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Executive summary
Background

This report documents an evaluation of an “unconscious bias”
(UB)1 training programme conducted across three universities
between May 2015 and April 2016. These training programmes
followed an initial “train the trainers” UB training programme
conducted by Equality Challenge Unit between November 2013
and June 2014.
The evaluation was conducted independently by a researcher
at the University of Exeter. A simple pre-post training design was
employed to assess pre-post diﬀerences in equality and diversity
related perceptions, attitudes, and motivations. These outcomes
measures included unconscious bias, explicit stereotypes, measures
of prejudice, perceived “diversity climate” (organisational culture
of equality and diversity), knowledge of unconscious bias,
eﬃcacy (i.e., ability) to perform pro-equality actions, tendency
to engage in pro-equality activism, and willingness to engage
in pro-equality and diversity behaviour. One hundred and twenty
three staﬀ members attended training. Out of these, sixty four
(52%) participated in the evaluation.

Findings

Analysis indicates statistically significant diﬀerences in seven out
of the (total) thirty two outcome measures (21% of outcomes
measures). In regard to our key (confirmatory) outcome measures,
our UB knowledge measure demonstrated a significant increase
post-training. One out of fourteen (7%) of our stereotype
measures showed a significant decrease post-training. None
(out of three) of our prejudice measures showed a significant
diﬀerence post-training.
Finally, three out of five measures (60%) of our pro-equality
motivation/action tendencies demonstrated a significant
increase post-training. More specifically, there was less explicit
gender stereotyping of women, perceived increases in knowledge
regarding unconscious bias and equality and diversity, greater
eﬃcacy to perform pro-equality and diversity behaviours, greater
levels of professional-personal activism tendencies relating to
prejudice and discrimination. In addition, our ancillary outcome
1 There is good evidence to suggests that people are often aware of the stereotypes and attitudes that are
measured by indirect techniques such as the the implicit association test (e.g., Hahn, Judd, Hirsh, & Blair,
2014). However, they may lack awareness of (a) the origin of such attitudes and stereotypes (as may also be
the case with self-reported measures) and (b) the way in which indirectly assessed (but not self-reported)
attitudes influence other psychological processes outside of conscious awareness (see Gawronski, Hofmann,
& Wilbur, 2006).
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measures showed increases in embeddedness and harmony
social values. However, there were no statistically significant
diﬀerences on the other twenty five outcome measures;
most importantly, this includes implicit gender stereotyping
(unconscious bias), various measures of prejudice, and willingness
to carry out pro-equality and diversity behaviours. Only increases
in knowledge of UB and eﬃcacy to perform pro-equality and
diversity behaviours remained statistically significant after
correction for multiple statistical tests.

Conclusions and
recommendations

The evaluation suggests that ECU-inspired unconscious bias
training is associated with increases in knowledge and awareness
around unconscious bias and perceived eﬃcacy (i.e., ability)
to perform pro-equality and diversity behaviours. This evidence
suggests that UB training is meeting institutions’ key objectives
of increasing awareness of UB, recognition of the impact that
UB can have on decisions and behaviour, and identify strategies
for managing UB. There is also some evidence (not correcting
for multiple testing) that training is associated with reductions
in gender stereotyping, and increases in equality-related activism
tendencies. But such training may not be an eﬀective way of
reducing unconscious bias, and, presumably, its influence on
discrimination. This message is important as institutions
conducting UB training need to know the potential limits of
relatively short, one-oﬀ UB training and need to examine more
sustained eﬀorts if they have broader objectives of reducing UB,
stereotypes, prejudice, and discrimination within their
organisations. That said, the (non-experimental) design of this
evaluation makes it diﬃcult to oﬀer firm conclusions on the
causal eﬀects of such programmes.
Four recommendations follow:
= ECU-inspired UB training should be continued as a means of
increasing awareness and knowledge around UB and eﬃcacy
to perform pro-equality and diversity behaviours (and a possible
means of reducing gender stereotyping, and increasing equalityrelated eﬃcacy and activism tendencies).
= In order to address wider objectives of reducing UB and other
forms of prejudice, training programmes would do well to adopt
sustained, theoretically and empirically grounded techniques
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to impact on UB, other forms of prejudice, and pro-equality
behaviour – see Discussion and Recommendations section of the
main report.
= There is a need for large, well-powered (i.e., a large enough
number of participants to detect small eﬀects) randomised
control trials (RCTs)/field experiments of unconscious bias
training programmes in order to properly assess the causal
eﬀects of training on unconscious bias and other equality and
diversity outcomes – most importantly, “actual” behaviours
(e.g., assessment, recruitment, etc).
RCTs need to employ longitudinal designs in order to examine
the long-term eﬀects of training and how these vary as a function
of what participants do after training.
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Background
As in other areas of society (for a review, see Sidanius & Pratto,
1999), social inequality within higher education (HE) is well
documented (Equality Challenge Unit, 2014). The social
psychology literature suggests that group-based inequality and
oppression are maintained by prejudice, stereotypes, ideology
and both individual and institutional discrimination (Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999). Equality and diversity training is one common way
in which universities, and other organisations outside of higher
education, attempt to tackle social inequality and discrimination.
It is estimated that over $8 billion is spent on equality and
diversity training each year in the US (Hansen, 2003). However,
a recent systematic review of prejudice reduction interventions
indicates that there is little, if any, evidence supporting current
equality and diversity training (see Paluck & Green, 2009; see also
Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly, 2006).
Even less is known about the eﬀects of recently developed
training programmes around “unconscious bias” (UB). Such
training programmes are based on psychological research which
proposes that many of the processes that determine the way that
we see, evaluate, and act towards others (e.g., towards members
of minority groups) may be automatic: that is, uncontrolled
(people may not be able to stop such processes after they are
initiated); eﬃcient (such processes are “fast” and require little
in the way of mental resources); unintentional (people may not
deliberately initiate such processes); and unaware (people may
not be consciously aware of these processes).
Figure 1, taken from research on vision, demonstrates an
example of an automatic process. The top two lines appear to
be of diﬀering lengths, but examination of the two identical lines
in the bottom half of the figure demonstrate that the lines are,
in fact, of equivalent length. Despite knowing that the lines
are equivalent, one has no way of stopping this eﬀortless and
unintended perceptual process, and one remains unaware of the
perceptual processes that produce this illusion. One can think
about automatic social cognition (perceiving, evaluating, and
acting towards others) in much the same way. Stereotypes,
attitudes, and other social knowledge can automatically aﬀect
one’s perceptions, judgements, and actions despite one’s
deliberative eﬀorts and explicit beliefs (for a meta-analysis,
see Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, and Banaji, 2009).
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Figure 1: Müller-Lyer illusion

