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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The intellectual journey that resulted in Through the Labyrinth began years
before we envisioned writing a book, when both of us initiated research on
. how gender affects leadership and social influence. It was the 1980s, when
such topics were entirely new territory in our field of social psychology.
Leadership had been largely neglected by the feminist scholars who began
research on gender in the 1970s. Many of these researchers viewed leader-
ship as something men do and therefore not a prime topic for the new
research on women. For us, however, the lack of women in positions of
power and authority demanded an explanation. Leadership, we were cer-
tain, is an essential topic for scholars of gender. Today many scholars and
researchers share our view, as shown by the profusion of research on how
gender affects leadership. Without this body of research, we could not have
written this book.

Answering the question of why women have been excluded from lead-
ership is a complex undertaking that cuts across many disciplines. Tackling
the question—and the related question of why women have gained in-
creasing access to leadership—demanded that we broaden our perspective
well beyond our own discipline of psychology. In the process, we have stud-
ied the contributions of economists, sociologists, anthropologists, political
scientists, and experts on management and organizations. We have bene-
fited from insights that have emerged across the social sciences. And the
diversity of methods that social scientists have brought to bear on gender
and leadership lends strength to the conclusions of this book.

We invoke a labyrinth metaphor throughout the book to symbolize the
situations that women face as leaders and potential leaders. The labyrinth
image has a long and varied history in ancient Greece, India, and Nepal;
native North and South America; medieval Europe; and elsewhere. As a




contemporary symbol, the labyrinth conveys the idea of a complex jour-
riey that entails challenges and offers a goal worth striving for. Passage
through a labyrinth is not simple or direct, but requires persistence, aware-
ness of one’s progress, and a careful analysis of the puzzles that lie ahead. It
is this meaning that we intend to convey. For women who aspire to attain
~ leadership, routes to this goal exist but can present both unexpected and
expected twists and turns. Because all labyrinths have a viable route to their
center, it is understood that goals are attainable. But passing through a laby-
rinth is more demanding than traveling a straight path. Thus, the labyrinth
provides an encouraging metaphor for aspiring women and recognition of
the challenges that these women face.
Some readers may be surprised that the subtitle of this book boldly
asserts that we present the truth about how women become leaders. Our
postmodernist readers may consider it naive or presumptuous for social

scientists to claim that a book offers the truth. Certainly the truths of this

book are contingent on the available scientific evidence. By invoking a full
range of the best social science, we offer a far more adequate and complete
analysis than any that have appeared earlier.

Through the Labyrinth should help readers understand not merely leader-
ship by women and men, but much about the feasibility of attaining gender
equality in our time. If women are to achieve equality, women and men
will have to share leadership equally. However, even highly industrialized
societies are very far from reaching this goal. It is therefore crucial that
people understand why equality has not been reached, despite substantial
improvement in the status of women.

The project of writing this book took shape over several years. The first
efforts (by Alice Eagly) were directed toward a monograph that might be
read by professors and graduate students. After that initial start, the two of
us began to work together. This collaboration started with our editing of a
2001 thematic issue of Journal of Social Issues on “gender, hierarchy, and
leadership.” We then received an invitation to write an overview chapter on
gender and leadership for an edited book, The Nature of Leadership, which
appeared in 2004. This opportunity pushed us to develop an analysis that
went far beyond our previous research. We followed up with yet another
overview, which appeared in Leadership Quarterly in 2005. It was only after
completing these projects that we finally launched the writing of this book.

We have worked hard to make this book accessible and interesting to
readers who are not social scientists or students of social science. We have
described the abundant research without the technical jargon that often

plagues such presentations. We describe studies’ findings with enough de-
tail to give readers an accurate understanding of the evidence that we cite.
Citations for the research appear in the book’s endnotes, so that interested
readers can follow up by reading studies in their entirety. The electronic
revolution in library access means that the majority of these materials are
available online. We also include a substantial amount of qualitative ma-
terial—much of it consisting of statements by women leaders. We offer
these passages not as evidence for our conclusions, but as illustrations of
the principles that we present.

Progress toward this book was facilitated by three academic leaves that
Alice Bagly received. The first, for the fall of 1994, was awarded by Purdue
University and facilitated the initial steps toward a book on gender and lead-
ership. In 1998-1999, Eagly received a fellowship from the James McKeen
Cattell Foundation that enabled a year’s stay at the Radcliffe Institute for
Advanced Study and work on several journal articles and chapters that enter
into this book. Finally, the writing of the book was aided by a sabbatical
Jeave granted by Northwestern University for 2005-2006. The hospitality of
Agneta Fischer and other colleagues at the University of Amsterdam during
this year provided an excellent environment for developing the book.

Many people have given us advice on this book, and we thank them
for their contributions. First of all, we owe a debt to the many collabora-
tors in our own research that is cited. These individuals include Blair John-
son, Steven Karau, Mona Makhijani, Bruce Klonsky, Wendy Wood, Mary
Johannesen-Schmidt, Marloes van Engen, and Claartje Vinkenburg. Those
who read and commented on the entire book include Renee Engeln-
Maddox, Barbara Gutek, Anne Koenig, and Shelly Chaiken. Those who
read specific chapters and provided helpful advice include Claartje Vinken-
burg, Marloes van Engen, Wendy Wood, Ronit Kark, John Antonakis,
Amanda Diekman, Catherine Weinberger, Susan Thistle, Kingsley Browne,
Elizabeth Knowles, and Jennifer Rappaport. Anonymous reviewers of the
manuscript also provided valuable feedback. Other people offered impor-
tant insights at key points, including Bruce Klonsky, Anne McGuire, and
Agneta Fischer. Student assistants LaTanya James, Jennifer Steele, deJohn
Allen, Susan Ritacca, and Dominique Gagnon aided in checking sources

and references and organizing research materials. The generous help of all
of these individuals has greatly improved the book.

We thank the excellent staff of Harvard Business School Press. Senior Edi-
tor Jacque Murphy has provided advice and encouragement, and Assistant
Editor Brian Surette provided organizational assistance. Senior Production




Editor Marcy Barnes-Henrie helped us clarify and sharpen numerous points
in the book.

We owe the greatest debt of gratitude to our families. Our husbands,
Robert Eagly and Michael Dorsey, read all the chapters more than once and
provided excellent advice on content and writing style. They-encouraged
us to keep going and never lose sight of our goals for the book. Our chil-
dren Ingrid Eagly, Ursula Eagly, and Alexander Carli-Dorsey were exceed-
ingly understanding when we constantly repeated, “I am working on the
book.” Ingrid and Ursula each read chapters and offered helpful feedback.
Alex, a high school student, spent hours engaged in the tedious but impor-
tant work of helping to check chapter notes. Ursula, a choreographer of
contemporary dance, and Ingrid, an attorney and mother of two young
children, also serve as examples of how talented young women success-
fully cope with the challenges of the labyrinth. We admire their intelligent

striving and that of thousands of other women we have come to know--

among our students, friends, and relatives.

CHAPTER ONE

e

Is There Still a Glass Ceiling?

MORE THAN A FEW women have risen to positions as corporate chief
executives, university presidents, state governors, and presidents of na-
tions. Although women’s progress in attaining power and authority is un-
mistakable, even now the presence of women in elite leadership positions
is unusual enough that it evokes a sense of wonder. Leaders such as Secre-
tary of State Condoleezza Rice remain exceptions, and their rise to power-
ful government positions would have been unthinkable even twenty years
ago. Given these realities, two questions loom: why have women now
gained more access to powerful leadership positions? Why do men con-
tinue to have far more access than women do? We answer these questions
in this book.

Women's rarity in powerful roles has most often been ascribed to the
glass ceiling, but this explanation no longer fits. The glass ceiling metaphor
conveys a rigid, impenetrable barrier, but barriers to women’s advance-
ment are now more permeable. Although men have long monopolized
leadership, especially in the more powerful roles, this is changing. In the
United States and many other nations, women have gained new access to a
wide range of leadership roles.

Prejudice and discrimination that slow or sometimes completely block
women'’s advancement have surely not disappeared, but the idea of a glass
ceiling, with its portrayal of inflexible limits, has lingered too long. The
facts demand a new image. In this book, we offer a new metaphor, the
labyrinth, that captures the varied challenges confronting women as they
travel, often on indirect paths, sometimes through alien territory, on their
way to leadership.




Stages in Women’s Access to Leadership

We begin this analysis of women’s leadership by considering three types of
barriers that have obstructed women’s advancement: the concrete wall, the
glass ceiling, and the labyrinth. The first, the concrete wall, is long gone in
the United States. The second type of barrier, the glass ceiling, has eroded
considerably in recent years, to be replaced by the more navigable but still
challenging routes to leadership symbolized by the labyrinth.

The Concrete Wall

Clearly, the most effective way to prevent people from advancing is to
block their path with overt, absolute barriers. For most of human history,
barriers to women’s leadership consisted of explicit rules and clear-cut

norms. Even in the beginning of the 20th century, women lacked legal -

and political equality and were not even allowed to vote, let alone hold
political office.

Although American women gained the right to vote in 1920, they still
confronted many absolute barriers to leadership as recently as the middle
of the twentieth century. Consider the example of Supreme Court Justice
Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who graduated first in her class from Columbia Uni-
versity’s Law School in 1959. Men who demonstrated such exceptional abil-
ity typically obtained a prestigious Supreme Court clerkship or a job with a
major New York law firm, but Ginsburg did not.! There was, of course, no
law that prohibited the hiring of women by Supreme Court justices or law
firms. It just wasn’t done, and everyone understood that.

In some cases, women could not even gain the same credentials as men
because educational opportunities were closed to them. Until the 1960s,
women were denied access to many of the most selective universities in the
United States. Although state universities were coeducational, only a few
Ivy League universities admitted women, and generally only to women’s
colleges that were affiliated with those universities. The Harvard Business
School became coeducational in 1963, Yale and Princeton universities in
1969, and the U.S. military academies in 1976.2 Degrees from such schools
provide credentials for access to many leadership positions.

The views that exemplify the concrete wall appear in some of President
Richard Nixon’s unguarded comments, captured on White House audio-
tapes and later made public through the Freedom of Information Act. When
explaining why he would not consider appointing a woman as justice of the

Supreme Court, Nixon said, “I don’t think a woman should be in any gov-
ernment job whatsoever . . . The reason why I do is mainly because they are
erratic. And emotional. Men are erratic and emotional, too, but the point is
a woman is more likely to be.”? With such opinions widely shared in the
culture, women had virtually no chance of attaining influential leadership
roles. Women were warmly welcomed for their able service as secretaries
and clerks, and they had to settle for such positions.

Even in the early 1970s, many organizations refused to interview women
for entry-level positions in management, law, accounting, academia, and
other professional fields. Women also were excluded from most male-
dominated trades and blue-collar occupations such as plumber, construc-
tion worker, and firefighter. It did not matter that some potential female
candidates had excelled in educational and training programs that gave
them the same—or better—credentials than their male counterparts. Re-
cruiters visiting university campuses were known to post notices stating,
“No women need apply.” It was exclusion that lacked any subtlety.

For careers in business, even an MBA and other excellent credentials
could serve merely to disqualify 2 woman from employment. Consider the
response that one woman received in the early 1970s when she moved to a
new city and applied for positions: “Someone at one of the places where I
really wanted to work said, T'm sorry, but there are five things wrong with
you: You're a woman, you have an MBA, you were an officer at another
bank, you were highly paid, and you're intelligent.” I said, ‘But I thought
that was all the good stuff I had.””* Such outstanding credentials presum-
ably disqualified this woman from the clerical and bank teller positions that
were open to women.

The concrete wall rested on a division of labor dictating that men should
be breadwinners and women should be homemakers. Women were denied
entry to prestigious careers because of the assumption that their proper
work was in the home. Here is how an executive responding to a survey
published by the Harvard Business Review in 1965 put the matter: “The
majority of American men and women still believe in home and family, so
it is necessary that only one person in the family pursue a career. Because of
women’s biological role, it is more practical for the man to hold that one
position.”®

In the era of the concrete wall, the division of labor between women
and men struck most people as part of the natural order. Although some
individual women fought against this wall, most people simply accepted
the absolute barriers that it implied.




The Glass Ceiling

The method of exclusion began to change in the 1970s. Barriers shifted
so that they no longer totally excluded women from all positions of author-
ity—only those at the higher levels. This was the period of the “glass
ceiling.” Two journalists—Carol Hymowitz and Timothy Schellhardt—
introduced this label in the Wall Street Journal: “Even those women who
rose steadily through the ranks,” they wrote in a 1986 article, “eventually
crashed into an invisible barrier. The executive suite seemed within their
grasp, but they just couldn’t break through the glass ceiling.”” The accom-
panying drawing of a woman pushing against such a ceiling represented
this metaphor (see figure 1-1).

The term quickly caught on, captur- FIGURE 1-1

ing the less obvious manner in which prawing accompanying

women were excluded from high-level Wall Street Journal article by

leadership roles. Nevertheless, the glass Hymowitz and Schellhardt
ceiling still implied an absolute barrier— g?:?)g;::; :;‘et;;z,d; ced the
a solid roadblock that prevents access
to high-level positions. At the same time,
the image of a “glass” obstruction sug-
gested that women were being misled
about their opportunities because the im-
pediment was not easy for them to see
from a distance.

The US. Congress acknowledged the
public’s interest in the glass ceiling by es-
tablishing a commission to investigate it.
In its 1995 reports, the Glass Ceiling Com-
mission declared that this type of dis-
crimination followed from beliefs about
women that restricted their access to
higher-level employment opportunities.®
Central to these beliefs was the convic-
tion that it would be risky to invest in
women because they might well quit
their jobs to raise a family. Such assump-
tions about a division of labor continued
to disqualify women. As one executive
said, “As long as I can get a satisfactory

man who will work full-time for life (and I assume as much for all men), I'll
take him every day of the week over a much better woman.””

Women who had young children or who disclosed that they planned
to have children were penalized especially severely. Some interviewers de-
signed elaborate stratagems to discover women’s present and anticipated
family status, despite legislation that enjoined them from making such
inquiries. A 1989 Wall Street Journal article disclosed “job interviewers’ dirty
little secret” about surreptitiously obtaining information about women'’s
family status.’®

One method involved having a clerk inquire (between official interviews)
about the kind of health insurance coverage the applicant might prefer
(individual, husband-and-wife, or family). Another approach involved using
an informal lunch setting to entice the candidate to discuss the inter-
viewer’s own family situation. Conversation could casually turn to difficul-
ties of car pool or daycare arrangements. A trusting candidate might then
disclose that she already had one or more children or hoped to have a child
and so was concerned about childcare arrangements. Direct inquiries about
candidates’ family situation were also common—but so were women’s
guarded responses to questions that they regarded as inappropriate and ille-
gal. Savvy women removed their wedding rings when going to interviews.!!

Even though women increasingly attained lower-level positions, they re-
mained excluded from most positions at higher levels. Although the most
popular justification for not promoting women may have been that they
might leave the workplace to have children, there were other excuses. For
example, some employers claimed that clients and customers would not
want to work with women. A male CEO of an executive search company
made this sentiment clear in talking to an interviewer from the Glass Ceil-
ing Commission: “Listen, I'm meeting my bottom line and I want to find
people that the client wants. My reputation is based on my track record of
getting them candidates they are comfortable with. I can’t bring in too
many minorities and women.”'? It is obvious that such rationales served to
block women’s ascent to elite leadership positions, even as more gained
entry to lower-level positions.

The Labyrinth

In 2004, the Wall Street Journal published a special section titled “Through
the Glass Ceiling.” In this report, journalist Carol Hymowitz, the lead
author of the 1986 article that had introduced the glass ceiling mgtaphor,




described women who were rising fast or had already made it to the top of
their business organizations. On the front page of the section were the
smiling faces of fifty highly successful executive women, with not one
struggling, frustrated woman among them. The report described a bur-
geoning cadre of women “making their mark on the corporate front lines.”
The newspaper responsible for the glass ceiling metaphor sent a clear mes-
sage that this barrier was a thing of the past.”? The glass ceiling had broken.

The Wall Street Journal got it right once again. The situation had mor-
phed from the complete exclusion of women, symbolized by the concrete
wall, to the exclusion of women from more advanced positions, symbol-
ized by the glass ceiling. With continuing change, the obstacles that women
face have become more surmountable, at least by some women some of
the time. Paths to the top exist, and some women find them. The success-
ful routes can be difficult to discover, however, and therefore we label these
circuitous paths a labyrinth.!4 . A o S

The labyrinth contains numerous barriers, some subtle and others quite
obvious, such as the expectation that mothers will provide the lion’s share
of childcare. Yet there are almost no exclusionary laws and few clear-cut,
widely endorsed norms of exclusion. Glass ceiling beliefs that deny women
high positions solely on the basis of their sex now strike most decision mak-
ers as unfair. And denying women opportunities because of their capacity
to reproduce or because some people “have a problem” with powerful
women raises the red flag of sexism. The glass ceiling metaphor now falls
short in multiple respects.

Many women are aware that barriers are no longer absolute. For in-
stance, approximately half of the female leaders in the Boston area polled
in 1998 thought that women have the same advancement opportunities as
men. A majority of female executives from ten large, global companies
polled in 2002 agreed that “women have made a great deal of progress in ob-
taining senior positions.” Upon becoming CEO of Hewlett-Packard in 1999,
Carly Fiorina famously said, “T hope that we are at the point that everyone
has figured out that there is not a glass ceiling.”"* Although victims of dis-
crimination often minimize actual discrimination (see chapter 10), many
women now doubt the presence of the types of barriers symbolized by the
glass ceiling.

As new industries have sprung up, they have not been bound by tradi-
tional norms that disqualify women and minorities from higher positions.
David Parker, CEO of an executive search firm, put it this way: “In newer
industries, like technology, it’s strictly qualifications that get you where you

1. It erroneously implies that women have equal access to entry-level
positions.

2. It erroneously assumes the presence of an absolute barrier at a
specific high level in organizations.

3. It erroneously suggests that all barriers to women are difficult to
detect and therefore unforeseen.

4. It erroneously assumes that there exists a single, homogeneous
barrier and thereby ignores the complexity and variety of obstacles
that women leaders can face.

5. It fails to recognize the diverse strategies that women devise to
become leaders.

6. It precludes the possibility that women can overcome barriers and
become leaders.

7. It fails to suggest that thoughtful problem solving can facilitate
women’s paths to leadership.

want to go. That’s why you're more likely to see women and minorities in
senior positions than in old-line, entrenched industries such as insurance,
banks, steel, or manufacturing.”'¢ It may be no accident that many of the
most powerful female CEOs in the United States have served or are serving
in high-tech corporations: Meg Whitman of eBay, Anne Mulcahy of Xerox,
Patricia Russo of Alcatel-Lucent, and Carly Fiorina, formerly of Hewlett-
Packard. '

We show in this book that women are still excluded more frequently
than men, but the processes underlying this result are varied and not neces-
sarily as obvious as they were in the past. Although many people st%ll
believe that women differ from men in personality and temperament in
ways that affect leadership, these assumptions have become fuzzier. And
beliefs that the sexes should occupy separate spheres have weakened as
women and men have become more similar in their participation in the
labor force and their household responsibilities (see chapters 2 and 4). Still,
not everything is equal; a weakened division of labor remains. Women




who have children still face difficult decisions that pit the demands of par-
enthood against the demands of their careers.

Most Americans want people to be hired and promoted in the work-
place based on their abilities and accomplishments. They believe that peo-
ple should not be disqualified from positions at any level merely because of
their gender, race, or religion.” With progress toward equal opportunity,
the barriers that women now encounter no longer take the form of an
exclusionary wall or a rigid ceiling at a particular level. Instead, women can
attain high positions, but finding the pathways demands considerable skill
and some luck.

Some women have great skill, and a few also have tremendous good
luck. They negotiate these labyrinthine paths to positions of power, au-
thority, and prestige, regardless of the discriminatory impediments that
they may encounter along the way. Some women find roundabout or dis-
continuous or nontraditional routes to authority. Who would have pre-
dicted, for example, that Hillary Clinton’s role as First Lady would provide
a means of becoming a senator and a presidential candidate? And many
women are not deterred or embittered by the special challenges that they
have faced. Consider Christine Todd Whitman, who served as governor of
New Jersey and head of the Environmental Protection Agency. She said: “I
believe, deep down, ‘Yeah, a lot of the tough stuff may be because I'm a
woman, but I'm not going to spend my whole time thinking and complain-
ing about it, because then I won’t get anything done. All I will do is concen-
trate on the fact that the road’s a little harder because I'm a woman.” After
all, there are lots of people for whom it’s much harder than it is for me.”®

Why Are Women Not Equally Represented as Leaders?

The labyrinth metaphor symbolizes the complexity of the causes of
women'’s current situation as leaders. The chapters of this book elaborate
this metaphor by analyzing all the possible causes of women’s limited but
increasing access to power and authority. Understanding causes can enable
women to negotiate the labyrinth, as we spell out in chapter 10. But to
begin this analysis, we must first state what we mean by leadership.

Our working definition of leader is simple and straightforward: a person
who exercises authority over other people. This definition encompasses
leaders who emerge informally in organizations and groups as well as
those who hold managerial or governmental roles. Leadership entails being
in charge of other people in multiple ways. It consists of influencing, moti-

vating, organizing, and coordinating the work of others. In groups, orga-
nizations, and nations, leadership involves bringing people together to
enable them to work toward shared goals. In motivating people to work
together, leaders encourage them to set aside narrow self-interest. In short,
leaders influence and inspire the activities of others to foster the progress
of a group, organization, or nation toward its goals.”

Organizations depend on effective managerial leadership. Managers
have control over the organization of work as well as the hiring and firing
of lower-level employees. Some scholars of leadership distinguish between
Jeadership and management by viewing managers as organizing and con-
trolling the flow of work in an organization without necessarily undertak-
ing the leadership activities of setting new directions, inspiring innovations,
and enabling successful adaptation to challenges. Even though this distinc-
tion between leadership and management can be useful, the two types of
activities are intertwined in organizations. And whether managers bring
about successful innovation and adaptation to challenges becomes clear
only after the fact. Therefore, we use the terms leader and manager inter-
changeably in discussing organizational leadership. We also extend our
analysis to encompass leadership in small groups and in larger units such as
cities and nations.?

The increasing presence of women leaders has raised many questions.
Debates fester about whether prejudice and discrimination still limit
women’s opportunities to lead. Opinions vary on whether women opt out
of leadership because it conflicts with their family obligations. Disagree-
ments continue on whether organizations set up barriers that unfairly block
women’s access to leadership roles or instead merely suffer from a lack of
qualified women—that is, a “pipeline problem.” To resolve such issues, our
book accounts for the multiple forces that have produced, maintained, and
subsequently weakened men’s dominance of leadership positions.

Evidence for Understanding Gender and Leadership

Our analysis is founded on scientific research from psychology, economics,
sociology, anthropology, political science, communication studies, and
management science. We ground our conclusions in research, but we in-
voke a broad range of other sources—including anecdotes, journalists re-
ports, biographies, memoirs, and individuals personal recollections—to
illustrate the principles that emerge from research. We use concrete exam-
ples to clarify the ways that research findings are reflected in people’s lives.




We derive our conclusions from a variety of research approaches. Some
studies involve surveys of representative samples of respondents, and other
studies examine behavior within organizations. We cite research that mines
archives such as government data on employment and wages. Other re-
search is based on laboratory experiments that create different conditions
of some variable of interest and assign people at random to the resulting
conditions. Because all these methods have strengths as well as weaknesses,
we take the sensible approach of considering all methods while keeping in
mind each method’s limitations. We ask readers to do the same.

One strength of scientific research is that tests of hypotheses can be
repeated to establish whether findings generalize across various settings
and types of participants. Because replications of research can result in an
abundance of studies, a technique known as meta-analysis has become pop-
ular. Meta-analysis involves statistically combining a number of studies to
produce a general answer to a question.?! Given the ability of this method
to clarify similarities and differences in the findings of related studies, we
place considerable weight on the outcomes of high-quality meta-analyses.

Despite this profusion of scientific research, political implications are
never far from the surface in discourse on gender and sex differences. Poli-
tics enters because of the profound implications that questions about gen-
der have for social life and public policy. And in writing about leadership,
we move to the very core of these implications. Not surprisingly, people
from across the political spectrum have quite different views on the desir-
ability of men and women sharing leadership.

Scientific methods reduce the influence of investigators’ own political
biases by requiring that their research be open to scrutiny and accompanied
by detailed descriptions of findings and methods. Yet even with the checks
provided by the scientific tradition, bias can be present. Fortunately, be-
cause the topic of women'’s leadership attracts scholars with divergent
political orientations, the resulting debates help prevent blatantly biased
conclusions.?

So now our story begins. Each chapter answers a distinct question.
Chapter 2 answers the question of how far women have actually come as
leaders. Chapter 3 addresses the fundamental question of whether women
are underrepresented as leaders because nature has endowed men, but not
women, with the qualities needed for effective leadership. Chapter 4
answers another fundamental question—whether women limit their paid
work and feel less committed to their careers because of their domestic
responsibilities. Chapter 5 evaluates whether clear evidence exists for dis-

crimination against women as leaders. Chapter 6 answers the question of
whether stereotypes and prejudices limit women’s opportunities as leaders.

Chapter 7 determines whether people resist women's leadership more
than men’s, and chapter 8 assesses whether men and women differ in lead-
ership style. Chapter 9 considers whether organizations have traditions
and practices that create inherent obstacles to women'’s leadership. Chap-
ter 10 answers the question of how some women successfully negotiate the
labyrinth to reach positions of power and authority. And, finally, chapter 11
addresses the bottom-line question of what the consequences are of having
women hold leadership positions at all levels.

All these analyses are informed by research and examples from the
United States, in part because we know a lot about our own nation. Also,
US. scholars and scientists have produced the greatest amount of relevant
research. Nonetheless, we strive to place this research in a global context by
including research and examples from other nations.

Leadership matters. Therefore, the mission of this book is extremely im-
portant. The best leadership is found by choosing leaders from the largest
pool of talent, and that includes women. Opening doors for women fosters
equal opportunity and can help a society to allocate its human resources
optimally. With excellence in leadership in short supply, no group, organi-
zation, or nation should tolerate the losses that follow from unfairly
restricting women’s access to leadership roles. This book evaluates whether
such restrictions are present and, if they are present, what can be done to
eliminate them.




CHAPTER TWO

Where Are the Women Leaders?

. THE POWER ELITE in organizations and politics does not “look like
America,” to borrow a phrase from former president Bill Clinton.! Never-
theless, the power elite looks a lot more like America than it did in the past.
In this chapter, we identify where women have most advanced as leaders
and where they still lag behind.

Despite expanding opportunities, it is rare to find women in very high
positions, and they receive an extraordinary amount of media attention.
Leaders such as eBay CEO Meg Whitman and Speaker of the House Nancy
Pelosi are constantly in the news because of their gender. The continuing
reports of “the first woman” to hold a prominent position show that some
women are finding their way through the labyrinth but that equality re-
mains a somewhat distant goal. As one corporate lawyer remarked, “At
the leadership summit, we sat in a room full of phenomenal women. We
were surrounded by trailblazers . . . who have broken through the glass
ceiling. We were in a room full of firsts . . . It’s depressing because we're in
the third millennium and we are still counting firsts for 50 percent of the
earth’s population.”?

The absence of equality is obvious. Yet women have gained access to
most lower- and middle-level leadership positions and some access to many
top leadership positions. In fact, when all types of organizations are taken
into account (including, for example, charitable foundations, social service
agencies, health organizations, and corporations), women now occupy 23
percent of chief executive positions in the United States.?

