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Plan for our remarks

• State of the Union 

– Where are we with gender equality?

– Where are we with federal policies to reduce gender 
inequality? 

• A new way forward?

– State and city level policies

– Voluntary organizational policies
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Labor Force Participation
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Gender Wage Gap
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70% of Mothers Work



© Clayman Institute 2015. All rights reserved.



© Clayman Institute 2015. All rights reserved.

What kinds of federal policies are needed to 
jumpstart progress?

1. Policies that help employees balance the competing 
demands of work and family …

– Without being penalized for using the policy 

– Without being financially penalized

2. Policies that protect against gender discrimination in its 
current forms, including:

– Explicit discrimination

– Sexual harassment 

– Implicit biases
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What kinds of federal policies exist in the U.S.?

1. Work-family:  FMLA 

– 12 weeks of UNPAID leave

– Only applies to employees in locations that hire 50 or 
more people

2. Discrimination: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

– Weekly and unevenly enforced

– Less effective at protecting against implicit biases 



© Clayman Institute 2015. All rights reserved.

A new way forward?
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“If congress will not act, we’re going to need mayors 

to act. We’ll need governors and state legislators to 

act. We need CEOs to act.” 

(Barack Obama, 2014)
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State and local policies
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Voluntary organizational policies
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Organizational approaches to reducing 
implicit/unconscious biases

1. Unconscious bias training

2. Formalizing/ redesigning evaluation processes / “people 
processes” (e.g. hiring, promotion)
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“Small wins” model of change for reducing bias
(Correll 2017)

Educate

Provide a 
gender 

framework.

Prevents old ideas 
about gender 
from entering 

new procedures

Diagnose bias

Assess where 
bias appears in 

the local 
organization.

Help get beyond 
“bias doesn’t 
happen here”

Develop tools

Work with 
managers to 

craft solutions.

Increases 
manager buy-in; 
creates change 

agents

Intervene

Roll out change 
in groups.

Increases 
accountability; 

creates a norm of 
responsibility

Evaluate

Measure 
“small wins”

Increases efficacy; 
leads to 

contagion
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“Small wins” model of change for reducing bias 
in the performance assessment process

Diagnose bias

Assess where 
bias appears in 

the local 
organization.

Help get beyond 
“bias doesn’t 
happen here”

Interviews with leaders
• No consistent process in place.
• Many values were vague: “Be 

phenomenal.”
• Some measures of success introduced 

gender biases. 
Observed calibration meetings 
• Women receive more criticisms of 

their personality.
• More  time spent discussing men 

employees, more “standout” 
adjectives. 

• Women more likely to get 
downgraded to middle ratings. 
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Diagnosing bias in calibration meetings
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Intervention

• Managers created a “score card” to be completed for each 
employee and to be brought to the calibration meeting.
– Updated their values and measures.

– Replaced open ended questions. Managers now provide specific 
examples of what employee did or could do better. 

• Use “criteria monitors” during the meeting. 

• Allotted a specific amount of time for discussing each 
employee.
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Small wins: 
Post intervention calibration meeting

• Every manager thoughtfully completed a score card for each 
employee. 

• Gender differences in criticisms of personality were 
eliminated. 

• Greater consistency in using criteria when discussing 
employees.

• Significant decreases in gender gaps in “top talent” and 
“middle box” ratings. 

• Small wins inspired other change efforts. 
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Conclusion 

• While federal policy would be ideal, it doesn’t seem likely. 

• Lacking federal policy options, we need to rely on localized 
efforts at the state, municipal and organizational level. 

• Small wins can shift norms, so that when policy winds shift, 
action is more likely. 

• As scholars we can participate in the change process, creating 
laboratories to study change. 
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Assessing employee performance at GoDaddy

Written 
Manager 
Reviews

Numeric 
Rating 

“Calibration” 
Meetings

Organizational 
Rewards 

(Promotion, 
Raise, Bonus)
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“Over the last several years ‘unconscious bias 

trainings’ have seized Silicon Valley; they are now de 

rigueur at organizations around the tech world.” 

(Atlantic Magazine 2017)
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Understanding bias can create a culture of 
inquiry in the evaluation process 

“One of our dev teams is hiring an engineer. We 
had 3 candidates, 2 ‘loud’ men and 1 quiet woman. 
The men received higher ratings and the dev
manager then said: ‘The woman is more qualified 
so why did people rate the men higher than the 
woman?’ They pushed each other, asked more 
questions and it turns out that they ended up 
deciding the woman was the better and more 
qualified candidate and they hired her.”  

(Manager, mid size global software company)