Taken together, the possible role of UB in maintaining social
inequality within HE and the paucity of research on the
eﬀectiveness of equality and diversity training, particularly
around UB, calls for eﬀorts to answer two key questions:
1) how can training around UB be engendered in HE institutions
and 2) what eﬀect, once implemented, does UB training have in
HE settings. The current evaluation programme aims to address
both of these key questions. The present report details Phase II
of the evaluation and examines UB training conducted at UK
universities between May 2015 and April 2016 following the
train the trainers UB training programme conducted by ECU
between November 2013 and June 2014. Phase II of the evaluation
examines the impact of UB training on UB knowledge, equalityrelated perceptions, attitudes, and behavioural tendencies.
One hundred and forty HE staﬀ from over 70 diﬀerent HE
institutes took part in the Phase I train the trainers programme.
A total of thirty one (22%) of staﬀ undergoing training
participated in Phase I of the evaluation (see Phase I report).
October 2017
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Three universities took part in Phase II of the evaluation with
a total of 61 staﬀ completing all of the evaluation measures.
The evaluation was conducted independently by Dr. Joseph
Sweetman at the University of Exeter. While Phase I of the
evaluation aimed to provide a description of the attitudes,
intentions and behaviours of HE staﬀ going through the UB train
the trainers programme, Phase II examined pre- and post-training
diﬀerences in a number of widely used equality-related measures
from the social psychology literature. This provides the best
known evidence as to the impact of UB training programmes
within HE.
While the social psychological literature is replete with potential
“moderators” or additional variables that might impact the
relationship between some “context” (e.g., training) and prejudice
(e.g., Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002), it was deemed prudent,
in the first instance, to examine the overall association between
training and measures of UB awareness, stereotypes, prejudice,
and pro-equality motivations/action tendencies (see Box 1. for
our Confirmatory hypotheses2.)
This decision reflects two important facts. First, while basic
research on prejudice and bias has attempted to demonstrated
complex moderations and processes associated with prejudice
and a host of psychological and contextual variables, applied
research outside the lab has found little support for prejudice
reduction based on these more “theoretically-elaborated”
approaches (see Paluck & Green, 2009). For example, from
among the psychological interventions, cooperative learning
interventions have the best“real-world” evidence for prejudice
reduction but there is a paucity of research regarding moderations
of, and mechanisms through which, cooperative learning impacts
various outcomes. Second, UB training is often given to members
of staﬀ in general, or to senior management in general. As such,
UB training within HE is not at the stage where it can be “tailored”
to particular psychological and contextual variables. We are, in the
first instance, simply interested in the “on average” impact of
training. That said, some exploratory analyses are reported later
in order to examine some of the more complex but (potentially)
theoretically relevant qualifications of the main findings.
2 I use the term hypotheses loosely here. Strictly speaking these are not hypotheses, they are predictions,
as they do not involve any explanation.
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Box 1. Confirmatory hypotheses
Awareness raising hypothesis: If UB training increases knowledge
of UB, its impact, and ways of mitigating UB, then we should
expect training to be associated with higher levels of our measure
of UB knowledge.
Stereotype reduction hypothesis: If UB training decreases
stereotyping, then we should expect training to be associated
with lower levels of explicit and/or implicit gender stereotyping,
and/or changes in stereotypes of other minority groups
(e.g., Muslims, BME, LGBT, disabled, etc.)
Prejudice reduction hypothesis: If UB training decreases prejudice,
then we should expect training to be associated with lower levels
of symbolic racism, and/or modern sexism, and/or SDO.
Pro-equality motivation/action hypothesis: If UB training increases
pro-equality motivation/action, then we should expect training
to be associated with higher levels of pro-equality eﬃcacy, and/or
collective/individual pro-equality behavioural tendencies, and/or
motivation to control prejudice.

