awareness of cultural
factors reveals biases favouring neuronormativity. At the inter-
personal level, fostering greater understanding among col-
leagues strengthens support and provides legitimacy for
neuroinclusion (Annabi and Locke 2019). Integrating these in-
sights into HR‐led interventions for neuroinclusion may bridge
the gap between awareness and action. However, we also sug-
gest caution about the tendency of organisations to over‐
emphasise awareness and underplay the need for structural
and cultural change as Dobbin and Kalev (2016) highlight as a
significant reason why many diversity and inclusion in-
terventions fail.

Awareness‐raising activities in HR‐led interventions with co‐
design take the form of information gathering from stake-
holders to understand the current status, and particular needs of
neurodivergent individuals to reach their full potential. While
Richards et al. (2019) highlight important individual‐level
challenges, such as the emotional labour involved in man-
aging neurodiversity, we place greater emphasis on how
organisational systems can be designed to respond to these
needs. When paired with evidence‐based HR insights, such in-
formation can inform the design of neuroinclusion strategies
that embed cascaded responsibility, from macro‐organisational
structures to meso‐group processes and micro‐level behav-
ioural norms. Vincent et al. (2024) warn that HR‐led in-
terventions for diversity and inclusion should go beyond
responsibilising individuals for their own inclusion and hold
groups, organisations and other institutional actors accountable
for inclusion in a cascaded way. Shared understanding among
stakeholders about chains of responsibility for inclusion,
fostered through co‐design offers the potential to address some
of the barriers suggested in the HR literature on managing
neurodiversity, including co‐worker reactions and claims of
reverse discrimination (Khan et al. 2023). HR‐led trans-
formation through co‐design secures buy‐in with its bottom up
process and secures awareness raising without polarising
stakeholder opinions that top‐down initiatives often encounter.
To further ensure the model's organisational relevance, we
integrate insights from Doyle and McDowall’s (2022) bio-
psychosocial model, which outlines how neuroinclusion can be
aligned with organisational processes such as recruitment,
onboarding, and performance management. Their structured
roadmap demonstrates how centring neurodivergent needs can
be made actionable through HR practices that also support
managerial clarity and operational goals. This connection
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strengthens our model's potential for practical implementation
and bridges the gap between individual experiences and sys-
temic organisational design.

2.3 | Empowering Neurodivergent Individuals as
Change Agents

In examining neurodiversity, it emerges as imperative to
acknowledge the vulnerability experienced by neurodivergent
individuals who are associated with historically marginalised
groups, such as women, LGBTQ þ individuals, and people of
colour (Doyle et al. 2022). The strategic application of co‐design
methodologies addresses such vulnerabilities by shifting the
epicentre of power away from administrative hierarchies to-
wards a model of egalitarian, participatory engagement (M. F.
Özbilgin 2024). Co‐design champions pluralistic inclusion,
articulating intersectionality within organisational practices (M.
F. Özbilgin and Erbil 2024). Intersectionality is the framework
that explores the interconnectedness of race, gender, class, and
other identities, determining how they collectively influence
individual experiences of oppression and privilege (Cren-
shaw 1991). Co‐design ensures the integration of diverse expe-
riences and needs of all stakeholders, particularly emphasising
individuals from marginalised demographic groups with atyp-
ical backgrounds (Vacca 2022).

Adopting co‐design helps dismantle neuronormative ideologies
by embracing intersectionality, thereby fostering an inclusive
organisational setting for neurodivergent individuals (Erbil
et al. 2025). Fundamental to the co‐design is the emancipatory
turn throughwhich neurodivergent individuals become agents of
change having key roles in organisational redesign, through
empowered co‐design. This may take the form of representation
of not only internal neurodivergent individuals but also the
mobilisation of external knowledge from learnt organisations and
actors. To extend the notion of co‐design, M. F. Özbilgin (2024)
proposes co‐ownership, which entails the involvement of in-
dividuals from diverse categories in decision‐making processes,
as a result of which they co‐own the ultimate design. Co‐
ownership emphasises the integration of diverse community
needs in training initiatives and the comprehensive design of
systems and institutional structures and their ongoing ownership
and involvement beyond the design phase. By integrating neu-
rodivergent individuals into the decision‐making and operational
frameworks, the concept of co‐ownership empowers them to
exert a significant influence on organisational dynamics.

Co‐design lays the foundation for a leadership style that enables
neurodivergent individuals to manifest their authentic selves
within organisations. Ayaz et al. (2024) underscore the pre-
dominance of typical leaders from dominant backgrounds who
view diversity as challenging in normative organisations. The
inclusive transformation of organisations enables the emergence
of atypical leaders who may support neurodivergent individuals'
potential and values. The intentional adoption of intersection-
ality into the organisational narrative underscores the role of co‐
design in fostering neuroinclusive organisations, establishing it
as a critical strategic framework for creating authentically

inclusive spaces for the diverse spectrum of experiences of in-
dividuals from atypical backgrounds.

HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion faces backlash as it reba-
lances and negotiates power and resources among workers. Co‐
design should address such backlash and resistance to make
sure what Nash (2024) highlights as daily negotiations and
accommodations happen. The office environment thus be-
comes a negotiated space where neurodiverse employees do
not struggle to have their needs met, often leading to feelings
of engagement, belonging and inclusion. In particular, neuro-
typical individuals could be empowered as allies (M. F.
Özbilgin and Erbil 2024) to support the inclusion of neuro-
diverse individuals, and to combat social pressures arising from
the shared space. Open communication about the challenges
and pressures of shared workspaces can benefit neurodiverse
individuals by making it easier for them to articulate how these
environments may be redesigned to enable their inclusion
(Nash 2024).

2.4 | Supporting Organisational Change and
Development Through Co‐Design

Co‐design helps organisations to develop innovative and inclu-
sive solutions through various stakeholders' involvements, in
particular the voice of stakeholders who are affected by the
processes but were not involved in the process design (Hewett
and Shantz 2021). Voice mechanisms are essential tools for
reforming organisations, while silence harms possibilities of
reform and entrenches the status quo (Bell et al. 2011;
Erbil 2025; Erbil and Özbilgin 2024; Camgoz et al. 2023).
Pragmatically, co‐design has great potential to translate theo-
retical knowledge into practical action.

