


friends in a� eld of study (Walton & Cohen, 2007; Experiment 1),
the representation of group differences on a test (Spencer et al.,
1999), physical objects that imply that only a narrow“type” of
person� ts within a setting (Cheryan et al., 2009), gender-typed
language in job ads that excludes women (Gaucher et al., 2011), or
organizational diversity philosophies that seem to ignore or devalue
women and racially minoritized group members’ identities and
experiences (Kroeper et al., 2022; Plaut et al., 2009; Purdie-
Vaughns et al., 2008; Wilton et al., 2020). Such research reveals a
sensitivity in people to cues that they do not� t with or belong in a
setting and the negative consequence for their belonging, motiva-
tion, and performance. Similarly, research using an individual-
difference approach� nds that high levels of sensitivity to gender-
and race-based rejection predict worse school experiences among
women and African American students (London et al., 2012;
Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Pinel, 2002). Past research examining
interpersonal interactions has also emphasized negative patterns of
behavior, including dominant behavior by men, which can elicit
identity threat and undermine women’s math performance in lab
settings (F. Chang, Luo, et al., 2019; Logel et al., 2009), and uncivil
treatment from colleagues, which predicts lower well-being and
organizational withdrawal (Cortina et al., 2001; Miner & Cortina,
2016; Tyler & Smith, 1999). This emphasis on negative cues and
treatment may seem to suggest that a lack of negative experiences
is enough to increase a sense of� t. We suggest, however, that a lack
of negative treatment does not equate to inclusion, particularly if
the default representation of success is de� ned by stereotypical
masculine characteristics (Cheryan & Markus, 2020).

Third, by focusing on interpersonal treatment as peoplebegin
goal pursuits, such as when women consider entering a new
company, we complement past research that examines the
importance of how men and White people respond to women
and racially minoritized studentsafter goal pursuit, such as in how
they represent critical academic feedback (Cohen et al., 1999;
Cohen & Steele, 2002; Yeager et al., 2014, 2017) or a positive
exam score (Park et al., 2018; for related work, see alsoPark et al.,
2023). This research reveals that women and racially minoritized
students face an ambiguity in how evaluators interpret their past
performance. Yet we theorize that people also face identity-based
ambiguities when they enter achievement settings: Will they be
received in ways that allow them to contribute to shared goal
pursuits?

Fourth, in focusing on intergroup processes as people begin work,
our approach complements past work on ingroup processes, which
shows that having women mentors and working in predominately
women groups can increase belonging, performance, and retention
among women in STEM (Dasgupta et al., 2015; Dennehy &
Dasgupta, 2017; Stout et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2022). Such work
implies that working alongside men in STEM settings can
undermine women’s experience and motivation (W. M. Hall
et al., 2015). Yet given that many STEM settings remain dominated
by men (Cheryan et al., 2017; National Science Board, National
Science Foundation, 2020), it is also essential to understand what
kinds of treatment from men can improve women’s experiences
in STEM settings.

At a higher level, much past research has identi� ed ways to
mitigate psychological barriers to retain women in STEM, typically
by seeking to help women navigate settings in which they face risks
of negative stereotypes and marginalization (e.g.,Binning et al.,

2020; Miyake et al., 2010; Walton et al., 2015). It is essential to
complement such efforts by learning how to improve settings
themselves (Walton et al., 2023; Walton & Yeager, 2020), such as to
reduce the risk that people will be treated or received in biased ways
(e.g.,Murrar et al., 2020; Okonofua et al., 2016; Okonofua, Harris,
& Walton, 2022; Walton et al., 2021). Toward this end,
microinclusions align with and draw on the allyship literature
(Brooks & Edwards, 2009; K. T. Brown & Ostrove, 2013; De Souza
& Schmader, 2022; Moser & Branscombe, 2022; Radke et al.,
2020). Past research shows that when male allies are present in male-
dominated contexts, women anticipate greater support and respect
from others, and less isolation and hostility (Moser & Branscombe,
2022). In introducing microinclusions, we take a relational approach
to allyship (seeKnowlton et al., 2022) and isolate a speci� c form
of proactive (vs. reactive;De Souza & Schmader, 2022) treatment
men can take toward women at work, and test the casual effect of
this inclusive stance on women’s sense of� t using experimental
methods. In doing so, we seek to point the way toward future studies
that learn how to elicit such behavior from men and build toward
more equitable STEM work cultures.

Overview of Experiments

In Experiment 1, we surveyed employees working in a Silicon
Valley technology company. We examined gender differences in
employees’ extant sense of� t and, using a randomized scenario
design, tested whether employees’ anticipated sense of� t upon
joining a new team in the company would be responsive to
microinclusions or microexclusions. We hypothesized that both
men’s and women’s sense of� t would be responsive to this
treatment, but that women’s sense of� t would be especially
responsive, insofar as this treatment alleviates or triggers
apprehension about gender-based marginalization.

In Experiment 2, we isolate the effect of microinclusions by
comparing them to socially warm treatment and speci� c personal
inclusion in work social events but not in the core processes of
producing joint work itself. We hypothesized that both micro-
inclusive and socially warm treatment would increase women’s
sense of� t; however, we expected that microinclusive treatment
would produce additional bene� ts as it conveys most directly the
stance others take toward a woman’s contributions at work. We also
tested whether microinclusions would increase women’s commit-
ment to the company and improve the quality of work relationships
they anticipated (W. Hall et al., 2019; Holleran et al., 2011).

Experiment 3 begins to explore gender dynamics by testing
whether microinclusions from a man have a greater effect on
women’s sense of� t than the same treatment from a woman. We
also tested whether this treatment would lead women to anticipate
greater� t for another woman (but not a man) in the company.

Experiment 4 extends the analysis of gender dynamics and,
further, examines the effect of observed microinclusions. If, as we
theorized, the threat women experience to their opportunity to
contribute in technology companies operates, in part, as a function
of group identity, then observing another woman, versus a man,
receive a microinclusion should mitigate this threat and lead to a
greater sense of� t for women even when they do not receive a
microinclusion themselves (cf.Cohen & Garcia, 2005; Shapiro
et al., 2013).
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Finally, we close by reporting a meta-analysis to examine the
effect of experiencing or observing a microinclusion from a man
on women’s anticipated sense of� t in technology companies across
a variety of populations (i.e., real-world technology company
employees, IT/STEM professionals, and advanced engineering
college students).

These experiments were not preregistered; however, data, materials,
and analysis code are available at:https://osf.io/enfc3/.

Behavioral Pilot Experiments

These experiments were inspired in part by two in-person
behavioral experiments. These experiments were conducted while
norms in psychology were changing (Simmons et al., 2011) and thus
re� ect the laboratory methods and smaller sample sizes of an earlier
tradition (e.g.,Steele & Aronson, 1995). However, we report them
here because they illustrate how an inclusive stance men can take
toward women in the context of joint work can mitigate women’s
experience of stereotype-based identity threat. Moreover, they
provide a behavioral outcome, complementing the focus in our
primary experiments on women’s self-reported sense of� t.