October 2017
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Method
Participants and
Details of Training

The training was conducted in a higher education setting among
one hundred and twenty three higher education staﬀ members
across the 3 centres participating in Phase II.
A total of 100 staﬀ (Centre 1 = 45 staﬀ, Centre 2 = 34 staﬀ, and
Centre 3 = 21 staﬀ) completed the pre-training (Time 1) measures
an average of 4.63 (median = 4) days before training. Out of these
64 (%) went on to complete the post-training measures (Centre 1
= 32 staﬀ, Centre 2 = 20 staﬀ, and Centre 3 = 12 staﬀ) an average
of 10 (median = 7) days following training. These staﬀ attended
one of a number of interactive UB training workshops over the
course of twelve months.
The workshops lasted between 2-3 hours and introduced
participants to the nature of UB, how it aﬀects decision making,
and ways of reducing it (see ECU, 2013). The objectives of training
at each centre included increasing awareness of UB, recognition
of the impact that UB can have on decisions and behaviour, and
identify strategies for managing UB.
Of the 64 staﬀ that completed pre- and post-training measures,
37 were female and 13 male3; age: M = 38.55, SD = 10.90; 70.3%
of the sample reported their ethnicity as “White British/Irish/
other”; 48.4% reported their religious belief as “No religion;”
70.3% reported their sexual orientation as “Heterosexual;” and
67.2% reported having “No disability;” 75% were Professional
service/support staﬀ; and 42.2% were at an “intermediate” pay
grade; for full details of sociodemographics, see Appendix 1).
Twenty seven (42%) of participants had completed mandatory
equality and diversity training, the modal time since their last
training was over two years. Only two (1.6%) had previously
undergone some form of UB training.