Allyship has emerged as a critical strategic approach for
organisational change, focussing specifically on neuroinclusion.
Allyship represents a process where individuals possessing
privilege, authority, and power actively champion and support
the calls for equality, diversity, and inclusion (EDI) articulated
by marginalised or disadvantaged groups (M. F. Özbilgin 2022).
Allyship facilitates equal opportunities and the development of
inclusive environments for neurodivergent individuals within
organisational settings. Leaders demonstrate allyship through a
range of definitive actions aimed at improving the experiences
of neurodiverse employees and furthering the essential goals of
neuroinclusion. These actions include formulating and enact-
ing policies tailored to meet the distinct needs of neurodiverse
individuals, engaging in the fight against discriminatory prac-
tices, and initiating activities to raise awareness that challenges
entrenched misconceptions and biases. For neuroinclusive
transformation within organisations, allyship may help to
transcend the limitations of a traditional, unidirectional, top‐
down strategy. Leaders can adopt a reciprocal learning
stance, remaining open to the insights and perspectives ac-
quired from those they ally with. Through this approach,
allyship equips organisations to discern and respond to needs
and rights often overlooked within the established neuro-
normative contexts.
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Jonsen and Özbilgin (2013) explain that HR‐led transformation
has a process of maturity. Organisations which are starting the
process of HR‐led transformation towards inclusion need to
focus on awareness raising, information gathering and giving
practices, training and education activities which at a later stage
should be supplemented by transformation of HR systems and
structures with relevant accommodation, flexibility and tech-
nological support mechanisms. Authors argue that deeper‐level
inclusion requires maturity, legitimacy, internal and external
leadership support and adequate resourcing. Therefore, the ul-
timate goal of organisational change and development for
neuroinclusion will require time, investment and maturity for
organisations and could flourish if the earlier interventions
successfully prepare the organisation for a change and devel-
opment of its culture, structures and routines to become
neuroinclusive.

3 | Outcomes of HR‐Led Co‐Design for
Neuroinclusion in Organisations

In this process model, similar to other models (e.g., Nishii and
Özbilgin 2007), there are predicted positive outcomes of neu-
roinclusion. We predict four different positive outcomes based
on previous research. First, research suggests that organisations
which focus on neuroinclusion recognise the particular needs of
neurodivergent individuals for neuroinclusion and that they can
freely bring their identities to work (Nishii 2013). The recogni-
tion and accommodation of neurodiversity is pivotal to the in-
dividual as their neurodivergence has most likely been
organisationally supported in school contexts. The recognition
of the supportive organisation can be multifaceted. For example,
recognition can occur by carefully identifying individuals
strengths and contributions to the organisations. This identifi-
cation can lead to the neuroinclusive job design to make better
fit with neurodivergent employees' potential. These job design
practices can include but are not limited to idiosyncratic work
timings, workload, spaces and development (D. Rousseau 2015).
In order to identify how and when neurodiverse employees
work best, organisation leaders may engage in active conver-
sations to identify their workers' needs (Patton 2019) to translate
these into design and to accrue positive outcomes such as
heightened recognition of neuroinclusion.

Second, HR‐led co‐design makes it possible for organisations to
recognise the full potential of neurodivergent individuals
throughout the recruitment process (Erickson et al. 2014). Here
organisations can focus on assessing the neurodivergent in-
dividuals' potential and capabilities rather than conducting
formalised interviews. HR‐led co design can happen through the
training and development process (Krzeminska et al. 2019) In
the onboarding process, sufficient time and breaks need to be
provided to assist employees to acclimatise to the new work
environment. In addition, trainers who are specialised and
accustomed to neurodiversity shall lead onboarding and other
core training and development sessions.

In line with Weber et al. (2024), we contend that interventions
to secure neuroinclusion benefit all employees. Organisations
can transform to a more neuroinclusive and supportive

environment by designing their systems that focus on errors to
foster learning and growth and skills (Kluger and Nir 2010).
Rather than using feedback as a disciplinary mechanism, the
organisation values neurological differences as integral compo-
nents of human diversity, recognising them as assets rather than
deficits that need correction (Seitz and Choo 2022). Mis-
recognition (Bourdieu, 1997/2000), that is devaluation of the
human capital of a marginalised group by the dominant group
or normative systems, is a process which neurodivergent in-
dividuals experience in their engagement with organisations.
HR‐led co‐design offers to recognise, reveal and mobilise the full
potential of neurodivergent individuals and other marginalised
groups, providing a better place to work for all, involving active
participation and engagement of employees to shape the term of
their own inclusion (Morillas 2023). Adjustments such as
managing light and noise or providing decompression spaces
not only support neurodivergent workers but also make work-
places more human‐centred for employees experiencing health
conditions, fatigue, or life pressures (Weber et al. 2024).

Third, HR‐led co‐design of inclusion activities improves work-
place engagement and retention. Neurodivergent individuals
show heightened organisational commitment, improved moti-
vation, and participation in decision‐making (Ali et al. 2024).
HR‐led interventions for neuroinclusion result in higher reten-
tion rates by reducing turnover and lowering absenteeism. Ac-
cording to Khan et al. (2023), this is largely due to the enhanced
sense of belonging that neurodivergent individuals experience
in neuroinclusive workplaces. Furthermore, Hennekam and
Follmer’s (2024) study shows that HR‐led inclusive in-
terventions increase neurodivergent individuals' job satisfaction
and ensure a stronger identification with their organisation.
Additionally, these interventions contribute to a more positive
organisational culture, fostering mutual respect and under-
standing among all employees (Gümüsay and Reinecke 2021).

In addition, HR‐led interventions may lead to identity and
community building as well as employees recognising their
neurodivergent identities. With this organisations encourage
individuals to bring their full selves to work (Nishii 2013) and be
celebrated for their unique identities. Through HR practices
some organisations already may engage in such efforts such as
by celebrating and increasing awareness of individual identities
and engaging the workforce in community building or sports
events. These practices can be extended to include intersectional
identities of the neurodiverse workforce to increase their sense
of belonging and acceptance within the organisation. Simulta-
neously such practices may reduce discrimination and stigma
(Santuzzi and Keating 2022).