In the pilot experiments, participants worked on a dif� cult and
evaluative math test, a context that typically evokes stereotype
threat for women (Spencer et al., 1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995).
We manipulated whether a male confederate, behaving in the
context of the experimental protocol, took an inclusive stance
toward the participant as each sought to perform well on the test.
(In these experiments, we conceptualize the agency in producing
participants’ experience of inclusive treatment as a joint product
of the structure of this protocol and the confederate’s behavior
within it.) The primary outcome was participants’ test perfor-
mance, and secondarily, their feelings of connection to the
confederate assessed in several ways. The experiments thus test
whether an inclusive stance from a man could mitigate the effect
of stereotype threat on women’s math performance. While they
yield results consistent with this hypothesis, given their sample
size, we see the evidence they provide as suggestive rather than
de� nitive and, accordingly, report them as pilot experiments. Full
methodological details and results are reported in theonline
Supplemental Materials.

In each pilot experiment, participants met a male confederate
(presented as another participant) and were told the study
investigated“strategies and problem solving.” They then went to
a private room where they did several practice problems before
completing the math test, which was presented as evaluative
(“similar [in format] to the Scholastic Assessment Test [SAT]…
helpful in diagnosing your strengths and weaknesses in math… a
genuine test of your abilities and limitations”), on their own. The
manipulation focused on whether the participant was treated by the
confederate as a respected partner working toward the same goal to
perform well on the math test, or as just another person doing the
same task. The manipulation drew on a procedure developed byCarr
and Walton (2014; see alsoButler & Walton, 2013). In the inclusive-
stance condition, the experimenter told the participant and
confederate in the introductory period that they would“have a
chance to share tips with one another about how to solve these kinds
of problems.” Then, with each person in a private room, the
experimenter orchestrated an exchange of ideas about how to solve
the math problems. This included a handwritten note the confederate

ostensibly wrote for the participant, addressed to the participant by
name (“Hey [participant’s name]”) and signed by the confederate
(“Daniel” ). It included a potentially useful but generic tip and an
expression of support (“Hope this helps you too!”). In both
conditions, the content of the tip was designed so it would not apply
to the subsequent test. In the control condition, by contrast, the
experimenter told the participant and confederate that they would
“have a chance to write a strategy or receive a strategy about how to
solve these kinds of problems from our general strategy pool.” In the
private room, participants received the same content as the“ tip,” but
this content was typed and printed, labeled as a“strategy,” and
attributed to an anonymous prior participant (“Participant 167”). As
will be seen, the manipulations of microinclusions in the primary
experiments echo the inclusive stance manipulation in important
respects, including in the exchange of“ tips” to learn how to
approach a technical problem.

Participants then took a 12-min math test composed of 12
challenging quantitative problems drawn from the Graduate Record
Exam. All participants were highly identi� ed with math using the
same prescreening item as in Experiment 3.

The � rst pilot experiment included 31 women and 30 men. The
second, using the same procedure but adding several outcomes
following the test, included 38 women. Because the manipulation
and primary outcome were the same in the two experiments,
we combined them for the primary data analyses (Nwomen= 69;
Nmen= 30). This combined sample provides 80% power to detect a
medium-size effect (d = 0.68) atp < .05, an effect comparable to
what has been observed in past meta-analyses of stereotype threat on
test performance (d = 0.66; seeWalton & Spencer, 2009).

As expected, controlling for SAT-math scores, women in the
inclusive-stance condition performed 87% better on the math test
than women in the control condition,t(66) = 3.77,p < .001,d =
0.93, 95% CI [0.42, 1.43]. This improvement in math performance
was signi� cant in both pilot experiments: a 96% gain in the� rst,
t(56)= 3.66,p = .001,d = 0.98, 95% CI [0.42, 1.53]; and an 87%
gain in the second,t(35)= 2.51,p = .017,d = 0.85, 95% CI [0.15,
1.53]. In the� rst experiment, men’s performance did not vary by
condition,t(56)= 0.29,p = .77,d = 0.08, 95% CI [� 0.45, 0.60].
Thus, the experiment yielded a signi� cant Gender× Condition
interaction,F(1, 56)= 5.59,p = .022. A signi� cant gender disparity
in the control condition,t(56)= � 2.46,p= .017,d = � 0.66, 95% CI
[� 1.19, � 0.12], was eliminated (and directionally reversed) in the
inclusive-stance condition,t(56)= 0.83,p = .41,d = 0.22, 95% CI
[� 0.30, 0.75] (seeFigure 1). These results remained unchanged
when not controlling for SAT-math scores (seeonline Supplemental
Material). In addition, after the test in the second experiment, women
in the inclusive-stance condition reported a signi� cantly greater
sense of working together with the confederate, felt more connected
to him, and perceived him as feeling more connected to her.

Although the pilot experiments are limited by the sample size,
they highlight the potential importance of the stance that others,
perhaps especially men, take toward women as they work in STEM
contexts. When women preparing to take a math test were treated
by a man as a respected partner working toward the same goal of
performing well, women performed better. They also had a greater
sense of working together with and connectedness to the man.
Together with the focus group described in the introduction, these
results motivated our focus on understanding how interpersonal
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treatment that conveys the stance others take toward women’s
contributions affects women’s sense of� t in technology contexts.

We designed the microinclusion manipulations to depict a
complex social interaction in which others welcome and support
women’s contributions at work. By using scenario methods, we are
able to clarify and elucidate the effect of this treatment on women’s
sense of� t in technology settings, to obtain larger sample sizes of an
underrepresented and dif� cult-to-reach population, and to address
nuanced questions, such as to compare microinclusions to mere
socially warm treatment (Experiment 2).

Experiment 1: Microinclusions in a
Technology Company

In Experiment 1, we surveyed employees in a technology
company. First, we tested for gender disparities in employees’ sense
of � t and self-perceived opportunities to contribute to the company.
Next, we asked employees to imagine joining a series of new teams
at the company and described these,� rst, in a neutral way and,
second, in counterbalanced order, with treatment in which
coworkers either conveyed an inclusive (i.e., microinclusion) or
an exclusive (i.e., microexclusion) stance toward their contributions
to core work processes. We hypothesized that both men’s and
women’s sense of� t and perceived opportunities to contribute
would respond to this treatment, with more positive outcomes in the
microinclusion condition. However, we also expected that women
would show a greater response to this manipulation. We used a
within-subjects design to mirror employees’ real-world experiences
joining multiple different teams over time in fast-changing
technology companies (S. I. Tannenbaum et al., 2012). From this

perspective, the within-subjects design is ecologically valid. It also
allowed us to maximize power and opportunities to learn from a
rare sample. To address concerns about priming and order effects,
we also leveraged the counterbalanced order to conduct a secondary
between-subjects test examining responses to just the scenario
presented immediately following the neutral scenario.

To further understand employees’ experiences at the company,
we also assessed how realistic employees found each scenario.
We expected that women, as compared to men, would� nd the
microexclusion scenario more realistic and the microinclusion
scenario less so.

Method

Participants and Recruitment

A total of 2,045 employees in a Silicon Valley technology
company were invited via their company email address to participate
in a study on their work experiences. The email solicitation was sent
by the Head of Human Resources Department and was represented
as a collaboration between the company and external researchers
to better understand employees’ experiences. Employees were
assured of the con� dentiality of their responses and informed that
data would be processed by the external research team only.

