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ABSTRACT
Neuroinclusion in human resources management (HRM) research and practice should go beyond the business case argument for 
neurodiversity (ND) to move to a nuanced understanding of harnessing neurodivergent talent. We argue for a biopsychosocial 
HRM perspective from an explicit non- ableist stance, to illuminate in- work experience to inform employer positions as proac-
tive carers. We conceptualize a model of relational biopsychosocial neurodivergent talent inclusion informed by Organizational 
Support Theory, comprising employee (person), environment, and people characteristics, to guide a realist and co- creational 
investigation into (a) neurodivergent conditions and wellbeing, (b) the role of tailored adjustment, and (c) the influence of psycho-
social support on what makes people stay (career satisfaction) and makes them go (turnover intention). We collected data from 
985 ND employees across a range of UK- based organizations with existing interests in neuroinclusion. Neurodivergent condition 
co- occurrence was common (complex neurotypes), yet experience varied by condition across the study measures. The number 
of neurodivergent conditions, wellbeing, knowledge of neurodivergence, support from staff and the manager, and psychological 
safety predicted career satisfaction. Support from the manager, psychological safety, and career satisfaction predicted turnover 
intention. Tailored adjustment (to neurotype) became non- significant in each regression equation once other measures were 
added. We finally found support for a serial mediation where the association between psychological safety and turnover intention 
was sequentially mediated by wellbeing and career satisfaction. We discuss the need for a more holistic, ecological understanding 
of potentially vulnerable neurodivergent talent which considers wellbeing, the importance of the psychosocial environment, and 
the opportunity to realize career ambition in equal measures. We call for future research to develop our understanding of the role 
of the psychosocial environment in neuroinclusive HRM practices including domain- specific psychological safety.

1   |   Introduction

Neurodivergent diagnoses are increasing fast, particularly for 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD; Abdelnour 
et  al.  2022) and autism1 (Russell et  al.  2022). Growing 
awareness of neurodiversity and the number of people with 
neurodivergent conditions in the organizational context is 

evidenced by the increasing number of practitioner guidance 
reports (e.g., CIPD 2018, 2024) and growth in research (Silver 
et al. 2023). The neurodiversity approach, which we define as 
a neutral framing where both strengths and challenges are 
possible (Dwyer  2022), is becoming widely adopted in busi-
ness and government policy, particularly in the anglosphere 
(Australian Government  2023; CJJI  2021; Rephun  2024). 
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However, increased attention has not yet translated into 
equal labor force participation. In the UK, the disability em-
ployment gap for disabled people was 27.9% points in the last 
quarter of 2023; fewer than a third of autistic people were in 
employment and about a third with severe or specific learn-
ing difficulties (Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2024). In 
Australia, the employment gap was similar at 32%, and dis-
abled workers were more likely to work part- time (Australian 
Institute of Health and Welfare 2022). In the US, there have 
been some cautiously optimistic trends with a 2% increase in 
labor- force participation for disabled people (Bureau of Labor 
Statistics 2023).

Neurodivergent conditions are neither well differentiated nor 
well defined in national UK data. For example, the ONS refer-
ences outdated umbrella terms such as “severe or specific learn-
ing difficulties” (Doyle  2020). We cannot ascertain from this 
phrase whether ADHD, dyslexia, dyspraxia and/or developmen-
tal disabilities were included. As such, labor force participation 
is hard to establish precisely. From previous population stud-
ies, we can, however, confidently infer that it is lower than for 
neurotypical counterparts (Jensen et al. 2000; National Autistic 
Society  2016; Snowling et  al.  2000; Palmer and Stern  2015; 
Weinberg and Doyle 2017; Young et al. 2018).

To increase participation, some organizations continue to imple-
ment specific programs by condition, mainly for autistic people 
(Doyle, Hough, et al. 2022; Doyle, McDowall, et al. 2022). Yet 
there is no indication that such programs affect long- term career 
success and inclusion, carrying a risk of tokenism and stigma-
tization (Bernick  2021; Silver et  al.  2023). Other policy- driven 
recommendations include employee disability adjustment pass-
ports (documents which detail individual requirements for the 
benefit of employer and employee), but their effectiveness has 
not yet been evaluated. Human resource management (HRM) 
practitioners seeking to respond to government calls for disabil-
ity inclusion thus lack data and evidence- informed recommen-
dations at the organizational level.

Research on neurodivergence is playing catch- up with practice 
(Hennekam and Follmer 2024). Hence it is not surprising that 
UK organizations report lack of robust processes in place to 
support neurodivergent talent while workers report becoming 
unwell and withdrawing from work because of neurodivergent 
challenges, such as sensory overwhelm (City and Guilds 2024). 
Such observations are mirrored in the US where a report con-
cluded that the population prevalence of neurodivergent con-
ditions, estimated at 15%–20%, is at odds with documented 
unemployment and underemployment as a “waste of human po-
tential that costs the US economy and taxpayers billions in lost 
productivity” (American Enterprise Institute  2024, 1). While 
gaps in labor force participation are well established, neurodi-
vergent employee experience of HRM practices remains a firm 
gap in research (Branicki et al. 2024).

Scholars have problematized the prevalence of neurotypical 
norms permeating HRM practices and organizational climate 
to shift to a more critical examination of the entire employ-
ment lifecycle to harness the contribution of all employees–
including those who identify as neurodivergent (Volpone 
et al. 2022).

In the following, we operationally define neurodiversity, reaf-
firm the urgent need to consider neurodivergent in- work ex-
perience, summarize extant research relevant to HRM theory 
and practice across several categories and articulate a concep-
tual neurodiversity talent management model to frame our 
investigation. Throughout, we affirm a neuro- inclusive and 
non- ableist stance, which we have achieved through several 
intentional activities. Firstly, we co- created research aims 
and survey design with people who have lived experience 
and those who are employing neurodivergent people through 
focus groups, interviews and by employing neurodivergent 
researchers. Secondly, we align ourselves to neuro- inclusive 
language (Walker  2021; Botha et  al.  2023), taking our steer 
from marginalized communities at the heart of our research 
regarding preferences for language and definitions with the 
critical disability studies assertion that there should be “noth-
ing about us, without us” (Charlton  1998). Lastly, through a 
series of focus groups and open forums, we discussed the re-
sults of the study with participant stakeholders before public 
release. We note that to date such an approach is rare in neu-
rodiversity research, compared to more established diversity 
and discrimination research, for example on gender or race 
(Triana et al. 2021).

1.1   |   The Neurodiversity Approach

We position our operational definition of neurodiversity as an 
approach as opposed to a movement or paradigm following 
Dwyer (2022). In line with Doyle (2020), we adopt a biopsycho-
social lens to make it explicit that neurominorities experience 
differentiated neurobiology impacting psychological experience 
as well as social interaction and relationships in a wider con-
text. Neurodivergent people have functional neurocognitive 
similarities, for example, difficulties regarding executive func-
tion (memory, self- organization), self- regulation, and language 
processing (Astle and Fletcher- Watson 2020; Astle et al. 2022). 
There are common neuropsychological strengths such as cre-
ativity (Boot et al. 2020; Majeed et al. 2021) and divergent think-
ing (Heasman and Gillespie  2018), though these are less well 
understood academically, as research remains fragmented and 
condition- specific.

