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Introduction 
This case study analysis focuses on the complex challenges faced by Dr Alice Parker and her wife at SMART Engineering.
Within the company, issues of gender bias, homophobia, and exclusion create a hostile work environment.
 As a lead engineer, Dr Parker is tasked with designing crucial components for an electric car project but faces constant professional marginalization, undermining her role and contributions.
Both Dr Parker and her wife experience alienation, with their gender and sexual orientation becoming the basis for exclusion and discrimination.
This analysis aims to dissect the psychological, legal, and organizational dimensions of these issues, giving insight into the implications of workplace discrimination and bias.  The effects on employee well-being, team dynamics, and organizational effectiveness are considered, with emphasis on the self-management, unconscious bias, accountability, interpersonal relationships, and professional integrity, of:
· Dr Alice Parker.
· The Team. 
· Upper Management.

1. Self-management: what is it?
The oxford dictionary (2024) defines self-management as; “The management of oneself, taking responsibility for one's own behaviour and wellbeing, whilst Reilly (2024) claimed “self-management is the ability to manage or redirect disruptive impulses and moods”.
Therefore, self-management is the ability to regulate your own behaviour, thoughts, and emotions. Being aware of your own bias, morals, holding yourself accountable for your actions and behaviour, and use this understanding productively (Asana, 2024).
2. Personal bias: What is it? 
Cognitive Personal bias refers to ‘learned beliefs, opinions, or attitudes that a person is unaware of and can often reinforces Stereotypes. They are Not intentional but automatic and inbuilt from early childhood (Oxford Learning Dictionary, 2024). A personal bias is unique to an individual and is often a prejudice or preference for or against a person, group, thing, idea, or belief and can be based on upbringing, culture and learned beliefs.
3. Accountability: what is it? Accountability is defined as, being responsible for your decisions or actions and being able to explain them to others when asked (Oxford Learning Dictionary, 2024).  Accountability is about taking ownership of your choices and actions whether they are right or wrong.
4.Interpersonal relationship: what is it? 
The relations between individual   friends   partners   colleagues. – a connection or affiliation between two or more persons (Oxford Learning Dictionary, 2024). It is about developing and maintaining effective relationships with others in the workplace for the benefit of yourself, your team, and the organisation.
5.Professional integrity: what is it? 
This is the quality of adhering to moral ethical and principles and values. such as honesty   dependability, trustworthy. To maintain appropriate ethical behaviour (Indeed, 2024). It is about trying your best, being honest but doing this in a way that does not generate conflict in the team, or between individuals. It is also about doing what you say you are going to do, being reliable.

2. case study analysis.
 Dr Alice Parker.
1. Self-Management: 
Dr Parker appears to manage herself well in terms of professional responsibility. Despite the biases and conflicts in her team, she continues to lead crucial projects and strives to meet deadlines. However, the ongoing stress and exclusion affect her emotional well-being. She expresses feeling invisible, which might challenge her ability to stay motivated and focused.
2. Personal, Unconscious Bias:
Dr Parker does not seem to exhibit significant bias in her recounting of events but does highlight how the male-dominated team and upper management overlook female engineers, including herself.

3. Accountability:
She is accountable in her leadership role on the project, as evidenced by her concern for deadlines, progress, and the quality of the work. However, her efforts are undermined by others (e.g., senior management’s decisions to go behind her back or exclude her from key meetings), leading to missed deadlines.

4. Interpersonal Relationships
Dr Parker's relationship with her wife, who is also a team member, complicates her role within the team. It creates discomfort among other team members, and they often stop talking when she enters a room, indicating strained interactions.
 She feels invisible in meetings, highlighting a lack of meaningful collaboration and communication within the team.
5. Professional Integrity:
Dr Parker maintains her professional integrity, even in a hostile work environment. She continues to push forward on projects despite her ideas being overshadowed and male colleagues taking credit for her work. 
The Team 
1. Self-Management:
The team's self-management seems to falter. The male engineers are depicted as passive in addressing the discrimination and discomfort faced by female engineers. They fail to manage their own biases and the toxic environment.
2. Personal, Unconscious Bias:
A significant unconscious bias exists within the team. Female engineers, including Dr Parker, are frequently overlooked, and their contributions are often attributed to their male colleagues. Male team members may not be fully aware of the extent of their own bias, but their behaviour reflects affinity bias (favouring those “like them,” particularly in background or gender).
3. Accountability:
The team lacks accountability, particularly in dealing with missed deadlines and interpersonal conflicts. The female engineers feel marginalized, but no one steps up to address this bias directly. The gossip behind Dr Parker's back further points to a lack of collective responsibility and openness in the team’s communication dynamics
.4. Interpersonal Relationships:
Relationships within the team are divided, with a clear “us vs. them” dynamic developing between male and female engineers. This division is a symptom of both conscious and unconscious biases. Communication is poor, with many decisions being made without Dr Parker’s or the other female engineers’ input
.5. Professional Integrity:
The team’s professional integrity is compromised by the way they handle the contributions of female members. Male engineers are willing to take credit for the work of their female counterparts, which damages trust and undermines collaboration. Furthermore, the avoidance of conflict and refusal to address underlying issues also points to a lack of integrity in upholding fair, ethical standards. 