Per our agreement with the company, we stopped data collection
after 3 weeks and following two reminder emails. The� nal sample
was thus determined by the response rate (44% response rate). The
� nal sample included 897 employees (52% women; 23.86% women
in technical roles; 31.88% men in technical roles; 13% racially
minoritized group members; mean tenure at the company= 2.20
years;Mage= 33.60). Employee demographics were provided by the
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Figure 1
Math Performance Adjusted for SAT Math Scores by Condition in Behavioral Pilot Experiments

Note. Guess corrected scores for the pilot experiments were calculated by the number of correct scores minus a¼ point deduction for
each wrong answer (Steele & Aronson, 1995). Error bars represent standard errors. SAT= Scholastic Assessment Test.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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company’s Human Resources Department. This sample provides
80% power to detect a small effect size (d = 0.19) atp < .05.

Response rates were higher for women (54.44%) than for men
(36.25%),χ2(1) = 66.88,p < .001, and for those in nontechnical
(e.g., marketing, legal; 57.70%) as compared to technical roles
(36.85%),χ2(1) = 80.66,p < .001. Tenure at the company did not
predict response rates,z = 1.48,p = .14.

Experimental Design and Procedures

After providing informed consent, employees reported their
extant sense of� t and self-perceived opportunity to contribute to
the company. Experiment 1 also inquired about various work
experiences to further understand employees’ extant experiences
and explore potential points for intervention, which are not of focus
here. Seeonline Supplemental Material.

Second, we implemented a 2 (gender, between-subjects)× 3
(scenario, within-subjects) study design.1 Employees read three
scenarios in which they were asked to imagine joining a new team
within the company. First, there was a neutral scenario:

Imagine that you joined a different team within [company]… It’s a
small team. The team uses some programs you know, and another that is
pretty idiosyncratic. There is a team manager and several other members
of the team.

Next, were the microexclusion and microinclusion scenarios,
with the order counterbalanced. These scenarios held constant the
protagonist’s competence and other key elements. In each
case, the protagonist describeshaving to learn new skills, their
con� dence in an approach to a problem facing the group, how this
idea had to be developed, and how it ultimately succeeded.
However, they differed in whether the protagonist was represented
as supported by coworkers in her or his learning or not (e.g.,
receiving helpful tips), was listened to and credited for her or his
idea or not, and was permitted to contribute to its development
or not.

In the microexclusion scenario, employees read:

The team uses some programs you know and another that is pretty
idiosyncratic, with a steep learning curve. Because of this, you ask
Evan, your manager, for some tips. He tells you he is busy and to� gure
it out on your own. You� nd some tips online. That helps you get going.
Your team has been working to complete a project that has been
underway for some time. You’re working on a particular technical
problem that needs to be solved with Evan. You feel good about an
approach to the problem you’ve been looking into. You know it’s
promising. You start describing the approach to Evan, but he interrupts
you. Later, Evan mentions an approach a lot like what you had in mind.
He � gures out how to use it effectively and decides to pursue the
approach.

In this scenario, Evan conveys an exclusive stance toward the
protagonist’s contributions by not providing her or him with the
tools or internal knowledge needed to learn the idiosyncratic
program and by interrupting the protagonist, preventing her or
him from being able to contribute to the team. It thus constitutes a
microexclusion.

By contrast, the microinclusion scenario represented the
protagonist as received by others in a way that allowed her or
him to develop ideas and contribute toward work goals. It read:

The team uses some programs you know and another that is pretty
idiosyncratic, with a steep learning curve. Because of this, Evan, your
manager, comes by and gives you some tips. That helps you get
going. The team has been working to complete a project that has been
underway for some time. You’re working on a particular technical
problem that needs to be solved with Evan. You feel good about an
approach to the problem you’ve been looking into. You know it’s
promising. You start describing the approach to Evan. He listens
carefully and asks you follow-up questions to learn more. You bounce
ideas off each other and talk through how to use the approach for
this speci� c problem. Together, you� gure out how to use it effectively.
He compliments you on the approach.

In this scenario, Evan conveys an inclusive stance toward the
protagonist’s contributions by providing her or him with tips needed
to begin to learn the idiosyncratic program. Additionally, Evan
listens to the protagonist’s approach, asks questions, and works
with her or him to develop the idea, and credits her or him for
the idea, allowing the protagonist to contribute to the team. It thus
constitutes a microinclusion.

After each scenario, employees completed items assessing the
sense of� t and the opportunity to contribute they would anticipate
in each workgroup. They also reported how realistic they thought
each scenario was at the company.

Measures

Given time constraints with this population, the survey featured
simple, face-valid, and single-item measures.

Extant Sense of Fit at the Company. Employees completed
four items assessing their sense of� t at the company. These assessed
sense of belonging (i.e.,“ I feel like I belong at [company],” Walton &
Cohen, 2007), experiences of respect and value (i.e.,“Overall, I feel
respected/valued by other people at [company]”), andfuture self at
the company (i.e.,“ In the future, I could see myself being successful
at [company],” Markus & Nurius, 1986). All items were measured
on 7-point Likert scales (1= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
and were averaged and combined into a composite sense of� t (α =
0.86). Higher values represent a greater sense of� t in the company.

Extant Opportunity to Contribute. Employees completed a
single item that assessed the opportunity they felt they had to
contribute to their team at the company (i.e.,“ I can contribute
effectively to the success of my team at [company]” ) on a 7-point
Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

Anticipated Fit and Contribution in Response to Imagined
Work Groups. After each scenario, employees completed similar
items assessing their anticipated sense of� t (e.g., “ If this was
my experience at [company], I would feel like I belonged at
[company]” ; 0.93� αs � 0.94) and opportunity to contribute (i.e.,
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1 At the request of our technology company collaborators, we included
two kinds of work group scenarios, one that focused on interactions with
managers and the other that focused on interactions with team members. Our
partners hoped to learn about both kinds of experiences to explore potential
points for intervention. Thus, the full design was a 2 (participant gender,
between-subjects)× 3 (scenario, within-subjects)× 2 (manager/team,
between-subjects) study design. The results reported here collapse across
the manager/team variable because both variants test our core theoretical
question, and the patterns of results were similar. The scenarios presented in
the methods section involve the manager form because this is the form used
in Experiments 2–4. Seeonline Supplemental Materialfor the team condition
and the results by team versus manager conditions.
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“ If this was my experience at [company], I would be able to
contribute effectively to the success of my team at [company]”) in
response to each workgroup.

Perceived Realism of Scenarios. Employees were also asked
how realistic each scenario was (i.e.,“How realistic is this scenario at
[company]?”) on a 5-point Likert scale (1= not at all; 5= extremely).

Results

Extant Sense of Fit at the Company and Opportunity to
Contribute

We conducted a linear regression to test for gender differences in
employees’ extant sense of� t. In line with our hypothesis, women
reported lower levels of� t than men,t(776)= � 2.63,p = .009,d =
� 0.19, 95% CI [� 0.33,� 0.05]. SeeFigure 2A. This gender disparity
persisted in analyses controlling for tenure and job type (technical
vs. nontechnical). Seeonline Supplemental Material.