We subscribe to a social model of disability (e.g., Stone and 
Colella  1996; Riddick  2001), which purports that work (and 
wider) environments are disabling, rather than individuals 
being inherently disabled. For in work experience, the social 
model suggests that the more organizations reduce barriers for 
neurodivergent people, the more likely the individual will be 
able to perform well. The setting for our research was the UK 
where neurodivergent conditions, if difficulties are prolonged 
and affect day- to- day activities, offer legal protection in law, as 
employers must make “reasonable adjustments” for protected 
characteristics such as disability (Equality Act  2010).2 Such 
adjustments should be tailored to neurodivergent need, includ-
ing the adapting of environments and remote working policies 
so that neurodivergent people can avoid sensory overwhelm 
(Weber et  al.  2022), as well as the provision of technological 
adaptations, coaching, mentoring and tailored communication 
expectations (Hutson and Hutson 2023). Thus, the UK is more 
advanced in neuro- inclusion practices compared to other less 
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supportive and more neuronormative national contexts (Erbil 
et al. 2024).

1.2   |   Neuroinclusive Human Resource Talent 
Management: A Biopsychosocial Approach

Advancing HRM research concerning neurodiversity 
is complicated by disparate knowledge silos. Doyle and 
McDowall's  (2021) empty review3 observed that neurodiver-
sity at work research is splintered across neuroscientific, med-
ical, condition- specific, management and social science, and 
critical disability journals. More recently, a study on employ-
ment outcomes for neurodivergent and neurotypical workers 
using UK- wide survey data surmised that research has devel-
oped in three distinct strands, namely (a) reframing neurodi-
vergent strengths through destigmatization, (b) arguments for 
neuroinclusive approaches through HRM practices such as 
recruitment and (c) the in- work experience of workers from 
employer and employee perspectives, which they purported 
as less developed (Branicki et al. 2024). Our current research 
addresses the third priority. While comparatively more at-
tention has been paid to understanding recruitment barriers 
(e.g., Comer et  al.  2023; Goldberg and Willham  2024; Lup 
and Canonico 2024), there is a parallel need to refine under-
standing of the neurodivergent talent experience to promote 
job retention and career progression. Understanding what is 
keeping neurodivergent people from getting jobs is only one 
side of the coin; the other is documenting how to enable neuro-
divergent talent to thrive.

Prior HRM research documents that the meso- level context 
of the individual interaction with their immediate colleagues 
and environment as psychosocial communication and relation-
ships is key for the careers of vulnerable employees to progress 
(Audenaert et  al.  2020). We further took note of propositions 
for organizations to position themselves as proactive carers 
(Prouska et  al.  2024). Proactive care is an existing concept in 
healthcare which refers to tailored and multi- professional care 
(NHS  2024). Prouska et  al.  (2024) argued that there is an in-
creasing need for employers and HRM practices to enact pro-
active care by foreseeing and ameliorating the impact of global 
macro- level turbulence due to global geopolitical and financial 
trends. Alongside, employers face meso- level turbulence regard-
ing the psychosocial impact of rapid socio- technological change, 
such as increased use of artificial intelligence, hybrid and flexi-
ble work structures while also catering to a diverse, aging work-
force. With specific reference to neurodivergence, this involves 
caring for the potentially more vulnerable talent of the future by 
understanding their barriers to ambition in organizations.

There is increasing self- advocacy from employees with lived 
experience, who seek recognition of strengths and the basic 
provision of accommodations and flexibilities (Praslova 2024). 
Neurodivergent employees are increasingly vocal in expressing 
their needs yet are also vulnerable to low well- being (Raymaker 
et al. 2020; Wissell et al. 2022). This requires a sophisticated re-
search agenda to examine employee experience through a nu-
anced lens. We now describe our preliminary relational model, 
before turning to each of its aspects to develop our hypotheses 
and argue for a biopsychosocial lens on neurodivergent talent.

1.3   |   A Preliminary Relational Model 
for Neurodivergent Talent Retention

HRM is “fundamentally about the relationship between em-
ployer and employee and the management of this relationship” 
(Hutchings et al. 2024, 5). We formulated a relational concep-
tual model to investigate (micro) individual person factors 
and (meso) relational and environmental factors. In doing so 
we focus on two aspects of Stone and Colella's  (1996) multi- 
dimensional model: attributes of individuals and attributes of 
observers (co- workers and supervisors) and combine this with 
an inclusive perspective on inclusive talent development (ITD; 
Kaliannan et al. 2023). The model of social disability (Stone and 
Colella 1996) placed “norms and values” in the category of or-
ganizational attributes, however, we advance that norms and 
values are not solely the feature of organizational design but de-
pend heavily on the interpretation of managers who enact them 
daily. In line with IDT, which sets out the respective influence 
of the person (the employee), the environment and the people 
on talent motivation. We thus rename observers as people, to 
signal the relational, social nature of interactions. We selected 
measures to represent employee, environment, and people influ-
ences to investigate the biopsychosocial influences on in- work 
experience, namely career satisfaction and turnover intention. 
Thus, the outcome measures were two sides of the coin as shown 
in Figure 1–“should I stay?” (what contributes to satisfaction in 
neurodivergent careers), or “should I go?” (turnover intention). 
We propose that this framework incorporates a more compre-
hensive, multi- level HRM conceptualization of neurodivergent 
talent experience.

This research advances research on neuroinclusive HRM ex-
perience in three ways. First, we provide granular documen-
tation of individual neurotypes and wellbeing which previous 
research has insufficiently addressed through a biopsychosocial 
perspective. Doing so is vital for employers to be enabled to act 
as “proactive carers”—support or caring can only take place if 
the need is understood. Secondly, we take an employee- centered 
lens on a motivational diversity and inclusion perspective for 
the development and retention of talent (Kaliannan et al. 2023). 
To complement existing research on labor force participation, 
we focus on in- work experience to investigate motivational- 
volitional outcomes, namely turnover intention and career sat-
isfaction, which we argue are crucial to understanding what 
drives neurodivergent retention and wellbeing at work. Thus, 
we offer recommendations for HRM practice based on empir-
ical data capturing employee perspectives rather than concep-
tual models (e.g., Hennekam and Follmer 2024) or small- scale 
qualitative research (Szulc et  al.  2021). Thirdly, by combining 
these lenses, we explicitly position neurodivergent employees 
as capable yet potentially vulnerable specialist talent, negating 
ableist stereotypes.

Because of our co- creational design and collaborative data- 
gathering strategy, we considered the sample to be dispro-
portionately exposed to neurodiversity affirming practices 
compared with organizations in general, either in the UK or 
globally as opposed to a baseline experience of neurodivergence 
where the overall climate is neuronormative (Erbil et al. 2024). 
We now outline our research aims and develop hypotheses relat-
ing to each component in our model.
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1.4   |   Rationale and Hypotheses Development

We situated our research in the critical realist paradigm 
(Bhaskar and Danermark 2006) as we set out to uncover under- 
researched in- work experiences for a minority group with a 
pragmatic framing (Simpson 2018).