Upper Management 
1. Self-Management
Upper management fails to effectively manage team dynamics or project timelines. Promises are made but not followed through, and there is no accountability when projects start to fall behind. Their intervention in going directly to the shop floor without consulting Dr Parker shows a lack of self-management in terms of respecting team structures and leadership roles.
2. Personal, Unconscious Bias
Management exhibits an unconscious bias by not addressing the gender issues within the team. The problem of a female engineer leading such an important project is brought up in conversations, which points to a bias in their perception of leadership capabilities. The failure to integrate female engineers’ ideas into the process further reinforces this bias
3. Accountability:
Senior management shows poor accountability, both in their oversight of the project and in fostering a healthy team dynamic. The blame for missed deadlines is indirectly shifted to Dr Parker without any self-reflection on management’s own role in the delays.
4. Interpersonal Relationships:
Upper management’s decision to bypass Dr Parker when speaking to the team erodes trust and damages relationships. Instead of resolving conflicts openly, they fuel gossip and worsen team morale by not communicating properly or addressing the issue. Their lack of direct engagement with female engineers' further distances them from an inclusive and open relationship with the team.

5. Professional Integrity:
Management’s integrity is compromised by their failure to uphold equal standards for all employees. By overlooking the contributions of female engineers and not addressing the bias within the team, they allow an unhealthy culture to thrive. Furthermore, their lack of transparency and involvement in project decision-making (going behind Dr Parker's back) points to questionable ethics in how they handle leadership. Also openly discriminating against Dr Parker and her wife 