A linear regression revealed that the difference between women’s
(M = 5.72, SE = 0.05) and men’s (M = 5.84, SE = 0.05) self-
perceived opportunity to contribute to their work teams did not reach
signi� cance in this sample,t(774)= � 1.38,p= .17,d= � 0.10, 95%
CI [� 0.24, 0.04]. However, consistent with our theorizing, the
opportunity to contribute to work teams strongly predicted
employees’ sense of� t at the company,r(774)= 0.55,p < .001.

Anticipated Sense of Fit and Opportunity to Contribute in
Response to the Neutral, Microexclusion, and
Microinclusion Work Groups

Next, we examined employees’ anticipated sense of� t at
the company and opportunity to contribute in response to each

scenario using the linear mixed-modeling R packagelmerTest
(Version 3.1-3,Kuznetsova et al., 2017) with a random intercept for
employee. The lmerTest package predictsp values for the� xed
effects by using Satterthwait’s method that can produce fractional
estimates of degrees of freedom.

We� rst created two sets of dummy codes to test the main effect of
gender, scenario, and interaction, with women and the neutral
scenario as the reference groups, respectively. We then recoded
the dummy codes as needed to test the full set of comparisons. See
Table 1for means and standard errors andTable 2for full statistical
reporting;p values and Cohen’s d for speci� c comparisons are
reported in the text. The analyses collapse across and do not control
for, order of the microinclusion and microexclusion scenarios, as the
pattern of results was similar across order for all outcomes, and was
not a consistent signi� cant predictor (seeonline Supplemental
Material).

Anticipated Sense of Fit at the Company in Response to Work
Groups.

Primary Analyses. There was a main effect of gender,
F(1, 1972.90)= 19.19,p < .001, a main effect of scenario,F(2,
1365.60)= 2034.99,p < .001, and the predicted Gender× Scenario
interaction,F(2, 1364.20)= 19.35, p < .001 (seeFigure 2B).
Women anticipated a lower sense of� t in the neutral scenario than
men, p < .001, d = � 0.20, 95% CI [� 0.29, � 0.11], a gender
difference nearly identical in magnitude to that for employees’
extant sense of� t at the company.

As predicted, both women and men anticipated a lower sense of� t
in response to the microexclusion as compared to the neutral
scenario. Thus, the gender disparity in sense of� t persisted,p <
.001,d = � 0.29, 95% CI [� 0.37,� 0.20]. The Gender× Scenario
(neutral vs. microexclusion) interaction was not signi� cant.
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Figure 2
Sense of Fit at Tech Company (A) and Anticipated Sense of Fit in Response to Work Group Scenarios (B)

Note. They-axes represent the full range of each scale. Error bars represent standard errors. SeeTable 2Afor effect sizes for between-condition
differences by gender.
** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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In response to the microinclusion scenario, both women and men
anticipated a greater� t as compared to the neutral scenario. Notably,
as predicted, this effect was greater for women than for men, as
re� ected in a signi� cant Gender× Scenario (neutral vs. micro-
inclusion) interaction. Indeed, the microinclusion directionally
reversed the gender disparity in employee’s anticipated� t, p = .12,
d = 0.07, 95% CI [� 0.02, 0.16].
Robustness Tests. As a� rst robustness test, we conducted the

same analyses described above adding employees’ extant sense of
� t as a covariate. The pattern of results remained the same, with one
exception. When controlling for employees’ extant sense of� t,
women (Madj. = 4.62,SEadj. = 0.11) reported greater� t than men
(Madj. = 4.45, SEadj. = 0.12) in response to the microinclusion
scenario,p = .012,d = 0.11, 95% CI [0.02, 0.20].

Second, we supplemented the within-subjects analysis with a
between-subjects analysis, mitigating demand and comparison
processes. That is, we dropped the scenario presented third and
examined the sense of� t employees anticipated in the scenario
introduced second (microinclusion or microexclusion, a between-
subjects factor), controlling for the sense of� t they anticipated in
response to the neutral scenario. Results were the same as in the
primary analysis. There was a main effect of condition, greater� t in
the microinclusion than microexclusion condition,F(1, 658) =
1171.33,p < .001, and a Gender× Condition interaction,F(1,
658) = 13.07,p < .001. While in the microexclusion condition,
women anticipated lower� t (Madj.= 0.70,SEadj. = 0.20) than men
(Madj.= 1.06,SEadj.= 0.20),t(658)= � 2.85,p = .005,d = � 0.22,
95% CI [� 0.38, � 0.07], in the microinclusion condition, women
anticipated higher� t (Madj.= 4.93,SEadj.= 0.18) than men (Madj.=
4.72,SEadj. = 0.19), t(658)= 2.21,p = .028; d = 0.17, 95% CI
[0.02, 0.33].

Anticipated Opportunity to Contribute to Work Groups. There
was a main effect of gender,F(1, 1993.50)= 18.14,p< .001, a main
effect of scenario,F(2, 1358.30)= 969.06,p < .001, and the
predicted Gender× Scenario interaction,F(2, 1359.70)= 17.91,p<
.001. Women anticipated they would have less opportunity to
contribute to the team in the neutral scenario than men,p< .001,d=
� 0.19, 95% CI [� 0.28, � 0.10].

As predicted, both women and men anticipated less opportunity
to contribute in response to the microexclusion compared to the
neutral scenario. Thus, the gender disparity persisted,p < .001,d =
� 0.27, 95% CI [� 0.36,� 0.18]. The Gender× Scenario (neutral vs.
microexclusion) interaction was not signi� cant.

In response to the microinclusion, both women and men
anticipated greater opportunity to contribute compared to the
neutral scenario. As with anticipated� t, however, there was a
signi� cant Gender× Scenario (neutral vs. microinclusion) interac-
tion. The microinclusion directionally reversed the gender disparity

in anticipated opportunity to contribute,p = .11,d = 0.07, 95% CI
[� 0.02, 0.16].

Test of Mediation. To test whether self-perceived opportu-
nities to contribute mediated the effect of microinclusions on
employees’ sense of� t, we analyzed two multilevel mediation
models (one for women and one for men) with a random intercept
for employee using the R packagelavaan (Version 0.6-12;Rosseel,
2012). There was a signi� cant indirect effect of microinclusive
treatment (coded 1) compared to the neutral scenario (coded 0) on
anticipated sense of� t through self-perceived opportunities to
contribute for women,z = 12.30,p < .001, indirect effect= 1.57,
95% CI [1.32, 1.82]. There was also a signi� cant indirect effect for
men,z = 3.64,p < .001, indirect effect= 0.48, 95% CI [0.22, 0.73],
but this was smaller than the effect for women as revealed by the
signi� cant Gender× Scenario interaction,z = 4.51, p < .001,
indirect effect= 0.36, 95% CI [0.21, 0.52], consistent with the
theory that opportunities to contribute are especially important for
women’s sense of� t. There was also a signi� cant indirect effect of
microinclusive treatment (coded 1) compared to the microexclusion
scenario (coded 0) on anticipated sense of� t through self-perceived
opportunities to contribute for both women,z = 25.07,p < .001,
indirect effect= 3.83, 95% CI [3.53, 4.13], and men,z = 15.21,p <
.001, indirect effect= 2.30, 95% CI [2.01, 3.60], with women again
showing the larger effect as revealed by the signi� cant Gender×
Scenario interaction,z = 5.60,p < .001, indirect effect= 0.51, 95%
CI [0.33, 0.69].