1.4.1   |   The Employee—A Biopsychosocial Perspective 
on Neurodivergent Talent

While it is debatable whether actual prevalence rates of neuro-
diversity at work will increase, the number of people present-
ing at work with a relevant diagnosis is likely to go up; Branicki 
et al. (2024) estimate a 30% rise in the UK. Grassroots collectives 
formed by neurodivergent employees are often aligned to the 
neurodiversity approach, arguing in and outside work for their 
right to be valued for their differences. This quest is aligned with 
a political movement for neurodiversity human rights (Ne'eman 
and Pellicano 2022). Lived experience narratives add an urgent, 
moral component to the imperative for change and improvement 
in HRM- led inclusion and a need to focus developed through 
the lens of the stakeholders to address, for example, wellbeing 
at work. There is persistent evidence that neurodivergent people 
have adverse experiences at work regarding wellbeing, for ex-
ample, burnout (Raymaker et al. 2020; Wissell et al. 2022) and 
heightened risk of ill health and even death by suicide (Brown 
et  al.  2024). We assert that labor force exclusion is not solely 
about barriers to entry but about unsustainable conditions that 
necessitate premature exits from work and long periods of recov-
ery and that inclusive talent management needs a vulnerability- 
sensitive biopsychosocial perspective.

First, we investigate the nature of co- occurrence and its im-
pact on our conceptualization of strengths and wellbeing. 
Much research remains condition- specific. For example, the 
typecasting of autistic people is in line with the assertion that 
neurodivergent leadership will be task- orientated rather than 
relational (e.g., Roberson et al. 2021), though this does not rep-
resent dyslexic or dyspraxic people. Occupational typecasting 
is likely to lead to exclusion on disclosure (Praslova et al. 2023) 
and confirmation bias in apprising the abilities of openly neu-
rodivergent employees (Colella et  al.  1998). While there are 

some studies across wider neurodivergent populations, these 
are either small- scale or qualitative (e.g., Szulc et  al. 2023), 
limited in their operationalization of neurodivergence because 
of issues with data capture (Branicki et al. 2024), thus poten-
tially excluding many relevant voices, or use a general label of 
neurodivergence without specifying further information (Iqbal 
et al. 2024).

Underneath the general label of neurodivergent, most stud-
ies retain a disproportionate balance of autistic people com-
pared to dyslexic, dyspraxic, and those with Tourette's (e.g., 
Szulc et  al. 2023), which affects the conceptualization of how 
neurodivergent strengths manifest at work. Yet a biopsycho-
social model of neurodivergence advocates a nuanced view on 
respective strengths and challenges (Doyle  2020). Indeed, the 
co- occurrence of several neurodivergent conditions is widely 
reported (Brimo et  al.  2021; Lai et  al.  2019; Rong et  al.  2021) 
and may even be the norm rather than the exception in work 
contexts sensitized to neurodiversity (McDowall et  al.  2023, 
2024). We frame the presence of multiple or underserved diag-
noses as a proxy for vulnerability in workplace talent. Thus, we 
determined that before investigating complex relationships, an 
exploratory and foundational research question needed to be ad-
dressed, which focuses on the influence of person (Individual, 
micro level) factors on neurodivergent careers:

RQ1. To what extent does employee experience regarding well-
being and other study measures vary across neurotypes?

Specifically, we expected that more complex multiply neuro-
divergent neurotypes would experience lower levels of well-
being because co- occurrence increases the risk of individual 
vulnerability:

H1. The number of employee neurodivergent conditions will 
be negatively associated with wellbeing (H1A) and career satis-
faction (H1B) and positively associated with turnover intention 
(H1C).

Given the likelihood of misunderstandings in social interactions 
and the additional mental health risks concordant with neurodi-
vergence, we posited neurodivergent levels of wellbeing as cru-
cial for in- work talent motivation experience, namely:

FIGURE 1    |    Overview of the biopsychosocial inclusive talent development model.
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H2. Wellbeing will be positively associated with career satis-
faction (H2A) and negatively associated with turnover intention 
(H2B).

1.4.2   |   The Environment: Reasonable Adjustment 
Tailoring to Need

Providing disability adjustments and tailoring them to indi-
vidual need is not straightforward as all neurodivergent condi-
tions range on a spectrum with varied individual experience of 
strengths and challenges. Current research is more focused on 
structural adjustments such as environmental design, although 
the evidence is not strong (Weber et al. 2022). Regarding tem-
poral adjustments such as flexible, remote, and home working 
(Branicki et  al.  2024) subtle differences between neurotypes 
have been reported. For example, flexible work practices were 
linked to longer employment tenure for autistic people but not 
for specific learning difficulties [sic, ibid]. Conversely, flexi-
ble term- time hours reduced underemployment for this group; 
however, they made underemployment much worse for autistic 
people.

Neurominorities often struggle with sensory overwhelm, in 
particular heightened reactions to external stimuli, in busy 
neuronormative work environments, and remote work can be 
a way of addressing these issues (Szulc et  al. 2023). But on 
the flipside, there can be unintended negative consequences 
of flexible working on communication and understanding 
at work. In short, structural and temporal adjustments may 
only work if they are tailored to need, which brings the role 
of inclusive HRM practices to the forefront. These are poten-
tially complex within- person experiences, such as an autistic 
preference for order versus an ADHD preference for sponta-
neity, which means that when an employee identifies as both, 
disability adjustments are harder to specify and subject to 
change.

Given the variability in what supports work for different neu-
rotypes, we focused on tailored adjustments (rather than a long 
list of potential adjustments), and how provision thereof links 
to in- work experiences of intention to leave and career satisfac-
tion. While the former is oftentimes referred to as an avoidance 
behavior (Iqbal et al. 2024), we contend that deciding to leave 
can be an entirely rational choice—neurodivergent employees 
may choose to withdraw if employer supply of adjustments does 
not fully meet their needs. There are differences in perception 
of neurodivergent supports and the effectiveness of adjustments 
(McDowall et al. 2023, 2024), so a “tailored” package of adjust-
ments signifies a positive psychosocial environment. Thus, we 
investigated:

RQ2. To what extent does employee experience of wellbeing and 
motivation vary according to environmental factors such as tai-
lored adjustment?

Specifically, we expected that:

H3. Tailored adjustment will be positively associated with well-
being (H3A) and career satisfaction (H3B) and negatively associ-
ated with turnover intention (H3C).

1.4.3   |   The People—Psychosocial Environment 
for Neurodivergent Talent

A dynamic relational perspective on potentially vulnerable 
neurodivergent talent HRM is “fundamentally about the rela-
tionship between employer and employee and the management 
of this relationship” (Hutchings et  al.  2024, 5). The psychoso-
cial environment has long been recognized as a vital resource 
for supporting people in Industrial/Organizational Psychology 
and Occupational Health research (Niedhammer et  al.  2021). 
Organizational Support Theory (OST) proposes that employ-
ees form a generalized impression of how the organization and 
its representatives value them and care about their wellbeing; 
meta- analytic research confirms that such perceptions of the 
psychosocial environment are important for understanding 
a range of outcomes including performance and wellbeing 
(Kurtessis et  al.  2017). However, comparatively less is known 
about domain- specific knowledge and support compared to any 
generalized support. For example, workplace social support is 
more effective for addressing work–family conflict (WFC) if 
it is specific to WFC rather than general (Kossek et  al.  2011). 
Therefore, we investigate perceptions of organizational knowl-
edge and support to establish whether previous research applies 
to this sample of neurodivergent employees.

In- depth qualitative research has elicited that managers may 
not always volunteer support to neurodivergent workers be-
cause they find doing so difficult and “draining” (Richards 
et al. 2019). A potential explanation for this is the persistence of 
the double empathy problem with relational misunderstandings 
on both sides, for neurotypical workers and neurominorities 
(Szechy et  al.  2024). Empathy and understanding do not hap-
pen in a vacuum; an inclusive shared belief about understand-
ing, acceptance, and learning is a necessary premise. Vogus and 
Taylor (2018) argued for a threefold interlinked lens on studying 
autism at work to encompass consideration of the respective di-
versity climate, fostering psychological safety, and leader inclu-
siveness. We, therefore, asked participants explicitly about their 
perceptions of line manager support and their psychological 
safety at work.