That women are “only” 23 percent of chief executives is not an appro-
priate reaction, given that before the 1980s, few women were allowed to




begin careers that could lead to these roles. In fact, this figure reflects enor-
mous social change in the past decades. Before landmark federal legislation
was passed in the 1960s, most of the paths toward chief executive positions
were closed to women. In the era of the concrete wall, sex-based discrimi-
nation was not only tolerated but also written into the legal code. Oppor-
tunities for women improved greatly after Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 made employment discrimination unlawful on the basis of sex as
well as race, color, national origin, and religion.* Compliance with this law
took hold only gradually. Some organizations voluntarily opened jobs to
women, and others had to be challenged by legal action.

To shed light on the substantial changes that have occurred, this chapter
considers the ways in which women’s employment, education, and repre-
sentation in leadership roles have changed. A wealth of facts and figures
exists for the United States, and we provide comparisons with statistics
from other nations. We also look at leadership in small work groups;-in
juries, and in students’ high school activities.

Changes in Women'’s Employment and Education

It is remarkable how much the labor force participation of women and
men has converged in the United States since the beginning of the twenti-
eth century. As figure 2-1 shows, the proportion of women who are in the
labor force increased greatly in the twentieth century, and the proportion
of men in the labor force fell. Although the increase in women’s employ-
ment slowed in the 1990s, women now constitute 46 percent of all full-time
and part-time workers, somewhat short of their 51 percent share of the
population. Similar employment trends have been observed in many other
nations, although everywhere women’s participation rate has remained
somewhat lower than men’s.®

In addition, there is a difference in the number of hours that employed
women and men are on the job: some 25 percent of employed women in
the United States are part-time workers, compared with only 11 percent of
employed men. These statistics on part-time work have shown little change
in recent decades.®

In education, women now have a substantial advantage. Young women
attain not only much more education than their mothers and grandmoth-
ers but also more education than young men. Women'’s share of bachelor’s
degrees increased in the twentieth century until the immediate post-World

FIGURE 2-1

civilian labor force participation of men and women in the United
States, 1900-2005
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War II period, when large numbers of war veterans entered the universi-
ties. After 1950, women’s share of bachelor’s degrees rose rapidly and
passed the 50 percent mark in 1981-1982 (see figure 2-2).”

This pattern of increasing female education holds for advanced degrees
as well. Along with 57 percent of bachelor’s degrees, women now earn 59
percent of master’s degrees and 48 percent of PhDs (53 percent of PhDs if
the percentage is calculated without international students). Women also
receive 49 percent of law degrees and 42 percent of MBAs, degrees that
often provide entry to political and organizational leadership.® These
changes, especially in advanced degrees, reflect extraordinary shifts in
social patterns. Considering people of all ages combined, the percentage of
men with bachelor’s degrees still slightly exceeds that of women in the
United States, but the trend continues to shift in favor of women.’
Women’s growing educational advantage is not limited to the United
States, where for every 100 men enrolled in all types of post-secondary




FIGURE 2-2

Percentage of bachelor’s degrees awarded to women in the United
States, 1900-2004
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education, there are 139 women. Elsewhere the situation is similar; for
every 100 men in post-secondary education, there are 155 women in Swe-
den, 151 in Argentina, 137 in the United Kingdom, 136 in Canada, 128 in
France, and 122 in Spain.!® With only 89 women for every 100 men in post-
secondary education, Japan is a rare exception among highly industrialized
nations. Despite the overall growth of women’s education, it remains true
that women still earn fewer degrees than men in many technical and scien-
tific fields. In general, however, women are no longer held back by limited
education. Instead, they now have the edge. Women’s increasing education
predicts their future workplace advancement.

Women and Men as Organizational Leaders

Now let’s take a look at the leadership positions that men and women hold.
Are women leaders now common—or at least more numerous than in ear-

lier periods? Are women found in some types of leader roles but rarely in
others?

The Statistics

Women’s employment in the United States has shown the greatest
increase in managerial and administrative occupations.'! Figure 2-3 shows
this increase for the years 1983 through 2006, with a leveling off at around
42 percent women in this category. This situation stands in stark contrast to
the 18 percent of managers who were women in 1972." The United States
is not an exception. Women have also made considerable inroads into man-
agement in many other nations. According to United Nations data, in the
United States, 42 percent of “legislators, senior officials, and managers” are
women, compared with 35 percent in Germany, 33 percent in the United
Kingdom, 31 percent in Sweden, 32 percent in Spain, 25 percent in Ar-
gentina, and 10 percent in Japan.'®

Overall in the United States, 13 percent of all employed women have
management positions, compared with 16 percent of employed men, and
white and Asian women are better represented in management than African
American and Hispanic women. At first glance, it might seem that women
must be displacing men as managers, but this is not the case. Managerial

FIGURE 2-3

Percentage of women employees in management, business, and
financial operations occupations in the United States, 1983-2006
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occupations have expanded greatly, especially at lower and middle levels,
making room for more workers. In addition to management positions,
many women hold jobs at lower levels of organizational leadership as
“first-line supervisors,” mainly of office and administrative staff and retail
sales workers.** )

A substantial number of women hold middle management positions in
large corporations, but relatively few are executives. Counts of women in
corporate executive leadership are provided by Catalyst, an organization
founded to promote the advancement of women in business and the pro-
fessions. Catalyst researchers focus on the Fortune 500. In these corpora-
tions, women occupy 16 percent of the executive positions (2 percent are
women of color). Only ten years earlier, when Catalyst conducted its first
count, women of all races and ethnicities constituted only 9 percent of cor-
porate officers.”” So the trend is upward.

The most complete census of top business executives, conducted by
management researchers Constance Helfat, Dawn Harris, and Paul Wolf-
son, evaluated the entire Fortune 1000 as of the year 2000. This survey
found that only 8 percent of the executives were women. Although approx-
imately one-fourth of the corporations had more than one woman execu-
tive, another one-fourth had only one, and half had no women executives
at all. In the firms that had one or more female executives, these women
were younger than the male executives and had been in their positions and
with their companies for shorter periods of time. It thus appears that some
corporations recently began recruiting women and promoting them into
the executive ranks.!¢

Corporate officers hold either line or staff positions. Executives in line
positions have responsibility for profits and losses or are in direct contact
with clients—for example, in sales, manufacturing, and operations. In con-
trast, executives in staffpositions provide support to the line operations. Be-
cause those in line positions make the critical strategic decisions that
directly affect a company’s financial outcomes, they are more often pro-
moted to top corporate positions than are staff executives. The most recent
Catalyst survey found that women in the Fortune 500 hold only 11 percent
of line officer positions, but 21 percent of staff officer positions, especially
concentrated in functional areas such as public relations, human resources,
legal services, and accounting. As one woman executive wrote, “Women
have been shunted off into support areas for the last 30 years, rather than
being in the business of doing business, so the pool of women trained to
assume leadership positions in any large company is very small. In MBA

programs and undergraduate business schools, there should be overt mes-
saging to encourage women students to insist on line jobs when they enter
the workforce.”'” And even when male and female managers are in compara-
ble positions in organizations, the positions held by women tend to be struc-
tured so that the women wield less authority over others than the men.!®

At the very top of Fortune 500 companies are the most highly paid offi-
cers—executives who have titles such as chairman, president, chief operat-
ing officer, and chief executive officer. Of this group, only 6 percent are
women. Most notably, only 2 percent of Fortune 500 CEOs are women. Yet
even this small percentage represents an increase: in the 1970s, only two
women held such positions: Katharine Graham of the Washington Post and
Marian Sandler of Golden West Financial.'?

Boards of directors monitor and oversee the policies and activities of
corporations. In the Fortune 500, women hold 15 percent of the seats on
boards of directors (including 3 percent by women of color), an improve-
ment over the 10 percent that Catalyst reported in 1995. Although almost
90 percent of these companies have at least one female board member, she
is often the sole representative of her sex on an otherwise all-male board.
In these boards, women are somewhat underrepresented as committee
chairs, especially on auditing and compensation committees. In general,
female board members do not sit at the center of power.?’

In industrialized countries other than the United States, women likewise
have few positions at the highest corporate levels.2! In the top five hundred
Canadian companies, 14 percent of corporate officers, 3 percent of CEOs,
and 11 percent of board members are women. In the fifty largest publicly
traded corporations in each nation of the European Union, women make
up, on average, 11 percent of the top executives and 4 percent of the CEOs
and the presidents of boards of directors.?? Fortune magazine’s list of the
Global 500 reveals seven female CEOs, or 1 percent; of these seven, four
lead U.S. companies.?

In the United States, women’s chances of becoming business executives
are much higher outside the Fortune 500, where wages and capital invest-
ments are lower.* In this economic sector, women often own the busi-
nesses that they lead. In the United States, women hold at least half
ownership in 10.4 million companies. Although the majority of firms
owned by women are small, with only about 3 percent earning $1 million
or more annually, they make a substantial contribution to the economy.
These firms constitute approximately 40 percent of all privately held firms
in the nation, employ 12.8 million workers, and generate $1.9 trillion in




sales. Women-owned firms grew at twice the rate of all privately held firms
in the past two decades.”

Education is one field in which women have gained substantially in lead-
ership. Currently, 64 percent of educational administrators are women, in-
cluding 23 percent of college and university presidents. Women now lead
many prestigious universities such as Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, Princeton University, Harvard University, University of Michigan, and
University of Pennsylvania. And a few women are among the most highly
paid university presidents in the United States.?

Women constitute 27 percent of the federal government’s Senior Execu-
tive Service, which consists of the highest positions that are not politically
appointed. Women have made some progress in law firms, where 17 per-
cent of the partners are women. Also, 23 percent of the federal district
court judges and 24 percent of the federal circuit court (court of appeals)
judges are women. However, women are less well represented as military
leaders, accounting for 15 percent of all officers and only 5 percent of the
officers at the level of brigadier general and rear admiral or higher.?”

Women have gained top leadership roles in many foundations. Among
802 U.S. foundations and giving programs, women are 55 percent of the
chief executives, including, for example, the presidents of the Ford Foun-
dation and the Rockefeller Foundation.?® In the film industry, four of the
six major studios have women in the top creative decision-making roles,
although male executives predominate in the companies that own the stu-
dios.? And despite the sharp increase in women musicians in symphony
orchestras after blind auditions became the norm, women remain rare as
music directors—that is, principal conductors—of symphony orchestras:
among the top twenty-six orchestras in the United States, only one is led by
a woman.* :

In summary, the numbers of female managers have skyrocketed even
though women remain rare in some executive roles. Women now con-
stitute a majority of managers in many areas, with the greatest concen-
trations in medical and health services (68 percent), human resources
(66 percent), social and community services (66 percent), and education
(64 percent).’!

What Do the Statistics Mean?

Our statistics make it clear that women have gained considerable au-
thority in the workplace even though they still have far to go in corporate

leadership. Few women have ever been listed among “the best and
most powerful” corporate leaders. In 2005, only two women appeared in
BusinessWeek’s list of the best managers: Anne Mulcahy, CEO of Xerox; and
Meg Whitman, CEO of eBay.* Fortune's 2004 list of the twenty-five most
powerful people in business included only three women: Carly Fiorina,
then CEO of Hewlett-Packard; Meg Whitman; and Abby Johnson, who
was presented with her father, the chairman of Fidelity, and described as
his heir apparent.*

Clearly, the number of women in the corporate power elite is small, and
many of their positions are peripheral to the centers of power. Sometimes
companies award executive titles to women just to give the appearance of
diversity. One broadcasting executive disclosed, “We gave vice president
titles to women who were in corporate communications, publicity, and
even the librarian, and we congratulated ourselves on having women at the
senior executive levels. But the truth is we’d never let any women into sales,
engineering, or programming.”* This phenomenon may account for at
least some of the discrepancy between the 16 percent of corporate officers
who are women and the smaller percentages of women in line and top
executive positions.

One reason that women leaders are more numerous outside the Fortune
500 is that slow advancement in large corporations has inspired them to
start their own businesses. In fact, the most common reason that women
give for striking out on their own is that they desire to advance in their
careers. For example, one female entrepreneur who had left a corporate
position complained about “having what you say ignored or dismissed until
it’s later said by a man, in which case it was determined to be a brilliant
idea.”s Labyrinthine corporate barriers have motivated women to seek
opportunities in less obstructed domains.

Some commentators attribute the shortage of women in elite corporate
management to the lack of women in the executive pipeline.?* However,
such claims ignore the dramatic increase in the percentage of MBAs
awarded to women after 1975.3” The executive pipeline can no longer be
described as devoid of women. Because many women with MBAs are now
at or approaching the life stage of maximum eligibility for top executive
leadership, the representation of women as corporate executives should
continue to increase.

Predictions, however, should be made with caution. Upbeat forecasts
about women breaking into the corporate elite have been common. Nu-
merous times in the past twenty-five years, BusinessWeek, the Wall Street
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Journal, and Fortune have published lists of top corporate women and pre-
dicted that many would ascend to become CEOs. Few of these women in
fact became CEOs, and that outcome is consistent with systematic research
on the pipeline to CEO. Based on counts of the numbers of female corpo-
rate executives in the ranks below CEO, the most accurate forecast is that
the representation of women CEOs will rise slowly in the coming decade.?

Countering journalists’ usual optimism about women’s ascent, a “female
dropout” theme emerged a few years ago. In Fortune’s 2003 presentation of
the fifty most powerful women in business, the accompanying article dis-
cussed whether women really want power: “Many fast-track women are
surprisingly ambivalent about what’s next. Dozens of powerful women we
interviewed tell us that they don’t want to be Carly Fiorina . . . many don’t
want to run a huge company.”? The New York Times Magazine featured a
similar article in 2003, accompanied by provocative headlines on the cover:

“Q: Why don’t more women get to the top? A: They choose not to—Aban-

doning the climb and heading home.” Fast Company and Time joined the
chorus with articles questioning women’s commitment to top positions.

Quickly contradicting this dropout theme, other journalists maintained
that women are continuing to rise. The Wall Street Journal’s 2004 feature on
the demise of the glass ceiling asserted that women are “now changing the
leadership landscape in corporations.” This report argued that, right below
the very top executives, there are many women who are likely to rise. The
Wall Street Journal’s 2006 feature article on “the 50 women to watch” also
weighed in: “Women are running operations and devising strategy in vir-
tually every industry, from heavy manufacturing, chemicals and computer
technology to consumer products, fashion and media.”#' Fortune labeled
2005 an outstanding year for women in business and declared, “America’s
leading businesswomen are calling the shots more than ever before.” For-
tune then followed with a 2006 feature on the fifty most powerful women in
business, presenting five full-page photographic displays of these women in
asingle issue, all labeled as “cover pages”—to draw attention to the increas-
ing prominence of women among top corporate executives.*?

Despite this mix of optimism and pessimism about women as corporate
leaders, the growing educational advantage of women over men predicts
an increase in their leadership at all levels and in all types of organizations.
In subsequent chapters, we document other reasons women should con-
tinue to advance, especially the increasing gender equality in family respon-
sibilities and changes in the psychology of women.

women and Men as Political Leaders

How do women fare as political leaders? In the U.S. government, the
representation of women is no greater than that of executives in the
corporate sector. In the U.S. Congress, women hold 16 percent of the seats
in both the House of Representatives and the Senate.* In 2007, Nancy
Pelosi became the first to hold the top leadership position in the House of
Representatives.

These figures for the Congress place the United States slightly lower
than the international average of 17 percent of women in national parlia-
ments, and far below many other industrialized nations—for example, 47
percent in Sweden, 31 percent in Spain, and 25 percent in Switzerland.*
The countries with markedly higher percentages of women usually have
quota systems ensuring a certain percentage of women candidates, either
mandated by their governments or instituted voluntarily by political par-
ties. Sometimes governments reserve a certain proportion of seats in the
parliament for women.* Lacking any of these provisions, the U.S. electoral
system does not facilitate the election of women.

The very top of the U.S. federal executive hierarchy was briefly touched
by the presence of Geraldine Ferraro, the vice presidential candidate in
Walter Mondale’s unsuccessful 1984 campaign. Upon receiving this nomi-
nation Ferraro said, “American history is about doors being opened,” but
she remains the only woman vice presidential or presidential candidate
nominated by a major party in the United States.* However, women have
served or are serving as presidents or prime ministers in many other coun-
tries: twenty-five women achieved these offices in the 1990s, and seven
presidents and five prime ministers are in office at this writing.*

In the United States, women are no longer unusual in presidential cabi-
nets. The first woman in the cabinet, Frances Perkins, was secretary of
labor in the Franklin Roosevelt administration. The second, Oveta Culp
Hobby, was secretary of health, education, and welfare in the Eisenhower
administration. After Hobby’s term ended in 1955, there was a twenty-year
gap in women’s cabinet service until President Gerald Ford appointed
Carla Anderson Hills as secretary of housing and urban development. Pres-
idents Carter, Reagan, and George H. W. Bush each appointed four women
to such posts. President Clinton appointed fourteen. At this writing, Presi-
dent George W. Bush has appointed eight women. Especially nontradi-
tional are the appointments of women to the powerful role of secretary of




state, with Madeleine Albright serving from 1997 to 2001, and Condoleezza
Rice beginning in 2005.4

Women do somewhat better at the state level. To some extent, state
offices, especially governorships, serve as a pipeline to federal offices. Cur-
rently, 18 percent of governors are women, with the first female governor,
Ella Grasso, elected in Connecticut in 1974. In addition, women hold 24
percent of the statewide elective executive offices and 24 percent of the
seats in state legislatures, with some states having substantial minorities of
female legislators—for example, Vermont, with 37 percent. In the one hun-
dred largest U.S. cities, 12 percent of the mayors are women,*

Some reports about women'’s progress in politics have been downbeat. In
an article in the New York Times Magazine, journalist Gail Collins described
the slow gains in office-holding by women from the 1970s onward. Collins
explained the larger representation of women in state legislatures by the
relatively low pay and unattractiveness of the positions. She maintained,
“One reason that women are having trouble winning the top political
offices is that those are the jobs men want to keep. The offices most accessi-
ble to women are those too cheap to be interesting to male [politicians].”

Countering this pessimism was the upward bump in women’s con-
gressional representation in 1992, inspired at least in part by the all-male
Senate Judiciary Committee’s harsh treatment of Anita Hill during the
hearings for the nomination of Clarence Thomas to the Supreme Court.5!

Since that year, women’s congressional representation has continued to
increase slowly.

Women and Men as Leaders in Other Settings

Now we turn to the microcosm of small work groups without formally
appointed leaders. Research on such groups can reveal how social inter-
actions enable people to attain leadership. Who emerges as a group leader
depends on group members’ behaviors and their beliefs about what type
of person would make a good leader. Most of these studies are conducted
by researchers in social psychology or organizational behavior, almost
always with university students serving as research participants. Some of
these studies are laboratory experiments involving group discussions or
problem solving, and others examine longer-term groups that meet for an
entire semester.

Researchers typically identify the leader by asking group members who
their leader was or by selecting the person in each group who behaved

most like a leader—by influencing, motivating, or coordinating the group;
According to a meta-analysis of fifty-eight studies that assessed leaders
emergence, men become the overall leaders of their groups more Oft.el“l
than women do. Women emerge more often than men as the soc1a‘l facili-
tators—that is, as persons who help other members get along with one
another. Although these facilitators are generally well liked, they are not
usually the most influential person in their group.* ’

As with organizational and political leadership, men's advantage has
been shrinking over the years in these small-group studies. And the male
advantage also weakens when groups meet over a number ‘o‘f weeks or
work on tasks that require complex social coordination or traditionally fem-
inine expertise, such as a sewing activity. These conditions favor. Wo'men.f3

The spontaneous emergence of leaders has also been tallied in o.ne
important natural setting: juries assembled to hear court cas.es. ju.mes
choose their leader, the foreperson, at the beginning of the deliberation,
after the evidence has been heard. In the small number of studies that have
tallied male and female forepersons, men were chosen more often tl?an
women. For example, in two federal district courts in the Southwest during
1971-1974, women emerged as forepersons only one-fifth as often as
would be expected by their number. However, in a 1997 ?Fudy of mock
juries composed of university students or of jury-eligible citizens, \.vvomen
and men were equally likely to emerge as forepersons.* Whether this more
recent study reflects an actual trend in the selection of female forepersons
would require systematic analyses of court records.

Finally, we consider high school student leaders in sports, student gov-
ernment, student publications, school-sponsored clubs, and the perform-
ing arts. These leaders may be elected or appointed, or the?r m'f\y emerge
informally. As figure 2-4 shows, in surveys of high school senprs in selected
years, approximately equal percentages of white boys and glrls. are .leaders.
Boys are more likely than girls to be leaders in sports, and girls in other
activities. Notable is a decline since 1982 in the percentage of black student
leaders, especially black girls, although the causes of this trend are unclear.
Among other groups, however, high school leadership appears to be
approximately equally shared between the sexes.” N

In summary, small-group studies conducted in univer31't1es show that
men emerge as leaders more than women, but this predominance .of ‘rnale
leaders has decreased over the years. Men have also been the majority of
jury forepersons, but information is too limited to show whether this kleac.i-
ership gap has changed over the years. In high schools, student leadership




FIGURE 2-4

Percentage of high school seniors who have served in school
leadership roles in the United States, displayed by race and sex,
1972-2004
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roles appear to have been approximately equally shared between the sexes,
at least since the early 1970s.

Conclusions

Women have made very substantial progress but still have quite far to go
to achieve equal representation as leaders. Few women hold the very top
positions in corporations or governments, either in the United States or
in other nations. Nevertheless, in the United States, women now occupy
more than 40 percent of all managerial positions and hold nearly one-
fourth of chief executive positions when all organizations are considered.
These statistics demonstrate considerable social change and show that
women’s careers have become far more successful than they were in the

past. Men still have more authority and higher wages, but women have
been catching up.*

Because some women have moved into the most elite leadership roles,
absolute barriers are a thing of the past. A small number of women have
successfully negotiated the labyrinth that impedes most women’s progress
on the path toward these positions. Among them are women who have
become CEOs of large corporations, presidents of universities and founda-
tions, senators, members of presidential cabinets, and governors of states.

In the chapters that follow, we reveal the forces responsible for this
increasing presence of women as well as for the continuing predominance
of men, especially at the higher levels. In chapter 3, we consider (and reject)
the idea that the predominance of men might be due to a fundamental psy-
chological cause: an evolved, hard-wired biological drive to dominate that

is intrinsic only to men.




CHAPTER THREE

Are Men Natural Leaders?

. ARE MEN NATURAL LEADERS, shaped by evolution to attain power
and status? If that were so, the scarcity of women leaders would reflect fun-
damental sex differences in personality and motivation, and consequently
women would never attain equal access to leadership roles. Our labyrinth
metaphor would be superfluous.

In this chapter we reject the idea that men, but not women, have a natu-
rally dominant and competitive psychology that facilitates leadership. We
present, and then critique, the argument that men are natural leaders. We
also summarize the known sex differences and similarities in dominant
traits such as aggressiveness, assertiveness, and competitiveness. Finally, we
identify the personality traits that are in fact correlated with leadership, and
we evaluate whether they are more prevalent in one sex than the other.
This research shows that the psychological portrait of good leaders is nei-
ther masculine nor ferinine but includes traits from both of these domains
in approximately equal measure.

The Evolutionary Psychology Theory of Male Dominance

Many evolutionary psychologists claim that leadership is inherent in the male
psyche.! They maintain that men are naturally more dominant and competi-
tive than women and therefore more likely to gain authority roles. Consider
the following succinct statement of this logic by Kingsley Browne, a leading
proponent of this view: “Human sex differences are products of the same
selective forces that cause behavioral sex differences in other species . . .
Across human history, male status has led to greater reproductive success,




leading to a predisposition among males to engage in the kinds of status
competition that today so often have workplace implications.”?

The basic claim is that leadership, and dominance more generally, stems
from traits that are built into the male of the human species through adap-
tation to the primeval environments in which humans evelved. If true,
such evolved dispositions would forever limit women’s potential as leaders.
On this point, Browne is clear: “If high-status roles are found exclusively in
the extra-domestic sphere—a sphere in which men’s temperament gives
them an advantage—then women will be forever consigned to lower sta-
tus.”? By this reasoning, nature has doomed women to cede power and sta-
tus to men except in the kitchen and the nursery.

The essential argument of evolutionary psychologists is that men and
women have different personalities because they evolved different behav-
ioral strategies for reproduction in eons past. This theorizing concerns sex-
ual selection: the strategies by which men and women choose partners for
mating. The central starting point for evolutionary psychologists is the ob-
servation that males and females differ in their personal investment of time
and energy in their offspring. Specifically, in humans and other mammalian
species, females’ gestation and nursing of infants demand a considerable
investment, which limits the number of offspring that they can conceive
and care for. In contrast, males’ provision of sperm takes relatively little
time and effort, giving a man the potential to conceive many more off-
spring than a woman without necessarily providing subsequent investment
in them. By this argument, females” high investment caused them to be-
came choosy about potential mates. This choosiness, in turn, forced males
to compete with one another for sexual access to females, especially to fer-
tile females. The men who prevailed in this competition were then more
likely to have their genes carried on to the next generation.*

According to evolutionary psychology, men are psychologically prepared
for leadership because ancestral men competed with one another for access
to fertile women. In these reproductive contests, aggressive, risk-taking,
competitive men presumably were more successful and would have passed
along their genes to more offspring. By this reasoning, current-day male
psychology contains the vestige of ancestral men’s competition with one
another for access to women.

According to this theory, women’s mating strategy shaped the female
psyche. Ancestral women were better able to reproduce and survive if they
developed a preference for mates who could provide resources to support
them and their children. By this argument, women’s preference would in

turn have led men to evolve tendencies to acquire resources, presumably
through prevailing in competitions for status, authority, and wealth.

Some evolutionary psychologists further reason that women'’s greater
investment in their offspring had additional effects on their psychology.
Because children relied more on care by their mothers than their fathers,
the survival of offspring depended primarily on the survival of their moth-
ers. Therefore, women presumably evolved a strong concern with their
own personal safety as well as tendencies to be fearful and anxious and to
avoid danger and risk.’

In brief, for many evolutionary psychologists, contemporary men’s
efforts to dominate one another and to control women are innate “fossils”
of the selection pressures that shaped the human species in its distant evo-
lutionary past.s By this reasoning, nature has endowed men more than
women with aggressive, competitive, controlling, and status-striving quali-
ties that facilitate leadership. Francis Fukuyama, a public policy expert,
used these ideas to argue that women’s rise toward equality is sharply lim-
ited by men’s biologically given competitiveness and drive for power:
“Despite the rise of women, men will continue to play a major, if not dom-
inant, part in the governance of postindustrial countries, not to mention
less-developed ones. The realms of war and international politics in partic-
ular will remain controlled by men . . . ?”7 This reasoning rests on a cluster
of assumptions about relations between the sexes in primeval times,
assumptions that cannot be tested directly. We now turn to evaluating their
plausibility.?

What's Wrong with the Evolutionary Psychology Analysis
of Leadership?

One vulnerability of this theory stems from its limited sources of data. To
hope to understand the origins of human traits, scientists must observe
behavior in a wide variety of cultures, and particularly in small-scale, non-
industrial societies. Although such societies are not the same as the groups
in which humans evolved, they are much more similar to them than indus-
trialized societies are. However, most research by evolutionary psycholo-
gists consists of studies of university students in the United States and
sometimes of students in other nations. These limited sources of data have
allowed these investigators to ignore evidence that the foraging and pas-
toral societies studied by anthropologists are less likely than modern indus-
trialized societies to show the very sex differences that they predict.’