These results are consistent with the interpretation that both
women and men showed an increase in their sense of� t in the
microinclusion scenario because they perceived greater opportunities
to contribute. They are also consistent with the interpretation that
women showed a particularly large rise in their sense of� t for two
reasons: both because their perception of opportunities to contribute
rose in response to the microinclusion scenario (vs. neutral scenario)
more than men’s, and because perceived opportunities predicted a
sense of� t more strongly for women than for men.

Perceived Realism

Although our primary interest inExperiment 1 was in participants’
anticipated sense of� t in response to microinclusive and micro-
exclusive treatment, we also examined how realistic employees found
these scenarios to further understand their lived experience at work.

There was no main effect of gender,F(1, 2054)= 0.06,p = .80.
However, there was a main effect of scenario,F(2, 1382.30)=
91.77, p < .001, and a Gender× Scenario interaction,F(2,
1381.20)= 8.71,p < .001. First, both women and men found the
neutral scenario to be realistic with no gender differences,p = .80,
d = 0.01, 95% CI [� 0.08, 0.10].
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Table 1
Means for Additional Outcomes in Experiment 1

Outcomes (scale range)

Men Women

Neutral Microexclusion Microinclusion Neutral Microexclusion Microinclusion

Anticipated opportunity to contribute (1–7) 5.01 (0.06)a 2.53 (0.07)b 6.16 (0.04)c 4.65 (0.05)d 2.01 (0.05)e 6.30 (0.04)c
Perceived realism (1–5) 3.99 (0.04)a,c 2.95 (0.06)b 3.83 (0.04)c 4.01 (0.04)a 3.27 (0.06)d 3.69 (0.05)c,e

Note. Means with different subscripts within row differ signi� cantly,ps < .05. Standard error in parentheses.
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Although both women and men found the microexclusion to be
less realistic than the neutral scenario, there was a signi� cant
Gender× Scenario (neutral vs. microexclusion) interaction. Women
found the microexclusion more realistic than did men,p < .001,d =
0.18, 95% CI [0.09, 0.26].

Women also found the microinclusion less realistic than the
neutral scenario. However, this was only marginally the case for
men. Thus, the Gender× Scenario (neutral vs. microinclusion)
interaction was marginally signi� cant. Further, women found the
microinclusion scenario marginally less realistic compared to men,
p = .078,d = � 0.08, 95% CI [� 0.16, 0.01].

The comparison between the microexclusion and microinclusion
scenarios was revealing. The Gender× Scenario (microexclusion
vs. microinclusion) interaction was signi� cant. Men found the
microinclusion much more realistic than the microexclusion
scenario,p < .001, d = 0.57, 95% CI [0.46, 0.68]. Women did
so too but to a lesser extent,p < .001,d = 0.30, 95% CI [0.19, 0.41],
suggesting that, in their lived experiences, women may not receive
microinclusions as often as their male peers.

Discussion

Experiment 1, conducted with a large sample of employees at
a Silicon Valley technology company, yielded two important
� ndings. First, women reported a lower sense of� t based on their
extant experiences at the company than men, a disparity that
persisted even when controlling for tenure and job type. This gender
difference emerged again in employees’ anticipated sense of� t in
response to a workgroup described in neutral terms. Moreover,
when we asked employees how realistic they found the workgroup
scenarios, men reported that the microinclusion scenario was
much more realistic than the microexclusion scenario, a difference
that women showed only more weakly. These differences speak to
disparities in women’s and men’s lived experience working at the
company.

Second, both men and women were highly responsive to
interpersonal treatment that clari� ed the stance others took
toward their contributions, that is, whether others were inclusive
or exclusive of their contributions to the shared goals of a work
group. But women were especially responsive. They showed
particularly large gains in� t in response to the microinclusion. The
greater responsivity of women is consistent with our theorizing
that microinclusive treatment remedies an ambiguity women, but
not men, face in technology contexts: Will their gender be a basis
for marginalizing treatment? With the microinclusion, the robust
gender difference in� t in employees’ extant experiences at the
company and in response to both the neutral and the microexclusion
scenarios directionally reversed. The results provide the� rst
evidence that microinclusions can increase employees’ sense of� t
at work, particularly women’s sense of� t.

It is noteworthy that, even as women were more responsive than
men to the microinclusion scenario, they were not more responsive
to the microexclusion scenario (cf.W. M. Hall et al., 2015).
Employees’ sense of� t in the microexclusion condition may have
begun to approach a� oor, especially for women, reducing the
opportunity to observe a gender difference in this response.

Interestingly, we did not� nd a signi� cant difference between
men’s and women’s reports of their extant opportunities to
contribute to their teams. Upon retrospect, a potential reason

involves how we measured this construct. The relevant item focused
on the self (“ I can contribute effectively…”), not how receptive
participants perceived others to be to their contributions, which
was both our interest and the focus of employee concerns in focus
groups. In Experiments 2–4, we revise the measure to assess
speci� cally the perceived receptivity of others toward one’s
contributions.2

Experiment 1 supports our theorizing that interpersonal treatment
that clari� es the stance others take toward one’s contributions at
work affects people’s sense of� t. Organizations, however, are
complex and include many features that affect people’s experience.
For women and other minoritized individuals in STEM, one such
prominent feature is the simple numerical representation of their
group in the setting (M. P. Joshi & Diekman, 2022; Kroeper et al.,
2022; Murphy et al., 2007). An important question for theory and
application is whether microinclusions are important for women’s
sense of� t both in companies with a relatively high representation of
women and in companies with a relatively low representation of
women. For instance, if interpersonal treatment and numerical
representation serve as cues to the same underlying inference,
such as whether one will be able to contribute in the setting,
microinclusions might not matter in settings in which women are
well-represented. Conversely, if a lack of representation implies to
women that their experience in a company will simply be negative,
microinclusions might not matter in settings in which women are
poorly represented either.

Experiment 1 did not allow us to manipulate numerical
representation, as it was conducted in a real-world technology
company. Therefore, in a Supplementary Experiment conducted
before Experiment 2, we tested whether the effect of microinclu-
sions among women would be robust in companies that employed
few or more women.

We recruited advanced engineering undergraduate women (N =
128) and asked them to consider a potential technology employer
randomized to a 2 (microinclusion vs. microexclusion)× 2 (low vs.
higher representation of women) between-subjects design. The
effect of microinclusions was strikingly robust. Women anticipated
a greater sense of� t when they imagined experiencing a
microinclusion versus a microexclusion and both when the company
employed few women,p < .001,d = 1.33, 95% CI [0.94, 1.72], and
when the company employed more women,p< .001,d= 1.15, 95%
CI [0.77, 1.53]. There was no interaction. Further, the effect of the
microinclusion manipulation on women’s sense of� t was, if
anything, larger than the effect of numeric representation,ds= 1.33,T
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2 Other factors could also contribute to this null effect. One involves the
social unit referenced in the measure. Whereas the measure of� t assessed� t
in the company as a whole, the measure of opportunities to contribute
focused on contributions on“my team at [company].” Given the uneven
distribution of women and men across technical and nontechnical roles at the
company (women were more often in nontechnical roles),χ2(1)= 37.90,p <
.001, the typical woman at the company almost certainly worked, on average,
on teams with more women than were represented in the company as a
whole. If so, this could give rise to a better experience for women on teams as
compared to in the company as a whole (Dasgupta et al., 2015; Wu et al.,
2022). Our company partners did not share team-level data with us, however,
which would allow us to test this directly. It is also possible that scale
referencing effects contribute to the null result (seeBiernat & Manis, 1994).
If men have higher expectations about their opportunity to contribute, they
may interpret ambiguous scale endpoints as more extreme, lowering their
self-ratings relative to women.
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95% CI [0.94, 1.72] and 0.68, 95% CI [0.32, 1.04], respectively. See
online Supplemental Material.