3. Psychology.
3.1. Gender Bias and Homophobia
Gender Schema Theory (Bem, 1981): Dr Parker is facing gender biases. These are shaped by gender schemas within her workplace. These schemas dictate that leadership and technical competence are more naturally aligned with men than women. This is evident in the way her male colleague takes credit for her work, and how female engineers are often overlooked during team meetings. Even though Dr Parker is leading a crucial project, the team's actions show that they still view her and other female engineers as less competent, a result of ingrained gender schemas that favour men in technical and leadership roles.
[bookmark: _Int_vPeT7ABW]Social Role Theory (Eagly, 1987): The team’s reluctance to fully recognize Dr Parker's expertise or leadership could stem from traditional gender roles. Since women are stereotypically seen as more nurturing and less suited for technical leadership, the team members may subconsciously struggle to accept Dr Parker as a leader, particularly because the role of leading an engineering project defies the conventional gender roles they are accustomed to.
Stereotype Threat (Steele, 1995): Dr Parker may experience stereotype threat, where she is aware of the negative stereotypes surrounding women in engineering and leadership roles. This might cause her to feel heightened pressure to succeed, as she wants to avoid confirming any preconceived notions that women are not as capable. The fear that her team will question her competence based on her gender might make her cautious, adding stress to her already challenging project.
Homophobia (Freud 1935 (cited Phelan 2020) and Weinberg, 1935): Dr Parker's marriage to another woman may be a source of discomfort for her colleagues, especially since there are indications of whispers and side conversations when they are present. Freud’s concept of reaction formation might explain some of the homophobic tendencies. Individuals within the team may harbour repressed feelings or insecurities about their own identity, and their hostility towards Dr Parker could be a way of overcompensating. Alternatively, George Weinberg's (1935) concept of homophobia suggests that the discomfort stems from deep rooted societal norms about what constitutes acceptable relationships and behaviour.
3.2. Pack Mentality and Group Dynamics
Groupthink (Irving Janis, 1982): The team’s behaviour indicates groupthink, where the desire for consensus and harmony leads to overlooking issues of bias. For example, the team continues to favour male engineers and reinforce discriminatory attitudes because no one wants to disrupt the group dynamic or question these entrenched biases. This can explain why Dr Parker feels ignored during meetings and why her contributions are attributed to her male colleagues. No one is willing to stand out and challenge these behaviours, even if some team members privately disagree.
Conformity (Asch, 1951): Team members may be conforming to the biased attitudes of the majority out of fear of being excluded or targeted. Asch’s experiments show that even when people know something is wrong (e.g., taking credit for someone else’s work), they may conform to the group’s behaviour to avoid being seen as dissenters. This would explain why no one speaks up for Dr Parker, even though some may recognize the injustice she faces.
Obedience to Authority (Milgram, 1963): Dr Parker notes that upper management directly communicates with her team without her knowledge. This could reflect an obedience dynamic, where the team feels obliged to follow management’s decisions, even if they undermine her authority. This could also explain why the male team leader seems to dominate meetings, with female voices (like Dr Parker's) being marginalized, as the team might be obedient to a leadership model that perpetuates the status quo of male-dominated authority.
3.3. Self-Preservation and Social Dominance
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1979): The team's behaviour can be explained through in-group and out-group dynamics. In a male team, the male engineers may view themselves as part of an "in-group" and Dr Parker, being a woman and openly gay, as part of an "out-group."
This leads to favouritism towards the male engineers, with their contributions being more valued and recognized, while Dr Parker and other women are marginalized. This theory explains why the male team leader and colleagues may subtly undermine her leadership by excluding her from important updates or conversations.
Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1961): The team members’ gender and homophobic biases could also be explained by observational learning. If upper management models discriminatory behaviour (e.g., speaking directly to her team without involving her), it reinforces these actions within the team. Seeing these behaviours from authority figures would encourage team members to imitate them, thereby perpetuating bias and exclusion.
Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 2023): Insecure attachments, particularly among individuals who have a need for acceptance, might lead to self-preservation behaviours in the workplace. Members of the team might be reluctant to align themselves with Dr. Parker or challenge the status quo out of fear of social exclusion or rejection. This "save yourself" mentality results in people siding with the majority, even if it means allowing discriminatory behaviour to continue.
3.4. Professional Integrity and Accountability (Lawrence Kohlberg, Carol Gilligan)
Moral Development (Kohlberg, 1958): Some members of the team may be operating at a conventional level of moral development, where they prioritize maintaining social order and group harmony over addressing the ethical implications of gender or sexual orientation biases. They understand that taking credit for Dr Parker’s work or excluding her from decisions is wrong, but their fear of disrupting the group dynamic prevents them from acting on this knowledge.
Dr Parker, by contrast, seems to be operating at a higher (post-conventional) stage, where she values justice and fairness. Her frustration with the team and the gossip behind her back may indicate a moral conflict between her personal values of integrity and the unethical behaviours she is witnessing.
Ethics of Care (Gilligan, 1977): Dr Parker might adopt an ethics of care approach, where her focus is on maintaining relationships and ensuring that her team succeeds despite the interpersonal challenges. However, the male-dominated team may operate with more of an emphasis on hierarchy and competition (often linked to male-dominated environments), which conflicts with her approach. This could explain why she feels increasingly isolated and unable to bridge the gap between her personal ethics and the team’s dynamics.
 Cognitive Bias: Gender bias stems from deep-seated stereotypes and learned associations between gender roles and abilities. For instance, the belief that men are naturally better leaders or more technically skilled than women may influence perceptions and behaviours, even if people are not overtly aware of these biases. These cognitive shortcuts are often unconscious and are reinforced by societal norms.
Stereotype Threat: People with gender biases may feel uncomfortable or threatened when traditional gender roles are challenged. For example, in male-dominated fields like engineering, the presence of women in leadership roles can be perceived as a threat to the status quo, leading to the marginalization or exclusion of women.
Social Learning Theory: Gender biases can be learned behaviours, modelled by others, and internalized from an early age. People may observe gender-based behaviours or assumptions from parents, peers, and media, which influences their attitudes and actions in the workplace and other settings.
Pack Mentality (Groupthink and "Save Yourself")
Dr Parker exhibits strong self-management and accountability but struggles with the team’s exclusionary dynamics and bias. The team shows a severe lack of self-awareness and interpersonal relationships, fostering an “us vs. them” mentality, driven by unconscious bias and a lack of accountability.
 Upper management fails in both accountability and professional integrity, as they ignore the gender biases, do not resolve internal conflicts, and go behind Dr Parker’s back, exacerbating the already toxic work environment. In general, the workplace is hampered by poor communication, bias, and a lack of accountability at every level. Addressing these issues could improve the culture and performance of SMART Engineering. 
3.4.1. Groupthink and Conformity:
Group Cohesion: In many teams or social settings, the desire for group cohesion can lead to groupthink, where members conform to the majority opinion to maintain harmony or avoid conflict. In a biased environment, team members may refrain from speaking out against discrimination for fear of being ostracized or isolated.
Avoidance of Conflict: Pack mentality encourages individuals to suppress dissenting opinions to avoid drawing negative attention. People are motivated by fear of personal consequences, leading them to follow the pack rather than risk being singled out for opposing views.
3.4.2. "Save Yourself" Mentality:
Self-Preservation: In environments where bullying or discrimination is prevalent, individuals may prioritize self-preservation over standing up for others. This behaviour is motivated by fear of becoming a target. People will often align with the majority (or bully) to avoid becoming the next victim, even if it means reinforcing the biases or hostility within the group.
Bystander Effect: Psychologically, people may feel less personal responsibility to intervene in a group setting, believing that someone else should or will address the issue. The diffusion of responsibility is a major factor in allowing biased behaviours to persist in teams or social groups.
3.4.3. Social Dominance Theory:
Hierarchy in Group Settings: The pack mentality often reinforces existing power hierarchies. In a biased or discriminatory environment, those in the dominant group (e.g., men in a male-dominated workplace) may band together to protect their status. People conform to group norms because resisting or challenging the dominant narrative could lead to social exclusion or punishment.
3.4.4. Psychological Safety and Lack of Courage:
Fear of Judgment: In environments where psychological safety is low, people are less likely to speak up against bias or discrimination, especially if it means challenging authority or the group majority. The fear of being judged or ridiculed prevents individuals from advocating for themselves or others.
Low Courage: In a "save yourself" mentality, people may lack the moral courage to stand up for what is right. They may rationalize their inaction by convincing themselves that speaking out will not make a difference or that it is not their responsibility.
4. Law and legal implications.
Dr Parker and her wife both decide to leave their jobs, due to the hostile work environment. Which was caused by gender bias, homophobia, and exclusion. They could have several legal claims and workplace rights at their disposal. Their departure would not only affect them personally and professionally but could also have significant legal and reputational implications for SMART Engineering as an employer.
Legal Claims Dr Parker and Her Wife Could Pursue.
4.1. Constructive Dismissal (UK Law under the Employment Rights Act 1996) Constructive dismissal occurs when an employee resigns because the employer's actions or inaction have made the working environment intolerable.
For Dr Parker and her wife, the following behaviours may constitute grounds for constructive dismissal.
· Gender Discrimination: The constant exclusion from meetings, taking credit for Dr Parker's work, and biased treatment against female engineers.
· Homophobia: The gossip and exclusion related to their sexual orientation, which has created a hostile working environment.
· Lack of Management Support: Management’s failure to address their concerns and its direct communication with the team without consulting Dr. Parker, which undermined her authority.
If they leave because they feel they have no other choice but to resign due to these issues, they may have a valid constructive dismissal claim. In the UK, this claim could be made at an employment tribunal, and they would need to demonstrate that their resignation was a direct response to the employer’s breaches of their employment contract.
4.2. Discrimination Claims (Equality Act 2010)
· Gender Discrimination: Dr Parker and her wife may file claims for gender discrimination under the Equality Act 2010. If they were treated unfairly due to their gender, overlooked in meetings, and denied equal opportunities, this could be a violation of the Act.
· Sexual Orientation Discrimination: The couple may also pursue claims of discrimination based on sexual orientation. If homophobic comments, whispers, or exclusion were directed at them because of their relationship, this could also be a violation of the Equality Act.
· Harassment: Dr Parker and her wife could file harassment claims if the workplace behaviour (whispers, side conversations, exclusion) was severe enough to create a hostile and intimidating work environment.
4.3. Failure to Provide a Safe Work Environment (Health and Safety at Work Act 1974)
The company has a legal duty to provide a work environment that is safe from both physical and psychological harm. If Dr Parker and her wife experienced elevated levels of stress, anxiety, or emotional harm due to workplace discrimination or harassment, they could argue that SMART Engineering failed in its duty of care under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974.
4.4. Victimization:
If Dr Parker or her wife raised any formal or informal complaints about the discriminatory environment, and the result was further negative treatment (e.g., exclusion, demotion, or gossip), they could also file claims of victimization under the Equality Act 2010. Victimization occurs when someone is treated badly because they have made or supported a complaint about discrimination.
5. Impact 
5.1 Impact on Dr Parker and Her Wife
·  Career Disruption: Leaving a toxic work environment would protect their mental well-being, but it may also cause a disruption in their careers. As highly skilled engineers, they might face challenges in transitioning to new roles, especially if they have worked at SMART Engineering for many years and invested in the company’s projects.
· Loss of Professional Network: Since exclusion from key meetings has already limited their visibility, they may not have had the opportunity to expand their professional networks as much as their male colleagues.
· Impact on Reputation: If upper management or colleagues cast doubt on Dr. Parker’s competence or leadership due to gender biases, this could damage her reputation, making it more difficult to find new roles in leadership positions.
·  Mental and Emotional Strain: psychological toll of working in a hostile environment for an extended period may have long-lasting effects. Gender bias and homophobia often lead to feelings of isolation, frustration, and burnout, particularly when efforts to improve the situation are ignored.
·  Legal Battles: While filing legal claims could bring justice, it might also lead to lengthy and stressful tribunal processes. Depending on the outcome, it could result in compensation, but Dr Parker and her wife would need to endure potential media attention, strained relationships with former colleagues, and a challenging legal battle.
5.2 Impact on SMART Engineering.
· Legal and Financial Penalties: If Dr. Parker and her wife pursue legal action, SMART Engineering could face substantial financial penalties if found guilty of constructive dismissal, discrimination, and harassment. Compensation could cover not only lost wages but also emotional distress and future career prospects.
· Employment Tribunal: A successful tribunal claim could require SMART Engineering to pay compensation for monetary loss, emotional distress, and legal fees.
· Reputational Damage: Discrimination and harassment cases often gain public attention, especially in industries where gender diversity and LGBTQ+ inclusion are scrutinized. SMART Engineering’s reputation could suffer severely, particularly if the company is seen as failing to protect women and LGBTQ+ employees.
· Industry Scrutiny: As diversity and inclusion become more valued across industries, SMART Engineering could be criticized by the public, industry bodies, and potential future employees. This could make it difficult for the company to attract new talent, particularly from underrepresented groups.
5.3 Impact on Staff Morale and Turnover
The departure of Dr Parker and her wife due to workplace discrimination could lead to a domino effect, where other employees (especially women and LGBTQ+ staff) feel demotivated or unsupported. This could result in a high turnover rate, increased absenteeism, and lower overall productivity.
5.4. Company Culture and Future Litigation
If upper management fails to address the toxic culture that led to Dr. Parker’s departure, they risk more cases of discrimination, leading to further legal challenges and even greater financial and reputational risks.