Design of Evaluation and
Details of Outcome Measures

A repeated measures (pre-post training comparison) design was
employed to assess diﬀerences after training on various equalityrelated attitudes, beliefs, motivations and behavioural tendencies.
Centres emailed participants an invitation email containing
information about the evaluation and a link to complete the
evaluation measures. The participants were also provided with
3 Nine participants did not provide data on their gender; twenty participants failed to provide data on their
age; thirteen did not to provide data on their religion; twelve did not to provide data on their ethnicity;
thirteen did not to provide data on their sexual orientation; fourteen did not to provide data on any disability.
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a unique evaluation ID number. This was employed to link data
across Time 1 (pre-) and Time 2 (post-training). The independent
research team did not have access to any other identifying
information. Centres did not have access to individual level data.
Therefore, neither the research team nor university centre
participating in the evaluation were able to identify individual
level data. Those giving their informed consent were able to
complete the outcome measures online.
The outcome measures were all widely employed measures of
equality and diversity related perceptions, attitudes, motivations
and action: stereotypes, unconscious bias, prejudice, diversity
climate, knowledge regarding UB, social values, pro-equality
motivations, perceived eﬃcacy (i.e., ability), and behaviour.
In other words, the measures have all been empirically shown
to predict various behaviours towards members of minority
groups (e.g., discrimination, non-verbal unfriendliness, levels of
social inequality in society, support for discriminatory political
policies, etc.) The measures4 were as follows:
= Unconscious bias: a (career-family) gender stereotyping implicitassociation test (IAT), adapted from Greenwald, McGee, and
Schwartz, 1998, was employed to measure unconscious gender
bias. Greater scores (D) represent greater gender bias – stronger
associations of female with family and male with career
compared to female with career and male with family.
= Gender stereotypes: explicit measures of career-family gender
stereotype were taken by asking participants to rate how typical
each word (e.g., “family”, “career”, etc) was of women and men on
a 7 point scale 1 (not at all typical of [wo]men) to 7 (very typical of
[wo]men). The words were taken directly from the career-family
gender stereotyping IAT. Diﬀerence scores (family minus career)
were computed for men and women. Higher scores indicate
greater endorsement of family (vs. career) stereotypes.
= Pro-equality action: participants rated their willingness
(1 = very unwilling to 7 = very willing) to perform eight “collective”
pro-equality behaviours (e.g., “raise awareness of unconscious
bias,” “volunteer for an equality and diversity role.”) adapted
from Sweetman, Spears, Livingstone, and Manstead (2013).
4 All measures demonstrated good scale reliability.
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We also measured their willingness to perform two “individual”
pro-equality behaviours (i.e.,“Report an incident of prejudice
or discrimination to the appropriate authority,” “Personally
confront anybody behaving in a prejudice or discriminatory
fashion.”). In addition, we measured personal-professional
activism tendencies with an adapted version of the personalprofessional activism subscale of the Gender Role Journey Scale
(O’Neil, Egan, Owen, and Murry, 1993). Participants rated their
agreement with seven items (e.g., “I intend to take some actions
in my personal life to reduce prejudice and discrimination,”
“I intend to take responsibility for changing restrictive prejudiced
and discriminatory practices” on a 6 point scale (1 = strongly
disagree to 6 = strongly agree).
= Pro-equality eﬃcacy: participants were asked to rate “how certain
you are that you can do the things listed below. Rate your degree
of confidence by using the scale provided:” for each of the
collective (e.g., “volunteer for an equality and diversity role.”) and
individual (i.e.,“report an incident of prejudice or discrimination
to the appropriate authority”) pro-equality behaviours.
Responses were measured with a 7 point scale (1 = cannot do
at all, 4 = moderately can do, 7 = highly certain can do) adapted
from Bandura (2006).
= Pro-equality motivation: participants’ motivation to respond
without prejudice was measured using an adapted version of the
internal and external motivation to respond without prejudice
scale (Plant & Devine, 1998). Participants rated their agreement
with ten items (five internal and five external) on a 9 point scale
(1 = strongly disagree to 9 = strongly agree).
= Prejudice: beliefs, values, and ideologies constituting prejudice
were measured with the symbolic racism scale (Henry & Sears,
2002), the modern sexism scale (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunte, 1995),
and social dominance orientation scale (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999)
– see published scales for details of response scales.
= Social values: egalitarian, embeddedness (conservatism),
harmony, hierarchy, intellectual autonomy, and aﬀective
autonomy values were examined with measures adapted from
Schwatrz (1999). Participants rated the importance of each value
“as a guiding principle of my life” on a 8 point scale (1 = opposed
to my values to 8 = of supreme importance).
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= Diversity climate: perceptions of the organisational equality and
diversity culture were measured with an adapted version of the
diversity perceptions scale (Barack, Cherin, &, Berkman, 1998).
Participants rated their agreement with seven items on a 7 point
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
= Bias knowledge: understanding of the nature of bias, how it
aﬀects decision making, and ways of reducing it were measured
using a 7 point scale (1 = not at all to 7 = absolutely). Participants
rated five items (e.g., “I understand how psychological processes
result in unconscious bias,” “I am aware of strategies to reduce
unconscious bias.”) adapted from Devine, Forscher, Austin,
and Cox, (2012).
= Stereotype content: Warmth and competence are two “universal”
dimensions (i.e., types of characteristics) across which people
perceive both individuals and groups to diﬀer. Warmth reflects
friendliness and cooperation, whereas competence reflects ability
and attainment. We examined the degree to which women,
blacks, Muslims, elderly, disabled, and Lesbian and Gay people
were seen as warm and competent. Participants rated the extent
to which they saw each of the groups as “friendly,” “sincere,”
“capable,” and “competent” on a 5 point scale (1 = not at all to 5 =
extremely). Items were taken from Fiske, Cuddy, and Glick, (2002).
Participants completed the gender stereotyping IAT prior to
the explicit measures. The pre-training (Time 1) measures took
approximately 30 minutes for participants to complete, with
the post-training measure taking approximately 20 minutes
to complete. In addition to the main psychological measures,
participants also filled in a number of other descriptive
items regarding their roles, institutions, and demographics
(see Appendix 1 for details).
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Findings
Pre-post analysis of all
outcome measures

The data met assumptions for regression-based analyses.
Multilevel linear modelling was conducted to test diﬀerences
in pre- and post-training outcome measures5. This allows us to
statistically account for the nesting of participants within diﬀerent
centres (R script available from the author). In other words, we can
adjust for the diﬀerences across centre (e.g., trainer characteristics).
As can be seen in Table 16, analysis indicated statistically
significant diﬀerences in seven out of the (total) thirty two
outcome measures (21% of all outcome measures)7. All of these
diﬀerences represented improvements in equality and diversity
measures post training. Specifically, participants reported lower
levels of explicit gender stereotyping after undergoing training.
However, implicit measures of gender stereotyping (UB) did not
diﬀer statistically pre- and post-training. Participants reported
greater levels of professional-personal activism tendencies
around prejudice and discrimination.
In addition, participants reported greater eﬃcacy to undertake
both individual and collective pro-equality action after
undergoing training. However, levels of individual and collective
pro-equality action tendencies did not diﬀer statistically
following training. Levels of both embeddedness and harmony
values statistically increased post-training. Finally, participants
reported increases in knowledge regarding unconscious bias
and equality and diversity. There were no statistically significant
diﬀerences on the other twenty five outcome measures (79% of
all outcome measures). See Table 2 in Appendix one for a table
detailing all the significant and non- significant findings.