The Supplementary Experiment makes two important contribu-
tions. The� rst is theoretical. Past research has emphasized the
representation of women in STEM settings (e.g.,Murphy et al.,
2007; see alsoDasgupta et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2022). Relying on
such work, people can think of organizations simplistically as
either identity-safe or identity-threatening. In showing that
microinclusions matter even in technology companies that are
gender diverse, we point toward the value of a more� ne-grained
understanding of contexts. Microinclusions matter even in more
diverse settings, we theorize, because they address questions around
one’s opportunity to contribute directly (e.g.,“ I am treated as a
contributor”) rather than indirectly (e.g.,“ I assume I can contribute
because other women work here”). In doing so, this approach
highlights the importance of thesocial process of producing joint
work, above and beyond the social context in which work is
produced. The second contribution is of direct practical value. The
results suggest that microinclusions can support a sense of� t
among women even in organizations that are not yet diverse and,
therefore, help organizations maintain and build this diversity.

Given these results and given the importance of identifying
processes that can help organizations that are not yet diverse
diversify, Experiments 2–4 focus on women’s responses to contexts
with a low representation of women. These experiments also feature
between-subjects designs to address any questions about demand
or comparison processes.

Experiment 2: Microinclusions Versus
Socially Warm Treatment

To begin to isolate the effect of microinclusions, Experiment 2
compared microinclusions to socially warm treatment, that is,
inclusion in social events but treatment that does not address the
stance others take toward women’s contributions at work.

Organizations often make an effort to create social opportunities
for employees, including sponsoring team happy hours and other
events or by creating communal spaces for“watercooler conversa-
tions” where employees can interact, connect, and develop
professional and personal relationships. Indeed, socially warm
treatment can help maintain work engagement, including for
women (W. M. Hall et al., 2015; Holleran et al., 2011; Kanter,
1977). Thus, we theorized that both socially warm and micro-
inclusive treatment would increase a sense of� t women working in
information technology (IT) or STEM anticipated at a company.

However, our theory posits that, for women in these contexts,
social inclusion cannot substitute for inclusion in work processes.
If so, microinclusive treatment, which implies an inclusive stance
in others toward one’s contributions to shared goals, should raise
women’s sense of� t regardless of whether women experience
speci� c socially warm treatment or neutral treatment. We also test
whether overall microinclusive treatment has a greater effect on
women’s anticipated sense of� t than socially warm treatment.

In addition to examining these outcome effects, we tested whether
women’s perception of the receptivity of others toward their
contributions would mediate this increase in� t. We also assessed
women’s beliefs about the quality of the relationships they would
form with coworkers at the company and their commitment to
the company. While socially warm treatment may affect these

outcomes, we expected that microinclusive treatment would affect
them more.

Method

Participants

We recruited women in the United States working in the IT or
STEM work sector on Proli� c. We stopped data collection after
430 responses and analyzed the data only upon completion, not
during data collection. We excluded one participant who failed to
meet our criteria of working in the IT or STEM work sector, and
two who did not complete the manipulation materials. The� nal
sample comprised 427 participants (15.46% racially minoritized
group members;Mage= 32.77). This sample provides 80% power
to detect a small to medium effect size (d= 0.32) atp< .05, an effect
size far smaller than that observed for women’s sense of� t in
Experiment 1 (d = 1.28, for the comparison between the neutral and
microinclusion scenarios). Participants were compensated the
equivalent of $9.52/hr.

Experiment Design and Procedures

Participants were randomly assigned to read a one-page scenario
in a 2 (work treatment: working separately vs. microinclusion)× 2
(social treatment: socially neutral vs. socially warm) between-
subjects design. The scenario asked participants to imagine they had
recently started a new position at“A-Tech,” a � ctitious engineering
company. Each scenario included photos of employees and an of� ce
space. In all conditions, the scenarios depicted A-Tech as having a
low representation of women, as is the case in engineering in
general. Approximately 14% of the employees depicted were
women, and the text indicated,“Most of the senior and technical
leadership is male, and so are most of the people in engineering
positions like yours.”

The microinclusion scenario was the same as in Experiment 1. To
provide a neutral control condition (rather than a microexclusion
condition), we described the protagonist as working separately from
(i.e., not directly interacting with) other members of their team:

You are part of a small engineering team. Your manager is named Evan.
The team uses a program that is pretty idiosyncratic with a steep
learning curve. You don’t know how it works and no one shows you
how. But one day, you� nd some tips online. That helps you get going.
Your team has been working to complete a project that has been
underway for some time. You’re working on a particular technical
problem that needs to be solved. You look into an approach to the
problem and think carefully about how you could use it for this
speci� c problem. You� gure out how to use it effectively. You feel good
about your approach.

Thus, in both scenarios, the protagonist contributes to the team; the
difference is whether she contributes by working separately or in
interaction with and supported by the team manager.

To orthogonally manipulate socially warm treatment, all
scenarios depicted the protagonist being invited to a team happy
hour. However, in the socially neutral condition, she is invited via
a generic listserv email and there is no mention of the experience at
the happy hour:
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gender of the source of microinclusive treatment. While we
hypothesized that microinclusive treatment from either a man or
woman would improve women’s sense of� t at the company as
compared to the working separately condition, we also hypothesized
that the microinclusion from a man would provide the greatest
bene� ts.

In addition to assessing participants’ anticipated sense of� t, we
also assessed how much women perceived the setting as a� t for
another woman and for a man (seeWalton & Cohen, 2007). If
microinclusions convey that a work setting is simply more positive
and supportive in general, then women may perceive a better� t for
anyone else. If they convey that the setting is more positive and
supportive for them personally, women may perceive a better� t only
for themselves. But if, as we have theorized, microinclusive treatment
mitigates the risk women face that their gender could be a basis of
marginalization in technology settings, then microinclusive treatment
from a man may increase the� t women perceive both for themselves
and for another woman at the company, but not necessarily for a man.
Last, while our focus remains on contexts with low representation of
women, we included a higher representation condition to provide a
benchmark comparison.

Method

Participants

One hundred ninety-seven women (28.40% racially minoritized
group members; 18% graduate student or recent alumni;Mage =
20.21) from a Women in Engineering student organization and
introductory psychology course participated. Results did not change
when controlling for current student status (i.e., undergraduate,
graduate, or alumni); therefore, analyses collapse across this factor.
We stopped data collection after two academic terms and analyzed
the data only upon completion of data collection. Most participants
(73.10%) were either majoring or intending to major in technology-
related discipline and all were highly math identi� ed (i.e., above
the midpoint on a 7-point Likert scale item,“ It is important to me to
do well in math”; 1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree; Spencer

et al., 1999), a foundation for technology-related majors, in a
prescreening survey. This sample provides 80% power to detect a
small to medium effect size (d = 0.48) atp < .05. Participants were
compensated with a $8 gift card or course credit.