Universal dominance by men over women is one such prediction.!
If aggressiveness and competitiveness are innate male dispositions, men
would be dominant over women—everywhere and forever—although the
extremity of male dominance would vary with cultural conditions. How-
ever, anthropological evidence suggests that in approximately one-third of
small-scale societies with simple socioeconomic systems, men and women
are about equal in authority and power even though they have somewhat
different responsibilities. This finding disputes the claim that authority and
dominance are inherent in men’s nature.!!

One example of an egalitarian society is the Vanatinai, a small-scale for-
aging and horticultural society located on a small, remote island southeast
of New Guinea. This society lacks ideologies of male superiority. Because
kinship is matrilineal—that is, determined by the female line—women have
considerable access to material resources. Couples and their children alter-

nate their residences between the hamlets of the wife’s.and the husband’s ..

families. Although there are no chiefs with formal authority, both sexes
have access to a “big man” or “big woman” leadership role that confers in-
formal power and authority. Ethnographic records show that “men have no
formal authority or powers of coercion over women except for the physical
violence that both sexes abhor and that is rare in the extreme.”? The Vana-
tinai, like other societies, have a male-female division of labor in terms of
typical activities. However, this society’s division of labor does not produce
an overall power advantage of men over women.

Another claim of evolutionary psychologists is that evolution endowed
women with a motive to seek mates with resources and endowed men with
a motive to impress women by acquiring these resources in competitions
with other men.?? This reasoning neglects women’s own substantial pro-
ductive contributions to subsistence activities in most nonindustrial soci-
eties and likely also in early human societies. As a result, reproductive
success and survival of both sexes would have depended on having a mate
who provided resources. Which sex was more dependent on the other sex
for basic subsistence reflected whether a society’s food derived mainly from
gathering plants or from hunting and fishing. Cross-culturally, women
were generally the gathering specialists and men the hunting and fishing
specialists, especially for larger prey. In some ecological circumstances, for-
aging societies were dependent primarily on gathering, producing condi-
tions in which men depended to a considerable extent on women for their
basic subsistence.

As more complex economies developed, people acquired new produc-
tive roles (for example, in farming and mining), including many roles re-
quiring work outside the household. These new roles increasingly required
training, intensive energy expenditure, and travel away from the home. Be-
cause men did not have the responsibilities of gestation and nursing infants,
it was easier for them to fill many of these new roles. Men’s greater size,
upper-body strength, and speed also gave them advantages in fulfilling the
particular roles associated with many preindustrial production tasks, in-
cluding intensive agriculture, smelting of ores, lumbering, and warfare. As
men assumed these roles, they gained control over resources and amassed
social power.

As gender hierarchies formed in these new economies, men gained
power over women. There is little need to explain this outcome as arising
from an inborn motive of men to dominate. This result is more plausibly
explained by men’s freedom from childbearing and their physical prowess,
which suited them to many of the productive activities that were required
for survival as societies advanced toward more complex economies. Men’s
physical attributes positioned them to occupy the roles that provided access
to wealth and power as these more complex economies developed. Women,
in turn, became increasingly confined to a domestic role involving child-
care and the production of goods for the immediate family through activi-
ties such as cooking, sewing, weaving, and grinding grain. Thus, patriarchy
is not an inherent feature of human societies but emerged along with a
variety of economic and social developments, including intensive agricul-
ture and warfare.

As societies advanced economically, women as a group became identi-
fied as the nurturing and domestic sex because they more often cared for
children and produced domestic goods for their own families. However im-
portant these activities were to families, they did not yield nearly as much
power and wealth as the activities in which men increasingly specialized.
Because men produced more goods that could be traded or exchanged in
the marketplace, they acquired power and influence well beyond the fam-
ily. And because people’s expectations about social groups emerge from
their observations of what behaviors are typical of a group (see chapter 6),
social expectations about men and women diverged accordingly.

In general, the sex differences emphasized by evolutionary psychologists
have appeared more often in societies with relatively complex economies.
In an evolutionary time frame, such societies are much more recent than




the societies in which humans emerged in their modern form, both ana-
tomically and psychologically. In these more recent agricultural and in-
dustrial societies, men typically serve as the primary resource providers for
their families, and women obtain many resources from men. In the tradi-
tional foraging societies that predominated prior to these more complex
economies, subsistence patterns were more varied, and patriarchy was not
necessarily present. Yet, any hard-wired psychological traits such as male
competitiveness and desire for power would have been present in these
simpler societies. The lack of consistent evidence for patriarchy in simpler
societies thus raises questions about the plausibility of the evolutionary
psychology claims about men’s contemporary predominance as leaders.
How do evolutionary psychologists come to their conclusions about the
origins of sex differences? They first assume that behavioral patterns that
we observe in men and women must have been adaptive for our human

ancestors and therefore became ingrained as hard-wired evolved disposi-

tions. They then reason backward in time, applying what is sometimes
called “reverse engineering” to figure out the adaptive problems our ances-
tors might have faced that could have produced inborn psychological adap-
tations favoring these patterns of behavior.”” This popular but specula-
tive type of reasoning underlies the argument that men are natural leaders
because evolution endowed men, but not women, with dominance and
competitiveness.

Biosocial Origins of Psychological Sex Differences

Presenting an alternative evolutionary theory, called the biosocial origin the-
ory, Wendy Wood and Alice Eagly argue that psychological sex differences
derive mainly from the types of roles filled by men and women within soci-
eties.'® Each sex develops behavioral tendencies that are appropriate for its
typical roles. These roles are not fixed but change over time, reflecting the
ability of each sex to perform important tasks in its particular culture. His-
torically, the ability to perform various roles depended fundamentally on
inherited physical attributes, especially women’s childbearing and nursing
of infants and men’s greater size, speed, and upper-body strength.

These physical differences between the sexes have varying effects on
roles, because their impact depends on a society’s social structure, econ-
omy, ecology, and technology. Both men and women are role specialists
and learn to do what is needed to perform their roles. When one sex can
perform particular roles more efficiently than the other, the more efficient

sex will come to fill the majority of those roles. As societies change (for
example, as they develop advanced technology), the distribution of women
and men into roles often changes. Changes in the psychology of women
and men follow from changes in their roles.

Contemporary highly industrialized societies present remarkably altered
conditions. Birthrates have decreased substantially, thereby freeing women
to work outside their homes. Medical technology facilitates control over re-
production. Occupations have changed dramatically. Few high-status occu-
pations now favor men’s greater size and strength, thus removing one of
women’s earlier impediments to gaining power and status. There are no
height or bench-press requirements for being a lawyer, business executive,
or university professor. With the lessening of the biosocial barriers that
women once faced because of their reproductive activity and their lesser
size and strength, women have entered a wide variety of paid occupations.
In postindustrial economies, where the service sector dominates, women
have entered many high-status roles in large numbers."”

As we explain in chapter 6, the roles occupied by men and women have
powerful effects on their behavior and personalities. No one should be sur-
prised by the continuing existence of some psychological sex differences as
long as men and women continue to divide important life tasks (for exam-
ple, childcare) by sex.!®

The ability to tell a story about the possible adaptiveness of certain psy-
chological sex differences in primeval times hardly constitutes convincing
evidence of their evolutionary origins. Evolutionary theorists are mostly
mute about the intervening causal processes that could produce current-
day sex differences in traits relevant to leadership. For example, if women
are innately less competitive than men, there should be evidence that this
difference is mediated by sex-specific hormonal processes, specific sex-
differentiated genes, differential expression of genes, or other mechanisms.
For the most part, such issues remain to be addressed in scientific research.”

Psychological Sex Differences That Enhance Leadership
According to Evolutionary Psychology

Now we turn to the aggressive and dominant tendencies that evolutionary
psychologists most often claim can explain the prevalence of men in lead-
ership roles. First, we ask whether men and women differ in these traits,
regardless of whether any differences reflect mainly nature or mainly nur-
ture. Then we consider whether these traits facilitate leadership.




Aggressiveness

When aggressiveness is understood as the tendency to engage in behav-
jor that is intended to harm others, meta-analytic reviews of numerous
studies have found men to be more aggressive than women overall. Men’s
verbal aggression, such as insulting someone, is only slightly higher than
women’s. Where men show quite a bit more aggression than women is in
physical aggressiveness that inflicts pain or injury, such as hitting someone.
Men, particularly younger men, exceed women most strongly in physical
aggression toward their own sex. In natural settings, men’s violence
toward other men takes many forms, including assaults and homicide.??
In the United States, men currently account for 82 percent of arrests
for violent crime and 89 percent of arrests for murder and non-negligent
manslaughter.?!

Aggression need not involve direct physical or verbal assault. Instead, --

people can damage others’ status or relationships through roundabout so-
cial maneuvers, such as gossiping and spreading damaging rumors.22 Al-
though girls sometimes appear to be more aggresswe than boys in these
indirect ways, findings have been mixed.?-

Among adults in the workplace, aggression is often mdlrect but takes a
wide range of forms. Hostile and damaging actions can include, for exam-
ple, evaluating others’ performance unfairly, failing to transmit informa-
tion needed by others, and stealing company funds or property. In general,
workplace aggression is more common in men than in women.

In summary, the hundreds of studies that have been conducted on
aggression yield a few clear-cut conclusions: specifically, men exceed women
in physical aggression expressed toward same-sex peers but are only slightly

more verbally aggressive than women. Men also engage in more workplace
aggression than women.

Dominance, Assertiveness, and Competitiveness

Potentially important for leadership are more positive forms of domi-
nance, including assertiveness and competitiveness, which do not nec-
essarily involve harm to others. On personality tests of dominance or as-
sertiveness, there is a small to moderate tendency for men to score higher
than women.” Assertiveness tends to have different contours in men com-
pared with women. Men generally assert themselves in a forceful or con-
trolling manner, and women more often in a manner that acknowledges

the rights of others as well as their own rights. Women also often express
their dominance and assertiveness through group-oriented behaviors that
facilitate the work of others, such as sharing the limelight with them at a
meeting or helping them develop their talents. Assertive behavior that pro-
motes oneself over others is more typical of men.?

Men seem to prefer to assert themselves in hierarchical relationships
more than women do. For example, male managers report somewhat more
interest than female managers in managing in a traditional command-and-
control style. This greater attraction of men than women to social hierar-
chies also emerges in men’s greater social dominance, a personality trait
defined by the desire for one’s own group to dominate other groups and be
superior to them.? ‘

Competitiveness, which evolutionary psychologists believe is inherent'm
male psychology, has been researched primarily in experiments on bargain-
ing and negotiation. These laboratory games reveal only slightly greater
male competitiveness—and greater female cooperativeness.” Ideall?f, com-
petitiveness would be investigated in natural settings and not solely in lal?o-
ratory games. Economist Uri Gneezy produced such a study by observing
Israeli children running races in a physical education classes. He concluded
that boys are more competitive than girls because boys increased the%r
speed when running against another child, but girls did not. However, t:,hls
interpretation failed to acknowledge boys’ generally greater psychologlcz?l
investment in athletics.?® Valid conclusions about competitiveness await
study of a variety of tasks that include some that appeal more to females,
some more to males, and some equally to males and females.

Change Over Time in Women’s Tendencies to Be Dominant

Claims about men’s greater dominance, expressed in aggressive, asser-
tive, and competitive behavior, are arguable, not only because these diﬁe%‘—
ences are not large but also because women have been gaining on men. ?t is
possible that women are somewhat catching up even in physical aggressive-
ness, consistent with crime statistics. In the face of an overall decline in vio-
lent crime in recent years in the United States, females showed a slight
increase. From 1995 to 2004, the rates of arrest for violent crime for men
decreased 20 percent, and those for women rose 3 percent.” Lending cul-
tural endorsement to female aggressiveness, the entertainment industry
has featured many physically aggressive female characters in the form ',Of’
for example, warrior princesses (Xena), James Bond-type spies (Mrs. Smith




in Mr. and Mrs. Smith), and killers of abusive husbands (the Dixie Chicks” hit
song “Goodbye Earl”).3!

Examination of women’s reports of their own assertiveness yields clear
evidence of change over time. Women now describe themselves as hav-
ing more of these traditionally masculine qualities than women did in the
past: more ambitious, self-reliant, and assertive. At the same time, women
do not describe themselves as any less feminine than in the past—for exam-
ple, not less affectionate or understanding. On the same measures, men
show little change over time.*

Trends in women’s assertiveness and dominance suggest that shifts in
their access to various life roles underlie the observed changes. In a meta-
analysis of twentieth-century studies of personality tests of dominance and
assertiveness, psychologist Jean Twenge established that women increased
in assertiveness and dominance from 1931 to 1945, declined from 1946 to
1967, and increased again from 1968 to 1993, while men remained relatively
unchanged. These shifts coincided with women’s changing roles: before
and during World War II, barriers fell that had restricted women’s access to
higher-status roles; in the postwar era, barriers rose as traditional family
structure prevailed. Finally, in the late twentieth century, women’s access to
high-status roles increased substantially The recent surge in women’s
assertiveness that followed their increasing opportunities is great enough
that the sex difference has become quite small in many studies.* Consistent
with our biosocial theory of the origins of sex differences, the most impor-
tant story told by these research findings is that women have been gaining
in assertiveness and dominance in recent decades.

What Does Dominance Have to Do with Leadership?

The impact of these trends on leadership depends on whether domi-
nance is actually the key to leadership. Physical aggressiveness, which is
greater in males than females, is relevant to the leadership of teenage and
young adult male groups that center on criminal gang activity or on sports
such as football and basketball. Also, the ability to aggress physically is un-
derstandably relevant to many forms of military participation. However,
physical aggression is unacceptable as a means of leading in virtually every
other context. Also, workplace aggression is condemned and, in its more
extreme forms, makes individuals unemployable.

More important for leadership might be verbal aggression, which appears
to be slightly greater in males. If this sex difference extends to organiza-

tions, male bosses would show somewhat more verbal aggression than
female bosses. But such a tendency would hardly produce a male advan-
tage. Verbally intimidating behavior has limited value in enhancing bosses’
effectiveness.* Even though there are some bullying bosses, this type of
dominance generally elicits negative reactions and lowers evaluations of
competence and leadership. As stated by Peter Crist, chairman of an execu-
tive search firm, “There are two traits now that in the corporate world are
the kiss of death: intellectual arrogance and bullying.”*

In summary, evolutionary psychologists claim that men’s “natural” ten-
dencies to be aggressive, dominant, and competitive are the key to under-
standing why men predominate as leaders. Although neither physical nor
verbal aggressiveness appear to enhance leadership in most contexts, posi-
tive forms of dominance (such as assertiveness) do foster leadership, as we
show in the next section. Yet, many experts emphasize that effective leader-
ship requires a good measure of people skills. Some managerial writers
even extol the nurturing skills associated with mothering.?® So what does
research tell us about which traits actually enhance leadership?

Personality Traits Actually Associated with Leadership

Personality is important to leadership. One hint that this is so is that an
inclination to lead tends to emerge by adolescence. Specifically, a study of
boys showed that those who had occupied leadership roles by the tenth
grade were more likely to become managers as adults and to receive a
wage premium for their leadership skills.”” This consistency of attraction to
leadership across the life span is congenial to explanation in terms of per-
sonality traits.

Research also suggests that about one-third of the variation in who
occupies leadership roles can be explained by genetic factors, with environ-
mental factors accounting for the other two-thirds. So leaders are to some
extent “born” as well as “made.”? But evidence for some degree of genetic
predisposition to leadership (as yet not identified with specific genes) does
not imply that genetic differences between the sexes underlie men’s pre-
dominance as leaders. If men, and not women, were genetically pro-
grammed to lead, boys should predominate even in high school leadership
roles. However, as chapter 2 indicates, leadership is shared approximately
equally by girls and boys in high schools.*

Psychologists know a lot about the personality traits that affect leader-
ship.#0 These investigations tell a much different story from what can be




pieced together from evolutionary psychologists’ claims about aggressive-
ness and competitiveness. This research shows that general intelligence is
one quality that enhances individuals’ chances of becoming leaders, just as
it enhances occupational attainment and job performance in general.*! But
intelligence is not enough—good leaders generally evince a particular con-
stellation of personality traits along with intelligence.

Which personality traits enhance leaders’ emergence and effectiveness?
An efficient answer comes from organizing personality traits into five
classes—the famous scheme known in psychology as the Big Five. These
five types of traits are assessed by carefully designed and validated person-
ality tests in which people describe their typical behaviors and preferences.
Using this scheme, organizational psychologists Timothy Judge, Joyce
Bono, Remus Ilies, and Megan Gerhardt examined how personality traits
relate to two outcomes: emerging as a leader and performing effectively as

a leader.** Their findings appear in figure 3-1. A positive relationship means

that a personality trait improves chances for leadership, and a negative rela-
tionship lessens chances. The first thing to notice is that none of these
relationships between the Big Five traits and leadership emergence and
effectiveness is statistically very strong, showing that personality is only one
among many influences on leadership. k

The Big Five Personality Traits

1. NEUROTICISM: exhibiting poor emotional adjustment and negative
emotions

2. EXTRAVERSION: exhibiting sociability, assertiveness, activity, and
positive emotions

3. OPENNESS TO EXPERIENCE: exhibiting creativity, nonconformity,
autonomy, and unconventional qualities

4. AGREEABLENESS: exhibiting caring, trusting, compliant, and gentle
qualities

5. CONSCIENTIOUSNESS: exhibiting achievement orientation and
dependability

Among the Big Five traits, conscientiousness and extraversion are the
strongest predictors that a person will emerge as a leader, but openness
to experience and extraversion are the strongest predictors that a person
will become effective in a leadership role. So overall, extraversion most

FIGURE 3-1

Personality traits associated with the emergence and effectiveness
of leaders

The vertical axes display (standardized) regression coefficients that are averaged across
the available studies. A positive value indicates that a trait is associated with more
emergence or effectiveness; a negative value indicates that a trait is associated with less
emergence or effectiveness.
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consistently predicts leadership. Openness to experience and conscien-
tiousness are also important, and agreeableness and neuroticism are the
least important.#* The consistent importance of extraversion is confirmed
by research on related psychological traits such as need for power, political
skill, emotional intelligence, and empathy. Researchers have also estab-
lished positive relationships between these traits and effective leadership.#




What's so special about extraversion? Extraverted people combine gre-
gariousness with assertiveness. Extraverts like to spend time with other
people and to work with them toward shared goals. They initiate action to
solve the problems faced by groups and organizations. Such individuals
generally have a good aptitude for leadership. They build teams, motivate
others, and exert influence.*

Consistent with research on extraversion, study of the lives of many suc-
cessful leaders often reveals their excellent people skills. For example,
Franklin Roosevelt excelled in these qualities even as a student when he
served as president of Harvard’s student-run newspaper, the Crimson. A
classmate and subsequent Crimson president noted that Roosevelt “liked
people . . . and made them instinctively like him,” adding that “in his genial-
ity was a kind of frictionless command.”*6 Sandra Day O’Connor, a highly
influential former justice of the Supreme Court, is renowned for her excel-
lent political skills and abilities as a negotiator: “Diligent, alert, energetic,
and adept at politicking, she was a master of the telephone call and the
handwritten note.”#

This is not to say that leaders must be extraverted: it is not unusual to
find some introverts among successful leaders. For example, Microsoft
chairman Bill Gates, by reputation, is introverted. Nevertheless, extraver-
sion eases the route to leadership because it fosters a desire to work with
other people.*

Some degree of risk taking can be important to leadership and may be
linked to the Big Five trait of openness to experience.” Leaders must be
willing to move in new directions or, in business parlance, to “think outside
the box.” Especially in fast-changing environments, leaders can gain by cre-
atively seeking new directions and moving ahead under conditions of un-
certainty, although overly risky actions can, of course, be counterproductive.
Leaders also should be dependable and persistent—qualities linked to the
Big Five trait of conscientiousness.

The recent business scandals in the United States and elsewhere have put
a spotlight on leaders’ ethical qualities. Unethical leaders risk dishonor,
removal from their leadership roles, revolts by followers, and, under some
circumstances, imprisonment. Empirical evidence shows that positive moral
qualities generally facilitate good leadership: effective leaders are regarded
as trustworthy and display integrity and mature moral reasoning.*

In summary, along with general intelligence, relationship-building capa-
bilities produce the most consistent associations with the emergence and
effectiveness of leaders. However, intelligence and extraversion are not suf-

ficient. Excellent leaders are creative and put forward new ideas—qualities
that reflect the Big Five trait of openness to experience. Leaders also need
to display the follow-through that is required to bring projects to comple-
tion—a quality that reflects the Big Five trait of conscientiousness. Hon-
esty matters, too, because unethical behavior can derail leaders.

All in all, a certain profile of personal qualities favors leadership, even
though many successful leaders do not excel on the full range of these
qualities. And of course, the situation in which leadership is exerted shapes
the types of leaders who are optimal, as we explain in later chapters.

Comparisons of Women and Men on Traits Actually
Associated with Leadership

What does this research on traits say about whether men and women have
what it takes to become successful leaders? The answer depends on
whether men and women differ in the traits that promote or detract from-
leadership. There is no need to speculate on this point, because a great deal
of research has assessed women and men on measures of intelligence and
personality.*!

Intelligence and the Big Five Personality Traits

Men and women differ little in the traits and abilities that are most rele-
vant to leadership. Specifically, general intelligence, which is associated
with leadership, is equal in women and men. On personality traits, we
show data collected by psychologists Paul Costa, Antonio Terracciano, and
Robert McCrae, which display a typical pattern of findings. Their study
compared the scores of one thousand male and female U.S. adults on a per-
sonality test designed to assess the Big Five as well as more specific traits
(called “facets”) that are components of these broad classes of traits (see
figure 3-2).5

The most important of these findings is that extraversion, which most
consistently predicts the emergence and effectiveness of leaders, exists at
approximately the same level in men and women, although differences are
present in some of its components. As shown in figure 3-2, these compo-
nents consist of warmth, positive emotions, gregariousness, activity, as-
sertiveness, and excitement seeking. Men exceed women on assertiveness
and excitement seeking, and women exceed men on warmth, positive
emotions, gregariousness, and activity.*? So neither men nor women have -




an overall advantage in the qualities that make up extraversion. Male lead-
ers could gain from more emphasis on the more feminine aspects of extra-
version such as warmth, and women could benefit from more emphasis on
the more masculine aspects such as assertiveness.

The other traits that most favor leadership—openness to experience and
conscientiousness—display similarly mixed patterns of sex differences across
their components, with conscientiousness showing the most similarity in
women and men (see figure 3-2). Among the Big Five traits, agreeableness

FIGURE 3-2

Sex differences for 1,000 U.S. adults on extraversion, openness to
experience, and conscientiousness

The vertical axes display (standardized) differences in the d effect size metric. Positive
effect sizes indicate higher scores among women than men, and negative effect sizes

indicate higher scores among men.
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can we be safe?” Checking for understanding enables you to expose the weak-
nesses and the risks in what you are trying to do. If you can expose them, then
you can devise a strategy that mitigates those risks.*®

Taking reasonable risks that consider potential gains and losses can be more
effective than risk for its own sake. ‘

Ethical Qualities

Men and women differ in some ethical qualities. Women, more than
men, disapprove of a wide range of morally nontraditional behaviors and
policies, including extramarital relationships, divorce, suicide, and the
legalization of marijuana. This ethical theme is consistent with women’s
greater religiosity. Women also express more compassion for less-fortunate
individuals and focus on implications for close relationships in resolving
moral dilemmas.* T o -

Directly relevant to the workplace is evidence that women, more than
men, disapprove of unethical business practices such as the use of insider in-
formation, although this sex difference is smaller among managers than
nonmanagers. Women are also less accepting than men of unscrupulous
negotiation tactics, such as misrepresenting facts, feigning friendship to gain
information, and making promises with no intention of honoring them.
Similarly, a survey of values in forty-three nations found that in most nations
women were less tolerant than men of dishonest or illegal behaviors such as
taking bribes.* Also, assessments of integrity frequently included in person-
nel selection tests show greater self-reported integrity in women.5!

Behaviorally, women are less likely than men to engage in most types of
criminal activity. And because morality often demands resistance to temp-
tation, it is revealing that girls and women manifest more resistance to
temptation than boys and men in experiments that forbid people to play
with, touch, look at, or eat one or more tempting objects.5?

Allin all, women differ from men in several aspects of ethics and moral-
ity. These findings are consistent with the prevalence of women among the
whistle-blowers who have exposed major ethical violations in the United
States in recent years. For example, one of these women, Sherron Watkins
of Enron, became famous for her memos to CEO Kenneth Lay describing
the company’s misrepresentation of its finances.® Although few women
become whistle-blowers, more may face ethical misgivings of the sort
voiced by one female executive in a large retail company:

I was totally naive. I thought everything you read should be true. I thought
everything you do should be done properly. I thought everything that occurred
should be reported as it happened. I had no idea that the news had to come out
a certain way so that it fit into the big picture. But it’s strategically necessary
to report a gain before fourth-quarter earnings . . . Here I was, working for this
big retail chain, and it too was dirty. I had a hard time admitting to myself
that I was now in the dirty world of business.

Especially with heightened concern about ethics in business and politics,
these moral differences could give women an advantage as leaders. Even
though there is little research relating specific ethical qualities to leadership,
it is convincing enough that some management researchers have suggested
that including more women among executives should decrease fraud by
top management.®

Also, the public perception that women are less likely to suffer ethical
lapses can facilitate the choice of female executives, as apparently was the
case when Patricia Woertz became CEO of Archer Daniels Midland. After
exposure of this corporation’s corrupt culture resulted in the imprison-
ment of some top executives and payment of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in fines and settlements, Woertz, an outsider and a woman, was chosen
as CEO. In the words of one industrial analyst, “The company had a bit of
a Mafioso image, and this [appointment of Woertz] put a friendly face on
it. I think that it was a brilliant move by the board.”* Similarly, after finan-
cial giant Smith Barney was exposed for fraudulent financial research and
also had to pay very large fines, Sallie Krawcheck became its chief execu-
tive. “Dubbed ‘Mrs. Clean’ thanks to her frank demeanor and focus on
ethics,” Krawcheck proved successful in this role and further ascended to
higher executive roles at Citicorp, the Smith Barney parent company.¥

Conclusions

Assertions that men and women have different personalities have been a
traditional ground for denying leadership roles to women. Challenging this
outdated logic, psychological research has illuminated sex differences and
similarities in personality traits and the associations of these traits with
the emergence and effectiveness of leaders. Research demonstrates small
sex differences in some of the traits that are relevant to good leadership—
for example, assertiveness, gregariousness, risk taking, and moral integrity.
These findings imply female advantage at least as often as male advantage




and refute the conclusion that, as Browne wrote, “The dearth of women in
high places can be understood only against the backdrop of fundamental
sex differences in temperament.” 8

Arguments by evolutionary psychologists that aggressiveness and domi-
nance are of overriding importance for leadership are particularly out of
sync with contemporary organizations. As we elaborate in later chapters,
what is considered good leadership has changed over the years. For exam-
ple, a survey from Right Management Consultants, a large outplacement
firm, shows that the skill that companies most often seek in managers is the
“ability to motivate and engage others.”® As author, editor, and commen-
tator David Gergen wrote, “Command-and-control leadership has given
way to a new approach, often called an influence model of leadership . . .
The new leader persuades, empowers, collaborates, and partners.” 7

Consistent with such views, scientific research has demonstrated that

some personality traits and general intelligence relate to leadership, al-.

though of course leadership is affected by many other factors. Successful
leaders most often have an androgynous balance of traits that includes gre-
gariousness, positive initiative and assertion, social skills, intelligence, con-
scientiousness, integrity, trustworthiness, and the ability to persuade, inspire,
and motivate others. In short, effective leadership surely is not enhanced
only by feminine qualities or only by masculine qualities. In fact, people
who have extremely masculine or extremely feminine personalities are likely
to be at a disadvantage for leadership in most contemporary settings.”*

Thus, the fact that there are few women in some leadership roles cannot
be explained by claims about inborn psychological traits. Yet, newspaper
articles presenting evolutionary psychology narratives about hard-wired
psychological sex differences increase the plausibility of these claims.” These
ideas can erode confidence that women have what it takes to be good lead-
ers and contribute to the dead ends and misleading turns in the labyrinth
that women traverse on the route to leadership.