HR‐led co‐design for neuroinclusion reduces barriers, resis-
tance, and setbacks to neuroinclusion. While some scholars
extensively discuss the obstacles and barriers within the work-
place (Kulkarni and Lengnick‐Hall 2014), we argue that HR‐led
co‐design may mitigate these obstacles and barriers. Involving
neurodivergent individuals in the co‐design process fosters a
sense of ownership and empowerment (M. F. Özbilgin 2024),
leading to greater acceptance and engagement with the initia-
tives. Co‐design enhances the efficacy of neuroinclusion pro-
grams and also mitigates resistance and setbacks within the
organisation (Annabi and Locke 2019). By cultivating a culture
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of continuous improvement and adaptability, HR‐led co‐design
is instrumental in promoting a more inclusive workplace. These
initiatives lead to better outcomes for both neurodivergent in-
dividuals and the organisation, fostering a sense of authenticity,
reducing barriers and overcoming challenges associated with
neuroinclusion (Fotheringham et al. 2023).

HR‐led co‐design also promotes the dissemination of a collab-
orative culture within the organisation, leading to positive ripple
effects in team dynamics, innovative problem‐solving, and
overall performance. By engaging in co‐design, neurodivergent
and neurotypical individuals may synergise their complemen-
tary skills, fostering an environment where diverse perspectives
are not only valued but leveraged for collective success. Such a
collaborative culture, initiated through co‐design, thus enhances
team cohesion and drives the organisation towards more inno-
vative and effective outcomes (Klinksiek et al. 2023). Addi-
tionally, individually identifying employee strengths provides
insight into neurodiversity for leaders and stakeholders that can
help them accrue organisational and team‐level benefits of
design fit for purpose. Furthermore, this understanding can lead
to increased respect, dignity, and recognition of the value of
individuals who are deemed neurodivergent (Seitz and
Choo 2022). In addition, the HR‐led co‐design for neuro-
inclusion may lead to the increased hiring of neurodiverse
employees, eliminate tokenism, and combat backlash against
neurodivergent employees (Volpone et al. 2022).

4 | Conclusions

This paper offers a theoretical intervention into the field of
HRM by proposing a process model of HR‐led co‐design for
neuroinclusion. In response to persistent critiques of neuro-
normativity, the privileging of neurotypical modes of working
and being within organisational systems (Huijg 2020), we argue
that inclusion efforts need to move beyond preformative or
compliance‐based responses. Our contribution lies in devel-
oping a dual‐theoretical framework that integrates critical
pragmatism (Forester 2013) with sociotechnical systems theory
(Pasmore 1988; Emery and Trist 1973) to conceptualise neuro-
inclusion as a participatory and systemic organisational process.

We extend HRM theory in two ways. First, by introducing
critical pragmatism as an ethical and participatory approach to
institutional inquiry, we position HR not only as a functional
actor but also as a reflexive agent capable of disrupting exclu-
sionary norms. Pragmatism here is not reduced to utility, but
framed as a moral philosophy of inclusive change, aligning with
emerging calls in HRM for justice‐centred approaches
(Cooke. 2024). Second, by incorporating sociotechnical systems
theory, we theorise how HR can lead structural reconfiguration
of policies, processes, and technologies in ways that embed
neurodivergent experience into organisational design.

The process model identifies four intersecting challenges: defi-
nitional ambiguity surrounding neurodivergence, systemic
indifference and strategic ignorance, dilemmas of disclosure and
identification, and entrenched organisational resistance to
change. These were abductively derived from recent reviews

and practice‐based accounts. In response, we propose four forms
of HR‐led co‐design: involving neurodivergent individuals in the
co‐design process, building shared understanding, fostering
neurodivergent leadership, and supporting iterative organisa-
tional change. While the model is conceptual, it offers a foun-
dation for future empirical research on neuroinclusion in HRM.
Our model contributes to HRM theory by reimagining inclusion
not as accommodation but as co‐produced redesign, enabling
HR to act as a catalyst for neuroinclusive transformation
grounded in both ethics and systems change. In this paper, we
view disclosure as a voluntary outcome of psychological safety
and safeguards, not as the starting point for identifying needs
(Santuzzi and Keating 2022).

4.1 | Future Research Directions

Building on this paper's conceptualisation of HR‐led co‐design
for neuroinclusion, several future research directions are war-
ranted to develop, refine, and empirically test the framework.
First, there is a clear need for empirical validation of co‐design
interventions in diverse organisational settings. While co‐design
has shown promise in healthcare and education (Palmer
et al. 2019), its impact within HRM, particularly in neuro-
inclusion, remains underexplored. Researchers could examine
how co‐design shapes employee experiences, disclosure pat-
terns, performance, and retention among neurodivergent in-
dividuals. Such studies are crucial given persistent critiques of
the limited efficacy of traditional diversity interventions
(Dobbin and Kalev 2016). Methodologically, longitudinal and
participatory research design would offer valuable insights into
the implementation dynamics and outcomes of co‐design.

Second, future research should explore the interaction between
HR‐led co‐design and institutional context. Comparative studies
across sectors, national systems, and organisational cultures can
help identify the enablers and constraints of neuroinclusive
practices. As Chanlat and Özbilgin (2024) argue, institutional
variation shapes the interpretation and uptake of inclusion
strategies. In particular, supportive versus hostile legal or po-
litical contexts (Küskü et al. 2021) may demand different con-
figurations of co‐design, ranging from grassroots‐led efforts to
formally integrated HR systems. Understanding how co‐design
is adapted, or resisted, across such contexts would enhance its
practical relevance and theoretical depth.

Third, we urge further inquiry into the intersectionality of
neurodiversity with other axes of identity. Research shows that
neurodivergent individuals who are also racialised, gendered, or
economically marginalised face compounded forms of mis-
recognition (Botha and Gillespie‐Lynch 2022). Future studies
could investigate how intersecting identities shape experiences
of inclusion, access to accommodations, and voice within co‐
design processes. This would deepen the relational under-
standing of neuroinclusion and strengthen its grounding in
equity‐driven HRM.

Finally, the evolving nature of work calls for research on the
role of digital tools and remote work environments in enabling
or constraining neuroinclusion. Building on the work of
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Walkowiak (2021), scholars might explore how technology can
be used to personalise inclusion strategies, support neuro-
divergent autonomy, or create new barriers. Examining the
ethical and practical implications of digital inclusion tools,
especially in hybrid and remote contexts, is a critical emerging
frontier.

Data Availability Statement

Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated
or analysed during the current study.