5 Due to our small sample size for level 3 of the model I conducted mixed ANOVA models for comparisons
purposes. Results from the mixed ANOVA model did not diﬀer significantly from the multi-level models.
6 Degrees of freedom vary due to missing data on some measures.
7 This reduces to two out of thirty two (6%) when applying a conservative Bonferroni correction
(p = .05/no. of tests) for multiple tests.
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Table 1: Statistically significant pre-post training means for
outcome measures. *indicates statistically significant diﬀerences at
p < 0.05, not corrected for multiple tests; outcome measures in bold
remain statistically significant after correction for multiple tests.
Outcome measure
Explicit gender stereotyping*

Pre Mean [95% CI] Post Mean [95% CI]
1.16 [.78, 1.55]

t (df) p (2-tailed)

.76 [.31, 1.21] -3.04 (56)

0.004

Pro-equality action (pro-per activism)*

3.89 [3.56, 4.23]

4.20 [3.81, 4.59]

2.91 (53)

0.010

Pro-equality eﬃcacy (individual)*

5.01 [4.56, 5.46]

5.63 [5.09, 6.17]

3.76 (52)

< 0.001

Pro-equality eﬃcacy (collective)*

4.48 [4.07, 4.88]

5.04 [4.54, 5.55]

3.31 (52)

0.002

Social value (embeddedness)*

6.76 [6.36, 7.17]

6.97 [6.52, 7.41]

2.04 (54)

0.05

Social value (harmony)*

6.99 [6.58, 7.40]

7.34 [6.88, 7.79]

3.17 (54)

0.003

Bias knowledge*

4.63 [4.26, 5.00]

5.85 [5.42, 6.28]

9.58 (56)

< 0.001

Pre-post analysis on criterion
outcome measures
(confirmatory analyses)

For completeness we have reported pre-post analysis for all
outcome measures taken, however, this may paint an unnecessarily
negative picture (only 21% of all outcome measures show pre-post
diﬀerences) of the diﬀerences associated with training as it takes
into consideration the ancillary and exploratory outcome measures
(e.g., both diversity climate scales, five social values measures).
Referring back to Box 1., we see that only some of the outcome
measures form part of our key, confirmatory hypothesis testing.
In terms of our awareness hypothesis, our single awareness
measures demonstrated a significant increase post-training.
In regard to our stereotype reduction hypothesis, one out of
fourteen (7%) of our stereotype measures showed a significant
increase post-training. In regard to our prejudice reduction
hypothesis, none out of three showed a significant diﬀerence.
Finally, we find support for our pro-equality motivation/action
hypothesis with three out of five measures (60%) demonstrating
a significant increase post-training.

Moderation analysis
(exploratory analyses)

October 2017

As part of exploratory (not planned before the data was
collected) analysis separate models with each of the diversity
climate measures and an interaction between diversity and time
(pre- vs. post test) were added to the models tested above for