In chapter 4, we continue to explore the structure of the labyrinth. We
address the fundamental issue of whether women’s chances to lead are
compromised by their domestic responsibilities. Do women avoid leader-
ship or receive fewer promotions than men because they are more bur-
dened by childcare and household responsibilities?

CHAPTER FOUR

Do Family Responsibilities
Hold Women Back?

HOW DO WOMEN’S family responsibilities affect their ability to be-
come leaders? Does caring for children and households hold women back?
If men’s nature can’t explain why they occupy most of the leadership posi-
tions, perhaps the division of labor in the home can. In this chapter, we
show that women’s domestic responsibilities do contribute to their lesser
access to power and authority in society. However, men increasingly share
housework and childrearing, and there are signs that these changes toward
greater equality are likely to continue. Nevertheless, women are currently
responsible for the bulk of domestic work. This situation lessens women’s
prospects for advancement through the labyrinth. For women to achieve
full access to leadership in society, men will have to step up and share more
equally in family responsibilities.

Domestic Responsibilities of Women and Men

Women’s domestic work far exceeds that of men. Women spend more
time doing housework and caring for children than men do. Typically,
women are also responsible for making appointments for family members,
caring for old or sick family members, and arranging children’s activities.
They provide the glue that holds families together by maintaining connec-
tions with extended family, preparing celebrations for family events, send-
ing cards, visiting with neighbors, and so on.!




Housework

The best evidence concerning the time people devote to housework and
other activities comes from time diary studies, in which people record what
they are doing during each hour of a twenty-four-hour day. Evidence from
time diaries completed by representative samples of Americans shows that
women’s share of housework has declined, and men’s has increased. As fig-
ure 4-1 indicates, married women devoted a whopping 34 hours per week
to housekeeping in 1965, but their housework dropped to 19 hours by
2005. Over the same period, married men increased their housework from
5 to 11 hours per week. Housework is now shared more equally than
ever before, but for every hour that men work, women put in about
1.7 hours. Although there probably are many factors contributing to the
decline in housework, women’s increased employment cannot be one of
them because the decline was greater for women without jobs than em-
ployed women.? ,

Despite this converging trend in men’s and women’s housework, married
women still perform more of the basic “core” tasks of cooking, cleaning,

FIGURE 4-1

Average weekly housework of married women and men ages 25-64
in the United States, 1965-2005
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and laundry, and married men do more yard work, home maintenance, and
bill paying.? Women’s tasks are more frequent, routine, and difficult to skip,
and this lack of flexibility contributes to women’s burden.

Paradoxically, having a male partner in the home does not reduce
women’s housework, nor does a woman’s bigger paycheck increase men’s
housework. In fact, married women do more housework than single
women. And the proportion of family income that women bring home
typically has little effect on how much work their partners do around the
house. However, women who earn more of the family income or work
longer hours for pay manage to reduce their own housework, probably by
purchasing more goods and services.*

Childcare

Most men living with young children provide basic care, such as feeding,
diapering, and bathing.* Men can often be seen by themselves pushing baby
carriages or walking in public places with young children. And many men’s
restrooms have diaper changing tables. These changes are reflected in
men’s attitudes about caring for their children, as suggested by one father
of two children: “I am a dad. I am their dad. I chose consciously to be a
father. I mean they [his two children] are the best things that ever happened
to me, and as far as bathing them and changing them and cooking for them
and doing all that, I don’t consider that a chore; it is just a pleasure to be
around them, and I spend time with them doing those sorts of things.”

Time diary studies confirm men’s increasing involvement in childrear-
ing. Fathers of the Baby Boom generation increased their role in childcare
compared with men of previous generations. Generation X fathers per-
form substantially more childcare than Baby Boomer fathers, and Genera-
tion Y fathers perform the most of all. Despite these substantial changes,
married women still do 2.1 hours of childcare for every hour contributed
by married men. Even women world leaders at the top of their profes-
sions in government and business perform more childcare than their male
counterparts.’

Many female executives therefore face challenges in balancing work and
family that few male executives face. The key to this difference is that most
male executives have wives who are not employed, but most female execu-
tives have employed husbands. Only a minority of high-powered female
executives—such as Carly Fiorina, ex-CEO of Hewlett-Packard; Anne Mul-
cahy, president of Xerox; and Karen Garrison, ex-president of Pitney-Bowes .




Management Services—have had stay-at-home husbands. Because female
executives less often have the support of a stay-at-home spouse, far more of
them forgo having children or delay childbearing.®

Changes in attitudes about fathers’ childcare responsibilities have out-
paced changes in behavior. In a recent survey of American couples, a ma-
jority of women and men endorsed the egalitarian notion that mothers
and fathers should equally share responsibility for everyday childcare. Such
attitudes are especially prevalent among educated men and women. Among
Americans generally, there has been increasing approval for both husband
and wife contributing to the family income and even mothers of preschool-
ers having jobs. Americans also increasingly indicate that employed moth-
ers can have just as warm a relationship with their children as mothers
without jobs.?

Despite this greater endorsement of equality as a general principle, cou-
ples base their division of labor mainly on their ideas about what would be
fair for them personally. The more that wives and husbands believe that
they should share domestic duties in their own families, the more equally
they share domestic work and wage labor. Yet more husbands than wives
are satisfied with the wife doing more of the work, and husbands have
more influence than wives on who actually does what.!* One woman em-
ployed as a shift supervisor voiced a common complaint:

My husband’s a great help watching our baby. But as far as doing housework
or even taking the baby when I'm at home, no. He figures he works five days a
week . . . But he doesn’t stop to think that I work seven days a week . . . On his
weekends off; I have to provide a sitter for the baby so he can go fishing. When
I have a day off; I have the baby all day long without a break. He’ll help out if
I'm not here, but the minute I am, all the work at home is mine."!

Although it is common knowledge that mothers provide more childcare
than fathers, few people realize that mothers provide more childcare than
in earlier generations. In fact, in the United States both fathers and mothers
spend more time in childcare than in the past, as shown by four national
time diary studies that tracked parents’ childcare from 1965 through 2000
(see figure 4-2).12 This increase in the time demands of childcare somewhat
offsets the gains that mothers experience from fathers’ greater participation.

Historically, mothers were busy with tasks such as baking, cooking,
washing and ironing clothes, sewing, tending gardens, and, in the more dis-
tant past, spinning and weaving. They were available to their children but

FIGURE 4-2

Average weekly childcare hours for married mothers and fathers
in the United States, 1965-2000
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too busy to devote themselves to interacting with them. Even during the
1960s, when female employment was relatively low, women did not spend
more time interacting with their children than women do now. Mothers
often were doing housework while the children occupied themselves with
play.® As one seventy-year-old grandmother noted,

My daughter spends more time with her son than I did with my kids, and 1
spent more time with my kids than my mother did. My mother really didn't
have the time. She had to work on the farm so she didn't help with homework,
spend time playing with us, or take us places . . . Even when they have jobs, a
lot of women today are pressured. They have to spend lots of time with their
children, to make them happier, smarter . . . to give them every advantage.'*

Cultural changes have made it seem increasingly important for mothers
to spend quality time with children.”” The trend toward more mother care
began after World War I, when most affluent families lost access to ser-
vants and came to rely on mothers for raising their children.!é The belief in
the unique importance of mother care emerged particularly in the 1920s
and 1930s and gained credibility throughout the twentieth century, in-
spired in part by childrearing manuals such as Dr. Benjamin Spock’s Baby




and Child Care. More recent books, such as Berry Brazelton’s What Every
Baby Knows, have continued to emphasize children’s need for individualized
maternal care.'” '

Many American women, especially better educated and wealthier
women, consider motherhood to be highly rewarding, time-consuming,
and intensive. And most mothers report spending too little time with their
children, even though they spend more time than mothers of previous gen-
erations.!® In fact, employed mothers in 2000 spent as much time interact-
ing with their children as mothers without jobs did in 1975. One mother
reflected on her childrearing approach with her four-year-old daughter:
“[We do] a lot of negotiating, kind of, trying to set some limits, but we
don’t say no to her. We try and do more of just working with her [rather]
than the old, Tm the parent and what I say goes’ . . . I mean these are
the things that make your life very time consuming and draining, and
emotionally you're exhausted. And the older they get, the better negotiator
they become. And she’s become a terrific negotiator.”?

According to research, mothers commonly believe that to facilitate
healthy child development, motherhood should be selfless and “emotion-
ally absorbing.” Because intensive mothering is challenging, mothers are
often critical of their parenting skills. Only about one-third of the mothers
surveyed by the Pew Research Center felt “very satisfied” with their perfor-
mance as mothers, and dissatisfaction was especially great among college-
educated women.? This self-criticism is one symptom of the pressure on
women to raise perfect children. As stated by New York Times columnist and
writer Ellyn Spragins, “Moms are graded by which toddlers share toys in
the sandbox and who's on the honor roll. Once upon a time, adults waited
until children were grown before judging how they turned out. Now they
must trace a perfect trajectory of success at every age to reflect well on
their parents and their employment choices.”2!

Ironically, although educated women are especially critical of their
parenting, they spend more time with their children than their less well-
educated counterparts.?2 One consequence of this pattern is that parenting
pressures are most intense among mothers having the most career potential,
adding to the challenges that these women face in negotiating the labyrinth.

Given the importance placed on good parenting, mothers who are em-
ployed differ relatively little from those who are not employed in the time
they spend interacting with their children. In a 2000 time diary study, moth-
ers without jobs spent five more hours per week interacting with their chil-
dren than employed mothers.?

Implications of the Division of Domestic Labor

Domestic responsibilities create time pressures that challenge women
seeking advancement in their paid jobs. Employed mothers are particularly
time stressed and put in considerable time fulfilling their employment and
domestic duties. In a national study, among dual-career married parents
with at least some college education, women had a longer total work week.
Combining all hours of work, including paid employment and unpaid
domestic work, fathers put in 67 hours of work per week, and mothers put
in 71 hours.?*

The demands of intensive parenting contribute to the tensions that em-
ployed mothers often experience between their jobs and their families.
Women compensate for their time away from home by giving up leisure
activities and solitary pursuits to be with their children. The more hours
mothers work at their jobs, the less time they spend in solitary leisure and
in social activities and the more time they spend in leisure and household
activities while also interacting with their children. Having children under
age six reduces women’s leisure time by an hour a day, and so does mar-
riage. Yet men’s leisure is not affected by children or marriage.?” Compared
with men, women have a leisure deficit. In the United States, married men
have several hours more leisure per week than married women, amounting
to 212 hours more leisure per year, the equivalent of almost five 40-hour
work weeks.?

Because of the demands of employment and family, women feel more
rushed and time-crunched than men do. The more hours that women
spend at their jobs, the more dissatisfied they feel with the amount of time
they have for themselves and for their other duties, especially if they have
children. In contrast, the hours that men spend at their jobs have little effect
on their feelings of time pressure.?”

The most intense time conflicts between jobs and family surface among
women in managerial and professional positions because of the long hours
such jobs can require (see chapter 9). Job demands often creep into per-
sonal lives, with weekend work expected. And phone calls, e-mail, and
other contacts commonly intrude on home life.* One female lawyer de-
scribed her difficulty in finding time for family life while working at a pres-
tigious law firm: “When I came back to work after . . . maternity leave and
realized that I could not maintain my pre-child work hours (weekends,
nights) the partners became extremely upset. When I tried to discuss a
part-time arrangement, the head partner suggested that I didn’t truly want




to be a ‘real criminal lawyer.” I quit . . . Oh, by the way, all the ‘real criminal
lawyer’ partners had full-time, stay-at-home wives.”?

In general, marriage and parenthood place different demands on women
than on men. Because women do more domestic work, mothers and wives
are less likely to be employed. Having children leads mothers to reduce
their hours of paid work but leads fathers to increase their hours. The more
children women have, the less time they devote to their jobs.*

These inequalities reflect conventional ideas about the roles of moth-
ers and fathers. Traditionally, being a good father meant being a good
provider, and being a good mother meant providing children nurturance
and care. Even though only a minority of Americans now endorse this divi-
sion of labor, its influence continues to linger. When home responsibilities
are not shared equally between husbands and wives, it is the wives who suf-
fer workplace disadvantage and have more difficulty in advancing to posi-
tions that yield greater income and prestige.*' - : :

Of course, single parents fulfill both the provider and the caretaker roles
As a result, the employment patterns of single mothers and single fathers
are more similar than those of married couples, where the discrepancy in

men and women is greatest. Yet, even among single parents, the mothers

work fewer hours than the fathers. Single fathers are able to undertake
more paid work than single mothers because most of them live with their
parents or other adults who can share domestic responsibilities, but most
single mothers do not have this advantage.*

Continuity in the Employment of Women and Men

For many women, family demands conflict with job obligations, resulting
in women’s less continuous employment, which in turn lessens their op-
portunities for workplace advancement. We now compare these employ-
ment patterns in men and women.

Taking Breaks from Employment

Some women, even those with excellent career prospects, make time for
family responsibilities by relinquishing their jobs entirely. For example, in
one study, 37 percent of the women with strong educational credentials—
that is, professional or graduate degrees or undergraduate degrees with
honors—voluntarily dropped out of employment at some point in their
lives, compared with 24 percent of similarly qualified men.*? Among women

with one or more children, the proportion rises to 43 percent. The primary
reason that these women take time out is for “family time,” but for men it
is to change careers.

Women who drop out of their careers to stay home to care for their chil-
dren do not necessarily find this decision easy. The psychological invest-
ment in a career that comes from long-term preparation followed by
on-the-job success can produce distress when the career is suddenly gone.
In the words of one former senior newspaper editor and journalist, “When
you give up a successful career to spend more time with your children, it is
not just the nice clothes, the car and the holidays that have to go. It is your
ego, t00.” %

Dropping out of the labor force has many obvious costs beyond sur-
rendering one’s psychological investment in paid work: lost income, im-
peded career growth, depreciation of skills, and difficulty in reestablishing
one’s career. The long-term income losses from women’s employment
breaks are substantial. Over one recent fifteen-year period, U.S. women
earned an average of $273,592, compared with $722,693 for men. By this
measure, women’s earnings were only 38 percent of men’s, in large part be-
cause of their time away from paid work. In addition, the more time off
mothers take, the less experience and seniority they have and the less they
earn when they return to employment. Such income losses persist over
time. Being employed is like running in a long-distance race: the wages of
most women who take significant breaks from employment never catch up
to those who do not take breaks.?

The costs of leaving employment are exacerbated by the fact that, for
women, the prime years for having children typically coincide with the crit-
ical years for establishing a successful career. It can be difficult to regain
career momentum, even for women with excellent educational credentials.
About one-fourth of such women who want to regain employment fail to
find jobs, and only a minority of those who regain employment obtain full-
time, professional jobs.?

Although limiting time away from employment mitigates this loss of
income for employed mothers, staying continuously employed does not
entirely remove the motherhood penalty. In most studies, motherhood is
associated with a loss of income, even when controlling for time out of the
workforce, hours worked, and other factors (see chapter 5).%

Even though more women than men leave employment for family rea-
sons, most mothers employed full-time do not quit their jobs when they
have a child. One study found that the likelihood of a mother remaining in




her full-time job after childbirth is 75 percent that of a childless woman
remaining in hers during the same time period. In contrast, women em-
ployed part-time usually do quit when they have a child.?®

The fact that a portion of mothers quit their jobs to stay home with their
children has created the misperception that women quit jobs more than
men do. But in reality, because there are many reasons for quitting, women
do not quit their jobs more often than men. On the contrary, men and
women differ little in quitting, and among managers, men quit somewhat
more often than women. In fact, both men and women quit most often for
reasons unrelated to family, although among managers and younger work-
ers, women quit because of family obligations more than men do.*

In summary, domestic obligations contribute to some women’s loss of
job tenure and experience and consequently to their lesser workplace ad-
vancement. Abandoning employment entirely, even as a temporary expedi-
ent, seriously compromises women’s advancement and pay. Women who
limit their time away from employment can reduce this motherhood
penalty, although it is challenging to remain employed full-time after be-
coming a mother. Nevertheless, most women do not abandon their jobs

but instead find various other solutions to manage family responsibilities.

We now examine those solutions.

Taking Leaves of Absence and Sick Days

Leaves of absence can help parents accommodate their family responsi-
bilities. For managers, such leaves are rare, although they are more com-
mon among women. Career losses for female managers are about the same
whether they take family or sick leaves, and about the same as for men tak-
ing sick leaves. Because few men take family leaves, it is not possible to test
whether they would be penalized even more than women for such actions.*

Occasional absences from work are more common than leaves, and
women in the United States and most other countries take more sick time
than men do. The more young children a woman has, the more sick days
she takes, but men’s sick days are not affected by how many children they
have.* So women'’s absences apparently reflect their family responsibilities,
which may in turn reflect their beliefs that mothers should nurture and
care for sick children. One mother explained, “I'm the one who stays home
when the kids are sick . . . With my husband, it’s not a lack of effort, but a
lack of insight. He has the best of intentions, but he needs direction . . .
Men caring for sick children? Well, mothers mother more.”#

Seeking Flexible Jobs and Part-Time Jobs

To accommodate family responsibilities, many women, and especially
those with children, seek flexible jobs. Despite this preference, women often
struggle to find flexibility. Overall, women are slightly less likely than men
to have jobs with flexible schedules. In fact, professional, managerial, and ex-
ecutive positions allow more flexibility in setting work hours than clerical
and administrative support positions, which are highly female-dominated.*

Some women who can’t arrange flexible hours on their jobs may instead
seek part-year or part-time employment. But in general, women do not
obtain part-year employment more than men do, despite the advantages
that it might offer. What women find more often is part-time employment.
Even women in traditionally male-dominated, high-status professions, such
as physicians and lawyers, reduce their work hours more often than their
male counterparts.*

Although part-time jobs allow more time for domestic work, caring
for young children cannot fully explain women’s part-time employment.
Among employed women with at least one child under age six, 29 percent
have part-time jobs, compared with 25 percent of women without children.
Among employed men with at least one child under age six, only 4 percent
have part-time jobs, compared with 15 percent of men without children.*
So having young children reduces part-time employment in fathers and
slightly increases it in mothers.

Part-time employment has the obvious consequences of lowering in-
come and reducing job benefits such as pension contributions. Even on an
hourly basis, part-time workers are paid less than full-time workers. Al-
though part-time employment hinders career advancement, it is more
favorable for careers than not being employed at all. Women’s current
earnings are higher the more years they have been employed either full-
time or part-time.*6

All in all, despite the weakening of the household division of labor,
family responsibilities still take a much greater toll on the workplace ca-
reers of women than those of men. A minority of mothers quit their jobs,
some because they prefer to be full-time homemakers and others because
they can’t obtain sufficient flexibility in their employment. Other mothers
find flexibility through obtaining leaves of absence, taking sick days to
meet their children’s needs, or arranging part-time schedules. These ac-
tions contribute to women’s slower advancement to leadership positions, a
consequence that many women recognize. In fact, although most women




believe that gender discrimination continues to be a problem, most con-
sider the lack of workplace flexibility to be an even greater problem.*”
Because many women adjust their employment to meet family responsibil-
ities, they may seek jobs having different demands than those men seek, or
women may be less psychologically committed to their jobs. We now eval-
uate these possibilities.

Job Preferences and Career Commitment

Some experts on leadership maintain that women may not want to lead as
much as men do. Barbara Kellerman, director of the Center for Public
Leadership at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government,
argues that, beyond family commitments, one reason there are fewer
female than male leaders is that women are deterred by the stress and diffi-
culty of leading:

Work at the top of the greasy pole takes time, saps energy, and is usually all-
consuming. Maybe women’s values are different from men’s values. Maybe the
trade-offs high positions entail are ones that many women do not want to
make. Maybe when deciding what matters most, gender matters. One of the
least talked about aspects of leadership, of holding a position of considerable
authority, is the toll taken. Leading is stressful. Leading is time-consuming.
Leading is limiting, Leading is isolating. Leading is tiring.*®

If leadership is such hard work, perhaps most women don't desire it. Of
course, it is also possible that most men don’t desire it either. One way to
evaluate whether women seek easier work than men is to examine the job
attributes that men and women prefer. For example, do men desire exercis-
ing leadership and being challenged in their jobs more than women do?

Preferences for Job Attributes and Advancement

The attributes that men and women seek in jobs have been extensively

researched for many years and summarized in a meta-analysis of 242 sam-
ples of adults, adolescents, and children. Consistent with traditional gender
roles, men and boys, more than women and girls, prefer jobs that provide
opportunities for solitude, leadership or supervision, good earnings, and
autonomy. Also, women and girls, more than men and boys, prefer jobs
that provide opportunities to work with people and help others, as well as

jobs that provide an easy commute, possibly reflecting their preference for
time flexibility. But no evidence supported the idea that women and girls de-
sire easy work. Instead, compared with men and boys, women and girls
more often prefer work that provides a feeling of accomplishment and
intrinsic stimulation, such as intellectual challenge.” And ironically, one of
the largest sex differences is young males’ greater preference for employ-
ment that provides ample leisure time away from the job.*°

None of these differences was large at any point in time. Women and men
are quite similar in their preferences, particularly for traditionally mascu-
line job characteristics such as good earnings. Also, over time many differ-
ences have weakened among adults in similar occupations, including the
greater male preferences for leadership, promotions, and autonomy. Still,
some differences have held up over time, specifically, females’ greater pref-
erence for good hours and working with and helping people, and young
males’ greater preference for leisure.’!

How about ambition to advance in the workplace? Women and men
in similar positions who are well established in managerial careers report
similar ambition to rise to positions of authority. Even among university
students, women and men regard managerial roles as equally attractive, al-
though women believe it is less likely that they will attain such positions.*

Another possibility is that employed mothers and wives avoid positions
with leadership responsibility because they expect these positions to con-
flict with their family responsibilities. But there is no support for this idea.
If employed women opted out of leadership roles to better manage their
family duties, then women with family responsibilities would not appear
very often in positions of authority. However, in the United States and else-
where, employed women who are wives and mothers do not have any less
authority in the workplace than do single or childless women. In general,
the desire for job advancement in women who are employed does not ap-
pear to be undermined by their family responsibilities or domestic work.”

Psychological Commitment to Paid Work Versus Family

The overall similarity in the job preferences of males and females suggests
that employed men and women would not differ very much in their psycho-
logical commitment to their careers or to the organizations where they are
employed. In fact, a meta-analysis of twenty-six studies revealed no differ-
ence between men and women in feeling committed to their organizations.




In addition, for both sexes, the role of employee is less important and cen-
tral to their identities than are family roles. And this commitment to family
is increasing. Compared with previous generations, a higher percentage of
women and men report a desire to center their lives on family. And even
among those who are college educated, many would prefer to forgo having
a highly demanding career.”*

Still, women continue to be more family focused than men. Somewhat
more men than women value paid work over family, although both men
and women who value career over family are in the minority. And women
report greater willingness to accept a homemaker role than men do. Specif-
ically, when a survey question has forced U.S. respondents to choose be-
tween a job and full-time homemaking, women consistently have been
about equally divided between these options, and men consistently have
preferred paid work over staying home (see figure 4-3). Nevertheless, the
difference between men and women in family and career focus is changing.
Now; 27 percent of men, the highest percentage ever, report that they would
prefer a homemaker role over a paid job, and for more than 3.5 million cou-
ples, or 6 percent of all married couples, the wife works and the husband
does not. In addition, increasing percentages of women say that they
would continue to be employed even if they did not need to work for finan-
cial reasons.”

Job commitment also shows up in the amount of effort people devote to
their jobs. Gary Becker, a well-known economist who has promoted a hu-
man capital view of the gender wage gap, made the following claim about
women’s effort: “Since child care and housework are more effort intensive
than leisure and other household activities, married women spend less
effort on each hour of market work than married men working the same
number of hours. Hence, married women have lower hourly earnings than
married men with the same market human capital, and they economize on
the effort expended on market work by seeking less demanding jobs.”*¢

Becker is wrong in his assertion that women expend less effort than
men per hour of market (or paid) work. First, this argument conflicts with
women’s greater preference for challenge and accomplishment in their

jobs and the greater preference of young men for an easy work pace. -

Second, it also conflicts with the similar level of commitment to organiza-
tions and careers that men and women report. Third, sociologists Denise
Bielby and William Bielby found that women and men reported compara-
ble work effort overall, but among women and men with similar family and

FIGURE 4-3

Percentage of U.S. female and male poll respondents who preferred
having a job outside the home or staying home, 1974-2005
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job conditions, women reported greater effort than men. And fourth, men
have more time for breaks during the work day and have more flexibility in
scheduling their work hours.*

Although employed men put in more hours of paid work than employed

women on average, many men as well as women would prefer to reduce




these hours to have more time at home. In fact, more fathers than moth-
ers report having too little time with their children.”® Given the pressures
of many managerial and professional jobs, men often feel locked in by
jobs with very long hours. One male engineer bemoaned his inability
to obtain the eight-hour days of his father’s generation: “I hate my job . ..
It’s a rat race. I would rather have a nine-to-five job thirty minutes from
home and be home more with my family.”®® Such sentiments reflect the
increasing tendency for family to take precedence over career in personal
identity.

In summary, women and men in similar jobs desire leadership equally
and report similar levels of commitment to their careers. Women report
putting in at least as much effort at their jobs as men and express a greater
desire for stimulating work than men do. In the trade-offs between family
and career, more women than men would consider forgoing their career.
But even in the face of family responsibilities, employed women'’s desire for
career advancement remains high. Nevertheless, the greater percentage of
men than women who are focused primarily on their careers likely con-
tributes to the gender gap in advancement. '

Conclusion

Raising children and having a career are hard work. Many women worry
that success in the workplace comes at the expense of family life.** Increas-
ing the number of women who can successfully have children and main-
tain their employment depends on men becoming more equally involved
in the domestic sphere. Currently men do not fully share domestic respon-
sibilities with women, even though they share more of the domestic work
than ever before. Therefore, to manage family responsibilities, women con-
tinue to be the ones who interrupt their careers, take more days off, and
work part-time. These actions result in women’s having fewer years of job
experience and fewer hours of employment per year, interruptions that
slow their career progress and reduce their earnings.

Women with high earnings or other sources of wealth likely do not ex-
perience as great an interference between family and employment respon-
sibilities, because they can pay for a substantial amount of domestic help.
Such women may delegate a portion of childcare and housework to nan-
nies and housekeepers, and they can afford to send their children to excel-
lent childcare centers. However, because most families find such options

financially difficult, women’s greater workplace advancement for the most
part depends on greater domestic inputs from men.

The routes that women take to leadership in the workplace are not
simple or direct but convoluted and frequently obstructed, especially for
mothers. Balancing the demands of family and jobs is crucial for women
who desire to make their way through the labyrinth. Family considera-
tions do not, of course, account for all the obstacles that women confront.
In chapter 5, we explore another source of these obstacles: discrimination
against women as leaders.




CHAPTER FIVE

P

Is Discrimination Still a Problem?

DISCRIMINATION should be a thing of the past in the United States,
given the general support for equal opportunity. But this support may falter
when it comes to equal access by women to power and authority. Discrim-
ination occurs if women receive fewer leadership opportunities than men
even with equivalent qualifications. Such discrimination is entirely plausible,
given the research we present in chapter 2 showing that women remain
underrepresented in leadership, and in chapter 3 showing that this under-
representation is not a result of sex differences in personality or abilities.