References

Ali, M., M. K. Grabarski, and M. Baker. 2024. “The Influence of Neu-
rodiversity Management on Affective Commitment and Turnover
Intention: The Role of Neurodiversity Awareness.” Employee Relations:
The International Journal 46, no. 3: 657–674. https://doi.org/10.1108/er‐
09‐2023‐0476.

Alvesson, M., and H. Willmott. 1992. “On the Idea of Emancipation in
Management and Organization Studies.” Academy of Management Re-
view 17, no. 3: 432–464. https://doi.org/10.2307/258718.

Andreassen, M., G. Goldman, C. Briggs, et al. 2024. “Inclusive Com-
munity: Accessibility and Neurodiversity in Classroom, Industry and
Academia.” In ACM SIGGRAPH 2024 Educator's Forum, 1–2.

Annabi, H., and J. Locke. 2019. “A Theoretical Framework for Investi-
gating the Context for Creating Employment Success in Information
Technology for Individuals With Autism.” Journal of Management and
Organization 25, no. 4: 499–515. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.79.

Austin, R. D., and G. P. Pisano. 2017. “Neurodiversity as a Competitive
Advantage.” Harvard Business Review 95, no. 3: 96–103. https://www.
hbs.edu/faculty/Pages/item.aspx?num=52624.

Ayaz, O., M. F. Ozbilgin, M. Samdanis, and D. Torunoğlu Tinay. 2024.
“Authenticity and Atypicality in Leadership: Can an Atypical Leader
Afford to Be Authentic?” International Journal of Management Reviews
26, no. 2: 312–328. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12355.

Baker, D. L., L. A. Drapela, and W. Littlefield. 2020. Law and Neuro-
diversity: Youth with Autism and the Juvenile Justice Systems in Canada
and the United States. UBC Press.

Bansal, P., and G. Sharma. 2022. “Three Different Approaches to
Impact: Translating, Cocreating, and Performing.” Business & Society 61,
no. 4: 827–832. https://doi.org/10.1177/00076503211015926.

Barnett, J. P. 2024. “Neuroqueer Frontiers: Neurodiversity, Gender, and
the (A) Social Self.” Sociology Compass 18, no. 6: e13234. https://doi.org/
10.1111/soc4.13234.

Baron‐Cohen, S. 2017. “Editorial Perspective: Neurodiversity–A Revo-
lutionary Concept for Autism and Psychiatry.” Journal of Child Psy-
chology and Psychiatry 58, no. 6: 744–747. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.
12703.

Baron‐Cohen, S. 2019. “The Concept of Neurodiversity is Dividing the
Autism Community.” Scientific American Mind 30, no. 4: 30–32. https://
doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0719‐30.

Bate, P., and G. Robert. 2023. Bringing User Experience to Healthcare
Improvement: The Concepts, Methods and Practices of Experience‐based
Design. CRC Press.

Bell, M. P., M. F. Özbilgin, T. A. Beauregard, and O. Sürgevil. 2011.
“Voice, Silence, and Diversity in 21st Century Organizations: Strategies
for Inclusion of Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Employees.”
Human Resource Management 50, no. 1: 131–146. https://doi.org/10.
1002/hrm.20401.

Benson, K. J. 2023. “Perplexing Presentations: Compulsory Neuro-
normativity and Cognitive Marginalisation in Social Work Practice With
Autistic Mothers of Autistic Children.” British Journal of Social Work 53,
no. 3: 1445–1464. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcac229.

Bernick, M. 2023. “Have we Taken a Wrong Turn in (Neurodiversity)
Employment?” Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelbernick/
2023/07/25/have‐we‐taken‐a‐wrong‐turn‐in‐neurodiversity‐employment/.

Biggart, N. 2016. “Biggart’s Lament or Getting out of the Theory Cave.”
Journal of Management Studies 53, no. 8: 1381–1387. https://doi.org/10.
1111/joms.12185.

Bircan, T., and M. F. Özbilgin. 2025. “Unmasking Inequalities of the
Code: Disentangling the Nexus of AI and Inequality.” Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 211: 123925. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2024.123925.

Botha, M., and K. Gillespie‐Lynch. 2022. “Come as you are: Examining
Autistic Identity Development and the Neurodiversity Movement
Through an Intersectional Lens.” Human Development 66, no. 2: 93–112.
https://doi.org/10.1159/000524123.

Camgoz, S. M., P. B. Karapinar, O. T. Ekmekci, I. M. Orta, and M. F.
Ozbilgin. 2023. “Why do Some Followers Remain Silent in Response to
Abusive Supervision? A System Justification Perspective.” European
Management Journal. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2023.07.001.

Chanlat, J. F., and M. F. Özbilgin. 2024. “Context.” In Encyclopedia of
Equality, Equity, Diversity and Inclusion, edited by A. Klarsfeld, S.
Nkomo, L. Taksa, A. F. Bender, and G. Cachat‐Rosset, 33–36. Edward
Elgar Publishing.

Colella, A. J., and S. M. Bruyère. 2011. “Disability and Employment:
New Directions for Industrial and Organizational Psychology.” In APA
Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, edited by S.
Zedeck, 1, 473–503. American Psychological Association.

Cooke, F. L. 2024. “Sustainability and human‐centred Human Resource
Management.” In A Research Agenda for Work and Employment, 23–40.
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Crenshaw, K. 1991. “Race, Gender, and Sexual Harassment.” South-
ern California Law Review 65, no. 3: 1467–1476. https://scholarship.
law.columbia.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3934&context=faculty_
scholarship.

Dewey, J. 1909/2009. How We Think. FB&C Limited: Disability
Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995, c. 50. (UK). https://www.legislation.
gov.uk/ukpga/1995/50/contents.

Dobbin, F., and A. Kalev. 2016. “Why Diversity Programs Fail.” Harvard
Business Review 94: 752–760. https://hbr.org/2016/07/why‐diversity‐
programs‐fail.

Doyle, N. 2020. “Neurodiversity at Work: A Biopsychosocial Model and
the Impact on Working Adults.” British Medical Bulletin 135, no. 1: 108–
125. https://doi.org/10.1093/bmb/ldaa021.