Thus, the final research question addressed the comprehensive-
ness of the biopsychosocial model, investigating the complex in-
fluences on neurodivergent talent motivation.

RQ3. Should I stay, or should I go? Which person, environmen-
tal and people factors are associated with career satisfaction and 
turnover intentions for neurodivergent talent?

Psychological safety refers to a shared belief that it is safe to 
take risks without having to fear punishment or reprisal, and 
both aspects are linked to how leaders actively support diver-
sity and inclusion (Edmondson  1999). Psychological safety 
is a foundation for any diversity climate conceptualized as 
a shared perception of fair policies and processes (e.g., Mor 
Barak et al. 1998). Such perceptions are crucial for neurodiver-
gent talent, many of whom mask and camouflage neurodiver-
gent traits at work in an endeavor to fit into neuronormative 
contemporary environments (e.g., Pryke- Hobbes et al. 2023).

Specifically, the fourth hypothesis was:
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H4. Perceptions of neurodiversity knowledge, staff support, line 
manager support and psychological safety will be positively asso-
ciated with career satisfaction (H4A); Perceptions of neurodiver-
sity knowledge, staff support, line manager support, psychological 
safety and career satisfaction will be positively associated with 
turnover intention (H4B).

Finally, we examined a hypothesized sequential relationship be-
tween psychological safety and turnover intention mediated by 
wellbeing and career satisfaction to elucidate on the biopsycho-
social experience of neurodivergent talent. Psychological safety 
is paramount for making neurodivergent workers feel included 
and valued and thus it influences levels of wellbeing. In turn, 
wellbeing will influence career satisfaction as a baseline con-
dition for neurodivergent career experience. Little research has 
concerned itself with neurodivergent careers or talent specifi-
cally. However, neurodivergent talent has ambition and recog-
nizes strengths, even where they are paradoxical, and wants to 
be valued (Crook and McDowall 2023).

We conceptualized psychological safety as a foundational prem-
ise for wellbeing, which in turn would associate first with career 
motivation (should I stay?) and then finally turnover intention 
(should I go?). Thus, the final hypothesis considered sequential 
mediation:

H5. The relationship between psychological safety and turn-
over intention will be sequentially mediated by wellbeing and ca-
reer satisfaction.

2   |   Method

We outline our methodological approach, starting with the sur-
vey co- design.

2.1   |   Co- Design, Survey Development 
and Distribution

Following ethical approval from our institution, the first and 
second authors recruited a mixed reference group of 23 HR in-
clusion practitioners and employees with lived experience, as 
well as two academic colleagues, to co- design a comprehensive 
web- based survey as part of a wider research project4. We con-
structed a pilot blueprint of our survey, using a combination of 
existing measures and bespoke items to encompass the layered 
concepts of people, person, and environmental factors outlined 
above. We invited our reference group to complete the pilot sur-
vey and provide comments and suggestions for refinement. This 
iterative process involved online meetings and email consulta-
tions to accommodate communication preferences. Discussions 
focused on: (a) the relevance of existing measures mapping onto 
our conceptual framework, including to what extent we should/
could adapt from neuronormative to neuroinclusive context, 
(b) wording and language to ensure accessibility and readabil-
ity, and (c) usability and design concerns regarding layout and 
sequencing. Considering feedback received, we amended sur-
vey instructions for clarity, adding guidance on how to access 
the survey with text recognition software. We created further 
bespoke items where existing measures were not accessible or 

sufficiently specific to our sample population (see measures)—
for example, we opted for shorter measures or one- item mea-
sures where possible to reduce the risk of cognitive fatigue.

All three authors then conducted an open invitation online 
community information session, following which we made 
further clarifications to completion instructions, item wording 
(although we took care not to change standardized scales un-
duly) and the intended beneficiaries of our research. The survey 
was held open for 8 weeks and originated from the UK (51.5% of 
participants reported that their organization operated nationally 
and 47.6% internationally) with invitations to participate distrib-
uted through social media promoted through a partnership with 
a charity focused on neuroinclusion for business. We continu-
ously monitored response rates and supplemented voluntary 
convenience sampling with purposive invitations to underrep-
resented groups through online communities and charities. For 
example, the dyslexic community was underrepresented, so we 
approached leading dyslexic influencers to share the survey. We 
targeted representation from trans communities, given the doc-
umented overlap, for example, between autism and transgender 
identification (Warrier et al. 2020) and engaged with influenc-
ers from Black and Asian neurodiversity advocacy groups to en-
sure that the sample matched the representation within the UK 
population.

2.2   |   Sample

The survey was distributed in partnership with a charity mem-
bership organization for businesses with an interest in neuro-
inclusion, based in the UK, where there are strong legislative 
frameworks and case laws to support neurodivergent employees.

In total, 990 people completed the survey as employees5; we de-
leted five responses due to too much missing data, resulting in 
a final sample of 985. We had an overrepresentation of people 
identifying as cisgender women (67.2%; compared to 24.4% cis-
gender men); 5.7% identified as non- binary and nine as other 
(0.9%). Of the overall sample, 92.1% reported the same gender 
identification as the sex registered at birth and 5.6% that this 
was not the case. In comparison to the general UK population 
(0.5%, ONS, 2023) this is considerably higher but expected in 
a neurodivergent cohort. Regarding sexual orientation, 62.3% 
reported being heterosexual (compared to 93.4% in UK house-
hold population; ONS, 2021) and 32.5% reported a differing 
sexual orientation 19.8% as bi or pansexual, 5% as gay or les-
bian, 4.9% asexual, 4.8% preferred not to say, and 2.8% as other. 
Most participants were in the 30–49 age group (64.4%). The 
majority, 83.9%, identified as white, as is typical for the UK, 
with 6.8% as having a mixed or multiple ethnic background, 
3.0% as Asian or Asian British, 2.7% as Black or Black British, 
0.9% as Latinx, 0.2% as Middle Eastern North African, 0.2% as 
Indigenous American, 0.9% as other, and 1.2% preferred not to 
indicate ethnicity.

There was over- representation from certain industry sectors as 
the online data collection strategy favored those working in of-
fice environments. For example, 17.3% of participants were from 
professional services including the Civil Service, 15.6% from 
health and social care, 13.7% from technology yet only 1.5% 
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from retail, or 0.9% from transport, 0.6% from policing. The ma-
jority (58.0%) worked for large employers with more than 1,000 
people. Regarding work structures, 77.2% were in full- time em-
ployment, 10.3% in part- time employment, 9.1% worked as con-
tractors or were self- employed (4.6% of these full- time and 4.5% 
part- time), 3.6% worked in some other way (e.g., as an appren-
tice or on a zero hour contract) or were temporarily not working, 
for example, due to short- term sickness absence. About a third 
(31.2%) had line management responsibilities (coded 1 for yes 
and 0 for no) which we included as a proxy measure for power 
and status in Table 8. Tenure was relatively short for the major-
ity, as 32.1% had been with their employer for less than a year, 
25.7% for 1–2 years, 22.3% for 3–5 years, 11.3% for 6–10 years, and 
8.6% for 11 years or more.