6. Preventative Measures for Companies
To avoid such legal and reputational issues, companies like SMART Engineering need to adopt the following strategies:
6.1 Anti-Discrimination Training: Comprehensive training on unconscious bias, gender equality, and LGBTQ+ inclusion should be mandatory for all employees and management to ensure a culture of respect and fairness.
6.2 Clear Reporting Channels: Employees need clear and confidential ways to report harassment and discrimination without fear of retaliation. Such systems should be actively promoted.
6.3 Inclusive Leadership: Leadership should actively include and elevate underrepresented groups in discussions, ensuring equal opportunities for all employees to contribute and advance.
6.4 Regular Policy Reviews: Policies on discrimination and harassment should be reviewed and updated regularly to ensure that they meet current legal and ethical standards.
7. Conclusion
Dr Parker and her wife’s decision to leave due to a discriminatory work environment would not only affect their personal and professional lives but also put SMART Engineering at significant legal and reputational risk. They have several potential legal claims under the Equality Act 2010, Employment Rights Act 1996, and Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, and their departure could serve as a wake-up call for the company to address systemic bias, homophobia, and the toxic culture within the workplace. Dr Alice Parker's Experience
Dr Alice Parker is experiencing gender bias, homophobia, and pack mentality within her engineering team. Applying the psychological theories mentioned earlier helps us understand the dynamics she is dealing with, both personally and in relation to her team and management.
Dr Parker exhibits strong self-management and accountability but struggles with the team’s exclusionary dynamics and bias. Growing up she may have been subjected to bullying and harassment, which would have had significant impact on her emotional and social development. 
The team shows a severe lack of self-awareness and interpersonal relationships, fostering an “us vs. them” mentality, driven by unconscious bias and a lack of accountability. 
 Upper management fails in both accountability and professional integrity, as they ignore the gender biases, do not resolve internal conflicts, and actively go behind Dr. Parker’s back.
 In general, the workplace is hampered by poor communication, bias, and a lack of accountability at every level. Addressing these issues could improve the culture and performance of SMART Engineering and avoid lawsuits and legal litigation. 
8.Personal experience 
When entering the workplace at aged 16, on government training scheme YTS, I encountered discrimination bias by male colleagues and manager. In the form of sexual harassment, verbal, and physical abuse. 
[bookmark: _Int_JeYuhAdD]Due to my young age and inexperience the only option at the time was to leave. 
I did not re-enter training or work until aged 24 after counselling and gaining knowledge and experience.
PDP. 
In an online psychology tests my evaluation showed several areas which I can work on, to improve my confidence, keep boundaries to foster positive relationships. This will enable me to be a more confident manager, who can manage the complex challenges discrimination can bring in the workplace.
  These are listed below: -
 PDP. 