Doyle, N., and A. McDowall. 2022. “Diamond in the Rough? an “Empty
Review” of Research into “Neurodiversity” and a Road Map for Devel-
oping the Inclusion Agenda.” Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An In-
ternational Journal 41, no. 3: 352–382. https://doi.org/10.1108/edi‐06‐
2020‐0172.

Doyle, N., and A. Mcdowall. 2023. Neurodiversity Coaching: A Psycho-
logical Approach to Supporting Neurodivergent Talent and Career Po-
tential. Routledge.

Doyle, N., A. McDowall, and U. Waseem. 2022. “Intersectional Stigma
for Autistic People at Work: A Compound Adverse Impact Effect on
Labor Force Participation and Experiences of Belonging.” Autism in
Adulthood 4, no. 4: 340–356. https://doi.org/10.1089/aut.2021.0082.

Drabble, D., E. Cole, A. S. Hane, L. Sulola, and J. Cullen. 2023.
“Neurodiversity in the Tech Sector.” https://www.colt.net/wp‐content/
uploads/2023/12/Neurodiversity‐in‐the‐Tech‐sector‐research‐report‐
2023.pdf.

10 Human Resource Management Journal, 2025

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.70018 by B

runel U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1108/er-09-2023-0476
https://doi.org/10.1108/er-09-2023-0476
https://doi.org/10.2307/258718
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.79
https://www.hbs.edu/faculty/Pages/item.aspx?num=52624
https://www.hbs.edu/faculty/Pages/item.aspx?num=52624
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12355
https://doi.org/10.1177/00076503211015926
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.13234
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.13234
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12703
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12703
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0719-30
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0719-30
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20401
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20401
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcac229
https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelbernick/2023/07/25/have-we-taken-a-wrong-turn-in-neurodiversity-employment/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelbernick/2023/07/25/have-we-taken-a-wrong-turn-in-neurodiversity-employment/
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12185
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123925
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123925
https://doi.org/10.1159/000524123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2023.07.001
https://scholarship.law.columbia.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3934%26context=faculty_scholarship
https://scholarship.law.columbia.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3934%26context=faculty_scholarship
https://scholarship.law.columbia.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3934%26context=faculty_scholarship
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1995/50/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1995/50/contents
https://hbr.org/2016/07/why-diversity-programs-fail
https://hbr.org/2016/07/why-diversity-programs-fail
https://doi.org/10.1093/bmb/ldaa021
https://doi.org/10.1108/edi-06-2020-0172
https://doi.org/10.1108/edi-06-2020-0172
https://doi.org/10.1089/aut.2021.0082
https://www.colt.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Neurodiversity-in-the-Tech-sector-research-report-2023.pdf
https://www.colt.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Neurodiversity-in-the-Tech-sector-research-report-2023.pdf
https://www.colt.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Neurodiversity-in-the-Tech-sector-research-report-2023.pdf


Emery, F. E., and E. L. Trist. 1973. Towards a Social Ecology. Plenum
Press.

Erbil, C. 2025. “Governing by Discipline: Evidence on Employee Silence
Under Authoritative Bureaucracies.” Employee Relations.

Erbil, C., and M. Özbilgin. 2024. “Worker Silence in a Turbulent
Neoliberal Context: The Case of Mass Privatisation of Sugar Factories in
Turkey.” Human Resource Management Journal 34, no. 3: 647–667.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748‐8583.12506.

Erbil, C., M. F. Özbilgin, and N. Gundogdu. 2025. “Neuronormativity as
Ignorant Design in Human Resource Management: The Case of an
Unsupportive National Context.” Human Resource Management Journal
35, no. 2: 454–475. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748‐8583.12573.

Erickson, K. I., R. L. Leckie, andA.M.Weinstein. 2014. “PhysicalActivity,
Fitness, andGrayMatter Volume.” Supplement,Neurobiology of Aging 35:
S20–S28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.03.034.

Ezerins, M. E., L. S. Simon, T. J. Vogus, A. S. Gabriel, C. Calderwood,
and C. C. Rosen. 2024. “Autism and Employment: A Review of the
“New Frontier” of Diversity Research.” Journal of Management 50, no.
3: 1102–1144. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063231193362.

Ezerins, M. E., T. J. Vogus, A. S. Gabriel, L. S. Simon, C. Calderwood,
and C. C. Rosen. 2023. “From Environmental Niches to Unique Con-
tributions: Reconsidering Fit to Foster Inclusion Across Neurotypes.”
Industrial and Organizational Psychology 16, no. 1: 41–44. https://doi.
org/10.1017/iop.2022.98.

Forester, J. 2013. “On the Theory and Practice of Critical Pragmatism:
Deliberative Practice and Creative Negotiations.” Planning Theory 12,
no. 1: 5–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095212448750.

Foss, N. J., and P. G. Klein. 2023. “Why do Companies Go Woke?”
Academy of Management Perspectives 37, no. 4: 351–367. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amp.2021.0201.

Fotheringham, F., K. Cebula, S. Fletcher‐Watson, S. Foley, and C. J.
Crompton. 2023. “Co‐designing a Neurodivergent student‐led Peer
Support Programme for Neurodivergent Young People in Mainstream
High Schools.” Neurodiversity 1: 27546330231205770. https://doi.org/10.
1177/27546330231205770.

Goffman, E. 1963/2009. Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled
Identity. Simon & Schuster.

Groutsis, D., J. Vassilopoulou, O. Kyriakidou, and M. F. Özbilgin. 2020.
“The ‘New’ Migration for Work Phenomenon: The Pursuit of Emanci-
pation and Recognition in the Context of Work.” Work, Employment &
Society 34, no. 5: 864–882. https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017019872651.

Gümüsay, A. A., and J. Reinecke. 2021. “Researching for Desirable
Futures: From Real Utopias to Imagining Alternatives.” Journal of
Management Studies 59, no. 1: 236–242. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.
12709.

Hennekam, S., and K. Follmer. 2024. “Neurodiversity and HRM: A
Practice‐based Review and Research Agenda.” Equality, Diversity and
Inclusion: An International Journal 43, no. 7: 1119–1129. https://doi.org/
10.1108/edi‐12‐2023‐0424.

Hennekam, S., S. Richard, and M. Özbilgin. 2023. “How Social Struc-
tures Influence the Labour Market Participation of Individuals With
Mental Illness: A Bourdieusian Perspective.” Journal of Management
Studies 60, no. 1: 174–203. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12851.