2.3   |   Measures

2.3.1   |   The Employee: Neurodivergent Conditions 
and Wellbeing

On average, participants self- identified with 2.04 neurodivergent 
conditions (SD = 1.11) was reported by 370 participants (37.6%), 
two types by 328 participants (33.3%), three by 190 (19.3%), four 
by 66 (6.7%), five by 16 (1.6%), six by 5 (0.5%), seven by 3 (0.3%), 
and eight types of neurodivergence were reported by 2 partic-
ipants (0.2%). As outlined in Table 1, ADHD and autism were 
the most common self- identified conditions, followed by mental 
health conditions.

Out of the 985 participants, 741 (75.2%) had declared their neu-
rodivergence to their employer, reflecting the representation of 
neuro- inclusive organizations as employers for this sample. An 
additional disability or special requirement was declared to the 
employer by 263 participants (26.7%).

We measured wellbeing with the widely used World Health 
Organization (WHO) checklist (Topp et al. 2015). Participants 
indicated on a 6- point scale how they had felt over the last 

TABLE 1    |    Self- identification with neurodivergent conditions.

Overall (N = 985)

Type of neurodiversity

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD)

611 (62.0%)

Autism 499 (50.7%)

Dyscalculia 75 (7.6%)

Dysgraphia 18 (1.8%)

Dyslexia 224 (22.7%)

Dyspraxia 151 (15.3%)

Mental health condition 318 (32.3%)

Tic conditions (incl. Tourette's) 31 (3.1%)

Other 80 (8.1%)

Prefer not to say 8 (0.8%)
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2 weeks regarding five statements as detailed in Table 2 where 
1 corresponded to “at no time” and 6 to “all the time.” Their 
mean response across the five statements was 2.02 (SD = 1.06, 
Cronbach's α = 0.87) indicating low levels of wellbeing.

2.3.2   |   The Environment: Tailored Adjustment

First, we asked participants if they had any formal adjustments 
in place—this was the case for 29.9% of participants. Next, we 
asked participants to what extent the support received had been 
tailored to individual needs, to which responses were: not ap-
plicable (no support received) (17.2%), not at all (34.1%), to some 
extent (37.0%), to a large extent (11.7%); we had missing data for 
one participant.

2.3.3   |   The People: Neurodivergence Knowledge 
and Support and Psychological Safety

We asked participants with one item each to indicate: (a) the 
general level of knowledge about neurodiversity in their organi-
zations, (b) how supportive staff around them were and (c) how 
supportive their line manager was regarding neurodiversity, 
using a 5- point scale. An example item was “how supportive is 
your line manager about neurodiversity”. The questions about 
supportiveness only applied to those participants who had dis-
closed their neurodivergence to their organizations.

We asked participants to indicate their level of agreement on 
a 5- point scale with three statements to measure psychologi-
cal safety (May et al. 2004, original coefficient α = 0.73). Their 
mean response across the three statements was 3.42 (SD = 0.97, 
Cronbach's α = 0.59), a sample item was “I'm not afraid to be my-
self at work” (negative items coded in reverse). The relatively low 
internal consistency compared to the other study measures (and 
compared to the original scale development) was likely due to 
the different content for each item which encompassed express-
ing authenticity, verbalizing opinions and the level of threat in 
the organizational environment (which had the lowest mean 
rating) respectively.

2.3.4   |   Talent Motivation: Career Satisfaction 
and Turnover Intention

We reviewed existing measures of career satisfaction (e.g., 
Seibert et al. 2013; Beehr et al. 1980) but found that measures 
were either too long, too outdated regarding wording, or both. 
We consulted with our lived experience reference group, who 
responded that issues about opportunities for training and de-
velopment, promotion, and working at a level that reflected 
their skills were of key concern. We wrote items and refined 
these through our review process. Thus, the final measure 
asked participants five bespoke statements about their career 
satisfaction rated from five (strong agreement) to one (strong 
disagreement) with a mean of 3.34 (SD = 1.02, Cronbach's 
α = 0.81.), see Table 6.

This survey item asked about the likelihood of leaving their cur-
rent organization for a job in another organization or a different 

type of work in the next 12 months; 251 (25.5%) responded it was 
very unlikely, 174 (17.7%) somewhat unlikely, 141 (14.3%) were 
not sure, 186 (18.9%) said it was somewhat likely, and 233 (23.7%) 
very likely. Participant responses clustered on either end of the 
scale; see Table 7.

2.3.5   |   Control Variable

We included line management (“Do you have current line man-
agement responsibilities?” recorded categorically; coded as 0 for 
no, and 1 for yes) as a proxy for occupational status.

The data were analyzed using R v.4.2.2 by the third author.

3   |   Results

The first section reports descriptive statistics to outline nuances 
in experience addressing RQ1 and RQ2. Table  2 summarizes 
the breakdown of mean responses for overall wellbeing and by 
item. Levels of wellbeing were lowest for mental health and tic 
conditions.

Table 3 details responses for tailored adjustments by ND condi-
tion, which indicated some variation within each category and 
between self- reported conditions—with the caveat that there 
were high levels of co- occurrence and small sample sizes in 
some cells. Concerningly, 34.1% of the overall sample had ad-
justments that were not tailored at all, and 17.2% did not receive 
any support. As an example of within- category variation, par-
ticipants who identified with tic conditions 22.6%; agreed that 
adjustments had been tailored to a larger extent than yet 25.8% 
said that no support had been received at all.

Experience of ND knowledge and support is detailed by ND 
condition in Table  4. Overall, levels of knowledge were rated 
lower than levels of support. There were differences between 
conditions but no consistent pattern. People who identified with 
dyscalculia rated knowledge about neurodivergent and support 
from colleagues the lowest, while those with tic conditions rated 
support from the manager the lowest.

Table 5 details psychological safety by ND condition where per-
ceptions were lowest among people who reported having dyscal-
culia and highest among dyslexic people.

Regarding career satisfaction, while participants agreed that 
they worked in a job that reflected their abilities, they were least 
positive about promotion opportunities and being passed over 
for development opportunities, as shown in Table 6. Participants 
identifying with dyslexia, dyscalculia, dysgraphia, dyspraxia, 
and tic conditions reported low career satisfaction.

Regarding turnover intention patterns in each condition varied 
as shown in Table 7. For example, more than 40% of people with 
dyscalculia and dysgraphia each agreed that they were very 
likely to leave.

We computed first- order correlations, which are shown in 
Table 8. Broadly, associations were in the expected direction.
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In indicative support for H1, the number of ND conditions was 
negatively associated with wellbeing (r = −0.15) and career 
satisfaction (r = −0.19) and positively with turnover intention 
(r = 0.08).

In support of H2, wellbeing was positively associated with ca-
reer satisfaction (r = 0.41) negatively with turnover intention 
(r = −0.30).

In indicative support for H3, tailored adjustment was associ-
ated positively with wellbeing (r = 0.23) and career satisfaction 
(r = 0.27) and negatively with turnover intention (r = −0.29).

In preliminary support of H4, neurodiversity knowledge was 
positively associated with wellbeing (r = 0.27) and career satisfac-
tion (r = 0.37) and negatively with turnover intention (r = −0.35); 
staff support was positively associated with wellbeing (r = 0.34) 
and career satisfaction (r = 0.48) and negatively with turnover 
intention (r = −0.41); line manager support was positively asso-
ciated with wellbeing (r = 0.30) and career satisfaction (r = 0.44) 
and negatively with turnover intention (r = −0.45); and psycho-
logical safety was positively associated with wellbeing (r = 0.36) 
and career satisfaction (r = 0.52) and negatively with turnover 
intention (r = −0.43).