Experiment Design and Procedures

Participants were randomly assigned to read one of four
scenarios: (a) working separately in a low representation context,
(b) microinclusion from a woman in a low representation context,
(c) microinclusion from a man in a low representation context, or (d)
working separately in a higher representation context. The� rst,
second, and third conditions allowed us to examine the effects of a
microinclusion from a woman versus a man in a low representation
context relative to a control condition. The fourth condition allowed
us to benchmark women’s sense of� t in a low representation
context to their sense of� t in a higher representation context (cf.
Supplementary Experiment inonline Supplemental Material).

In the � rst three conditions, the low representation of women at
the company was operationalized as in the previous experiments.
The higher representation condition depicted a greater proportion
of women while still re� ecting the reality that most people in
leadership positions in technology and engineering are men (Google,
2022; Rangarajan, 2018). Half of the pictures of employees depicted
were of women, and the text read,“Although most of the senior and
technical leadership is male, early on you learn that there are a
reasonable number of women in engineering positions like yours.”

The working separately and microinclusion scenarios were
identical to those used in Experiment 2 except that, in the
microinclusion from a woman condition, the protagonist interacts
with “Elizabeth” instead of“Evan.” After the scenario, participants
completed dependent variables.

Measures

Anticipated Sense of Fit, Perceived Receptivity to One’s
Contributions, and Quality of Work Relationships. Anticipated
sense of� t (α = 0.95), perceived receptivity to one’s contributions
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Figure 4
Indirect Effect of Microinclusions on Company Commitment Through Perceived Receptivity of Others to One’s Contributions and Sense of
Fit in Experiments 2 and 4

Note. For brevity,Figure 4only depicts the sequential mediation for our primary independent variable of microinclusions. Seeonline Supplemental
Materialfor full results. On the path from the microinclusion condition to company commitment, the value above the arrow represents the direct effect, and the
value under the arrow represents the effect of condition after controlling for the mediators.
** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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women reported in this condition was directionally less than when
the microinclusion came from a man, but this comparison was not
statistically signi� cant. Future research may explore whether this
difference is reliable with larger samples. However, from an applied
perspective, it is signi� cant that the effect of microinclusive
treatment is robust both when coming from a woman and when
coming from a man in male-dominated contexts.

Third, we found that microinclusions from a man led women to
anticipate a greater� t for another woman in the company and to
be more likely to encourage her to accept a job offer from it.
Consistent with our theorizing that microinclusions can signal to
women that their gender will not be a basis of marginalization at work,
this effect was speci� c to another woman. There were no such gains in
the anticipated� t of a man as, regardless of interpersonal treatment,
women anticipated a strong� t for a man in the company and
recommended that he accept its offer. Additionally, suggesting the
particular importance of microinclusive treatment from men, the
microinclusion from a woman did not signi� cantly improve the� t
women perceived for another woman in the company nor increase
their encouragement that she accept its job offer.

In addition to its implications for theory, these� ndings begin to
suggest how improved interactions for women at work, particularly
with male coworkers, could accelerate the diversi� cation of
technology contexts. If companies can foster environments in which
women either directly experience treatment from men that convey an
inclusive stance toward women’s contributions to shared work goals,
not only may women’s own work experience (e.g., sense of� t;
Experiments 1–3) and commitment to the company improve
(Experiment 2), they may also recommend the company more to
other women (Experiment 3). In turn, new women employees who are
recommended the company by current women employees may
anticipate even greater� t at the company (seeJohnson & Pietri, 2023)
and, perhaps with time, creating a more gender-diverse company.
Critically, these bene� ts can arise even in technology companies that
are not yet gender diverse. They do so, we theorize, because
microinclusive treatment remedies reasonable concerns women have
when entering technology companies about whether others, especially
men, will include them in core work processes, and thus if they will be
able to contribute toward shared goals in the setting.

Experiment 4: Inferring One’s Own Fit From Observing
Another Woman’s Experience

So far, we have shown that microinclusions increase people’s and
especially women’s anticipated sense of� t in technology companies

(Experiment 1), that this gain is notably larger compared to when
women are treated warmly but not in ways that are speci� cally
inclusive of their contributions to work goals (Experiment 2), that
microinclusive treatment further gives rise to increased commitment
to a company (Experiment 2), and that microinclusive treatment
leads women to anticipate a better for and recommend the company
more to another woman but not a man (Experiment 3).

Organizations are dynamic contexts in which people draw lessons
not only from their own experiences but also from the experiences
of other people they observe (Bandura, 1977; Gweon, 2021). Past
research shows that observing coworkers receive uncivil work
treatment can undermine well-being (Miner & Cortina, 2016).
Conversely, research on collective threat� nds that observing
another in-group member behave in a way that could con� rm a
negative stereotype about one’s group can elicit threat (Cohen &
Garcia, 2005; Shapiro et al., 2013).

Extending Experiments 1–3, in Experiment 4, we examine the
effect of observing a man or woman coworker receive microinclusive
treatment at work. We hypothesized that, even as women may
anticipate a greater sense of� t if they observe a male coworker
receive a microinclusion, they may show an even larger effect if they
see a woman receive this treatment. Observing another woman
receive a microinclusion may imply not only that people take a
positive stance toward others’ contributions in general at the company
but that they do so speci� cally toward women’s contributions. If so,
observing another woman receive a microinclusion may also reduce
anticipated feelings of stereotype threat.

Method

Participants

In Experiment 4, we broadened our recruitment beyond the
United States to include women working in the IT or STEM work
sectors in both the United States and the United Kingdom on
Proli� c. We stopped data collection after 352 responses and
analyzed the data only upon completion, not during data collection.
Nine participants did not complete the manipulation materials and
were dropped from the sample. Data from three participants was
recorded twice in the survey. Therefore, we only retained the� rst
set of responses from these participants, reducing our total sample to
340 (11.47% racially minoritized group members;Mage= 34.53;
74.71% United Kingdom). Country was not a consistent covariate,
nor did its inclusion alter the pattern of results; thus, the results
presented here do not control for this factor. This sample provides
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Table 4
Means for Additional Outcomes in Experiment 3

Outcome (scale ranges: 1–7)

Low representation of women Higher representation of women

Working separately
(n = 43)

Microinclusion from
a woman (n = 49)

Microinclusion from
a man (n = 57)

Working separately
(n = 48)

Perceived receptivity to one’s contributions 3.48 (0.20)a 3.96 (0.16)a,b 4.26 (0.18)b 3.85 (0.22)a,b

Anticipated quality of work relationships 3.67 (0.19)a 4.11 (0.11)b 4.54 (0.14)c 3.79 (0.14)a,b

Sarah’s perceived� t 4.62 (0.20)a 4.88 (0.14)a,b 5.23 (0.13)b 5.09 (0.16)b
Recommend Sarah accept offer 4.47 (0.28)a 4.96 (0.18)a,b 5.14 (0.19)b 4.54 (0.23)a
Walter’s perceived� t 6.02 (0.11)a,b 5.72 (0.12)a 6.11 (0.10)b 5.79 (0.11)a
Recommend Walter accept offer 5.23 (0.20)a,b 5.33 (0.14)a,b 5.68 (0.14)a 5.21 (0.20)b

Note. Means with different subscripts within row differ signi� cantly,ps < .05. Standard errors in parentheses.
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STEM (e.g.,Knowlton et al., 2022; Meadows & Sekaquaptewa,
2011, 2013; Swim et al., 2001). For instance, in Experiment 1,
women reported lower levels of� t at a technology company than
men, anticipated less� t in a new work team described in a neutral
manner and, as compared to men, perceived microexclusions as
more realistic and microinclusions as less realistic. In combination
with our experimental results showing the casual consequences of
this treatment, it becomes imperative to shift men’s behaviors to
be more supportive and inclusive of women during shared goal
pursuits.