Hewett, R., and A. Shantz. 2021. “A Theory of HR co‐creation.” Human
Resource Management Review 31, no. 4: 100823. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.hrmr.2021.100823.

Honneth, A. 1996. The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of
Social Conflicts. MIT Press.

Honneth, A. 2010. “Work and Recognition: A Redefinition.” In The
Philosophy of Recognition: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives,

edited by H. C. Schmidt am Bush and C. F. Zurn, 223–240. Lexington
Books.

Huijg, D. D. 2020. “Neuronormativity in Theorising Agency: An Argu-
ment for a Critical Neurodiversity Approach.” In Neurodiversity Studies,
213–217. Routledge.

Iivari, N., E. Tervo, M. Käsmä, and M. Heikkinen. 2023. “Participatory
Design Meets Gender Equality at European Higher Education In-
stitutions.” CoDesign 19, no. 4: 304–326. https://doi.org/10.1080/157108
82.2023.2215742.

Johnson, T. D., and A. Joshi. 2016. “Dark Clouds or Silver Linings? A
Stigma Threat Perspective on the Implications of an Autism Diagnosis
for Workplace well‐being.” Journal of Applied Psychology 101, no. 3:
430–449. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000058.

Jonsen, K., and M. Özbilgin. 2013. “Models of Global Diversity Man-
agement.” In Diversity at Work: The Practice of Inclusion, edited by B. M.
Ferdman and B. Deane, 364–390. Wiley.

Khan, M. H., M. K. Grabarski, M. Ali, and S. Buckmaster. 2023. “In-
sights into Creating and Managing an Inclusive Neurodiverse Work-
place for Positive Outcomes: A Multistaged Theoretical Framework.”
Group & Organization Management 48, no. 5: 1339–1386. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10596011221133583.

Klinksiek, I. D., E. Jammaers, and L. Taskin. 2023. “A Framework for
Disability in the New Ways of Working.” Human Resource Management
Review 33, no. 2: 100954. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2023.100954.

Kluger, A. N., and D. Nir. 2010. “The Feedforward Interview.” Human
Resource Management Review 20, no. 3: 235–246. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.hrmr.2009.08.002.

Kryger, K. 2023. “Challenging Neuronormativity: A Disability Studies
Framework for Communal Justice in Writing Assessment,” [Doctoral
Dissertation, the University of Arizona]. Proquest Dissertations and
Theses Global.

Krzeminska, A., R. D. Austin, S. M. Bruyère, and D. Hedley. 2019. “The
Advantages and Challenges of Neurodiversity Employment in Organi-
zations.” Journal of Management and Organization 25, no. 4: 453–463.
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2019.58.

Kulkarni, M., and M. Lengnick‐Hall. 2014. “Obstacles to Success in the
Workplace for People With Disabilities: A Review and Research
Agenda.” Human Resource Development Review 13, no. 2: 158–180.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484313485229.

Küskü, F., Ö. Aracı, and M. F. Özbilgin. 2021. “What Happens to Di-
versity at Work in the Context of a Toxic Triangle? Accounting for the
Gap Between Discourses and Practices of Diversity Management.” Hu-
man Resource Management Journal 31, no. 2: 553–574. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1748‐8583.12324.

Lüscher, L. S., and M. W. Lewis. 2008. “Organizational Change and
Managerial Sensemaking: Working Through Paradox.” Academy of
Management Journal 51, no. 2: 221–240. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.
2008.31767217.

Malik, A., P. Budhwar, and B. A. Kazmi. 2023. “Artificial Intelligence
(AI)‐assisted HRM: Towards an Extended Strategic Framework.” Hu-
man Resource Management Review 33, no. 1: 100940. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.hrmr.2022.100940.

Mantere, S., and M. Ketokivi. 2013. “Reasoning in Organization Sci-
ence.” Academy of Management Review 38, no. 1: 70–89. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amr.2011.0188.

McDowall, A., N. Doyle, and M. Kiseleva. 2023. Neurodiversity at Work:
Demand, Supply and a Gap Analysis. University of London. https://orca.
cardiff.ac.uk/id/eprint/164435/1/50834c.pdf.

McGoey, L. 2012. “The Logic of Strategic Ignorance.” British Journal of
Sociology 63, no. 3: 533–576. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468‐4446.2012.
01424.x.

Human Resource Management Journal, 2025 11

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.70018 by B

runel U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12506
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2014.03.034
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063231193362
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2022.98
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2022.98
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095212448750
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2021.0201
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2021.0201
https://doi.org/10.1177/27546330231205770
https://doi.org/10.1177/27546330231205770
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017019872651
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12709
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12709
https://doi.org/10.1108/edi-12-2023-0424
https://doi.org/10.1108/edi-12-2023-0424
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12851
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100823
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100823
https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2023.2215742
https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2023.2215742
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000058
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221133583
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221133583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2023.100954
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2019.58
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484313485229
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12324
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12324
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.31767217
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.31767217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2022.100940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2022.100940
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0188
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0188
https://orca.cardiff.ac.uk/id/eprint/164435/1/50834c.pdf
https://orca.cardiff.ac.uk/id/eprint/164435/1/50834c.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2012.01424.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2012.01424.x


McMahon, C. M., M. Linthicum, and B. Stoll. 2022. “Developmental
Disability Vs. Neurodiverse Identity: How Cognitive Lens Affects the
General Public’s Perceptions of Autism.” Disability & Society 37, no. 9:
1439–1455. https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2021.1881882.

Midtgarden, T. 2012. “Critical Pragmatism: Dewey’s Social Philosophy
Revisited.” European Journal of Social Theory 15, no. 4: 505–521. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368431011432373.

Moeller, C. M. 2025. Begging to Be Heard”: The Professional Exclusion
and Marginalization of Neurodivergent Librarians. Doctoral dissertation.
University of Washington.

Moore, K., P. McDonald, and J. Bartlett. 2017. “The Social Legitimacy of
Disability Inclusive Human Resource Practices: The Case of a Large
Retail Organisation.” Human Resource Management Journal 27, no. 4:
514–529. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748‐8583.12129.

Morgan, D. L. 2014. “Pragmatism as a Paradigm for Social Research.”
Qualitative Inquiry 20, no. 8: 1045–1053. https://doi.org/10.1177/10778
00413513733.