To further investigate H4A focused on career satisfaction, we 
tested a hierarchical regression model, entering the number 
of ND conditions and wellbeing in the first step, then tailored 
adjustment, then knowledge of ND and support from staff 
and the manager, and finally psychological safety in Model 
4, R2 = 0.40, F(7,690) = 67.12, p < 0.001, as shown in Table  9. 
The number of ND conditions and wellbeing remained signif-
icant predictors in all models. Tailored adjustment was signif-
icant when controlling for the number of ND conditions and 
wellbeing, but not when other variables were added. In Model 
4, all of the predictors apart from tailored adjustment were 
significant.

To further investigate H4B (turnover intention), we applied a hi-
erarchical regression, entering the number of ND conditions and 
wellbeing in the first step, then tailored adjustment, followed 
by knowledge of ND, support from staff and manager, and fi-
nally psychological safety and career satisfaction, as shown in 
Table  10. While the number of ND conditions was not signif-
icant in any of the models, levels of wellbeing remained sig-
nificant until career satisfaction was added. Although tailored 
adjustment was significant in Model 2, this became statistically 
non- significant once other variables were added to the model. 
Support from the line manager, psychological safety, and career 
satisfaction predicted turnover intention in Model 5, R2 = 0.39, 
F(8,689) = 54.79, p < 0.001.

To examine whether the relationship between psychological 
safety and turnover intention was mediated by wellbeing and ca-
reer satisfaction (H5), a serial mediation model was tested using 
the R package lavaan 0.6–19. All of the direct paths were sig-
nificant, as illustrated in Figure 2. The total effect on turnover 
intentions was also significant (β = −0.44, p < 0.001), as were 
all the indirect paths to turnover intentions, including through 
wellbeing (β = −0.03, p = 0.02), career satisfaction (β = −0.17, 
p < 0.001), and both wellbeing and career satisfaction (β = −0.04, T
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p < 0.001). The overall model explained 31% of the variance in 
turnover intentions (R2 = 0.31).

4   |   Discussion

We formulated and investigated a biopsychosocial relational 
model of neurodivergent talent motivation at work, with nu-
anced attention to different neurotypes and well- being.

Regarding the first research question, co- occurrence was the 
norm, not the exception. Only one- third of participants reported 
one neurodivergent condition, whereas two- thirds reported 
two or more, which aligns with contemporary neuroscience re-
search (Astle and Fletcher- Watson 2020; Jones et al. 2021; Lai 
et al. 2019).

Wellbeing levels were low for the entire neurodivergent sample, 
and participants with mental health and tic conditions reported 
the lowest levels of wellbeing. Thus, we affirmed our proposition 
that neurodivergent talent is potentially vulnerable.

Further, employee experience varied by condition. Regarding 
knowledge and support for neurodivergence, people with dy-
scalculia reported the lowest ratings, and ratings of knowledge 
of ND were lower than ratings for support from colleagues or 
the manager. Employees with dyslexia, dyscalculia, dysgraphia, 
dyspraxia, and tic conditions reported overall low career satis-
faction. Regarding psychological safety, people with dyscalculia 
reported the lowest levels. For turnover intention, the dyscalcu-
lia and dysgraphia communities indicated the highest intention 
to leave, and the autistic and dyslexic communities indicated the 
highest intention to stay. Such variations document that neuro-
divergent experiences of work are heterogeneous. Given the lev-
els of co- occurrence, we caution that overinterpreting difference 
by self- identified diagnostic label is unlikely to be predictive in 
and of itself; hence, the need for tailored adjustment rather than 
one- size- fits- all neurodivergent approaches. We established 
support for the first and second hypotheses, which held that the 
number of ND conditions would be negatively associated with 
well- being and well- being with career satisfaction and turnover 
intention. Thus, attention to neurodivergent health at work is a 
vital premise for facilitating talent motivation.

We now turn to our second research question concerning the or-
ganizational environment. Despite our sampling being weighted 
towards employees in organizations that were already engaged 
in neuro- inclusion, a third reported adjustments received were 
not tailored at all, and one in five reported that no support was 
received at all; for people with tic conditions, this was one in 
four. Such perceived lack of support indicates insufficient en-
acting of OST. Yet in support of our third hypothesis, tailored 
adjustment was associated with wellbeing as well as career satis-
faction and turnover intention. Legally, this begs the question of 
whether mandates of the UK Equality Act (2010) are enacted by 
employers to a compliance level and problematizes how practical 
support for neurodivergent employees needs to be progressed.

Regarding our third research question and fourth hypothe-
sis, we found partial support, as ND knowledge, support from 
staff, support from management, and psychological safety all 

predicted career satisfaction. For turnover intention, manage-
ment support, psychological safety, and career satisfaction were 
the strongest influences.

There was full support for the fifth sequential mediation hy-
pothesis as wellbeing and career satisfaction mediated the re-
lationship between psychological safety and turnover intention 
(there was also a direct negative link between wellbeing and 
turnover intention).

We summarize that the complexity of neurotype, paired with 
the centrality of psychological safety and wellbeing, provides 
nuanced insight into neurodivergent talent motivations.

These observations strengthen a call for HRM theory and praxis 
to put increased emphasis on relational and psychosocial ele-
ments of ND employee experience to harness career motivation 
and support potential vulnerability.

4.1   |   Theoretical Implications for HRM

We affirm our call for developing a nuanced understanding of 
neurodiversity at work in HRM through a biopsychosocial rela-
tional perspective and thus develop in a proactively caring and 
neuroinclusive way. We draw our readers back to the funda-
mental goals of HRM, which are to harness and make the best 
of human resources in a strategic way (Hutchings et al. 2024). 
Considerable HRM research into neurodiversity has been condi-
tion specific or captured neurodivergence as a singular category. 
We need to better understand context and boundary conditions 
for the neurodivergent employee experience, with clear refer-
ence to individual vulnerabilities, then learn how these could be 
supported and talent managed in an inclusive way. Our findings 
indicate that the psychosocial environment, including support 
from the line manager and other staff support (for neurodiver-
sity specifically) and psychological safety, are more important 
than environmental support, even when tailored.

We propose that such adjustments are best considered a “base-
line” condition—in other words, they are a necessary and es-
sential human resource provision, and their absence could 
compromise the performance of a role, but to facilitate positive 
outcomes organizations need a relational, not transactional, 
approach to neuroinclusion. Nash conceptualized negative ca-
pability (2024) as a lens for tolerating and living with ambigu-
ity and paradox regarding shared [physical] spaces. We would 
reframe this notion as “vulnerable capability” to signal that 
liminal spaces are not only spatial and temporal but also psy-
chological and internal.

Wellbeing and psychological safety were particularly important 
for explaining career satisfaction, which suggests that vulnerable 
neurodivergent talent can only mobilize and self- actualize with 
a reasonable baseline of individual functioning. Functioning for 
neurodivergent talent is more complex than that for neurotypi-
cals and is dependent on an inclusive environment that responds 
positively to risks and concerns. In turn, career satisfaction 
was more important in explaining turnover intention than any 
other aspect of our model. There are subtle implications to this 
finding, namely that to adapt and contextualize organizational 
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support theory in a neurodiversity context, we need to consider 
a dual approach of both remediation and inspiration. On the 
one hand, neurodivergent workers are vulnerable and may need 
tailored adjustments; on the other, they bring unique talent and 
merit support for ambitious career progression. One is unlikely 
to happen without the other.