Chapter 4 reveals the toll that family responsibilities take on women’s
careers. Women’s greater family responsibilities, however, can explain only
a portion of the gender gap in leadership, as we now show in this chapter.
The possibility of sex discrimination in the workplace, therefore, deserves
our attention as a cause of women’s lesser advancement, and the research
does reveal discrimination, which contributes to the barriers and dead
ends that women must overcome while navigating the labyrinth. Progress
through the labyrinth is difficult when the paths to the goal are constricted
by discrimination.

'To provide strong tests of discrimination, social scientists go beyond ask-
ing people about their personal experiences in the workplace. Instead, they
design studies that compare how well women and men fare in hiring,
wages, and promotions when they have equal qualifications. First, we re-
view research on wages and promotions that statistically controls for differ-
ences between men and women on a wide variety of qualities. Second, we
consider experiments in which people evaluate men and women who are
presented as identical in all respects other than their sex. Both of these




methods yield answers to the question of whether women—or men—suf-
fer discriminatory disadvantage in the workplace.!

Correlational Studies of Wages and Promotions

There would be no discrimination if men’s higher wages and faster promo-
tions were based entirely on their superior qualifications. Whether this is so
is the subject of hundreds of correlational studies, most of them carried
out by economists and sociologists. This research is relevant to leadership
because both wages and promotions demonstrate workplace advance-
ment—promotions as a direct indicator of advancement, and wages as an
indirect but still useful indicator. We first consider studies of wages and
then studies of promotions to higher positions.

Studies of Wages

No one would be surprised that simple comparisons of the average
wages of women and men show that men earn more. For all U.S. workers

in 2005, without taking into account their hours on the job or any other

considerations, women earned 73 cents for every dollar that men earned.
For full-time workers, women earned 81 cents for every dollar that men
earned. This wage gap exists in all races and ethnicities, although it is larger
among whites and Asian Americans than among blacks and Hispanics (see
figure 5-1). Even so, the current wage gap is much smaller than the 63 cents
for every dollar reported for full-time workers in 1979, the first year for
which these data were available.?

Figure 5-2 shows the changes in earnings of full-time male and female
employees for 1979 through 2005. Women’s earnings rose while men’s
earnings fell, especially in the first half of the 1990s.> Economists describe
the resulting decrease in the wage gap as “dramatic.” Still, in recent years,
the narrowing of the gap has slowed after the substantial shifts of the 1980s
and early 1990s. Economists forecast that the gap will continue to decline
but quite slowly and will not disappear in the foreseeable future.*

To explain the wage gap, studies ask whether factors that may differ
between men and women, such as hours worked per year and type of
occupation, account for wage gaps. These studies sometimes pool the male
and female data in a regression analysis designed to predict wages from
workers’ sex, years of education, job experience, and numerous other fac-
tors. Such analyses determine whether a wage gap remains even after the
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effects of the other characteristics are controlled—that is, after men and
women are made statistically equal on these other variables. The gap that
remains provides an estimate of discrimination.

A related method involves analyzing men’s and women’s wages separately
to test whether the gains and losses that people experience for their skills and
other personal attributes are different for women and men.’ For example, it
might be that for one sex, wages rise more sharply with each additional year
of work experience than for the other sex. This method, like the first one,
adjusts wages for sex differences in characteristics such as years of education
and work experience; but it goes further, controlling for how strongly wages
are associated with these characteristics in men versus women.

Virtually all of the hundreds of studies that have applied these two meth-
ods show that after statistically equalizing male and female characteristics,
the wage gap shrinks but is not eliminated. The fact that a gap remains sug-
gests that discrimination affects wages.

One of the most comprehensive of these studies was conducted by the

staff of the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO).¢ The study was
based on data from 1983 through 2000 from a representative sample of
Americans between the ages of twenty-five and sixty-five. Because the
same people responded to the survey repeatedly over the years, the study
provided accurate estimates of past work experience, which is important
for explaining later wages.

The GAO researchers used both of the statistical methods that we
described to test whether individuals’ total wages could be predicted by
their sex and other characteristics. The researchers included part-time and
full-time employees and took into account all the factors that they could
estimate and that might affect earnings, such as education and work experi-
ence. Without controls for these variables, the data showed that women
earned about 44 percent less than men during the entire period 1983 to
2000. With these controls in place, the gap was only about half as large but
still substantial. The control factors that had the most effect in reducing
the wage gap were the different employment patterns of men and women:
men undertook more hours of paid labor per year than women and had
more years of job experience.

Although most variables affected the wages of men and women similarly,
there were exceptions. A few qualities, especially marriage and parenthood,
were associated with higher wages in men but not in women (see chap-
ter 4). In contrast, a few other characteristics, especially years of education,
had a more positive effect on the wages of women. Even after adjusting

wages for all of these ways in which men and women differ, the GAO study,
like similar studies, showed that women’s wages remained lower than
men’s.” This unexplained gender gap of around 21 cents on the dollar (aver-
aged over the entire 1983 to 2000 time period) is consistent with the pres-
ence of wage discrimination. This gap is substantial.

From studies of this general type, it is not clear whether discrimination
has lessened over time. Some researchers, like the authors of the GAO
report, have approached this question by following the same group of peo-
ple over many years. Such studies tend to find little meaningful change' in
amount of discrimination since the early 1980s. Other methods, wl'.nch
compare wage gaps found in studies conducted at earlier and later time
periods, do suggest that discrimination has weakened.® .

Within any given occupation, men almost always have higher wages than
women, even though there are a few occupations in which women h'fwe
slightly higher wages than men—for example, computer support speaa'hsts
and bill and account collectors. This within-occupation wage gap especially
favors men in more highly paid occupations, including management.” In
addition, there is a between-occupations wage gap; that is, mde-d?Mated
occupations are more highly paid than female-donﬁnaFed occupations. Tl.le
higher the proportion of men in an occupation, the higher the sa.lary of. its
male and female workers. Therefore, the clustering of women in service,
clerical, and administrative support areas as well as in nursing and elemen-
tary school teaching contributes to the overall wage gap." '

Whether the lower wages that prevail in female-dominated occupail-
tions are discriminatory is a contentious issue. Conventional ecc?no.rru.c
theory ascribes this between-occupation wage inequality not to d13cr1m}-
nation but to free-market forces, such as differences in men’s and wome.n S
occupational preferences and work experience. However, most soc.iologlsts
argue that labor markets are tainted by discriminatory barriers and
the cultural devaluation of female work.!! Whatever the causes of the lower
wages in occupations populated mainly by women, legal remedies have

proven to be elusive. The courts have increasingly interpreted these between-
occupation pay differences as merely reflecting market forces..12 o

All in all, research on wages does provide evidence of &smauon
against women, despite some disagreements about the. meaning of the
lower pay in female-dominated occupations. Discrimination, although not
assessed directly, is inferred from the inability of education, emplf)yment
patterns, type of occupation, and other characteristics to fully explain wage
differences between men and women.




Studies of Promotions

Promotions provide a direct index of workplace authority. Most em-
ployees enter organizations at lower levels. Some rise to managerial and
executive positions within the same organizations, others move to different
organizations to gain higher positions, and still others fail to advance at all.
Career ladders exist, but not all people climb them.

As chapter 2 indicates, a wealth of research has shown that positions
held by women are less likely to entail the authority to make important de-
cisions and to control others’ wages and promotions. Even when women
have the same job titles as those of men, the female managers often have
less decision-making authority than male managers do.”*

The statistical methods for examining whether promotions are discrimi-
natory are the same as those for examining wages. Researchers test what
happens to the disparity in women’s and men’s job ranks or the speed of
their promotions after controlling for human capital variables such as skills,
years of education, and work experience. These studies show that a gender
gap in authority remains. Promotions come more slowly for women than
for equivalent men. After being hired, women wait longer than men to be
promoted to supervisors or managers and wait longer between promo-
tions within managerial levels.*

One illustrative study followed a nationally representative sample of
workers from 1980 to 1992. The study found that white men were more
likely to attain managerial positions than white women, black men, and
black women. Controlling for other characteristics such as education and
hours worked per year, white men were ahead of the other groups when
entering the labor market, and their advantage in attaining managerial
positions grew throughout the course of their careers. Many other studies
have also demonstrated such divergences in career paths.?

Do such studies point to the presence of a glass ceiling? Although there
is no evidence of a rigid barrier beyond which women cannot ascend at all,
it is possible that a looser interpretation of the glass ceiling might receive
support. This idea is that it gets increasingly harder for women to rise at the
higher levels—in other words, that women’s promotions become progres-
sively less likely than those of men at higher levels within organizations. In
fact, research typically does not support even this less literal interpretation
of the glass ceiling. Large-scale surveys of U.S. data have generally not
shown such patterns. Instead, after other variables are controlled, a general

bias against women appears to operate with approximately equal strength
at all levels.'¢

Readers may find it puzzling that discrimination may not become more
intense at higher levels. Doesn’t the mere fact that there are few female
CEOs and corporate officers in the Fortune 500 demonstrate that women
are particularly blocked from advancing to higher levels of management?
The answer is no. In fact, the increasing rarity of women at higher organi-
zational levels can result from a uniform bias against women at all ranks.

To understand how this works, consider a hypothetical firm that has
five levels: worker, supervisor, manager, executive, and CEO (see table 5-1).
Among the workers, ten thousand are men and ten thousand are women.
For purposes of illustration, we introduce discrimination by setting the
chances of a man being promoted to the next level at 10 percent, and of a
woman being promoted at 5 percent. Thus, two men are promoted for
every one woman at each level. Given this discriminatory promotion bias,
even though there is one man for every woman at the worker level, there
are seventeen men for every woman at the CEO level. This constant bias,
2-to-1 in favor of men at all levels, creates the illusion of greater anti-female
discrimination for higher positions. Instead, the same amount of bias oper-
ating at all levels produces this dwindling representation of women in
higher positions."”

Might women actually have a promotion advantage in female-dominated
fields? The answer is a resounding no. Even in these fields, men receive

TABLE 5-1

Effects of a uniform bias favoring men on the represe_ntafion of men
and women at differing levels in a hypothetical organization

Percent Percent Number of

eercical et e s romatod promoted _every women
CEO 1 0.06 —_ — 1 6
Executive 10 1.26 10 5 8
Manager 100 25 10 5 4
Supervisor 1,000 500 10 5 2
Worker 10,000 10,000 10 5 1 |




quicker promotions than women. Although token women generally suffer
especially slow promotion in male-dominated careers, token men advance
quickly in female-dominated careers. Sociologist Christine Williams dubbed
this phenomenon the glass escalator—that is, the faster ascent of token men
than women even in fields where women predominate.'® Williams showed
that in four such fields—nursing, librarianship, elementary school teaching,
and social work—men attained authority positions faster than women.
Other studies have shown similar effects.’” Still, it isn’t clear whether
men have a greater promotion advantage in female-dominated than male-
dominated fields or merely have a uniform, across-the-board advantage.?
Hundreds of studies have examined promotions and wages within sin-
gle organizations or in specialized samples of managers and professionals.
Some of these studies have been carried out for academic research pur-
poses, and others to obtain evidence in legal cases when organizations have

been charged with discrimination.? In legal contexts, the evidence is often.

statistical but may include women’s accounts of their experiences in seek-
ing promotions.

The most famous recent study of a single organization in the United
States emerged from the Wal-Mart sex discrimination case, which has been
adjudicated in federal court for several years. In 2004, a U.S. District Court
judge ruled that the case would become a class action lawsuit, thereby
including more than 1.6 million current and former female employees of
Wal-Mart.? Statistical evidence of discrimination at Wal-Mart showed that
women earned less and received promotions less often than men despite
having superior qualifications and records of service. At every level of
management, women were promoted less often than would be expected
based on their representation in the “feeder pools” of employees having
credentials suitable for promotion. Statistical consultant Richard Drogin
summarized this quantitative evidence on behalf of the plaintiffs: “Women
employees at Wal-Mart are concentrated in the lower paying jobs, are paid
less than men in the same job, and are less likely to advance to management
positions than men. These gender patterns persist even though women
have more seniority, have lower turnover rates, and have higher perfor-
mance ratings in most jobs.”%?

The case against Wal-Mart is based in part on testimony from women
employees concerning their frustrated attempts to obtain equitable access
to promotion. Such testimony often recounts blatant instances of discrimi-
nation. Women report that, despite their very good performance ratings

and their requests to be considered for promotion, men with less experi-
ence and inferior qualifications were promoted instead of them. For exam-
ple, one employee’s declaration to a U.S. District Court contained the
following statement, which was typical of the women plaintiffs: “T asked
for my well-earned promotion to Assistant Manager from everyone that
thought could facilitate it . . . I continued to speak several times with Dis-
trict Manager [name deleted] about my wish for a promotion to Assistant
Manager, but he just continued to put me off . . . Finally Store Manager
[name deleted] confided in me that District Manager [name deleted} was
not in favor of women being in upper management.”?

In contrast to the Wal-Mart case, management researchers Gary Powell
and Anthony Butterfield found a higher rate of promotion for women than
men in their research on the Senior Executive Service of a cabinet-level
government agency.” However, these women were more qualified than
their male counterparts in education, performance evaluations, and other
attributes. Controlling for these factors, the women and men were equally
likely to be promoted.

Despite this encouraging result observed in a single government
agency, broader studies of the federal workforce found that women were
promoted more slowly than men, controlling for experience, education,
and number of relocations. Nevertheless, the Powell and Butterfield study
demonstrates that women are not inevitably victims of discrimination
in large organizations. Equal opportunity may prevail in some agencies
of the federal government because their evaluation procedures require
explicit criteria and careful documentation (see chapter 9). Consistent
with the smaller gender wage gap in the public than the private sector,
governmental positions appear to provide women with better access to
leadership.2¢

Other studies have examined promotions and wages in broader samples
of managers and professionals from, for example, companies in particular
industries, executive search firms, and lists of MBA graduates. These stud-
ies have almost always produced findings similar to those reported for
nationally representative samples—that women fare less well than men in
promotions and wages, controlling for a wide range of other factors.”

In summary, men generally have a promotion advantage even when
characteristics such as job experience are controlled. This conclusion is
especially compelling because it emerges from a wide range of different
types of studies. ‘




Limitations of Correlational Methods

These studies by economists and sociologists are consistent with the
presence of sex discrimination. Controlling for differences in men’s and
women’s job experience, education, and other factors, studies still show
gender gaps in wages and promotions. However, ambiguities remain. It is
possible that factors not represented in the studies could account for these
gender gaps.

Examples of factors rarely considered in these studies are psychological
variables such as workers’ preferences for different types of jobs or their
intentions to take career breaks for childrearing.?® Also, researchers possess
little of the data often available to firms’ personnel departments, such as
academic transcripts and information revealing the quality of past job per-
formance. Therefore, research of this type may overestimate discrimination

by omitting determinants of wage and promotion gaps that can be non- _

discriminatory. Conversely, these studies may underestimate discrimina-
tion by omitting predictors (such as academic records) that may favor
women or by including predictors (such as job experience) that themselves
may be tainted by discrimination against women.

Because of these ambiguities, we supplement the correlational research
with studies that use a different method. These other studies are experi-
mental, a method that allows stronger conclusions about causality but typ-
ically investigates prejudice against hypothetical women and men, not
actual discrimination occurring in natural settings.

Experimental Studies of Gender Prejudice

Some researchers, especially in psychology and organizational behavior,
have studied prejudice by conducting experiments in which research partici-
pants evaluate individual male or female managers or job candidates. In such
experiments, all characteristics of these hypothetical individuals are held
constant except for their sex. The participants evaluate how suitable the indi-
viduals are for hiring or promotion or how competent they are at their jobs.

This experimental method implements the Goldberg paradigm, named
for a 1968 experiment by Philip Goldberg.?® This simple, elegant study had
student participants evaluate written essays that were identical except for
the attached male or female name. The students were unaware that other
students received the identical material ascribed to a writer of the other

sex. This initial experiment demonstrated an overall bias against women:
women received lower evaluations unless the essay was on a feminine topic.

The advantages of this approach follow from the hallmarks of the exper-
imental method. Experiments entail manipulation of a variable (in this
instance, the sex of the writer) and random assignment of participants to
the resulting conditions. This method circumvents the main ambiguity of
correlational studies, which is the impossibility of statistically controlling
for all the differences in the job-relevant characteristics of women and men.
As a result, experiments allow a stronger causal argument about the effects
of sex than do the correlational studies that we have already described.

Researchers quickly applied this Goldberg method to study whether
women are disadvantaged as job candidates and leaders. Because this
method ensures that the individuals who are evaluated are identical except
for their sex, any differences in these evaluations must be due only to re-
search participants’ different expectations about men and women. For ex-
ample, if participants rate a female job candidate as less desirable to hire,
they must be basing their judgments on their preconceptions about male
and female applicants and not on any differences in the information pro-
vided by the experiment.’

In an early experiment, male undergraduate business students played
the role of consultants hired to evaluate job applicants applying for execu-
tive positions.” These students received job applications that included stan-
dard personal information, a description of the applicant’s work history, an
interviewer’s comments, and either a male or a female name attached to
the application materials. The male applicants fared better than the female
applicants, especially for positions that were described as more demanding.
Many studies of this same general type have accumulated over the years,
with students or employees serving as the evaluators.

Based on the meta-analytic methods that we note in chapters 1 and 3,
reviews of Goldberg experiments on hiring have yielded clear findings.
Organizational scientists Heather Davison and Michael Burke conducted
the most recent review, taking forty-nine studies into account. They found
that men were preferred over women for masculine jobs such as auto sales-
person and sales manager for heavy industry, and women were preferred
over men for feminine jobs such as secretary and home economics teacher.
For gender-neutral jobs such as psychologist and motel desk clerk, men
were also preferred over women, although to a somewhat lesser extent
than for masculine jobs.?2




These data illustrate a common pattern: men have a clear advantage
over women in masculine settings but also some advantage in gender-
integrated settings. Women have some advantage over men only in femi-
nine settings. The biases revealed by these experiments are not trivial. For
example, the bias against women in masculine positions roughly translates
into rates of success of 59 percent for men and 42 percent for women,
when success is defined as a favorable recommendation for a job.?

Given that leadership roles are ordinarily culturally masculine (see chap-
ter 6), this research shows that women are at a disadvantage for such posi-
tions, even when they are exactly equivalent to their male counterparts in
all characteristics other than sex. Even for management positions that are
now more integrated by gender, women are likely to be disadvantaged.
Men are at a disadvantage only for female-dominated positions such as
receptionist and secretary—positions that they rarely seek.

A few experiments in this tradition are mere naturalistic but less.

controlled. For example, some researchers sent false job applications
to companies, and others had research assistants respond by telephone to
advertised jobs.?* In these field experiments, gender bias also depended on
the sex-typing of jobs. To illustrate this approach, consider an experiment
in which the researchers first located classified advertisements appearing in
two Atlanta newspapers for jobs that were male- or female-dominated.?
Then male and female students posing as job seekers applied for these jobs
by calling the telephone numbers that appeared in the ads.

When the students applied for jobs that were atypical for their sex, they
usually received discriminatory responses. These responses included out-
right refusals based on sex—for example, “Honey, I'm sorry, but we need
a man to do that” or, “We are just looking for a girl.” In other cases, the
callers were told that the job was filled when their sex did not match
the job, and that it was open when it did match. Many responses to the sex-
mismatched callers, although not outright refusals, were skeptical and dis-
couraging—for example, “It’s hard to believe that a guy is really qualified
for this work” or, “It’s pretty dirty work—are you sure you wouldn’t want
to work somewhere else?”3

Other experiments have examined evaluations of leaders, usually by pre-
senting written descriptions of leadership behavior that differ only in the
leaders’ sex. Some of these experiments presented research participants
with actual male and female leaders who had been trained by the re-
searchers to lead laboratory groups in exactly the same style.*” A meta-
analysis of sixty-one experiments using either actual leaders or descriptions

of leaders found a small bias against the women compared with the men.
Consistent with the research on job candidates, this anti-female bias was
stronger for the more male-dominated leadership roles.*®

Along with biases in evaluating men and women, people show biases in
their explanations of successes and failures. Attributing a person’s success
not to high ability, but to hard work or luck, demonstrates less confidence
in that person’s competence. Do people come up with different explana-
tions depending on the sex of the person who succeeds or fails? The answer
is yes, especially for tasks that are traditionally masculine. As shown in a
meta-analysis of fifty-eight relevant experiments, it is the common percep-
tion that women do well on masculine tasks because of their hard work but
that men do well on them because of their competence. Reactions to fail-
ure are different. Here it is the common perception that women fail on
masculine tasks because they can’t handle the challenges of the work but
that men fail on them because they are lazy or merely unlucky*

In summary, experimental studies of hiring biases show anti-female (or
pro-male) prejudice in most contexts. Men are advantaged over equivalent
women for jobs traditionally held by men as well as for more gender-
integrated jobs. Similarly, male leaders receive somewhat more-favorable
evaluations than equivalent female leaders, especially in leader roles usu-
ally occupied by men. Because leadership is usually perceived as a ma.scu-
line activity, women are also vulnerable to having their successes ascribed
to their hard work rather than their ability, and their failures to their being
overwhelmed by the difficulty of the work.

Limitations of Experimental Methods

These experiments have several limitations. Generalization from their
findings has some risks, because the experiments were rarely conducfted
with samples of participants who are representative of the US. populatlon..
Although employees and job recruiters sometimes have served as pa_rtl-
cipants, students are the more typical participants, and this feature raises
questions about generalizing these results to workplaces.” Even when large
numbers of such experiments are combined meta-analytically, they do not
allow generalizations to the society as a whole. Also, in most experiments,
only a limited amount of information is presented about each woman or
man—less information than would usually be available in natural settings.

It is also true that these experiments do not assess actual discrimination,
“even in field studies, because no one is actually hired. Instead, the studies B




assess attitudinal bias, or prejudice, which likely contributes to discrimi-
nation if the people who hire employees share the same bias. In fact, as
chapter 6 shows, gender prejudices are widely shared in the culture and
consequently are likely to operate in many settings.

Is There a Discriminatory Male Advantage in Leadership?

The evidence is persuasive that discrimination contributes to men’s advan-
tage in wages and promotions. We have demonstrated with two very dif-
ferent methods that it is highly likely that people discriminate against
women in authority and leadership. Fortunately, each of the research
methods that we have relied on has advantages that compensate for the
other’s shortcomings. Most of the strengths and the weaknesses of the cor-
relational studies differ from those of the experiments, but the two types of

studies yield the same answer. These two traditions of research—one cor-

relational and the other experimental—agree that men have an advantage
over objectively equivalent women. Discrimination appears to be responsi-
ble for quite a few of the turns and dead ends in the labyrinth.

The correlational studies that make a case for discrimination also iden- - %

tify differences between men and women that explain a portion of the gaps
in wages and promotions. These differences are mainly employment pat-
terns, which, as we show in chapter 4, reflect women’s greater domestic
responsibilities. This correlational research therefore confirms that factors
other than outright discrimination account for a portion of gender gaps in
leadership. Also, the ambiguities in empirical tests of whether discrimina-
tion has decreased over time suggest that women’s increasing education
and job experience are the main causes of the dramatic increase in the
number of female managers and the narrowing of the wage gap.

Despite evidence of female advantage in culturally feminine settings
such as clerical work, women do not achieve leadership more readily than
men even in these contexts. Regardless of whether fields are populated
mainly by women or by men, the men ascend to supervisory and adminis-
trative positions more quickly than the women. Because men possess a
consistent advantage in promotion, their gains over women in authority
and wages grow larger with longer job tenure.

What do Americans think about sex discrimination? Although Gallup poll-
ing has shown that Americans increasingly believe that equal job opportunity
exists, the issue is viewed somewhat differently by men and women. In Gal-
lup’s 2005 poll, 61 percent of men and 45 percent of women endorsed the

idea that women have job opportunities that are equal to those of men.*
However, this belief in equal opportunity held by approximately half of
Americans is not supported by the facts of social scientific data.

The growing optimism about workplace fairness probably reflects peo-
ple’s observations of women in many high-visibility leadership roles as well
as some lack of insight into the processes that continue to produce discrim-
ination. Nevertheless, the obvious lack of consensus about the presence of
equal opportunity is consistent with the ambiguities inheren't in the
labyrinthine barriers that women encounter—barriers that sometimes can
be overcome and that often are not obvious to casual observers. But how
does discrimination come about? Biased thinking is one contributor, and it
is this psychology of prejudice that we examine in the next chapter.




CHAPTER SIX

What Is the Psychology
of Prejudice Toward
Female Leaders?

THE DISCRIMINATION against women revealed in chapter 5 has roots
in the everyday psychological processes that create prejudice. The psychol-
ogy that underlies prejudice toward female leaders is driven by conscious
and unconscious mental associations about women, men, and leaders. Peo-
ple associate women and men with different traits, linking men with more
of the traits that connote leadership. Such beliefs can make people con-
clude that no woman could have the “right stuff” for powerful jobs. Pre-
judgments of this sort abound, as in the Wall Street Journal statement,
“Male directors are simply afraid to take an unnecessary risk by selecting a
woman.”! So what’s risky about choosing a woman?

Even in the twenty-first century, these perceived risks follow from think-
ing that women have the “wrong stuff” for leadership. Understanding how
people come to these ideas requires shifting the frame of our analysis to the
psychology of prejudice. This psychology is subtle, because currently in
the United States, few people actually intend to discriminate. Instead, peo-
ple spontaneously compare their mental images of men and women with
their image of what would make a good leader. They favor the person who
strikes them as best qualified. Fair enough?

In truth, there is good reason to question fairness as long as the traits
that come to mind in relation to leaders and leadership evoke masculine




images. Men have predominated in leadership roles for so long that leader-
ship itself is perceived as a masculine domain. Regardless of their objective
qualifications, men have an advantage over women merely because people
ascribe mainly masculine qualities to leaders. To explain this phenomenon,
we look at how everyday thinking about women, men, and leaders con-
tributes to the male advantage.

Stereotypes as Social Constructions

We all mentally group people based on characteristics that they share,
often by relying on observable attributes such as sex, race, nationality, and
occupation. We then form expectations about how these groups will be-
have, and we assume that people in the same group will have certain inter-
ests and skills that differentiate them from people in other groups. School
teachers, for example, are thought to have the ability to work effectively
with children, and professional athletes are assumed to be physically well
coordinated. v

Ideas about social groups grow from the experiences that people have

with these groups, either directly through personal contact or indirectly .

through media and cultural traditions. These beliefs constitute stereotypes
and become part of a society’s shared knowledge. They include expecta-
tions about what members of a group are actually like (descriptive beliefs)
and what they should be like (prescriptive beliefs). For example, people think
that engineers are good at math and that they should be good at math.2

We all use stereotypes as shortcuts to guide our judgments but are gen-

erally unaware of their presence. Stereotypes help us make guesses about

how others are likely to behave and how best to interact with them. For

example, knowledge about a new acquaintance’s political affiliation affords
some good guesses about that person’s attitudes. This stereotype makes it
possible to avoid saying things that might immediately offend.

Although stereotypes can be helpful in daily life, they easily lead us

astray. They bias the way we process information, because we interpret—

or assimilate—new information to fit our stereotypes. In a simple demon-
stration of assimilation, college student research participants were led to
believe that a child was from either a wealthy or a poor family.* After watch-
ing a videotape of this child taking an academic test, those who believed
she came from wealth rated her ability as above her grade level, and those
who believed that she was a child of poverty rated her as below her grade

level. They assimilated what they saw to their stereotypes about children of
differing social backgrounds.