Morillas, M. 2023. The Terms of Inclusion: How Migrant Professionals
Negotiate Inclusion in Organizations [Doctoral Dissertation. Stockholm
School of Economics]. Research Hub.

Nash, L. 2024. “There and Back Again: Neuro‐Diverse Employees,
Liminality and Negative Capability.” Work, Employment & Society 38,
no. 1: 262–278. https://doi.org/10.1177/09500170221117420.

Nentwich, J. C., M. F. Özbilgin, and A. Tatli. 2015. “Change Agency as
Performance and Embeddedness: Exploring the Possibilities and Limits
of Butler and Bourdieu.” Culture and Organization 21, no. 3: 235–250.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14759551.2013.851080.

Nishii, L. H. 2013. “The Benefits of Climate for Inclusion for gender‐
diverse Groups.” Academy of Management Journal 56, no. 6: 1754–
1774. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0823.

Nishii, L. H., and M. F. Özbilgin. 2007. “Global Diversity Management:
Towards a Conceptual Framework.” International Journal of Human
Resource Management 18, no. 11: 1883–1894. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09585190701638077.

Özbilgin, M., C. Erbil, and E. Odabaşı. 2023. “Leaders With Disabilities:
A Boardroom Challenge.” In De Gruyter Handbook of Disability and
Management, edited by J. Beatty, S. Hennekam, and M. Kulkarni, 189–
203. De Gruyter.

Özbilgin, M. F. 2022. “Keynote Summary: The Emergence of Atypical
Leaders and Their Role in Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion‐Led
Changes at Work–Towards a Co‐Design Approach.” International
Journal of Gender, Science and Technology 14, no. 2: 176–182. https://
genderandset.open.ac.uk/index.php/genderandset/article/view/1262.

Özbilgin, M. F. 2024. Diversity: A Key Idea for Business and Society.
Routledge.

Özbilgin, M. F., and C. Erbil. 2024. “Insight into Equality, Diversity, and
Inclusion.” In Contemporary Approaches in Equality, Diversity and In-
clusion: Strategic and Technological Perspectives, edited by B. Küçükal-
tan, 1–18. Emerald Publishing.

Özbilgin, M. F., and C. Erbil. 2025. “Non‐Binary Individuals, Visibility
and Legitimacy at Work: Future Crafting Inclusive Organisations in
Times of Inclusion Hysteresis.” International Journal of Human
Resource Management 36, no. 7: 1164–1190. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09585192.2024.2392838.

Özbilgin, M. F., C. Erbil, and I. Aykut. 2025. “Leaders as Allies for
Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion: Effective and Ineffective Approaches
to Allyship as a Global Diversity Intervention.” In Research Handbook
on Global Diversity Management, 233–248. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Özbilgin, M. F., C. Erbil, S. Baykut, and R. Kamasak. 2023. “Passing as
Resistance Through a Goffmanian Approach: Normalized, Defensive,
Strategic, and Instrumental Passing when LGBTQþ Individuals

Encounter Institutions.” Gender, Work and Organization 30, no. 3: 862–
880. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12928.

Özbilgin, M. F., C. Erbil, O. Demirbağ, N. Gundogdu, and K. Şimşek
Demirbağ. 2025. “Institutional Suicide as Anomie: Decedents Speak out
for Preventing work‐related Suicides Through a Durkheimian Explora-
tion of Suicide Notes in a Context Without Institutional Responsibility.”
Frontiers in Sociology. https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2024.1309119.

Özbilgin, M. F., C. Erbil, and N. Gundogdu. 2025. “Developing Artificial
Intelligence (AI) With Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI): Towards
Interdisciplinary Co‐Design With Scholars and Practitioners of EDI and
AI.” In AI and Diversity in a Datafied World of Work: Will the Future of
Work Be Inclusive? 249–265. Emerald Publishing Limited.

Özbilgin, M. F., C. Erbil, and N. Gundogdu. 2024. “Developing Artificial
Intelligence (AI) With Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI): Towards
Interdisciplinary Co‐Design With Scholars and Practitioners of EDI and
AI.” In AI and Diversity in a Datafied World of Work: Will the Future of
Work be Inclusive? edited by O. Kyriakidou and J. Vassilopoulou.
Emerald Publishing.

Palmer, V. J., W. Weavell, R. Callander, et al. 2019. “The Participatory
Zeitgeist: An Explanatory Theoretical Model of Change in an Era of
Coproduction and Codesign in Healthcare Improvement.” Medical
Humanities 45, no. 3: 247–257. https://doi.org/10.1136/medhum‐2017‐
011398.

Pasmore, W. 1988. Designing Effective Organizations. Wiley & Sons.

Patton, E. 2019. “Autism, Attributions and Accommodations: Over-
coming Barriers and Integrating a Neurodiverse Workforce.” Personnel
Review 48, no. 4: 915–934. https://doi.org/10.1108/pr‐04‐2018‐0116.

Peirce, C. S. 1934. “Harvard Lectures on Pragmatism: Lecture VII
(1903).” In Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (Vol. 5, Pragma-
tism and Pragmaticism), edited by C. Hartshorne and P. Weiss, 180–212.
Harvard University Press.

Richards, J., K. Sang, A. Marks, and S. Gill. 2019. ““I’Ve Found It
Extremely Draining” Emotional Labour and the Lived Experience of
Line Managing Neurodiversity.” Personnel Review 48, no. 7: 1903–1923.
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr‐08‐2018‐0289.

Rousseau, D. 2015. I‐deals: Idiosyncratic Deals Employees Bargain for
Themselves. Routledge.

Rousseau, D. M., and S. ten Have. 2022. “Evidence‐Based Change
Management.” Organizational Dynamics 51, no. 3: 100899. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2022.100899.

Russell, C., and D. Rothenberg. 2024. “Networks of Support: Past,
Current, and Future Directions for Community Organizations Sup-
porting Neuroinclusion in the Workplace.” In Neurodiversity and Work:
Employment, Identity, and Support Networks for Neurominorities, 361–
378. Springer.

Russo, E., D. L. Ott, and M. Moeller. 2022. “Is There a Place for Neu-
rodiversity in the Talent Pool?” In Diversity in Action, edited by M.
Latukha, 265–285. Emerald Publishing Limited.