While other minoritized identities have vulnerabili-
ties, too, the core issue for neurodivergent talent is their 

differences in neurocognition and likely mental health chal-
lenges. Organizations can thus only enact proactive support if 
they take a pre- emptive and affirming perspective, that is, not 
reactionary. Future research should consider both perspec-
tives—how purported HRM neuroinclusion is meeting actual 
neurodivergent needs. That said, there are jobs to be done and 
targets to be achieved. Proactive support must thus reconcile a 
non- ableist affirmative stance with a clear focus on harnessing 
talent to foster organizational effectiveness.

TABLE 9    |    Hierarchical regression for career satisfaction.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variable B SE B SE B SE B SE

No. ND cond. −0.12*** 0.03 −0.11*** 0.03 −0.10*** 0.03 −0.08** 0.03

Wellbeing 0.37*** 0.03 0.33*** 0.03 0.24*** 0.03 0.20*** 0.03

Tailored adj. 0.29*** 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05

Knowl. ND 0.10** 0.04 0.07* 0.03

Support/staff 0.19*** 0.04 0.11* 0.04

Support/mng. 0.13*** 0.03 0.08* 0.03

Psych. safety 0.32*** 0.04

R2 0.18 0.22 0.35 0.40

Adj. R2 0.18 0.21 0.34 0.40

F 106.8*** 71.9*** 61.72*** 67.12***

Df 2, 950 3, 786 6, 697 7, 690

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Abbreviations: Knowl. ND, knowledge of neurodiversity in the organization; No. ND cond., number of ND conditions; Psych. safety, psychological safety; Support/
boss, support from the manager; Support/staff, support from other staff; Tailored adj., extent to which adjustments are tailored.

TABLE 10    |    Hierarchical regression for turnover intention.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Variable B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

No. ND cond. 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0 0.04 −0.02 0.04

Wellbeing −0.43*** 0.04 −0.36*** 0.05 −0.24*** 0.05 −0.19*** 0.05 −0.09 0.05

Tailored adj. −0.51*** 0.07 −0.15 0.08 −0.13 0.08 −0.13 0.08

Knowl. ND −0.13* 0.05 −0.10 0.05 −0.05 0.05

Support/staff −0.19** 0.06 −0.08 0.06 −0.02 0.06

Support/mng. −0.29*** 0.05 −0.24*** 0.05 −0.21*** 0.05

Psych. safety −0.39*** 0.06 −0.23*** 0.06

Career satisf. −0.49*** 0.06

R2 0.09 0.14 0.29 0.32 0.39

Adj. R2 0.09 0.14 0.28 0.32 0.38

F 48.99*** 45.33*** 47.68*** 48.33*** 54.79***

Df 2, 970 3, 800 6, 709 7, 702 8, 689

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Abbreviations: Knowl. ND, knowledge of neurodiversity in the organization; No. ND cond., number of ND conditions; Psych. safety, psychological safety; Support/
boss, support from the manager; Support/staff, support from other staff; Tailored adj., extent to which adjustments are tailored.
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4.2   |   Implications for Future Research

As alluded to above, we encourage future research to consider 
both the employer and employee perspectives to develop HRM 
research. Given that line managers struggle to manage neu-
rodiversity (Richards et  al.  2019), future research should un-
pack such perceptions through the lens of the double empathy 
problem, which is relevant beyond an autism context (Szechy 
et  al.  2024). Different neurotypes have differentiated experi-
ences and behavior preferences regarding frequency and tai-
loring of communication; for example, indicating a need for 
neurodiversity research in general to include a wider range of 
neurotypes and ensure that evidence is not overly weighted to-
wards autism stereotypes, as is currently the case. It may be a 
precarious balancing act in practice—to accommodate individ-
ual needs to ensure wellbeing while maintaining performance 
standards and helping people realize their ambitions.

Direct supervisors are often gatekeepers to employees' career 
progressionand have a strong influence on both psychological 
safety and wellbeing. They have direct and constant contact, 
conduct relevant processes such as annual reviews, and triage 
and refer as necessary (CIPD  2022). Our results suggest their 
central role in managing ND careers and talent chime with re-
search on the importance of workplace communication for au-
tistic employees (Tomczak et al. 2021). Future research should 
investigate how supervisors can best be resourced to fulfill such 
roles, given likely complex co- occurrence. On the one hand, su-
pervisors will need training and resources to fulfill their role; 
they need routes to refer to other specialist support. The caveat is 
that training also needs to openly address prejudice and poten-
tial bias, which is difficult given the embeddedness of neuronor-
mativity in society (Chapman and Carel 2022).

How and when to best support neurodivergent wellbeing is a 
gap in research, as traditional initiatives including employee as-
sistance programs may not be sufficiently neuro- sensitive and 
deployed at a secondary not primary stress intervention level. 
Meaningful job design, which allows neurodivergent workers 
to play to their strengths, is likely to support ambition and pre- 
empt negative wellbeing. Self- actualized career experience has 
been overlooked and under- researched as a means of facilitating 
wellbeing for neurodivergent employees, particularly for neuro-
types such as tic disorders (Averns et al. 2012).

Further, clashing communication styles in teamwork are not 
well explored by the HRM literature yet have been referenced 
as a common cause of occupational burnout for neurodivergent 

people (Raymaker et  al.  2020; Wissell et  al.  2022). A poten-
tial suggestion to address this is listening training (Itzchakov 
et al. 2022) to boost empathic and relational communication.

Extant research has consistently linked psychological safety to 
a range of universally beneficial outcomes, including enhanced 
task and extra- role performance (Frazier et  al.  2017). Yet the 
antecedents, particularly at an organizational level of analysis, 
are less well understood (Newman et  al.  2017) and certainly 
not from a neuroinclusive perspective to accommodate differ-
ing communication styles. We concur that increased research 
focus on HR and people practices that encourage “Direct Voice” 
(Newman et al. 2017) is a necessary baseline to integrate the con-
cerns of all, including neurodivergent employees. Consultative 
approaches are key to developing and embedding neuroinclu-
sion given the likelihood of prior experiences of marginalization 
and othering as features of a medical, deficit- based approach to 
neurodiversity. Future research should unpack the features of 
neuroinclusive talent management and consider objective, as 
well as subjective, career outcomes.

4.3   |   Implications for Practice

Much is to be gained from a biopsychosocial HRM perspective 
as set out in Table 11.

Firstly, organizations need to increase knowledge across the 
organization and, in particular, with direct supervisors regard-
ing the prevalence of neurodivergent co- occurrence and the 
plethora of neurotypes, including possible functional workplace 
challenges and strengths, as well as on neuroinclusive commu-
nication and understanding for different communication styles, 
including non- verbal aspects. This is to develop enhanced un-
derstanding for how varied neurotypes may express themselves 
at work and prevent, or at least minimize, the need for neurodi-
vergent masking and camouflaging, which may have long- term 
negative well- being consequences from a position of psycholog-
ical safety. This is so that jobs are designed with specialist yet 
potentially vulnerable talent in mind, and tailored adjustments 
are targeted from onboarding to support individual need. Talent 
management, career support, and the management of perfor-
mance should entail regular review of adjustments as a baseline 
and, importantly, foster and promote specialist career pathways 
to enable neurodivergent employees to thrive.