13

Findings

each of the other outcome measures (excluding the diversity
climate measures). This enabled us to test whether the pre-post
test diﬀerences were moderated by (i.e., depend upon)
perceptions of the organisational equality and diversity culture
(Barack, Cherin, &, Berkman, 1998). In other words, do any
diﬀerences in the pre-post test measures depend on the way
participants viewed their organisational diversity and equality
culture. It could be the case that participants that viewed the
diversity culture as more positive might be more receptive to
training and, therefore, experience greater changes in their
equality-related beliefs and motivations. Findings demonstrated
that perceptions of the diversity climate did not statistically
moderate any of the pre-post diﬀerences across outcome
measures (ps > .05).
Research has suggested that high internal motivation to control
prejudice can lead people to display less prejudice when their
potential prejudice in made salient (Fehr & Sassenberg, 2010).
Indeed, people high in internal motivation to control prejudice
have also been shown to actively work to eliminate any form of
prejudice (Plant & Devine, 2009). As such, we examined whether
internal motivation to control prejudice would moderate the
pre-post diﬀerences on our IAT measure and prejudice scales.
Findings demonstrated that ratings of internal motivation
to control prejudice did not statistically moderate pre-post
diﬀerences in the gender-IAT, explicit gender stereotyping,
symbolic racism, modern sexism, and social dominance
orientation (ps > .05). In other words, any pre-post diﬀerence
did not seem to depend upon the level of (internal) motivation
to control prejudice.
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Discussion and recommendations
Taken together, these findings imply that the present programme
of unconscious bias training may improve self-reported
knowledge and awareness around unconscious bias, an
elementary step in tackling the undue influence of implicit social
cognition in higher education. In addition, such ECU-inspired
UB training programmes may improve eﬃcacy to perform proequality and diversity behaviours. These key outcome measures
were at the heart of the training objectives for the institutions
involved. As such, UB training seems to succeed in meeting
institutions' key objectives of increasing awareness of UB,
recognition of the impact that UB can have on decisions and
behaviour, and identify strategies for managing UB.
In relation to the more ambitious (wider) objectives of reducing
UB, stereotypes, prejudice and discrimination, there was some
tentative evidence (not correcting for multiple tests) that UB
training may be associated with decreases in explicit measures
of gender-career stereotyping. That is, people were less likely
to associate women with family (vs. career) and men with career
(vs. family) following training. Interestingly, only measures of
gender prejudice/stereotyping showed improvement after
training; given that gender was the target for our (implicit)
measure of unconscious bias, it may be the case that simply
measuring implicit gender stereotypes (i.e., getting participants
to complete an IAT) may have increased motivation to respond
to explicit measures of sexism in a more non-sexist manner.
Future work would do well to examine this possible
interpretation of these findings.
Despite these (possible) improvements in self-report (explicit)
measures of gender stereotyping, the present training
programme may not be an eﬀective way of reducing unconscious
bias, and, presumably, its influence on discrimination. Specifically,
the failure to find any significant eﬀects on measures of
unconscious bias, suggests some important limitations of the
present training programme for organisations that may use UB
training to meet the (ambitious) objective or reducing UB and
other forms of prejudice and stereotyping.
Evidence from the social psychological literature suggests that in
order to eﬀectively reduce unconscious bias, training programmes
must facilitate the adoption of long-term bias reduction strategies
(see Devine, et al., 2012). In other words, one-oﬀ training may not
October 2017
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be enough to break the “habitual” biases that, presumably, reflect
a lifetime of socialisation. The design of the present evaluation
means that it is unable to comment on any long-term changes
in unconscious bias or the other outcome measures. It is possible
that the adaption of bias reduction strategies (post-training)
might lead to a reduction in unconscious bias over the long term
– dependent on the eﬀectiveness of the strategies introduced in
training. For this reason it seems that ECU-inspired unconscious
bias training should be closely tied to the current evidence-base
for unconscious bias reduction. For example recent research
suggests that counterstereotypical exemplars, evaluative
conditioning, and implementation intention strategies to
override biases might be the most eﬀective means of reducing
UB (see Lai et al., 2014).
The interventions mentioned above are all theoretically-based,
this observation raises an important issue regarding current
forms of UB training: While the content of the UB training
covered theoretical and empirical work from the psychological
sciences, the training itself was not theoretically or empirically
based. There is a key distinction between training that uses
theoretical and empirical knowledge in the content it covers
and an intervention that is, itself, based on theory and research.
Research and scholarship have suggested that empirically- and
theoretically-based interventions show the best opportunities for
evidence-based equality and diversity interventions (see MossRacusin, van der Toorn, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman,
2010; Paluck & Green, 2009). To make this point clear, cooperative
learning (the best evidenced prejudice reduction intervention)
doesn’t cover content or information from the science of
prejudice and discrimination – i.e., “awareness raising.” Rather,
cooperative learning itself is based on theories on contact and
social interdependence (see Paluck & Green, 2009). In other
words, covering the science of prejudice within training does not
make that training based on theory and research. It’s suggested
that this easy mistake may limit the eﬀectiveness of training
interventions aimed at reducing UB and other forms of prejudice.
For the purposes of UB reduction within HE, it seems that
“implementation intention” strategies (see Lai et al., 2014) may
be the most realistic, theoretically-based intervention available
given the limited resources equality and diversity practitioners
16
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are faced with (see Phase 1 report). To explain, an implementation
intention is a strategy in the form of an "if-then plan" that can
lead to greater goal attainment. Instead of having a general goal
(e.g., to lose weight) an implementation intention helps cash this
out detailing the when, where and how aspects of goal-directed
behaviour. For example, “If it’s 6:30 p.m. on a weekday, then I’ll go
out for a fifty-minute run”.