Saltes, N. 2022. “It’s all About Student Accessibility. No One Ever Talks
About Teacher Accessibility’: Examining Ableist Expectations in
Academia.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 26, no. 7: 674–
700. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1712483.

Santuzzi, A. M., and R. T. Keating. 2022. “Neurodiversity and the
Disclosure Dilemma.” In Neurodiversity in the Workplace. SIOP Orga-
nizational Frontiers Series, edited by S. Bruyere and A. Colella, 124–148.
Routledge.

Seitz, S. R., and A. L. Choo. 2022. “Stuttering: Stigma and Perspectives of
(Dis) Ability in Organizational Communication.” Human Resource
Management Review 32, no. 4: 100875. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.
2021.100875.

12 Human Resource Management Journal, 2025

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.70018 by B

runel U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2021.1881882
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431011432373
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431011432373
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12129
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800413513733
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800413513733
https://doi.org/10.1177/09500170221117420
https://doi.org/10.1080/14759551.2013.851080
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0823
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701638077
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190701638077
https://genderandset.open.ac.uk/index.php/genderandset/article/view/1262
https://genderandset.open.ac.uk/index.php/genderandset/article/view/1262
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2024.2392838
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2024.2392838
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12928
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2024.1309119
https://doi.org/10.1136/medhum-2017-011398
https://doi.org/10.1136/medhum-2017-011398
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-04-2018-0116
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-08-2018-0289
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2022.100899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2022.100899
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2020.1712483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100875
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2021.100875


Sharma, G., and P. Bansal. 2020. “Cocreating Rigorous and Relevant
Knowledge.” Academy of Management Journal 63, no. 2: 386–410.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0487.

Silver, E. R., C. L. Nittrouer, and M. R. Hebl. 2023. “Beyond the Business
Case: Universally Designing the Workplace for Neurodiversity and In-
clusion.” Industrial and Organizational Psychology 16, no. 1: 45–49.
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2022.99.

Singer, J. 1999. “Why Can’T you be Normal for once in Your Life? From
a Problem With No Name to the Emergence of a New Category of
Difference.” In Disability Discourse, edited by M. Corker and S. French,
59–70.

Timmermans, S., and I. Tavory. 2012. “Theory Construction in Quali-
tative Research: From Grounded Theory to Abductive Analysis.” So-
ciological Theory 30, no. 3: 167–186. https://doi.org/10.1177/07352751
12457914.

United Nations (UN). 2006. “Convention on the Rights of Persons With
Disabilities.” Treaty Series 2515: 3. https://www.un.org/disabilities/
documents/convention/convoptprot‐e.pdf.

Vacca, R. 2022. “Intersectional Elaboration: Using a Multiracial Femi-
nist Co‐Design Technique With Latina Teens for Emotional Health.”
Feminist Theory 23, no. 2: 207–231. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700122
1082297.

Vassilopoulou, J., K. April, J. P. Da Rocha, O. Kyriakidou, and M.
Ozbilgin. 2016. “Does the Ongoing Global Economic Crisis Put Diversity
Gains at Risk?: Diversity Management During Hard times–international
Examples from the USA, South Africa, and Greece.” In Handbook of
Research on Race, Gender, and the Fight for Equality, edited by J. Pre-
scott, 424–452. IGI Global.

Vassilopoulou, J., O. Kyriakidou, M. F. Ozbilgin, and D. Groutsis. 2024.
“Scientism as Illusio in HR Algorithms: Towards a Framework for
Algorithmic Hygiene for Bias Proofing.” Human Resource Management
Journal 34, no. 2: 311–325. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748‐8583.12430.

Vincent, S., A. Lopes, E. Meliou, and M. Özbilgin. 2024. “Relational
Responsibilisation and Diversity Management in the 21st Century: The
Case for Reframing Equality Regulation.” Work, Employment & Society:
09500170231217660.

Volpone, S., D. R. Avery, and J. Wayne. 2022. “Shaping Organizational
Climates to Develop and Leverage Workforce Neurodiversity.” In Neu-
rodiversity in the Workplace. Taylor & Francis.

Walkowiak, E. 2021. “Neurodiversity of the Workforce and Digital
Transformation: The Case of Inclusion of Autistic Workers at the
Workplace.” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 168: 120739.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120739.

Walkowiak, E. 2023. “Digitalization and Inclusiveness of HRM Prac-
tices: The Example of Neurodiversity Initiatives.” Human Resource
Management Journal 34, no. 3: 578–598. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748‐
8583.12499.

Weber, C., B. Krieger, E. Häne, J. Yarker, and A. McDowall. 2024.
“Physical Workplace Adjustments to Support Neurodivergent Workers:
A Systematic Review.” Applied Psychology 73, no. 3: 910–962. https://
doi.org/10.1111/apps.12431.

Zamenopoulos, T., and K. Alexiou. 2018. Co‐Design as Collaborative
Research Connected Communities Foundation Series. Bristol University/
AHRC Connected Communities Programme.

Human Resource Management Journal, 2025 13

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.70018 by B

runel U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/10/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0487
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2022.99
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735275112457914
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735275112457914
https://www.un.org/disabilities/documents/convention/convoptprot-e.pdf
https://www.un.org/disabilities/documents/convention/convoptprot-e.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/14647001221082297
https://doi.org/10.1177/14647001221082297
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12430
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120739
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12499
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12499
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12431
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12431

	HR‐Led Co‐Design for Neuroinclusion: A Critical Pragmatist and Sociotechnical Systems Approach to Transforming Neuronormati ...
	1 | Introduction
	1.1 | Foundational Concepts
	1.2 | Developing a Process Model of HR‐Led Co‐Design for Systemic Neuroinclusion
	1.3 | Four Challenges in Neuronormative Organisations That Foreground HR‐Led Neuroinclusion

	2 | HR‐Led Co‐Design Interventions for Systemic Change Towards Neuroinclusion: Integrating Sociotechnical Systems Theory
	2.1 | Bringing Neurodivergent Individuals in the Co‐Design Process
	2.2 | Awareness Raising About Neuroinclusion
	2.3 | Empowering Neurodivergent Individuals as Change Agents
	2.4 | Supporting Organisational Change and Development Through Co‐Design

	3 | Outcomes of HR‐Led Co‐Design for Neuroinclusion in Organisations
	4 | Conclusions
	4.1 | Future Research Directions

	Data Availability Statement