Workers who are well in themselves are more likely to fulfill 
their potential and give their best in a role and under conditions 

FIGURE 2    |    A mediation model examining the relationships between psychological safety, wellbeing, career satisfaction, and turnover intentions. 
*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.001. Coefficients are standardized.
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which motivate them to do so; thus, it is vital that any wellbe-
ing initiatives meet actual need, including for neurodivergent 
workers.

Finally, organizations should align (a) wellbeing functions, (b) 
talent management, progression policies and practices and (c) 
equality, diversity, and inclusion through integrated strategy and 
policy through a neuroinclusive lens. In other words, we suggest 
that neuroinclusion is “built in” rather than “tagged on” and not 
seen as either a wellbeing or talent or EDI issue but permeates or-
ganizational strategy, policy and processes. A collaborative and 
consultative process is needed to build psychological safety to 
consult the voices of neurodivergent workers soliciting skilled pro-
fessional advice and input, for example from psychologists and oc-
cupational health professionals. This is so that organizations can 
position proactive caring by design, rather than through reactive 
remedy Strategies and processes should be regularly reviewed to 
ensure they reflect best practice and meet current demand. Clear 
evaluation metrics are vital; based on the findings here we suggest 
closely monitored wellbeing and career satisfaction through em-
ployee surveys combined with analysis of sickness absence rates 
and employee turnover. Qualitative evaluation through focus or 
reference groups would complement process focused insight and 
could have the additional benefit of fostering mutual understand-
ing if neurodivergent employees, line managers and senior leaders 
work collaboratively, with some expert and sensitive facilitation.

We reiterate the concept of “relational retention contracts” 
(Herbold and Schumacher  2020) as a potential avenue of ex-
ploration for this minority group and position our results as 

supportive of this approach. We caution against over- reliance 
on single diagnoses to facilitate inclusion (e.g., as a premise for 
accessing autism- specific hiring programs) given the level of co- 
occurrence and diagnosis disparities for certain demographics. 
We note the multi- level influences on the key metric of turnover 
intention and advise a comprehensive approach rather than tag-
ging neurodiversity on as an extra topic.

4.4   |   Limitations

The cross- sectional design does not allow causal inferences, and 
results may have been influenced by common method variance. 
Further, this study cannot claim the representativeness of the 
broader UK working population, as the survey promotion and 
data collection strategies reached certain sectors, such as IT, fi-
nance, technical, and knowledge work, more than others, point-
ing to a certain level of relative privilege in the sample. We also 
cannot claim representation of neurotype commensurate with 
population prevalence, as ADHD and autism were overrepre-
sented. Although we made concerted efforts to reach out to po-
tentially underrepresented groups during the data collection, tic 
conditions and dyslexia, for example, remained low compared to 
population prevalence, and we recognize that some communi-
ties struggle with word- based data collection methods. The mea-
sure of neurotype complexity was somewhat crude, as the tally 
of self- reported conditions. This is unlikely to have captured the 
full complexity of co- occurring conditions in varied neurotypes. 
Future research may wish to build on this by including mea-
sures of functioning for common neurodivergent challenges, 

TABLE 11    |    Summary of practical implications from a biopsychosocial HRM perspective by function.

HRM function Recommendations

Educate and train all 
stakeholders

Ensure rigorous and evidence- based training on neurodiversity which integrates insight 
from fast advancing neuroscience research, as well as communication styles, masking 
and camouflaging. Prioritizing management training in understanding how to make 
tailored adjustments to support performance for a wide range of employees, including 

those who may be neurodivergent. Include the principles of psychological safety in 
management training to foster good practices regarding listening and conflict resolution

Job design Review composition of job families at task level to harness differential 
talent—enable specialist career and talent development pathways

Onboarding Consider tailored adjustment for neurodivergent talent as part of regular and 
generic onboarding to be completed by personnel with commensurate training

Talent Management and 
Career Support

Enable neurodivergent specialists to progress in their area rather 
than assume a generic talent management framework

Managing performance Consider adjustments during performance management to 
optimize performance, rather than a remedial approach

Wellbeing Acknowledge the link between wellbeing, career satisfaction and turnover 
intention proactively by reviewing all wellbeing initiatives through a 

neuroinclusive lens. Monitor relevant data regularly, including turnover intention 
and actual turnover, and learn from findings to optimize support

Comprehensive 
neuroinclusion

HRM practitioners should build neuroinclusion from a position as pro- active carers 
and supporters into all strategy, policies and policies, in particular existing equality, 
diversity and inclusion and wellbeing policies, rather than ‘tag on’ given prevalence 
rates and co- occurrence in any population of employees. Consider a collaborative 

and co- creational approach and involve specialist input as appropriate
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such as working memory and self- regulation, but also neurodi-
vergent strengths, including innovative and divergent thinking 
(McDowall et al. 2023) and authenticity (McDowall et al. 2024). 
The overrepresentation of cisgender women, who are less likely 
to have been diagnosed with neurodivergent conditions than 
cisgender men early in life, is likely to have influenced results, 
and, for example, the low levels of wellbeing (lower still for cis-
gender women) may reflect this. In future research, we would 
endeavor to unpack intersectional influences in more detail.

It was challenging to balance the use of previously validated 
measures with the need to keep the survey as simple and short 
as possible, thus using one- item or few- item measures where 
possible. This may have contributed to low internal consistency; 
for example, the measurement of psychological safety, which we 
contend may also be interpreted slightly differently by neurodi-
vergent participants, given their desire for authentic expression 
at work, which may not always be welcome. We learned from 
our pilot phase that many neurodivergent respondents struggle 
with commonly used scales and items, finding them vague and 
hard to interpret. This is a valid criticism and one we hope the 
academic community can address in due course.

5   |   Conclusion

In work and career experiences of neurodivergent employees 
the complexity varies considerably between neurotypes and is 
highly dependent on the psychosocial experience at micro lev-
els of workplace ecology. We made the case for a co- creational 
research approach and encourage others to pursue this route to 
understand and unpick neuronormative bias across research 
questions, data collection, and interpretation. The neurodiver-
sity talent narrative has promised much in terms of talent but 
shifted little in terms of labor force participation. Our data con-
cur with previous research that the neurodivergent employee 
experience is varied, with low well- being levels that need to be 
understood and supported to foster neuroinclusive talent de-
velopment. We affirm our call for a biopsychosocial model to 
refine OST with multiple domain- specific sensitivity as a lens 
through which to develop HRM knowledge and for organiza-
tions to position themselves as proactive supporters and carers. 
Neurodivergent talent needs to be nurtured, supported, and 
heard to thrive in organizations and realize ambition. Joined- up 
and co- creational HRM initiatives can achieve this aim.
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Endnotes

 1 For readability, we did not capitalize relevant terms in this paper but 
recognize different community preferences.

 2 While we acknowledge the term accommodation is used in other ju-
risdictions and interchangeably in the literature, we have used adjust-
ment consistently throughout for consistency.

 3 An empty review occurs when a systematic review protocol is fol-
lowed but no studies are identified which meet the inclusion criteria. 
An empty review thus documents an absence of evidence (see e.g. 
Gray 2021; Yaffe et al. 2012).

 4 Additional results to be reported in separate papers in due course.

 5 We further had 127 employer representative responses, which are 
not included in the current paper, but will be reported in separate 
publications.
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