~ People are especially influenced by stereotypes when they have little other
information to go on.* Acquiring more information can take effort or time.
Even if people acquire information beyond someone’s sex or race or social
class, that information can be ambiguous. People can also be too busy, dis-
tracted, or otherwise mentally occupied to take much additional informa-
tion into account, so they revert to snap judgments based on stereotypes.

For most of us most of the time, stereotypes operate under the surface,

not bubbling up to conscious awareness. To limit their influence, people
must recognize that their stereotypes have been activated and must desire
to counteract their influence, conditions which are seldom present.’

Mental Associations About Women and Men

People instantly categorize individuals as male or female. In the rare cases
in which this instant recognition fails, people keep probing until they re-
solve the ambiguity of an androgynous appearance. In fact, sex provides
the strongest basis of classifying people; it trumps race, age, and occupa-
tion in the speed and ubiquity of categorizing others.® Classifying a person
as male or female evokes mental associations, or expectations, about mas-
culine and feminine qualities. These associations are pervasive and influen-
tial even when people are not aware of them.

To demonstrate these automatic processes, social psychologist Mahzarin
Banaji and her colleagues had participants view stereotypically masculine
or feminine words on a computer screen. These words referred to feminine
or masculine traits, such as sensitive or logical. Right after each appearance
of a masculine or feminine trait word (called a “prime”), a sex-typed first
name such as Jane or John appeared on the computer screen. Participants
were instructed to very quickly classify each name by gender by pressing
one of two keys on the computer. Although the fast sequencing of each
trait word and name gave participants little time to think about the words,
they responded more quickly when the names connoted the same gender
as the trait word they had just seen. That is, quick presentations of femi-
nine traits such as sensitive and gentle increased the speed of identifying the
gender of feminine first names such as Jane; quick presentations of mascu-
line traits such as logical and strong increased the speed of identifying the
gender of masculine names such as John.”
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A simple principle explains these results: things that people have experi-
enced as occurring together—bread and butter, women and sensitivity,
men and logic—are responded to as a unit. People associate things that co-
occur more quickly than things that do not. These faster responses reveal
preexisting mental associations—for example, linking women to sensitivity
and men to logic. And these associations come automatically to mind,
without people necessarily even being aware of them.

Studies such as this one have shown that words or things that are cultur-
ally masculine (fireman, catcher’s mitt) or feminine (salesgirl, oven mitt)
automatically elicit gender-consistent associations. With associations in-
stantly coming to mind, often not consciously, it may merely “feel right,”
for example, to select a woman as a kindergarten teacher or a man as a
prosecuting attorney, because “kindergarten teacher” elicits feminine asso-
ciations and “prosecuting attorney” elicits masculine associations.® As we
will demonstrate, to the extent that leadership itself connotes male, it can
“feel right” to choose a man as a leader, thereby providing men with a
straight road to authority and pulling women back into the labyrinth.

Even without any conscious awareness of them, these mental associa-
tions guide people’s thoughts and behaviors and help maintain traditional
arrangements such as men’s predominance as leaders. With masculine and
feminine associations elicited automatically by cues related to gender, they
influence virtually all social interaction.’

Content of Mental Associations About Men and Women

Two connotations predominate in people’s associations about women

and men: the communal and the agentic. Communal associations convey
a concern with the compassionate treatment of others. Women elicit
communal associations of being especially affectionate, helpful, friendly,

kind, and sympathetic as well as interpersonally sensitive, gentle, and soft-

spoken. In contrast, agentic associations convey assertion and control. Men
elicit agentic associations of being especially aggressive, ambitious, domi-
nant, self-confident, and forceful as well as self-reliant and individualistic.
These associations about agency and communion form the basis of gen-
der stereotypes. In national polls and in surveys of university students con-

ducted in many nations, people consistently describe women in terms of

communion and men in terms of agency.!® Despite some nuances specific
to cultures, these gender stereotypes about communion and agency are
quite similar across cultures.

These ideas about communion and agency are prescriptive as well as
descriptive. People generally think that it is a good thing for women to be
nice, nurturing, and kind, and for men to be strong, assertive, and ambi-
tious. Not only do people encourage others to comply with these prescrip-
tions, but they can also become accepted as personal ideals for one’s own
behavior."! Women’s acceptance of the idea that they should be especially
“nice,” for example, may deter them from assertively claiming leadership
and may make them feel awkward when performing managerial behaviors
such as reprimanding others. In these ways, the prescriptiveness of stereo-
types about women contributes to the labyrinth that slows women’s route
to authority.

The qualities that are more strongly prescribed for one sex are not nec-
essarily forbidden to the other sex.1? Feminine qualities such as sensitivity
are not undesirable in men, nor are masculine qualities such as ambitious-
ness undesirable in women. But men are not pushed to be sensitive, and
women are not pushed to be ambitious. Also, there is forbidden territory
for each sex, and it lies in the more negative qualities that are ascribed to the
other sex.1? Undesirable feminine qualities such as being weak and melo-
dramatic are quite unacceptable in men and more tolerable in women. And
undesirable masculine qualities such as being controlling and promiscuous
are quite unacceptable in women and more tolerable in men. As we show in
chapter 7, people especially dislike and resist womnen leaders who manifest
undesirable masculine qualities such as being autocratic or domineering.

Sources of Mental Associations About Women and Men

These associations about men and women are firmly rooted in a society’s
division of labor between the sexes.1* What does the division of labor have to
do with it? We can’t directly observe people’s traits, so we form impressions
of people by looking at how they behave. We then assume that their behav-
iors reflect their personality. Caring behavior implies a nice, caring person;
aggressive behavior implies a dominant, aggressive person, and so on.

In making these judgments about personality, we tend to overlook the
fact that particular behaviors are often required when we fill certain social
roles. Merely because women and men typically engage in different activi-
ties in the family and workplace, the two sexes are seen as having quite
different personality traits. For example, ignoring the influence of role
pressures, observers would ascribe a mother’s caring behavior to her caring
personality rather than to the demands of the mother role.’




This psychological process of inferring traits from observations extends
easily to perceptions of entire groups of people. Stereotypes consist of the
characteristics that seem to underlie what members of groups do in their
typical roles. People associate women with the domestic role, which in-
volves childrearing and maintaining family harmony—responsibilities that
require nurturance, sensitivity, and warmth. As a result, people expect
women to have superior social skills.

In contrast, people associate men with the employment role, especially
in occupations that claim authority, in which men often display assertive
and self-confident behaviors. So in people’s minds, men become linked
with agentic traits. Of course, most women are employed, too, but often in
female-dominated occupations, many of which are seen as especially
requiring communal traits.

Status differences between the sexes also foster expectations that men are

controlling, assertive, and directive and that women are supportive, sympa- .

thetic, and cooperative.’” These expectations arise from people’s everyday
observations of inequalities between individual men and women: men
usually interact with women who have less income and less-prestigious

jobs than they do—for example, a male executive interacting with female -

secretaries and clerks. Men interact more rarely with women who are
equal or superior to them in income and prestige—for example, a male
executive interacting with female executives.'®

The inequalities that individual men and women commonly experience
are transformed into widely shared beliefs, not merely in men’s greater sta-
tus and power but also in their greater know-how and ability. Once people
have associated men with high status and women with low status, men
more readily exercise influence over women in new encounters, even out-
side of workplaces, and women more readily accept this influence. These
expectations that flow from men’s higher status then shape interactions
even when a man and a woman are objectively equal in status. Even in
equal-status contexts on the job, for example, the women may end up mak-
ing coffee and doing errands and other low-status tasks. As one woman in
an IT company recounted, “It seemed like the Christmas party, birthdays,
and holidays always fell to women. While I admired the effort that was
made to make the environment more hospitable, the trade-off was that it
seemed to marginalize the women in this hard-driving atmosphere.”? It is
easy to recognize such blatant examples of gender affecting workplace
behavior. However, more often people are not aware that they are reacting
to one another in ways that presume a gender hierarchy.2

Because our mental associations about women and men follow from our
observation of these groups, they can change with new observations. Social
psychologists Nilanjana Dasgupta and Shaki Asgari demonstrated such
change by exposing female students to photos and brief biographies of
famous women such as Toni Morrison, Meg Whitman, and Marian Wright
Edelman. Even these relatively brief exposures somewhat reduced students’
gender stereotyping on a measure testing how quickly they associated male
names with agentic qualities and female names with communal qualities.

In a related field study, these same researchers compared the gender
stereotypes of students at a women’s college and at a coeducational col-
Jege. They found that, by the students’ second year, gender stereotypes
had become weaker at the women’s college but not at the coeducational
college. The size of students’ reduction of stereotyping at the women’s col-
lege was correlated with the amount of experience that these students
had with female faculty in the classroom. These studies show that, when
groups are viewed in new roles, people’s spontaneous mental associations
about them change to correspond to these roles.”!

Readers may assume that, because of women’s lower status, beliefs
about them are generally negative. However, to the contrary, people do not
typically have more negative associations about women than men. Because
the nice, friendly, caring qualities that predominate in thoughts about
women are positive, people tend to regard women more favorably than
men.? Some women bask in this perception of wonderfulness, savoring
the approval that traditionally feminine qualities can reap. But, as sociolo-
gist Mary Jackman has argued, this especially positive portrayal of women
buttresses their traditional obligations such as childcare and domestic
work.?? And these obligations do not include leadership.

In summary, because gender is a fundamental distinction of human life,
categorization of peeple by sex is instant, automatic, and pervasive. With
this categorization come automatic associations of feminine or masculine
characteristics—communal qualities linked with women, and agentic qual-
ities with men. This stereotyping is not mysterious but follows from every-
day observations and reflects ordinary psychological processes.

Yet stereotyping can be accentuated by emotions. For example, some
persons who are angry or frustrated may especially seize on information
implying that women are unqualified for leadership. Those who promote
the status quo of male—female relations may also evaluate women harshly
as leaders.? Consequently, the stereotyping of women, sometimes accen-
tuated by emotions, is an important component of the labyrinth in which




female leaders and potential leaders try to find their way. But to fully under-
stand why gender stereotypes limit women'’s leadership opportunities, we
must consider how people think about leaders.

Mental Associations About Leaders

The crux of our psychological argument about the importance of gender
to leadership opportunities comes from comparing people’s typical associ-
ations about women and men to their typical associations about leaders.
These associations about leaders are what make up leadership roles. Once
people categorize someone as a leader, they tend to assimilate that person
to their expectations about leaders.?

Mental associations about leaders do not cancel out associations about
men and women. It might seem that roles should be far more important

than gender in work settings, but that is true only in part, because gender

spills over onto expectations based on job roles.? In the workplace and else-
where, gender stereotypes still come to mind automatically, triggered by
the mere classification of a person as female or male. Consequently, people

consider female managers to possess an amalgam of qualities derived from -

their dual roles as women and managers—for example, nice as well as com-
petent in the case of successful female managers.?”

Under some circumstances, this amalgam can be weighted strongly
toward feminine qualities. For example, gender has a greater influence on
people’s thinking about physically attractive women because attractiveness
heightens perceptions of femininity. Therefore, in the workplace, a woman’s
beauty or feminine appearance can actually disadvantage her in attaining
leadership roles that are thought to require predominantly masculine qual-
ities. In contrast, beauty can advantage a woman in attaining positions
(such as secretary or food server) that are thought to require a greater mea-
sure of feminine qualities.?®

Masculine Construal of Leadership

Leadership is ordinarily conflated with men and masculinity, as shown
by everyday descriptions of leaders. When journalist Frank Rich reflected
on the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, in an essay titled “The
Father Figure,” he described the people of the United States as searching
for a father: “When a nation is under siege, it wants someone to tell us

what to do, to protect us from bullies, to tell us that everything’s O.K., and

that it’s safe to go home now.”? Mayor Rudy Giuliani of New York became
this positive father figure and then the 2001 Man of the Year for Time mag-
azine. Rich’s portrayal of this longing for a father in a crisis illustrates the
edge that men generally possess in gaining powerful leadership roles and
performing well in them.

The masculinity of ideas about leadership also appears in researchers’
descriptions of the role of manager. In the 1950s, for example, manage-
ment scholar John Miner identified six activities that are required of man-
agers in business organizations. The emphasis is on competition and
hierarchy: managers are expected to stand out from the group, tell other
people what to do, and compete with their peers.*

Contemporary descriptions of managers include some stereotypically
feminine qualities such as being helpful and understanding as well as
gender-neutral qualities such as demonstrating intelligence and dedication.
At the same time, culturally masculine qualities have remained well repre-
sented.’! For example, business school students identified numerous mana-
gerial behaviors as masculine, including delegating, disciplining, strategic
decision making, problem solving, and punishing. They identified some
other managerial behaviors as feminine, including recognizing and reward-
ing, communicating and informing, and supporting.?

» Competing with peers: engaging in competition with peers involv-
ing occupational or work-related activities

 Imposing wishes on subordinates: telling others what to do and
using sanctions in influencing others

» Behaving assertively: behaving in an active and assertive manner

¢ Standing out from the group: assuming a distinctive position of a
unique and highly visible nature

* Performing routine administrative functions: executing activities
of a day-to-day administrative nature

¢ Maintaining positive relations with authority: developing posi-
tive relationships with superiors




Despite such feminine themes, people usually see managers as more
similar to men than women. Industrial/organizational psychologist Vir-
ginia Schein demonstrated this “think manager—think male” phenome-
non by having people rate either women, men, or successful middle
managers on traits that are stereotypical of women or men.?* Ratings
of managers and men were similar on a wide range of agentic characteris-
tics, such as being competitive, self-confident, objective, aggressive, and
ambitious, and having leadership ability. Ratings of managers and women
were similar on only a few communal qualities, such as being intuitive and
helpful. Even in recent studies, leaders in general are viewed as possessing
more masculine, agentic characteristics than feminine, communal charac-
teristics.** Schein and other investigators have found this “think manager—
think male” effect not only in the United States but also in the United
Kingdom, Germany, Singapore, Japan, China, and other nations.?

Political leadership has a decidedly masculine image. People believe that
political offices require agentic characteristics more than communal ones.?
Because of this perception, which was extraordinarily strong in the past,
the few women who attained powerful political positions had little choice
except to identify themselves in masculine terms. Elizabeth I of England
“invariably referred to herself as a prince, comparing herself with kings
and emperors.””” When she rallied her troops at Tilbury to fight against
the armies of the Duchy of Parma, she said, “I know I have the body of a
weak and feeble woman, but I have the heart and stomach of a king,”28

Even in societies in which gender boundaries are more fluid, the first
women to occupy powerful political roles sometimes have projected a
masculine or androgynous identity. For example, Margaret Thatcher is
widely described has having adopted a highly dominating and combative
“male” style. One of her biographers wrote that she “discarded most of the
significant gender traits and became for all practical purposes, an honor-
ary man.”*® Indira Gandhi declared, “As Prime Minister, ] am not a woman.
I'am a human being.”# In a similar mode, Jane Byrne, who was elected
mayor of Chicago in 1979, said, “I never saw myself as a woman.”# These

women'’s fulfillment of highly masculine leadership roles led them away
from presenting themselves as feminine or womanly.

Many leadership roles still retain strongly masculine images, especially
in male-dominated organizations. If in the minds of men—or women—
a good woman cannot be a good leader, then leadership presents particu-
lar difficulties for women. One senior female British police officer thus
acknowledged that it was difficult to cede authority to women. She put it

this way: “For me, it’s all about the idea that people will follow you, what-
ever you do or say . . . It’s that special thing, very brave, very smart, the
heroes of policing, or should I also say heroines, now that”we have some
women up there, but it doesn’t quite sit well in those terms. “2‘ .

So cultural stereotypes give a man a double advantage in being releted
into positions of leadership: he is of course immediately-r c:ategonzed. as
male. This activates masculine associations, which are similar to beliefs
about leaders and thus increase the odds that he is regarded as a lead?r.
Once a man is viewed as a leader, the qualities associated with 1eadersh1P
are further ascribed to him, giving him an additional edge in the competi-
tion for leadership roles. No such bolstering occurs for women. In. fact,
experiments have shown that, even when a woman behaves agen.ucally,
people may not recognize her behavior as competlt'we and asse.ruve. So
gender stereotypes aid men on their path to leadershg) but comphc.ate:1 3the
labyrinth that women negotiate on their way to positions of al.lthc‘>r1ty.

The conflation of ideas about men and leaders can make it difficult to
envision women in particularly elite leadership roles. For example, well
before Lawrence Summers was chosen as president of Harvard University
in 2001, one of Harvard’s most prominent and influential adm'mistrator-s
remarked to a member of his staff that the next person appointed as presi-
dent of Harvard could not be a woman. This judgment was rendered in
advance of evaluating any candidates for the role.* In subsequent years,
however, there has been an upsurge in women appointed as presidents' of
elite universities, and Harvard contributed to this trend by appointing
Drew Gilpin Faust in 2007.

Becausi the cultural stereotype of leaders is relatively masculine, the
mere activation of the female stereotype can undermine women's interest
in leadership. In an elegant demonstration of this principle, social psycholo-
gists Paul Davies, Steven Spencer, and Claude Steele showed a group ch
male and female college students ads that had appeared on network televi-
sion. Half of the students viewed ads that contained no images of people—
for example, ads for cellular phones. The other students viewed these
neutral ads plus ads that depicted women in gender stereotyped -ways——for
example, a female college student hoping to become a homecomlr‘lg queen.
Then the students were invited to work on a problem-solving task in a small
group in which they could function as either a leader or a follower. Com-
pared with the women who had viewed only the neutral ads,‘the \?vomen
who had viewed the stereotypical ads indicated less interest m being the
group leader and more interest in being a follower. Men were unaffected by




the content of the ads. Merely bringing stereotypes about women to mind
was enough to lower women’s interest in becoming a leader.®

This phenomenon, called stereotype threat, occurs when individuals are in
a situation where they might confirm an unfavorable stereotype about a
group to which they belong. Awareness of the stereotype and concern
about fulfilling it can interfere with a person’s ability to perform a task well,
even when that person does not believe the stereotype to be true.* Activa-
tion of gender stereotypes can be self-fulfilling by reducing women’s inter-
est in pursuing leadership roles and undermining their performance as
leaders. Associations about femininity make women shy away from leader-
ship. As a result, stereotypes block women'’s progress through the leader-
ship labyrinth in two ways: by fueling people’s doubt about women’s
leadership abilities and by making women personally anxious about con-
firming these doubts.

Despite the traditional conflation of leadership and masculinity, change .

is under way. The propensity to “think manager—think male” has weak-
ened somewhat over time, perhaps particularly among male managers, who
once held very traditional views.#” Researchers have also shown that women
who are especially confident about their leadership ability are not disheart-
ened by explicit suggestions that men are more qualified than women for
leadership. Instead, such women react by exhibiting even more competence
as leaders than they otherwise would.# Very confident women can evi-
dently steel themselves to overcome stereotypes, provided that they can
recognize their influence. The effects of below-the-surface, unconscious ac-
tivation of gender stereotypes are far more difficult to counteract.

Differences in Leadership Roles

The ways that people think about leaders depend on the context. People
do not hold a rigid mental model of all leaders. Instead, they adjust their
thinking for the types of tasks that leaders perform and the context in which
they lead. Somewhat different associations come to mind when people
think about elementary school principals compared with corporate CEOs
or military officers. Although people ascribe some qualities, such as intelli-
gence, to most types of leaders, they view other qualities, such as competi-
tiveness or discipline, as more typical of particular types of leaders.*

Rank in organizational hierarchies influences ideas about leaders. At the
highest levels, masculine qualities often prevail. For example, male managers
consider highly agentic traits to be required for success as an executive (see

«Characteristics Ascribed to Successful Executives”).”® Such qualities are
also regarded as especially important for higher poli.tical f)fﬁces. In contrasF,
the cultural image of middle-level leadership positions mcorPorates tradi-
tionally feminine human relations skills that foster cooperative effort and
velopment of subordinates.’!

thelrcll:’omepcontemporetry circumstances, even powerful political roles have
acquired a more feminine aura in special situations. The emergence of ]f;,-
male presidents in Liberia (Ellen Johnson Sirleaf) and .Cthe (Miche F
Bachelet) in 2006 illustrates this transformation. Both nations had experi-
enced traumatic periods of violence, and both Sirleaf and Bachelet pro-
jected the maternal image of a woman who could he}p heal l?er c0L.1nt1.'y
and bring peace and stability. Sirleaf portrayed Liberia asa sm% child in
need of her loving care, and Bachelet is well known for radiating empathy
and genuine concern for people.”*? .

Maternal symbolism also propelled Violetta Chamorr.o into fﬁke as
president of Nicaragua in 1990, also after a period of v1(?ler.1t civil war.
Chamorro conveyed an image “modeled after that of the Virgin Mar)c the
valiant, self sacrificing, and suffering mother . . . the maternal savior o'f the
Nicaraguan people.”** And Ségoléne Royal, the Socialist Party candidate
for president of France in 2007, “portrayed herself as the mother-protect.o.r
of the nation.”s* Even in the United States, some powerful female politi-
cians now call attention to their maternal qualities. For example,.Senato.r
Patty Murray won her 1992 election campaign with “just a mom in tennis

« Change agent: inspirational, risk taker, energetic, decisive,
persuasive

e Managerial courage: courageous, learns from adversity, resilient,
resourceful

 Leadership ability: intelligent, leadership ability, team builder, well-
informed, visionary, strategic thinker

e Results oriented: proactive, industrious, articulate, politically astute,
action oriented, high expectations, achievement oriented




shoes” as her signature slogan, and Nancy Pelosi initiated her role as Speaker
of the House by being photographed surrounded by a large group of chil-
dren that included her own grandchildren.*

Leadership roles vary widely. The most elite and powerful roles usually
have more agentic definitions, even in fields (such as education and health
care) that have culturally “softer” images. Ordinarily, the masculinity of
leadership roles mirrors the extent to which they have been in the prov-
ince of men. As we explain in chapter 9, when women enter these male-
dominated situations, they confront a culture that is marked by masculine
values and styles.

Prejudice Against Female Leaders

Prejudice against women leaders flows from the usual mismatch between
people’s mental associations about women and leaders. As we have shown,
this inconsistency results from people associating communal qualities pre-
dominantly with women, and agentic qualities predominantly with lead-
ers. Thinking about a woman occupying a leadership role can place two
sets of expectations in competition—those based on gender and those
based on leadership. When people’s ideas about leadership do not match
their view of women, they evaluate women less favorably as leaders. So
although people think that women are nicer, kinder, and generally more
wonderful than men, they usually prefer male leaders.

Prejudice against members of other groups is similarly grounded; it
results from the mismatch between the stereotyped attributes that people
ascribe to a group and those they ascribe to a particular social role.* People
are thus prejudiced against men as childcare providers as well as against
women as leaders, regardless of a given individual’s actual qualities. Such
prejudice is not necessarily explicit and overt but often implicit and covert.
What results is an attitudinal penalty, or lower evaluation, of the person
who is stereotypically mismatched to a role.

There are many demonstrations of this type of favoritism toward male
over female leaders.”” For example, polls have asked people to respond to the
question: “If you were taking a new job and had your choice of a boss, would
you prefer to work for a man or woman?” Figure 6-1 shows the responses
obtained from Americans in selected years ranging from 1953 to 2006.5 Male
bosses were preferred in all years. However, this preference for male bosses
decreased through the years, with a particularly sharp drop between 2000
and 2002 but some increase from 2002 to 2006. In 2006, 37 percent of

FIGURE 6-1

Percentage of U.S. poll respondents preferring male or female boss,
1953-2006
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respondents favored a male boss compared with 19 percent favoring a
female boss.*

Changes have also occurred in attitudes toward women political leaders.
Figure 6-2 shows responses to two questions from a nationally representa-
tive survey of Americans. The very conservative statement, “Women should
take care of running their homes and leave running the country up to
men,” had 34 percent agreement in 1974, but only 15 percent by 1998, the
last year when this question was included. Another statement, “Most men
are better suited emotionally for politics than are most women,” elicited 47
percent support in 1974, but 25 percent in 2004.

Since 1937, polls have asked whether people would vote for a well-
qualified woman nominated for president by their own party. As shown in
figure 6-3, approval increased from only 33 percent of respondents in 1937
to 92 percent in 2006. In contrast, a question about whether America is
“ready for a woman president” yielded only 55 percent agreement in 2006,
up from 40 percent in 1996 when this question first appeared.®* The huge
majority now indicating personal willingness to vote for a woman may
reflect social pressure to give a politically correct answer, in view of the
much smaller majority believing that the country is ready for a woman
president. And only somewhat more than half of respondents (57 percent) |




FIGURE 6-2

Percentage of U.S. poll respondents agreeing with statements
included in the General Social Survey
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indicate that the country would be governed better if more women were in
political office.s!

All in all, studies of attitudes establish that people evaluate female lead-
ers less favorably than male leaders. But the shift toward greater acceptance
of female leaders is at least as impressive as the remaining prejudice. Presi-

FIGURE 6-3

Percentage of U.S. poll respondents willing (yes) or not willing (no)
to vote for a woman candidate for president, 1937-2006
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dent George W. Bush expressed this change in his statement about the
presidency that “there is no doubt in my mind that a woman could do
the job.”62 Nevertheless, a degree of prejudice remains, and this lingering
prejudice produces detours in women’s routes to leadership. And gen-
der prejudice can be compounded by prejudice based on other demo-
graphic characteristics—in particular, race and sexual orientation. It seems
plausible that women of color and of lesbian or bisexual identity may face
more intense prejudice, but research is sparse.®

Although prejudicial attitudes do not invariably lead to discriminatory
behavior, such attitudes, along with other factors, limit women’s access to
leadership roles. However, the increasing approval of female leaders over
time is a sure sign that women’s advancement is better described by their
navigating a still-present labyrinth than by their being blocked by a glass
ceiling. But might it make more sense to claim instead that a shattered
glass ceiling now leaves a clear path to the top? Obviously not, because
women do not enjoy equal access to leadership. Women face complexities




not encountered by men because of continuing uncertainties about their
ability to lead. In chapter 7, we present evidence that the increasingly fa-
~vorable evaluations of women as leaders do not necessarily take the form
of unqualified endorsement, but instead an edgier ambivalence reflecting
the continuation of many of the traditional beliefs along with the intro-
duction of new, more progressive ideas.*

CHAPTER SEVEN

Do People Resist Women'’s
Leadership?

GENDER is the first thing we notice about people, and it automatically
evokes gender stereotypes, as discussed in chapter 6. These stereotypes and
the prejudice they induce contribute to the workplace discrimination that
we document in chapter 5. In this chapter, we explore how people’s stereo-

types about women and leaders create resistance to women's leadership by -

placing competing demands on women. On one hand, female leaders are
expected to fulfill the female gender role by being warm and selfless, and,
on the other hand, they are also expected to fulfill the leadership role by dis-
playing assertiveness and competence.

As a result of these pressures to be nice and friendly, women in leader-
ship roles may have to overcome hostile reactions to their exertion of
authority over others. While women follow this detour in the labyrinth,
doubts are often raised about their competence as leaders, requiring them
to outperform men to be seen as equally competent. Undertaking leader-
ship in the face of these conflicting demands is no easy task. Despite these
obstacles, many women can and do lead successfully, as we demonstrate in
later chapters.

The Double Bind

Female leaders face a dilemma. The prescriptions for the female gender
role stipulate that women be especially communal, and the prescriptions
for most leadership roles stipulate that leaders be especially agentic. The




communal woman is expected to be helpful and warm. She avoids being
overly assertive or dominant, doesn’t promote or very prominently display
her accomplishments, and makes no overt attempt to influence others. In
contrast, the agentic leader is expected to be direct and assertive, exhibit
confidence and competence, and exert influence over others..

These expectations create a double bind for women. Highly communal
female leaders may be criticized for not being agentic enough. But female
leaders who are highly agentic may be criticized for lacking communion.