One cause of microexclusive treatment of women in technology
and other STEM contexts may be implicit gender stereotypes (e.g.,
Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Schmader, 2023; Sekaquaptewa, 2019).
To combat these implicit gender stereotypes, organizations have
implemented initiatives such as diversity trainings and workshops.
Yet, these initiatives often fall short. First, efforts to train bias out of
people have typically yielded effects that are limited and short-lived
at best (Lai et al., 2016; Onyeador et al., 2021; Pietri et al., 2019).
For example, even if diversity trainings lead to positive changes in
attitudes toward diversity, they may not consistently change
behavior over time (E. H. Chang, Milkman, et al., 2019; see also
L. M. Leslie, 2019). Second, emphasizing bias may risk reifying
counterproductive norms or shaming men and producing defensive
responses (Campbell et al., 2023; Carr et al., 2012; Goff et al., 2008).
Third, the mere presence of diversity initiatives may lead employees
to falsely presume an organization is fair when some employees
still face marginalization and discrimination (Dover et al., 2020;
Kaiser et al., 2013).

Instead, it may be helpful to“sideline bias” (Okonofua, Harris, &
Walton, 2022), that is, to reduce the hold that bias can have on
men’s behavior by elevating positive aspects of men’s self-identity
for which bias would be incompatible, such as an ideal professional
self. Given the importance of social norms for men’s treatment
of women (De Souza & Schmader, 2022), one may begin by
establishing, conveying, and reinforcing community norms of
inclusion and positive and mutually supportive interactions during
goal pursuit (Murrar et al., 2020). Such representations may include
dynamic norms that represent an increasing commitment to positive
treatment (Schuster et al., 2023; Sparkman & Walton, 2019). For
instance, laboratory or� eld studies may recruit teams of men and
women engineers and randomize them to watch a video of an
engineering team that manifests microinclusive interactions and/or
explicitly advocates for this way of interacting as a norm and makes
progress toward it, or to a control video. One could further appeal to
men’s (and women’s) professional identity as exemplary coworkers
and managers (cf.Grant & Hofmann, 2011), such as by sharing
stories of admirable individuals who exemplify microinclusive
treatment of both women and men at work and by inviting people to
describe how they enact these values in their own interactions with
colleagues in the form of advice for less experienced employees. If
participating teams then took on a challenging STEM task, would
teams exposed to a microinclusion norm exhibit more microinclu-
sions, perhaps supporting team members’ learning more effectively,
recognizing team members’ contributions more, and building more
effectively on each other’s ideas? Will such bene� ts be greatest for
women in interactions with men? Will they produce greater team
performance as a whole?

This approach aims to provide a clear representation of an ideal
pattern of behavior, to represent it as normative, and to invite people

(who may or may not be behaving in this way) to describe how
they do or could realize this ideal. Past research illustrates the
potential for approaches like this to prevent biased behavior
including among teachers (Okonofua et al., 2016; Walton et al.,
2021), parole of� cers (Okonofua, Goyer, et al., 2022), and
professional advertisers (Tan et al., 2023). By evoking and helping
people articulate positive goals and aspects of self-identity for which
bias is not functional, we can displace biases as drivers of behavior,
help people realize their professional ideals, and improve the
experiences of those with whom they interact.

A third important direction for future research is to examine the
effect of microinclusions that occur organically in organizational
settings and the impact of microinclusive treatment over time for
women’s experiences (W. M. Hall et al., 2015, 2018, 2019; Walton
et al., 2015). Using correlational daily diary methods with real-
world work teams, researchers could ask employees to describe their
daily interactions and test whether microinclusive treatment predicts
greater work satisfaction, interest, and lower job burnout or turnover
intentions (W. M. Hall et al., 2015). Furthermore, it will be
particularly informative (for understanding causality) and conse-
quential (for improving practice) if we can use experimental
methods to facilitate more inclusive patterns of behavior from men
in work settings and track bene� ts for women. Multiple studies
have shown that even brief psychologically“wise” interventions,
including strategies to sideline bias, can cause gains over months
and years by improving patterns of social interaction and, thus,
social relationships in ways that become self-reinforcing (Walton &
Wilson, 2018). If we implement strategies to sideline biases in men
and promote microinclusions early in a work setting, would this
facilitate the inclusion of women in the core processes through
which teams work together and, in turn, allow powerful recursive
processes of better interpersonal dynamics, stronger work relation-
ships, and greater learning and commitment to take hold, improving
trajectories for women, teams, and companies?

A complexity in carrying out such� eld research is the dynamic
nature of many modern work environments, including in technology
contexts, where people often work with multiple teams for short
times (e.g., the median length of employee tenure at the technology
company for participants in Experiment 1 was 1.9 years). One way
to conduct this research would be to identify male employees who
are central or visible within the social and work networks in a
company and randomize them to condition. Then, using social-
network analyses, researchers could test whether women’s level of
exposure to men randomized to treatment versus control predicts a
more positive experience, greater performance, and/or a longer
tenure at the company over time (cf.Paluck et al., 2016).

In the present research, we have emphasized the fundamental
point that microinclusive treatment conveys that coworkers are
receptive to, value, and support one’s contributions to shared goals
at work. But in practice, this can mean many different things, and
this may vary across work contexts. For example, for an employee
who is new at a company, a microinclusion might mean providing
the necessary tools, resources, and opportunities for them to learn
so they can carry out their new role well. For an employee who
has made a substantive contribution to an ongoing project, a
microinclusion might mean recognizing that contribution, crediting
them for it, and then critiquing, building on, or incorporating that
contribution with work from others. Future research may explore
the speci� c microinclusive acts that will be most impactful in
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Correction to “Digital Traces of Of� ine Mobilization” by Smith et al. (2023)

The following article is being corrected: Smith, L. G. E., Piwek, L., Hinds, J., Brown, O., & Joinson, A.
(2023). Digital tracs of of� ine mobilization.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology: Attitudes
and Social Cognition, 125(3), 496–518. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000338. Cangxiong Chen is
added as the� fth author in the byline and author note. Cangxiong Chen’s ORCID ID is now included in
the author note. The CRediT paragraph in the author note now includes Cangxiong Chen’s supporting
role for the article. The� rst sentence of the Hypotheses section has been revised. The phrase Good
Morning has been deleted from the� rst paragraph of the Descriptives subsection of Study 1b. The
online version of this article has been corrected.
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