Given the importance of eﬃcacy in social behaviour (Bandura,
2006), the increases in eﬃcacy regarding both individual and
collective pro-equality behaviours is an encouraging finding.
That said, the failure to find a statistical increase in the related
action tendencies may suggest that training needs to do more
to engender tendencies to engage in individual and collective
pro-equality actions. To speculate, other theoretical factors
associated with action tendencies such as feelings of injustice
and “politicised collective identity” – the degree to which you see
yourself as part of a political group – (Van Zomeren, Postmes, &
Spears, 2008) could be targeted by training programmes.
Importantly, we find evidence for an increase in personalprofessional activism tendencies which suggests that attempting
to engender an identity consistent with taking equality-related
political action might be a plausible outcome of a successful
training programme. Again, such processes may exceed the time
constraints of one-oﬀ training and a short-term evaluation.
Longitudinal evaluation designs are needed to examine the
long-term impact of the current training programme and other
possible developments. The literature on prejudice reduction
in real-world settings suggests that sustained (over a number of
weeks) interventions that are embedded in institutional practices
have the best evidence of eﬀectiveness (see Paluck & Green,
2009; see also Devine, et al., 2012; Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly, 2006).
In addition to the need for longitudinal designs, there are
number of other methodological limitations that must be borne
in mind when interpreting the evaluation’s findings. First, the
pre-post test design means that we are unable to make any valid
causal inferences about the impact of training. Eﬀorts were made
to implement a field-experimental design. However, given the
strict resource, time, and organisational pressures faced at the
evaluation centres (see Phase I report), we were unable to
actualise this ambition. Reflecting this, only three centres from
October 2017
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a possible twenty seven, that expressed an interest at Phase I
of the evaluation, took up the invitation to be part of the Phase II
evaluation. Given that centres did not have to pay for participation
in the evaluation, it would seem that future large, longitudinal,
field-experimental evaluations may have to oﬀer financial
incentives to ensure greater levels of participation. Related to
this, another limitation is the relatively small sample size. The
evaluation only had (95%) power to detect medium eﬀect sizes.
Taken together, there is a need for well-powered longitudinal
randomised control trials (RCTs) of unconscious bias training
programmes in order to assess the (potentially small) causal
eﬀects of training on unconscious bias and other equality and
diversity outcomes. In addition, the only implicit measure
employed examined gender stereotypes. As such, there are other
categories (e.g., race) and constructs (e.g., attitude) that may be
associated with diﬀerences across UB training. Implicit measures
take some time to complete and, as such, we could only include
one implicit measure. We choose to focus on gender since this
is the largest (numerical) minority group in HE. But future work
would do well to examine other categorises and constructs.
One potential criticism of the evaluation is that its participants
were all volunteers and that training such people amounts to
“preaching to the converted.” It follows that such people would
be very high on all pro-equality measures and, as such, it would
be impossible for training to have any measurable impact on
them. We can dismiss this concern for a number of reasons. First,
inspection of the data revealed that mean scores, variance, and
skewness on the measures were not consistent with ceiling
eﬀects. Indeed, inspection showed that all measures had below
17% of scores in the highest category, indicating no ceiling eﬀect
(see Wang, Zhang, McArdle,& Salthouse 2008). As such, the failure
to find significant diﬀerences pre- and post-training is not
consistent with ceiling eﬀects. Moreover, since UB training is
usually voluntary within HE, the population we are interested
in are, indeed, the kind of people that are willing to undergo
UB training in HE. As such, we have no reason to believe that our
sample is not representative of this population.
Importantly, future evaluations of training need to go beyond
self-reports of prejudice and behavioural tendencies and employ
more “objective” behavioural measures. This is important if we are
to know whether unconscious bias training programmes have
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behavioural eﬀects on the kind of tasks that UB might be
aﬀecting within HE – e.g., recruitment, academic assessment,
promotions, etc. Future work would do well to examine the
representativeness on people attending voluntary UB training
and implications this has for the eﬀectiveness of training.
Future training programmes would do well to include
longitudinal, RCT evaluations that carefully align outcome
measures with the institutional objectives of training. The present
evaluation suggests that current UB training may be eﬀective in
meeting objectives such as increasing awareness of UB, recognition
of the impact that UB can have on decisions and behaviour, and
identify strategies for managing UB. As such, we provide some
possible measures for organisations to employ in eﬀorts to
evaluate UB training on these objectives. However, since our
measures were based self-reported knowledge, future evaluations
should include objective measures of relevant, UB knowledge
relating to the specific objectives of the training. In addition,
we would encourage institutions to pursue ambitious (wider)
objectives for training such as UB and other prejudice reduction.
Again, the present evaluation oﬀers some useful candidate
measures for organisations pursuing these more ambitious
objectives. Even if such objective are ambitious and ancillary it
is informative for evaluations to include such measures to give
a fuller picture of the impact of diﬀerent UB training programmes.
It seems that ECU-inspired, unconscious bias training
programmes are associated with a positive impact on knowledge
and awareness around unconscious bias and eﬃcacy to perform
pro-equality and diversity behaviours. And there is some evidence
that they may have some potential to impact broader equality
and diversity related perceptions, attitudes, and motivations.
However, there remains much work to be done if we are to
achieve evidence-based equality and diversity interventions
within higher education. I hope that this evaluation is an
important starting point for such eﬀorts.
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Appendix 1
Table 2: Pre-post training means for outcome measures
(greater scores indicate higher levels of each outcome; *indicates
statistically significant diﬀerences at p < 0.05, not corrected for
multiple tests; outcome measures in bold remain statistically
significant after correction for multiple tests.
Outcome measure
UB (implicit gender stereotyping)