Given the double bind, it is hardly surprising that people are more resis-
tant to women’s influence than men’s. This resistance creates obstacles
within the labyrinth to women seeking leadership.! Influence—the ability
to affect the beliefs or behaviors of others—is required for effective leader-
ship. Because of the double bind, people may resist a woman’s influence,
particularly in masculine settings. Sometimes they resist because they think
she lacks communion, so they don’t like her. Sometimes they resist because.

they think she lacks competence, so they don’t respect her. Yet people have
greater influence when they appear both competent and warm—when
they elicit both liking and respect.? '

So for women to gain influence, the double bind requires a difficult bal-
ancing act. Kim Campbell, who briefly served as Canadian prime minister
in 1993, acknowledged precisely this problem:

I don’t have a traditionally female way of speaking, I don’t end my sentences
with a question mark. I'm quite assertive. If I didn’t speak the way I do, I
wouldn’t have been seen as a leader. But my way of speaking may have grated
on people who were not used to hearing it from a woman. It was the right way

for a leader to speak, but it wasn’t the right way for a woman to speak. It goes
against type.3

Expectations That Women Will Be Communal

One way the double bind penalizes women is by denying them the full
benefits of being warm and considerate. As chapter 6 explains, people be-
lieve that women are self-sacrificing, helpful, and supportive and consider
these traits particularly desirable in women. Although such traits bring
approval, they do not produce respect for women as authorities and lead-
ers. On the contrary, people consider warmth and selflessness to be ideally
suited for women'’s traditional roles, such as homemaker, nurse, and teacher
of children. And because people expect women to be wonderful in these
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traditional ways, nice behavior that seems noteworthy in men seems unim-
pressive in women. For example, in one study, helpful men reapefi a lot‘ of
approval, but helpful women did not. And t%'le men got away with belmg
unhelpful when women did not. In an organizational stuc.iy, malet employ-
ees received more promotions when they reported helgmg their organi-
zations above and beyond the requirements of their JObS; But female
employees’ promotions were not related to their helpfulness.

Resisting Assertive, Directive, or Dominant Womm. The d01.1b1e bind‘re-
quires women to be communal and to avoid directive and~ as.sertlve behavior.
So a dominant manner places women at risk of being disliked anfi can un-
dermine their ability to wield influence. For instance, fnanagers in a large
financial institution reported providing more mentong and supl?ort to
their male subordinates who used direct and assertive mﬂ}ler%ce tacuc?, bsut
more support to female subordinates who used weak and indirect tachs.

Women risk not getting a job or promotion when they are too d1rec;
For example, research has established that people regard women who t}::s
for a raise in salary as overly demanding and therefore less hirable than
women who do not make such demands.¢ So instead, women ofter.x exert
influence in a less direct manner. One female Wall Street executive l
plained how she used this strategy: “You have to be strong and assern]‘j/e
without offending people. So you push a little and then back off, push a lit-
tle and back off. You're always testing the waters to see how .far you t;a;lk go;?
trying not to get angry, trying not to be confronta.tlve, trying to o ec;-
other ways to say, ‘You're not right,’ withoui attacking the person. It's g
ting more and more difficult the higher I go. .7 .

This ambivalence about women’s assertiveness may pose even mo
obstructions in the labyrinth for black women than wthe women, to the
extent that black women are more assertive. There is lirmtfed ev1de.nce r-thhat
black women and girls may have a more direct style of interaction aucl1
white women and girls. For example, in one survey, black 'w.o‘menfreportz i
having an especially “sassy” style.® Consistent with the possibility of strong -
resistance to black women’s influence, in the survey black femalat]:i mau(:s
agers, compared with their white counterparts, reported more challeng
to their authority by their supervisors, subordinates., anc} peers. "

Studies have presented men and women engaging in various typ;sn
dominant behaviors and gauged people’s reactions to t%lem. T};;: fin hﬁ:
are quite consistent. Nonverbal dominance, such as sta.rmgf ato er:nwthan
speaking to them or pointing at others, is more damaging for wom
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men. Verbally intimidating others can undermine a woman’s chances of
getting a job or advancing in her career. Even disagreeing can sometimes
get women into trouble, undermining their appeal and influence. Men
who disagree get away with it more often than women. So women may
cope by expressing disagreement more subtly. For example, one female ex-
ecutive and corporate board member used this tempered approach to

express disagreement with her male boss: “My relationship with my boss,

the CEO, is a good strong relationship. I've learned a style or adopted a

style of disagreeing with him that was accepted. That didn’t mean that he

always changed his mind and agreed with me. But, it was a way of putting

my opinion in front of him without offending him—without implying he

was wrong.”?

Although women are better liked and more influential when they mod-
erate their style as this woman did, men have more freedom. Several exper-
iments and organizational studies have assessed reactions to behavior that
is warm and friendly versus dominant and assertive. The findings show that
men can communicate in either a warm or a dominant manner, with little
consequence. People like men equally well and are equally influenced by
them regardless of their warmth.® So dominant men usually don’t experi-
ence a likability penalty, but dominant women often do. Given such reac-
tions, women feel pressure to smile and be nice, as one female manager
noted: “Early in my career, I ran into the stereotype of the woman who
always needs to be the nice one, smiling and accepting and nurturing, And
I'was that stereotype. I really was. I had this tape that said, ‘No matter what
somebody says to you, just smile and take it.” So when I'd be giving a
speech, I'd be smiling. I could be talking about the most serious thing in the
world, and you wouldn’t know it from my body language and posture.”t

Resisting Self-Promoting Women. Self-promotion can be risky for women.
Although self-promotion can convey status and competence, it is not at all
communal and so is not compatible with the demands of the double bind.
In contrast, men can get away with bluster, which can get them noticed.
One woman leader remarked on this: “I've noticed a lot of strutting with
the guys, you know. It doesn’t matter what they say as long as everybody
looks. And theyre trying to sound profound, but they need to be noticed.”2

People may accept boastfulness in men, but, as demonstrated by several
researchers, they more often dislike boastful women and consider them
less deserving of recognition or support than more-modest women. As a
result, self-promoting women risk having less influence than women who
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are more modest, even though people who self-promote are consic?lered
more competent than their more-modest counterpart.s.13 Modesty is ex-
pected even in highly accomplished women, as linguistics professor Debo-
rah Tannen observed: “This [need for modesty] was evident, for exarnphj,,
at a faculty meeting devoted to promotions, at which a woman professor’s
success was described: She was extremely well published :‘and we’]l known
in the field. A man commented with approval, ‘She wears it vs:ell. In other
words, she was praised for not acting as successful as she. was.”!4

Because of pressures on women to avoid self-promouon‘, many women
present themselves modestly. And, at least under some circumstances, a
leader’s modesty can motivate subordinates to contribute to the' group
effort. For example, one CEO compared her behavior to the ’t'>ehav10rs she
had observed in male leaders: “Leadership is not about strutting about. . .
Men like to win the point, whereas I was fairly humble fr'om .the out’set. S?
if someone says to me in a meeting, “‘Why don’t we try it this way? and”t:
makes sense to me, as it frequently does, then. .. 'm not threatened . . .

Resisting Women in Masculine Domains and L'eadership Roles. The
double bind is particularly strong in masculine domains, wh.ere the contrast
is most apparent between expectations of female c?mmumor'l and of cIinals-
culine agency. Masculine domains often call for highly dominant an ai
gressive behavior, and so people suspect that women Wh'O succetj,d in sual
domains probably are not very communal. For example, in athletics, penal-
ties are more likely to be called against female than male athletes for exces-
sive aggression.'¢ Similarly, as one study found, when people heax" about ?
woman succeeding in a male-dominated occupation such as electnc.al erllgl-
neering, they assume that the woman is less likable, less alt'tralctlveZ aelis
happy, and less socially desirable than a woman whf) succeeds in a“typlc y
feminine career. In another study, people characterized the group §uccess
ful female managers” as more deceitful, pushy, selfish, .and abrasive than
“successful male managers.”"” In the absence of any evidence to the': con-
trary, people suspect that such highly effective women are r%ot very hkatlwle
or nice. In the words of one female leader, “I think that thereis a real penalty
for a woman who behaves like a man. The men don’t like her and the women
don’t either.”!® “

OII;Z:atlse leaders are expected to be agentic, as we explain more fully in
chapter 6, women leaders, like women in masculine domains, can ex};(:)r‘:
ence particular resistance. Research suggests that male leaders can sh
their warm, feminine side without penalty, but female leaders who show
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their strong, masculine side are resented.' Jean Hollands, founder of an
executive coaching company, unflatteringly calls such female executives
“bully broads.” These exceptionally competent women “deal the deals, win
the wars, sell the contracts, and run the institutions” but derail when their
assertiveness offends others. Hollands acknowledges that many male exec-
utives bully people and can get away with it:

In the name of ascending the corporate ladder, some men have succeeded by
grabbing power with both hands and doing whatever it takes to hold on, using
intimidation, impatience and aggression as their tools. Maybe they are dis-
liked by their subordinates and colleagues, but they can also be the darlings of
management and richly rewarded for their behavior. On the other hand, very
few women can succeed with such heavy handed tactics.2®

Sometimes women leaders can provoke ire in their subordinates with-

out being bullies, merely by doing their jobs and giving others clear direc-

tion. Caitlin Friedman, author of an advice book for women, reported that
she’s heard many complaints about female bosses: “[People say] ‘I loved my
woman boss until she started telling me what to do.” But that is what a boss
does! It’s okay coming from a man, but very often—still, even in these sup-
posedly enlightened times—not from a woman.”2

Men’s Resistance to Agentic Women. Men, in particular, resist female
leadership because men possess higher societal status than women and
view women who attempt to wield influence as competing with them for
power and authority. As experiments have demonstrated, on average, men
disapprove of high levels of competence and authority more in women
than in other men and resist women’s influence more than women do.?
For example, in meetings at a global retail company, people responded
more favorably to men’s overt attempts to influence than to women’s. In
the words of one of this company’s female executives, “People often had to
speak up to defend their turf, but when women did so, they were vilified.
They were labeled ‘control freaks’; men acting the same way were called
‘passionate.’”??

Similarly, a female executive in the entertainment industry described
how men maintain their authority in meetings: “Men who conduct meet-
ings usually act like a pitcher, throwing lots of questions at various batters.
It’s a way of maintaining the dominant position. It’s a game that’s played:
‘Look how smart Iam!”. .. If you can lob it back he sits up in his chair.”2
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Some men sit up in response to female assertiveness because they dont
like it. In fact, male resistance is such that women can sometimes increase
their influence with men by communicating in ways that both sexes con-
sider less competent than regular speech, such as by speaking in a tentat%ve
or indirect manner.?” For example, one study found thata female execut‘we
used this less direct approach to get a male subordinate to attend a meeting
he did not want to attend. Instead of issuing a direct order, she said, “I do
think you should go. I can’t and I think we should be repres<?nted ...But
this is something we have to get involved in. Let me put it this way, ]ohn I
invite you to go. But feel free to leave at any time.”?¢ After so.me additional
subtle prompts by the executive, the man attended the meeting.

Male resistance to female influence also affects the hiring of women for
traditionally masculine jobs. In experiments, men have shown a str.onger
preference than women for hiring male applicants over female applicants,
even when the professional records of the women match or surpass those
of the men.?” Experiencing such reactions, Katherine Hudson, former CE.O
and president of Brady Corporation, described how men reactefi to 'her hir-
ing at Brady: “I came to Milwaukee to run the Brady Corporation in Janu-
ary 1994 . . .I'went to meet my management team...... Asl wallfed down the
hall, I could see a half dozen men waiting, trying to determfne who v'/a’s
coming, I saw the strange look on their faces as they realized, ‘My God, it’s
a woman. %8 .

Men may feel competitive toward women especially in higher-level lead-
ership positions traditionally held by men, where men hax.re more to lose
from women’s advancement. Female leaders, particularly in areas such as
business, engineering, and science, are likely to experience intense male
resistance. Cornelia Dean, science editor for the New York Times from 1997
t0 2003, noted the challenges of being a woman in this influential role, par-
ticularly in her interactions with male scientists:

I went to the annual meeting of the American Association for the Advancement
of Science, a convention that attracts thousands of researchers and tec‘zchers.l
My name tag listed my new position, and the scientists at the meetmg al

seemed to have the same reaction when they read it: “You’re the new‘ science
editor of The New York Times!?” At first I was deluded enough t(‘) think they
meant I was much too delightful a person for such a heavy-duty job. In fact,
they were shocked it had been given to a woman. This point was driven hc?me a
few weeks later when, at a dinner for scientific eminences, a colleague .mtr.o-
duced me to one of the nation’s leading neuroscientists. “Oh yes,” the scientist
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murmured, as he scanned the room clearly ignoring me. “Who is the new sci-
ence editor of The New York Times, that twerpy little girl in short skirts?”
Dumbfounded, I replied, “That would be me.”?

Women are also at a particular disadvantage when they are in the minor-
ity or are the sole woman in a group of men, as shown in several studies.
Under such circumstances, the women'’s ideas tend to be ignored by the
men.?* Women are at less of a disadvantage in integrated groups, where the
presence of other women helps ease their way through the labyrinth. Yet
women in positions of higher power and authority seldom find themselves
in gender-balanced groups and therefore often face increased resistance to
their leadership.

One manifestation of male resistance to women’s leadership and au-
thority is the prevalence of sexual harassment. Legally, sexual harassment
occurs in the workplace when a person is offered rewards for sexual favors,

punished for refusing to provide such favors, or subjected to unwanted sex-

ual behavior that interferes with his or her job or creates an intimidating or
offensive working environment 3!

On average, 58 percent of employed women have experienced treat-

ment at their jobs that meets the definition of sexual harassment.?? As
shown in figure 7-1, the incidence is highest for the most male-dominated
environment: the military. Here, 69 percent of women had been harassed.
Furthermore, surveys show that when harassment occurs it usually is com-
mitted by men and directed at women.” Most complaints received by the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission—the U.S. agency responsi-
ble for enforcing laws against employment discrimination—are from women
(see figure 7-2).

Women'’s risk of harassment increases when they are particularly well
educated or are in supervisory positions, even though young, unmarried
women and women in entry-level or trainee positions are also especially
vulnerable. Women'’s risk also increases in traditionally masculine occupa-
tions and in environments with a high percentage of men, consistent with
the high rate of harassment in the military.3* Such harassment may be trig-
gered by threats to some men’s masculinity when men are confronted with
women who are expert in traditionally masculine domains.? The presence
of upwardly mobile women in otherwise masculine settings creates prime
conditions for male resentment. Neurosurgeon Frances Conley described
some of her experiences of sexual harassment by colleagues at Stanford
Medical School: “I was asked to go to bed, but it was always in jest, for

FIGURE 7-1

Percentage of U.S. women experiencing sexual harassment on the
job in different types of organizations

80

70

60

50

40

Percent

30

20

Mifitary Colieges and Private
universities sector

Government

R. N. llies et al., “Reported Incidence Rates of Work-Related Sexual Harassment in the

: ted from f worl
o eta-analysis to Explain Reported Rate Disparities, table 2, Personnel Psychology 56

United States: Using M
(2003): 607-631.

FIGURE 7-2

ints by women and by men
Percentage of sexual harassment complain vorr b
to the U.S. Equal Opportunity Employment Commission, 1992-2006

—
s F-«-nw By women —@— By men
80
70
- 60
€
o
g 50
e
40
30
” W
10 ———¢ 4 &
. 1 Il 1 1 " L i i L 1 —
; : I 002 2003 2004 2005 2006

01992 1993 1994 1905 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2
Year

Source: Adapted from U.S. Equal Opportunity Employment Commission, 2007, Sex-Based Discriminatio!

table “Sexual harassment charges.”

™. DO PEOPLE RESIST WOMEN'S LEADERSHIP?




effect . . . If I had a different opinion than my male colleagues, they said it
was because I was suffering from premenstrual syndrome or ‘on the rag.””?¢
Women who are harassed on the job can face a serious threat to their
careers. If they do nothing, they can be intimidated and demeaned in the
eyes of their colleagues. Yet most women take no formal action against their
harassers.?” Although doing nothing may seem counterproductive, assertive
objections often worsen a woman'’s conditions on the job and reduce her
opportunities for promotion.? Thus, harassment can be a potent means of
male resistance to women’s leadership. Given the difficulties of crafting
a satisfactory response to this type of resistance, harassment forms yet
another stumbling block on many women’s paths through the labyrinth.*

Concerns That Women Lack Agency

The belief that leaders should be assertive and should confidently dis-
play their competence, coupled with disapproval of such behavior in
women, produces half of the double bind for female leaders. The other
half follows from the belief that women should be selfless and modest but
that such individuals lack agency. So the dangers that slow women’s paths’
through the labyrinth include being regarded as an abrasive dragon lady
or a soft pushover. Carly Fiorina experienced the double bind as CEO of
Hewlett-Packard: “In the chat rooms around Silicon Valley, from the time I
arrived and until long after I left HP, I was routinely referred to as a ‘bimbo,’
or a ‘bitch’—too soft or too hard, and presumptuous, besides.”*

Doubts About Female Leadership Competence. Concerns about women’s
agency place additional demands on women to perform exceptionally well.
Women are held to a higher standard of leadership competence than men,
consistent with the evidence in chapter 4 that people evaluate female lead-
ers somewhat less favorably than objectively equivalent male leaders. And
to be influential, men do not have to avoid assertive forms of influence to
be liked, nor do they have to be as concerned with proving their abilities as
women do.*!

This double standard impedes women’s ability to obtain desirable jobs,
influence others, and attain leadership. In response to these pressures, female
leaders succeed by performing extraordinarily well. For example, Katherine
Hudson overcame resistance to her hiring at Brady Corporation by creating
an enviable track record. She remarked, “Since I've been here, we have dou-

bled the size of the company, tripled the market cap, and have done eleven
acquisitions . . . I've passed their test, and now they’re passing mine.”*
Women are well aware that their influence is diminished by doubts
about their competence. If a man has something important to say, people
are likely to pay attention, but if a woman does, people may discount or
ignore her.”® A female vice president of a manufacturing Cf)mpany' de-
scribed how her ideas and those of other women are ignored in meetings:
“It immediately gets lost in the conversation. Then two minutes later, a
man makes the same suggestion and it’s ‘Wow! What a great ideal’ And
you sit there and think, “What just happened?””# ’

In a study that vividly documents this tendency to overlook women’s
ideas, research psychologist Kathleen Propp studied four-person groups
assigned the task of determining who should get custody of a child in a
divorce case. Specific case information was given to one or more members
of the group, and then the entire group discussed and reached corilsensu.s
on the case. The group used the supplied information in reaching its deci-
sion more often when it was presented by a man. This trend was most pro-
nounced when the information was known to only one person; in that
condition, the information was used 72 percent of the time when it was
presented by a man, but only 13 percent of the time when it was prese’ntt?d
by a woman.* An everyday example comes from one female attorney’s dif-
ficulty with being heard in the courtroom: “I was half way through my the-
ory when the judge interrupted me and said ‘Oh, come on now, shut up.
Let’s hear what the men have to say.””*

Women who have difficulty being heard sometimes cope by being per-
sistent and using humor to their advantage. For example, when (.)ne
woman failed to bring a meeting to order, she tried again, saying, As diffi-
cult as it may be to believe, this group of folks is coming to order.” And
then when one male holdout continued to ignore her, she added, “Tom,
you come to order, too,” which provoked laughter and brought the meet-
ing to order.# ‘

Women confront concerns about their competence especially in mascu-
line domains. As chapter 4 notes in relation to hiring, men are somewhat
advantaged in neutral contexts not associated with either sex, but they are
especially favored in masculine settings.*® In such settings, ?eople m:liy
assume that the rare woman benefited from preferential hiring and dis-
count her merit on that basis.® And in masculine domains, people hold
women to a higher standard of performance to be seen as the equal of




men. For example, in a study of military cadets, men and women gave their
male peers higher ratings for motivation and leadership than their female
peers, even though the men and women were equal on objective measures,
such as grades and rank. Such outcomes occur because women often need
to outperform men to be seen as their equals.* ‘
Such was the case with Ann Hopkins, who sued Price Waterhouse (now
PricewaterhouseCoopers) for denying her a partnership even though she
had performed better than men who had been promoted to partner. Before
being denied partnership, Hopkins had successfully secured a $25 million
contract with the Department of State, which the partners in her office
judged “an outstanding performance” that Hopkins had carried out “virtu-
ally at the partner level.” Her evaluators praised her as “an outstanding pro-
fessional” with “strong character, independence and integrity.” Her clients
characterized her as “extremely competent, intelligent,” “strong and forth-
right, very productive, energetic and creative.” At the discrimination trial, it
was established that “none of the other partnership candidates at Price
Waterhouse that year had a comparable record in terms of successfully
securing major contracts for the partnership.”*! Yet Hopkins’s performance
was not good enough. o
Even if people credit a man and a woman with equal credentials, they
may still prefer the man for the position because the same credentials just
seem more impressive in a man. In a study illustrating this phenomenon,
participants evaluated either a man or a woman for a position as a police
chief, a male-dominated leadership role. The candidate was described either
as highly educated with administrative experience or as streetwise but
lacking higher education and administrative experience. When evaluating
the male candidate, the participants considered education a more impor-
tant criterion of job success when he was well educated, and street smarts
as more important when he was not. Whatever credential the male appli-
cant offered seemed desirable in a police chief, thereby justifying his hiring.
But for the female candidate, participants did not bend the hiring criteria to
fit the qualities that she possessed.’? So people may creatively redefine job
criteria to fit the qualifications of the candidate whose gender seems to fit
the job.

Ironically, some experimental evidence shows that women who display
unusual competence in masculine settings can sometimes even increase
doubts about their competence. How could female experts appear incom-
petent? Apparently, it is often difficult for people to determine who has the
best ideas, particularly in situations involving complex problems that do
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not have obvious solutions.” Under such conditions, which are common
for real-world problems, people rely on stereotypes to evaluate performance.
In traditionally masculine settings, with their skepticism about fer.nale ex-
pertise, expert women are often discredited, but expert men are given the
benefit of the doubt. .

with this difficulty of recognizing excellence in women, any imper-
fections become magnified. Carly Fiorina learned this when she was sum-
marily dismissed from her role as CEO of Hewlett-.Paf:ka’rd. Although the
company enjoyed increasing success soon after Flor?na.s departure, she
received little credit for it. In a television interview, Fiorina expressed ‘her
view about the way she was treated: “A transformation takes a lot of time
and a lot of work and the success that HP enjoys today is in no small mea-
sure due to the work of tens of thousands of employees that were working
hard as well as myself, head down under the hood for 5% years . . . I was f:he
first outsider. I wasn’t an engineer. I came from big east coast cor?lpames,
not small Silicon Valley startups. I didn’t come from the computer industry
and I was a woman.”**

The double standard reverses direction in feminine domains, as chap-
ter 4 explains in relation to hiring decisions.” People more often doubt
men’s competence in domains such as childcare work. As a result, wonjlen
are more influential in traditionally feminine domains, and men ‘w1e1d
more influence in traditionally masculine domains such as the m1htar)'f.56
To the extent that leadership is itself perceived as a masculine domain,
women leaders therefore face challenges in wielding inﬂue.nce. .

These findings may seem fair, with each sex favored in its own domain.
What's the harm in thinking that men are more skilled as firefighters and
business executives, and that women are more skilled as secretaries and ele-
mentary school teachers? The problem is that if p(?ople acton Sl..lch stere(;i
typical perceptions, they confine women to jobs with IOWCI: pay, ignore re
differences in individuals’ skills, and deny women leadership opportunities
merely because leaders are thought to have more masculine than feminine

teristics.

Cha;:zaixse women’s excellent performance can be overlooked and setbacks
can slow progress, successful women persist, redouble their efforts, and con-
tinue to excel. Astronaut Cady Coleman recounted how she learned from
the challenges that she had faced when rowing on tl.le crew team at I;IAIT(;
“The only way to get through the race is not to think 206 stroketsh ahea \
because you just give up. Instead, you think, “This stroke, @d then the next
stroke, and then the next stroke’ . .. What I learned to do is concentrate yqn ‘
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the part I can bite off, and then bite off one piece at a time . . . You have to
have the ability to persevere.””

Shifting Standards of Competence. The double standard is complicated
by the fact that people spontaneously compare individuals to similar oth-
ers—women to other women, and men to other men. As social psycholo-
gist Monica Biernat and her colleagues have demonstrated, comparing a
person to similar others causes standards for evaluation to shift, depending
on whether a man or a woman is evaluated. To demonstrate shifting stan-
dards, consider a woman who is five feet ten inches in height and univer-
sally regarded as “tall.” In contrast, a man of this same stature is regarded as
“fairly average.” Expectations for height thus shift, depending on the sex of
the person who is judged.

Similarly, when people describe a woman and a man as “competent,”

they may not necessarily mean that the woman and man are equal in abil-. .

ity but rather that the woman is competent for 4 woman and the man fora
man. So even when men and women receive comparable evaluations of
their competence, those evaluations can have different meanings on a so-
called common standard that forces people to use the same judgment stan-
dard for both sexes.®

Because common standards have a fixed meaning, they readily reveal

group stereotypes. For example, asking people to judge the heights of men
and women on the common standard of feet and inches would reveal the
(accurate) belief that men are taller. However, asking people to judge these
same heights on a subjective scale extending from “very short” to “very tall”
would obscure this belief. On this scale, men of average height (five feet
nine inches in the United States) and women of average height (five feet
four inches) would be judged about “average,” thereby hiding the fact that
men as a group are taller than women.*

A study of US. Army officers illustrates these shifting standards. The offi-
cers, who attended a leadership training course, evaluated the leadership
competence of each member of their training group. Given the military
setting, it is not surprising that the women received lower evaluations than
the men overall. Yet the women did fairly well when the ratings were made
on subjective scales, ranging from “needs improvement” to “outstanding,”
because these scales allowed standards to shift to accommodate the offi-
cers’ lower expectations for women. The women were rated more poorly
when the officers ranked each person in the group relative to every other
person, a procedure that forced a common standard.® So when it came

THROUGH THE LABYRINTH

down to identifying the better leaders from among the women and men, a
very strong pro-male bias emerged. . .

If they are not aware of shifting standards, women .makmg their way
through the labyrinth can be misled about what others think of them. Espe-
cially in masculine contexts, people often assume that women have lower
competence, even while they appear to evaluate them favorably. Common
standards can reveal a devaluation of women’s competence that does not
show up in the more ordinary subjective evaluations of competence.

Consistent with several experiments on judgments of competence, peo-
ple must receive clear and unambiguous evidence of a woman’s substantial
superiority over available men before judging the woman t(? be‘ better than
aman at a task.® So when a woman succeeds at meeting this high exPecta-
tion, people may view her performance as extraordinary and credit her
with even more competence than an objectively equivalent man. People
think that only extreme individual competence could allow women to sur-
mount the challenges that they have had to overcome.® And l?ecause white
people often have lower expectations for black than for white peo;:sle, an
accomplished black woman may be seen as especially rema}rkable. 3 One
black female manager noted this reaction: “They were surprised that I v.vas
smart, competent, and capable because they didn’t expect tl}é\t ...1gethigh
praise sometimes because I think they didn’t expect anything, %en I can
speak English and do whatever I'm supposed to do, people are just over-
whelmed. I then become the exception.”® .