	What do I want to do 
	How can i achieve 
	resources
	Measure success
	Date review

	Improve self-confidence/self esteem
	Positive relationship
	Online coach 
Journal daily
	Evaluations
reflection
	3mths
weekly

	Manage anxiety
	Mentor 
meditation
	Counceller online 
Journal daily
	Evaluation
Self-reflect
	2mths 
weekly

	Recognise constructive criticism
	Practice exercises given 
	journal
	Self-reflect
gratitude
	monthly

	Recognise triggers
	mindfulness
	Counceller online
	Evaluations /feedback
	3mths

	Keep boundaries
	Positive relationships
	Online coach 
	feedback
	6mths

	Manage negative self-talk
	meditation
	Journal daily
	Self-reflection
gratitude
	weekly

	Express my needs/emotions positively 
	Practice exercises given 
	Online coach /course
	Evaluations /feedback 
	5mths






9. References
[bookmark: _Int_LykX6uIz]Bandura Albert 1961 bobo doll experiment, aggressive behaviour- social cognitive theory  https:www.britanica.com @ 18.00 08/09/24

Bem, S. L. (1981). Gender schema theory: A cognitive account of sex typing. Psychological Review, 88(4), 354–364. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.88.4.354
[bookmark: _Int_mECNhfrQ]Bowlby john attachment theory, social development. Https://www.wellmind.com.  Kendra Cherry MSEd feb22, 2023 @ 20.00 09/09/24

Eagly Alice, (1987)   social role theory, https://www.psycnet.org  @ 08/09/24 16.00

Erikson, E. H. (1950). Childhood and society. New York: Norton. ---https://www.simplypsychology.org 

Gilligan Carol 1977 a different Voice, Womans Morality, Ethics of Care.  by Cynthia Vinney PhD March 20,2023 @ 17/09/24

Kohlberg Lawrence (1958) stages of moral development. https://www.simplypsychology.org. by Sean McCloud PhD, Jan 17,2024 @ 13.00 10/09/24 

[bookmark: _Int_2dsKw2WH][bookmark: _Int_FlXSIeOv]Milgram Stanley 1963, obedience to authority, - milgramshockexperiment.  https://www.simply psycholgy.org 

Phelan, J. (2020). Freudian theories of homosexual development: A basic overview. Technium Social Sciences Journal, 8(1), 344–349. https://doi.org/10.47577/tssj.v8i1.729
Soloman A, (1951), conformity line experiment https://www. simply psycholgy.org
Steele C, (1995)- stereotype threat. https://www.sciencedirect.com @ 15.00 09/09/24 

Tajfel henry &turner 1979   social identity theory https://simply psycholgy.org.  by Saul Mcleod PhD oct 5,2023 @ 17.00 07/09/24

Weinburg George 1935, Society, and the healthy Homosexual. Publisher St. Martins (1mar1983) ISBN- 10. 031273851x ISBN-13 978-0312738518

Htpps://www.gov.uk. Discrimination-Uk law in the workplace 
https://www.parliment.uk>offices -human rights act, equality act –victimisation, health, and safety at work 
htpps://oxfordlearningdictionary.com;definitions @21.00 8/9/24

[bookmark: _Int_4sCdS2lQ]https://asana.com7resource.whatis selfmanagement. @21.00 8/9/24

www.//getimpactly.com> @20.00 10/09/24 

https://www. Indeed.com @21.00 10/09/24

[bookmark: _Int_zmAzF615]Legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1975/65/enacted-sex discrimination  
image1.png
Y Drindod Dewi Sant

ty Saint David