Pre Mean [95% CI] Post Mean [95% CI]
.31 [.20, .42]

.38 [.23, .52]

t (df) p (2-tailed)
1.22 (61)

0.23

.76 [.31, 1.21] -3.04 (56)

0.004

Explicit gender stereotyping*

1.16 [.78, 1.55]

Pro-equality action (individual)

5.60 [5.19, 6.00]

5.75 [5.29, 6.23]

1.18 (53)

0.24

Pro-equality action (collective)

5.42 [5.05, 5.80]

5.36 [4.94, 5.78]

.63 (53)

0.530

Pro-equality action (pro-per activism)*

3.89 [3.56, 4.23]

4.20 [3.81, 4.59]

2.91 (53)

0.010

Pro-equality eﬃcacy (individual)*

5.01 [4.56, 5.46]

5.63 [5.09, 6.17]

3.76 (52)

< 0.001

Pro-equality eﬃcacy (collective)*

4.48 [4.07, 4.88]

5.04 [4.54, 5.55]

3.31 (52)

0.002

Pro-equality motivation (internal)

7.53 [7.01, 8.04]

7.47 [6.84, 8.10]

.28 (51)

0.78

Pro-equality motivation (external)

3.65 [2.90, 4.40]

3.92 [3.08, 4.75]

1.38 (51)

0.17

Prejudice (symbolic racism)

2.99 [2.83, 3.16]

3.05 [2.83, 3.26]

.75 (47)

0.45

Prejudice (modern sexism)

2.86 [2.54, 3.19]

2.68 [2.31, 3.06]

1.92 (51)

0.06

Prejudice (social dominance orientation)

2.47 [2.05, 2.89]

2.32 [1.83, 2.81]

1.07 (38)

0.29

Social value (egalitarianism)

8.10 [7.76, 8.43]

7.94 [7.55, 8.35]

1.20 (54)

0.24

Social value (embeddedness)*

6.76 [6.36, 7.17]

6.97 [6.52, 7.41]

2.04 (54)

0.05

Social value (aﬀective autonomy)

6.79 [6.39, 7.19]

6.92 [6.46, 7.39]

1.02 (54)

0.31

Social value (intellectual autonomy)

7.42 [7.02, 7.85]

7.53 [7.06, 8.01]

.78 (54)

0.44
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Outcome measure

Pre Mean [95% CI] Post Mean [95% CI]

t (df) p (2-tailed)

Social value (harmony)*

6.99 [6.58, 7.40]

7.34 [6.88, 7.79]

3.17 (54)

0.003

Diversity climate (values)

4.76 [4.30, 5.21]

4.61 [4.07, 5.16]

.81 (54)

0.42

Diversity climate (action)

5.24 [4.33, 6.15]

5.51 [4.52, 6.49]

1.36 (52)

0.18

Bias knowledge*

4.63 [4.26, 5.00]

5.85 [5.42, 6.28]

9.58 (56)

< 0.001

Warmth (women)

3.64 [3.32, 3.97]

3.66 [3.29, 4.02]

.16 (51)

0.87

Competence (women)

4.10 [3.76, 4.43]

3.93 [3.54, 4.32] -1.71 (51)

0.09

Warmth (blacks)

3.75 [3.44, 4.07]

3.67 [3.31, 4.03]

.93 (51)

0.36

Competence (blacks)

4.07 [3.71, 4.43]

3.94 [3.53, 4.35]

1.32 (51)

0.19

Warmth (elderly)

3.87 [3.53, 4.22]

3.81 [3.43, 4.19]

.69 (51)

0.49

Competence (elderly)

3.61 [3.30, 3.92]

3.61 [3.24, 3.98]

.01 (51)

0.996

Warmth (disabled)

3.80 [3.44, 4.15]

3.80 [3.41, 4.20]

.06 (51)

0.95

Competence (disabled)

3.79 [3.48, 4.10]

3.70 [3.34, 4.06]

.86 (51)

0.40

Warmth (Muslims)

3.67 [3.40, 3.95]

3.67 [3.36, 3.99]

.02 (51)

0.99

Competence (Muslims)

3.97 [3.67, 4.28]

3.92 [3.57, 4.28]

.52 (51)

0.61

Warmth (Lesbian & Gay)

3.80 [3.49, 4.12]

3.76 [3.41, 4.11]

.56 (51)

0.58

Competence (Lesbian & Gay)

4.01 [3.61, 4.42]

3.97 [3.52, 4.41]

.55 (51)

0.59
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Appendix 2: Sample social demographics
Demographic

Number (of participants)

Percentage (of sample)

Asian or Asian British: Indian

2

3.1

Black or Black British: Caribbean

1

1.6

Black or Black British: Any other

1

1.6

Mixed: White and Black Caribbean

1

1.6

Mixed: Any other

1

1.6

White British

38

59.4

White Irish

2

3.1

White Other

5

7.8

No religion

31

48.4

Christian

16

25

Hindu

1

1.6

Sikh

1

1.6

Bisexual

1

1.6

Gay man

3

4.7

Gay women/Lesbian

1

1.6

Heterosexual

45

70.3

Yes

6

9.4

No

43

67.2

Academic staﬀ

7

10.9

Professional services/support

48

75

Senior

3

4.7

Intermediate

27

42.2

Junior

25

39

Ethnicity

Religion or Belief

Sexual Orientation

Disability

Position

Grade
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