Such reactions may exist only on the surface—that is, in relation to shift-
ing standards whereby this woman is regarded as excellent ﬁ)r a black
woman. However, when she is judged for promotion in comparison to her
colleagues, gender and racial stereotypes are likely to prevail, placing ad-

ditional pressures on black women to establish themselfres as especially
competent.5 One way women respond to such pressure's is to per.form ex-
tremely well and to recognize that others may underestimate their wortl?.
One black female neurosurgeon remarked, “We can’t expect to be vali-
dated as individuals, but we can make the field different for those Wh.O
come behind us. We must do good work and eventually the work will
speak foritself . . . I learned every day not to count on others’ acceptance as
a measure of my worth.”¢

Because the bar is set higher for women, the old adage that a.women
must be “twice as good as a man” to get a job holds true, at least fo.r J.obs that
are traditionally male dominated, including most leadership positions. Yet
when people have low expectations for a particular group, research shows y
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that they usually set a lower minimum standard of competence for that
group.”” Because of this lower minimum standard, it may be easier for a
woman to get into the pool of candidates. Being chosen from that field
of candidates is quite another matter. Given the higher requirements for
excellence in women, an individual woman would have to show that she
was exceptional to be selected.

The trouble that women have in getting beyond the short list emerged
for an investment company that intended to increase the number of women
it hired by interviewing more women candidates. The strategy failed to
work because “the 30 minutes allotted for each interview—the standard
practice at most business schools—was not long enough for middle-aged
male managers, who were conducting the vast majority of the interviews,
to connect with young female candidates . . . [The women] hadn’t had
enough time to impress their interviewer.”* To the extent that these inter-
viewers held an implicit higher standard for women, these female candi-
dates had a very difficult task to perform in a short interview.

Given doubts about female competence, it not surprising that women
executives often report that having an extraordinary track record was
important to their career success, an issue we revisit in chapter 10.% One-
woman, a senior vice president in a Wall Street firm, experienced the high
requirements imposed on women in this way: “We have to know every-
thing before we take action. A guy can be more brazen. If he gets caught
with his pants down, he just laughs and says, ‘No big deal,” whereas a woman
looks like an utter fool. If you ever show any weakness in nuts-and-bolts
knowledge, you really are never forgiven.””°

Doubts about female agency are especially pronounced in higher-level
leadership positions, where to be seen as excellent means much more than
performing one’s job impeccably. Consider, for example, this description
of female managers by BusinessWeek journalist Michelle Conlin: “She has
Everest-size ambitions, a flawless track record, and an uncanny knack for
strategy. ‘T'd love to promote her,” the CEO says. ‘But she just doesn’t have
“it.”” ... ‘It” refers to that ability to take hold of a room by making a
polished entrance, immediately shaking people’s hands and forging quick,
personal connections instead of defaulting to robotic formalism and shrink-
ing into a chair.” Conlin thus argued that women lack executive presence
because they are hampered by their “nice girl, seen-not-heard communi-
cation styles.””!

Concerns about women’s lack of agency also include worries that
women are too weak to be effective leaders at very high levels. The criti-
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cism of not being “tough enough,” is rarely directed at comparable men,
even though there are successful male leaders who are modest and unas-
suming. In fact, in his analysis of the most consistently successful compa-
nies in the Fortune 1000, management scholar Jim Collins found that they
had excellent male CEOs who were humble and not self-aggrandizing,
such as Darwin Smith of Kimberly-Clark and Coleman M. Mockler of
Gillette. Similarly, American presidents such as Abraham Lincoln and Ger-
ald Ford were humble and yet effective political leaders.”? But women are
not allowed such latitude.

Conclusion

In everyday behavior on the job, women encounter more obstacle§ to their
leadership and authority than men do. Women who are too assertive, com-
petitive, or even competent can at times threaten others, who then resist
female influence and leadership. This resistance to their leadership can
lower evaluations of women’s personalities and skills, obscure women’s
contributions to group tasks, undermine their performance, and even §Ub'
ject them to sexual harassment. At the same time, women can be criticized
for being too nice. '
Men, unlike women, do not bear the burden of having to be especially
likable to be influential or to be accepted as leaders, nor do they have to
establish themselves as clearly superior in ability. People presume that men
are agentically competent, even for behavior that might be seen as not so
competent when exhibited by women. Dominance is accepted in men,
allowing them—with little, if any, penalty—to be relatively self-serving and
noncommunal in their interactions with others. Because men generally
receive the benefit of the doubt, they are relatively less affected by h(l)w
much they establish themselves as competent or communal. They.enjoy
considerable leeway in how they lead and influence others. Thus, their path
to leadership is relatively clear and direct. .
Women are not so fortunate. For them, the route to leadership wends
through a labyrinth, where they find themselves diverted—sorr}etimes by
doubts about their competence, sometimes by doubts about their warmth,
and sometimes by resentment of their very presence. However, tltn'ough-
out our analysis, we indicate that these problems are more intense in some
leadership roles than others, particularly in roles ordinarily held by men
and at higher levels in organizations. Where women have become more
numerous as managers, as they have in many areas (see chapter 2), women
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and my i
@ dd 1 en are treated more equivalently. In these circumstances, the double
ind loosens. Especially in more culturally feminine occupations, such as

those i . . .
: se in education and social services, the resistance we have documented
is no doubt less extreme.”?

CHAPTER EIGHT

For women in other leadership roles, the double bind remains a greater
problem. However, as we discuss in chapters 8 and 10, in résponse to the
challenges presented by the double bind, female leaders often cultivat
style that overcomes the hazards that they encounter in the labyrinth o

Do Women Lead Differently
from Men?

IT 1S A COMMON BELIEF that women lead in a more collaborative
and democratic manner than men. If that is true, how can some experts on
Jeadership maintain that male and female leaders do not differ at all as long
as they have the same leadership positions? In fact, both of these ideas have
an element of truth: many women lead with behaviors that are tinged with
culturally feminine qualities. But male and female leaders differ only in
some respects and some circumstances and, on the whole, do not differ by
much. The good news for women is that their somewhat less masculine
ways of leading have come into greater fashion: their styles approximate
the now valued model of a leader who acts as a good-coach or good-teacher
rather than a traditional command-and-control boss.

These issues pertain to leadership style—leaders’ characteristic ways of
behaving that have a consistent meaning or function. A leader regarded as
having a collaborative style, for example, emphasizes collaborative behav-
iors (consulting, encouraging, discussing, negotiating) that vary depending
on the circumstances. All leaders have their typical modes of acting—their
own distinctive styles. This chapter addresses two questions about style: do
women differ from men in leadership style, and, if so, do these differences
work to the advantage or the disadvantage of women?!

Leaders’ styles are important: people often blame leaders’ failures on
faulty styles. For example, when Howell Raines, former executive editor of
the New York Times, resigned under pressure in 2003, his management style
was faulted even more than the precipitating event of journalistic fraud by
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one of the Times’s favored writers. This event caused “long-simmering
complaints” about a “top-down management style” to surface.? Similarly,
when Lawrence Summers, then president of Harvard University, made
statements suggesting that women might be intrinsically less qualified than
men for high achievement in science, he became the target of a wide-rang-
ing critique of his leadership style as well as his views on women. These
criticisms were instrumental in causing his subsequent resignation.?

Journalists scrutinize women’s leadership styles and personalities with a
thoroughness that is rarely expended on men unless male leaders face seri-
ous problems, as did Raines and Summers. This focus on women’s style
occurs because people who defy expectations—the male nurse, the female
surgeon, the male secretary, the female CEO—attract attention. When ob-
serving leaders, people wonder, “How does she do it?” more often than,
“How does he do it?”*

Women leaders generally find this type of attention unwelcome. In the
words of corporate executive Elaine La Roche, “Issues of style with respect
to women can unfortunately often be more important than issues of sub-
stance.”¢ Carly Fiorina, former CEO of Hewlett-Packard, complained,
“When I finally reached the top, after striving my entire career to be judged
by results and accomplishments, the coverage of my gender, my appear-
ance and the perceptions of my personality would vastly outweigh any-
thing else.””

Female politicians often complain that they must worry not only about
their hairstyles but also about “projecting gravitas,” as former U.S. Repre-
sentative Patricia Schroeder put it.® As a 1999 presidential candidate, Eliza-
beth Dole thus received disproportionate media attention to her leadership
style as well as her personality traits, appearance, family life, and gender—
types of scrutiny not directed nearly as much to the male candidates.’

Why are perceptions of powerful women so biased? Because men have
long held such roles, people have based their notions of leadership on men.
Therefore, men rarely have to worry about being too masculine or too
feminine or about tailoring their leadership style so that they can be taken
seriously. Women leaders worry a lot about these things, complicating the
labyrinth that they negotiate.

Debates About Leadership Style

Even broaching the issue that men and women differ in leadership style in-
cites debate among social scientists.!* Those who prefer to avoid discussing
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the matter often argue that portraying women as nicer, kinder, collabora-
tive leaders promotes gender stereotypes. Those who prefer to address the
issue argue that portraying women and men as the same promotes mas-
culine leadership styles, which female leaders can find uncomfortable and
inauthentic.

But what is the basis of any of the claims made about leadership styles?
The most prominent claims about difference come from authors of b09ks
and articles written for management audiences and the general public."
The best known of these authors is management professor Judy Rosener.
In a 1990 article in Harvard Business Review, she wrote that an interactive style

is typical of female leaders:

The women leaders made frequent reference to their efforts to encourage partic-
ipation and share power and information . . . In describing nearly fevery aspect
of management, the women interviewees made reference to tmng tc? @ke
people feel part of the organization. They try to instill this ng‘Ap identity ina
variety of ways, including encouraging others to have a sa}{ in almost every
aspect of work . ... To facilitate inclusion, they create mechanwm.s that tget ?f:o-
ple to participate and they use conversational style that sends signals inviting

people to get involved."?

Rosener based her conclusions on a survey of women who. belonged
to an organization that promotes WOINen’s career success and. included a
oup of men in the survey. To obtain the comparison group,
held a position similar to her own.
riptions that

comparison gr
each woman nominated a man who
Using qualitative methods, Rosener summarized the desc
these women and men gave of their leadership.”’ o

Many leadership researchers have disagreed with such generalizations

about women’s distinctive leadership styles. For example, Bernard B?sst;la
well-known scholar of leadership, wrote, “The preponderance of avalladie
evidence is that no consistently clear pattern of differences can be dis-

ry style of female as compared to male leaders.”**

cerned in the superviso are ’ Jeaders
Management researcher Gary Powell expressed similar views in a y

read article.”
Other researchers have argued that seemingly different male and female

styles are an illusion because any difference in style is rea]}z a’reﬂec?on oj
the typically different roles that men and women occupy.’® It’s surely tru

that different roles can foster different styles. For example, if more women
are in human resources management and more men in line management,
apparent sex differences might really be role differences.

DO WOMEN LEAD DIFFERENTLY FROM MENT

But the real issue,



and the one that we address, is whether men and women differ when they
occupy the same role.

Which Is More Plausible—Similarities or Differences
in Leadership Style? ‘

There are good reasons for thinking that men and women who are in the
same role lead in similar ways. Male and female leaders are ordinarily se-
lected by the same criteria and are required to have the same types of back-
ground, such as an MBA degree. Also, leaders’ behavior is influenced by
the roles that they occupy: certain ways of doing things are expected in
certain roles. Therefore, women are under pressure to carry out tasks in
the same ways as their male colleagues.'” Here is how Marietta Nien-hwa
Cheng described her transition to the role of symphony conductor: “Tused
to speak more softly, with a higher pitch. Sometimes my vocal cadences
went up instead of down. I realized that these mannerisms lack the sense
of authority. I strengthened my voice. The pitch has dropped . . . I have
stopped trying to be everyone’s friend. Leadership is not synonymous with
socializing.”!8 '

Cheng’s comments reflect the highly authoritative character of the con-
ductor role. Conductors rarely negotiate the interpretation of passages
with the violin section or the flute player. People who succeed as conduc-
tors have their own unique behaviors and eccentricities but adapt to a
model of relatively autocratic leadership.

The idea that leadership roles suppress any sex differences in leadership
styles, despite its tempting logic, is not the whole story. As chapters 6 and 7
show, leaders are constrained by gender. People expect male leaders to
speak assertively, compete for attention, influence others, and initiate activ-
ity. In contrast, people expect female leaders to speak more tentatively, not
draw so much attention to themselves, accept others’ suggestions, support
others, and solve interpersonal problems. As a woman executive observed,
“There’s a basic expectation that a woman is going to be the comfortable,
team-building, soft, forgiving type.”*

Expectations based on gender also influence how leaders think about
themselves. Consider that 98 percent of a group of female executives
chose, from a long list of leadership qualities, the terms collaborative, flexi-
ble, inclusive, and participative to describe themselves. It is doubtful that
such a high proportion of male executives would have chosen these com-

munal attributes. Yet, only slightly smaller percentages of these women
also described themselves as assertive, decisive, and strong.?°

Why do people have these expectations about female leaders being com-
munal? The answer is that these women have the burden of negotiating
two roles: woman and leader. They have to reconcile the communal quali-
ties that people prefer in women with the agentic qualities that people
think leaders need to exhibit to succeed. Finding an appropriate and effec-
tive leadership style is therefore a delicate task, and women know this. Cat-
alyst’s study of Fortune 1000 female executives thus found that 96 percent
rated as critical or fairly important that they develop “a style with which
male managers are comfortable.””

As chapter 7 explains, female leaders are buffeted by cross pressures that
complicate their route through the Jabyrinth. They are constrained by neg-
ative reactions to strong assertions of their authority over others. Then the
idea that they are acting “just like a man” brings the sting of dislike. On the
other side of this dilemma, hints of being soft or tentative bring disrespect.
Then the “not tough enough” charge quickly emerges, as French presiden-
tial candidate Ségoléne Royal complained.?

Women generally split the difference between these masculine and femi-
nine demands by finding a middle way that is neither unacceptably mascu-
line nor unacceptably feminine. Consider, for example, a Canadian study
of on-the-job behavior. Showing the influence of gender, friendly, people-
oriented, and expressive behaviors were more common in women than men,
regardless of their job status.” Showing the influence of workplace roles,
assertive, confident, and competent behaviors were more common in people
who had higher-status jobs, regardless of their gender. Women in managerial
roles—being both female and higher-status—blended assertive competence
with supportive friendliness. However, as we will demonstrate, women also
modulate their style to meet the demands of their particular leadership roles.

Gender is able to exert its effects on leadership because leaders have
some latitude in fulfilling their roles. They have some freedom, for exa'n?-
ple, to lead in a style that is friendly or more remote. They may exhibit
much or little excitement about future goals, consult many or few col-
leagues, provide extensive or limited mentoring of subordinates, and. SO
forth. These discretionary aspects of leadership are susceptible to shaping
by gender norms because they are not closely regulated by leader roles.?*
But do men and women really differ in how they lead? To prove that they
do, at least to some extent, we turn to research on leadership styles.
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Task-Oriented and Interpersonally Oriented Leadership

As many studies have shown, some leaders have a relatively task-oriented
style—emphasizing behavior that accomplishes assigned tasks—and others
have a more interpersonally oriented style—emphasizing behavior that main-
tains positive interpersonal relationships. Task leadership includes activities
such as requiring subordinates to follow rules and procedures, setting high
standards for performance, and clarifying leader and subordinate roles. In-
terpersonal leadership includes activities such as helping and doing favors
for subordinates, looking out for their welfare, and being friendly and avail-
able.” Gender norms tend to steer male leaders toward a task-oriented
style, and female leaders toward an interpersonally oriented style. How-
ever, leaders’ jobs typically require some attention to both task and inter-
personal concerns.

To assess these leadership styles, researchers generally have observers

judge how often leaders engage in behaviors of each type. These observers R

often are leaders’ subordinates, and sometimes their supervisors or peers.
In some research, leaders report on their own behaviors. Studies using such
measures have established that both task and interpersonal behaviors con-
tribute to leaders’ effectiveness and that interpersonal behaviors especially
promote followers’ satisfaction with leaders.2s

A meta-analysis of studies of leadership style showed equal task orienta-
tion of men and women but slightly greater interpersonal orientation in
women.?” A closer look at the data, however, reveals some complexities.
Women’s greater interpersonal orientation was present mainly among
nonmanagers, as we would expect if men and women lead similarly when
they are in the same managerial role.?* And among managers, a somewhat
greater interpersonal orientation of women than men was present only in
more gender-integrated roles and absent in more male-dominated roles.?
When women are rare in a leadership role, they likely lose authority if they
try to lead in a culturally feminine style. Where there are very few women,
the only legitimate styles may be those that are typical of men.

One female executive in the financial industry clearly expressed this pres-
sure to conform to a masculine style of leadership: “I don’t know exactly
when it happened, but I learned that you had to be slightly less warm,
slightly less good-natured, slightly less laughing, carefree, and happy. You
have to put on a more serious demeanor, to establish credibility more

quickly. I don’t advocate trying to be nasty, but you stop trying to be warm,
wonderful, and nice. It works better.”3°
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The meta-analysis also found that both men and women were more task
oriented when leading in roles that are more congruent with their gendei]l:.
Leaders in roles less aligned with their gender (for examgle, a female at k
letic director or a male nursing supervisor) Wer.e. perceived as lessl tas
oriented—that is, they did not get as much recognition for competently €x-

ecuting the task aspects of their jobs. This finding reveals one of the ways

that nontraditional roles can put leaders at somewhat of a disadvantage

(see chapter 6).”!

Democratic and Autocratic Leadership

Another way of describing leadership styles contrasts democntt'tc Zs;lthac:zt:i:
cratic styles, or participative with directive styles. A dem?cra ic or P e
thers” opinions into account in making dec1s10n§, u

322 Although a democratic ap-
consistency with Amer-

pative leader takes o
autocratic or directive leaders seldom do. .
proach may seem inherently superior because of its ' P Amer
ican values, the effectiveness of these styles depf:r'lds on th‘e curcurcnh 1(;
Autocratic leadership can provide efficient decision making. Su a;) strydi -
can be desirable when a very quick decision is nee.:ded or W};en' su (: ”
nates lack relevant competence or interest in helping make .ec;smnta.l '
such situations, leaders who fail to be directive would be .at a dls:is vatrilsﬁfd.
On the other hand, an autocratic leader can make subordinates dissa ,

3
i nization.
damage their morale, and even cause them to exit a group Or orga

o ve than
Stereotypically, women are more participative and collaborati

. . 1o moTe
men, and there is in fact some empirical evidence that groups having o
, itari i omen.
women tend to be more egalitarian than groups having feviler Wk -
part of women for democratic leadership makes sense,

preference on the . : . sene
iven that people are particularly discontented with autocratic 1eade‘
. ‘ viewed as acting too

e often
are women (see chapter 7).* Such women ar . » °
masculine and are generally disliked more than autocratic men.” W(T;::rs
may therefore seek ways to soften their leadership styles by b@gmg o er
into decision making. Here is how one woman leader described her prog

ress toward a more collaborative style:

I can be abrasive at times, and I have had to be over the years, and t'her; har:e
been stages in our development when I've been very tough—but basically, my

. en more
style is collaborative and to try to pull people in, and I ﬁc‘we gr Owh';t‘:: causing
sophisticated at it over the years because I'm more sensitive to wi o
the problem. I certainly in the early years didn’t understand as muc
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human nature as I do now, so when I meet impediments now I am more able to

work it in a calmer and supportive style to help people come around to some-
thing that I need to do.>”

Because of the potential for harsh reactions, it makes sense for women
to avoid a highly directive leadership style. That is exactly what has emerged
from the leadership style meta-analysis: in general, women adopt a some-
what more democratic or participative style than men.? Similar findings
emerged in a study of committee chairs in state legislatures. The female
chairs, more than their male counterparts, acted as facilitators rather than
traditional “take charge,” directive leaders. As an example of this type of
political leadership, consider a colleague’s description of Christine Quinn,
Speaker of the New York City Council: “She has injected more democracy;
with a little °d,’ into the Council. Every single council member has a say in
the budget. Every single council member has the ability to fight for their
constituents.”*

Also, in their inaugural addresses, female governors express collabora-
tive themes more often than male governors do. For example, New Hamp-
shire’s Jeanne Shaheen closed her 1997 inaugural address by saying, “After
all, history is not only comprised of epic events, but also of the quiet,
steady work of people striving together to make tomorrow a little better
than today . . . let us do it together. Then, we will truly make history.”+

Even though women lean toward a democratic style, this style can dis-
appear in situations where there are few women, as also shown in the lead-
ership style meta-analysis. Without a critical mass of other women to
affirm the legitimacy of a participative style, women leaders usually opt for
whatever style is typical of the men—and that is sometimes autocratic.
World leaders who were the “firsts” of their sex—Margaret Thatcher,
Golda Meier, Indira Gandhi—led in ways that were as commanding as
those of men, if not more so. Highly masculine settings can demand a top-
down style from women as well as men.

Hlustrating such pressures, the father of a Canadian military recruit
shared the following description of his daughter’s experience: “I sent my
seventeen-year-old daughter to boot camp this summer in the Canadian
military as the first step in her training to become an officer. She passed all
aspects of the course except leadership. Because of poor leadership skills
she failed the course and she is being released from the military . . . The

only advice she got from her sergeants was she needed to take aggression
pills and be more of a bitch.”*

An instructive example of a female manager with a highly directive sty.Ie
in a male-dominated organization is Linda Ham, who was head of 'a‘rms-
sion management team of the National Aeronautics and Space Admlmst‘ra-
tion (NASA). This team directed the ill-fated Columbia space shuttle,' wh1.ch
self-destructed during reentry in 2003. Ms. Hamhad a partlculiarly dlrectfve
and autocratic style: “She was an intimidating figure, a youngish, attr;cqu
woman given to wearing revealing clothes, yet also known hfoz1 a Ctloug artl

a_
ineeri le. Among the lower ranks she had a repu
domineering management sty ' she hadarepure
i i d being a little hard to talk to.
tion for brooking no nonsense an ‘ ,
smooth. She was a woman struggling upward in a man's world. She was
i ity 42
said to have a difficult personality. . ‘
Autocratic leadership at NASA may have contributed to this and otl;sz
shuttle mission disasters. Had higher-level managers been more recep'
to the troubling information coming from lower-level employees, they ;mgt}llt
have reacted more appropriately to the developing signs that the shuttle
issi endangered.
mlim?lln::ary magny thoughtful women leaders sense that otherzccelft
i ’ i i d thereby
i latively collaborative way an
them more when they lead in a re ' ' here”
i n’s democratic, collaborative sty y
share power. In some settings, wome : aive style mey
i in men’s and women’s styles g
be pronounced. However, differences in m ‘
allypappear as a mild shading, with considerable overlap. And in roles rarely

J

male colleagues.

Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Leadership

. -
In the 1980s and 1990s, leadership scholars began to think albout (t)}:eacnoéz "
plexities of good leadership in contemporary COntexts. In large § 1g o
tions, many having a global reach, leadership does no}'j1 corl;'tetr;rlen;n }1; e
’ indivi f hierarchies but fro
a few individuals located at the tops O ut :
Owrllleooarre spread throughout the organization. Such leadership is sorz:;t;x:;sl
referred to as postheroic because it places less en;phacs;isn(;ln a]icp;o‘:vzl o
ing indivi hasis on share uence.

all-knowing individuals and more emp ! ithose
this posthe%oic theme incorporates aspects of democratic and participativ
leadership, it has many other elements. . . . _
eapte);isticgl scientist James MacGregor Burns 1s an influential early I;rlt:zz
nent of this contemporary model of leadership. He p1jo;.>osed a type ghsmn
ership thathe labeled transformational # Such leadership involves estat g
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oneself as a role model by gaining followers’ trust and confidence. Trans-
formational leaders state future goals, develop plans to achieve them, and
innovate, even when their organization is generally successful. They men-
tor and empower followers, encouraging them to develop their full poten-
tial and thus to contribute more effectively to their organization.®

Epitomizing such a style is Rose Marie Bravo, former CEO and now vice

chairman of Burberry, who describes her leadership style with these words:
“We have teams of people, creative people, and it is about keeping them
motivated, keeping them on track, making sure that they are following the
vision. I am observing, watching and encouraging and motivating . . . We
try to set an agenda throughout the company where everyone’s opinion
counts, and it’s nice to be asked.”*

Transformational leaders differ from transactional leaders, who establish
give-and-take relationships that appeal to subordinates” self-interest. Such
leaders manage in the conventional manner of clarifying subordinates’
responsibilities, rewarding them for meeting objectives, and correcting
them for failing to meet objectives. Although transformational and transac-
tional leadership are different, most leaders adopt at least some behaviors
of both types. o

In addition to these two styles, researchers also have identified a laissez-
faire style, which is marked by a general failure to take responsibility for
managing. Researchers typically assess all of these styles by obtaining rat-
ings of leaders on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (or MLQ). As
shown in table 8-1, this approach identifies five specific aspects of transfor-
mational leadership and three aspects of transactional leadership, along
with laissez-faire leadership.*

Researchers intended that transformational leadership capture the
essence of effective leadership under modern conditions. Is there evidence
that transformational leadership really is effective? The answer is yes. A
meta-analysis of studies relating these styles to measures of leaders’ effec-
tiveness revealed higher effectiveness overall for transformational leaders. 8

The findings for transactional leadership are more complex. Leaders’
effectiveness related positively to its “contingent reward” component,
which features rewarding subordinates for appropriate behavior. Reward-
ing good performance was also strongly associated with subordinates’ sat-
isfaction with their leaders. Effectiveness was enhanced only slightly by
leaders’ drawing attention to subordinates’ flaws and otherwise punishing
them (the style aspect known as “active management by exception”). As
expected, intervening only when situations become extreme (the style

TABLE 8-1

Definitions of tran_sforma
leadership styles in the M

and mean effect sizes comparing men and women

tional, transactional, and |ai§sez-f_aire
ultifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)

MLQ scales Description of leadership style Effect size
-0.10
TRANSFORMATIONAL
iti t motivate respect -0.09
i i nce Demonstrates qualltlgs ’Fha notivs
I(gt%tililtlaztide)mﬂue and pride from association with him or her
\dealized influence Communicates va}ues, purpose, and impor- -0.12
(behavior) tance of organization’s mission
Inspirational motivation Exhibits optimism and excitement about -0.02
goals and future states
i { i tives for solving -0.05
| stimulation Examines new perspec
Intelloctud problems and completing tasks
i f -0.19
ivi i Focuses on development ar!d'mgn_tonng o
r:r:\s/;lig:?:;gﬁ followers and attends to their individual needs
TRANSACTIONAL
Contingent reward Provides rewards for satisfactory performance -0.13
by followers .
Active management- Attends to followers’ mistakes and failures to 0.1
by-exception meet standards -
i i become severe before .
i anagement- Waits until problems be {
E?—s:)l(\::eeg:ion ’ attending to them and intervening
LAISSEZ-FAIRE
0.16

Exhibits frequent absence and lack of involve-
ment during critical junctures

- i d van Engen. 2003. Transf
Source: Eagly, Johannesen Schmidt, an v X
leadership styles: A meta-analysis companng women and men. Psychological

and 3.

i j tudies. Positive values in
Effect sizes are means of all available s! ‘ o
and negative values indicate that women had higher scores t!'lan n:e:. t‘;lvoa e et ol
transactional leadership because its component subscales did not sho

ormational, transactional, and laissez-faire
Bulletin 129: 569-591, tables 1

dicate that men had higher scores than women,
t size appears for overall )
e or female direction.

aspect known as “passive

tive, as did laissez-faire, hands-off leadership.

How do male and female managers compare in :
A meta-analysis integrated the results of forty-five studie
question.” It included some large stu :
as well as many smaller studies. As shownint

management-by-exception”) proved to be

ineffec-

these leadership styles?
s addressing this
dies assessing thousands of managers
able 8-1, female leaders were
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somewhat more transformational than male leaders, especially when it
comes to giving support and encouragement to subordinates. Women also
engaged in more of the rewarding behaviors that are one aspect of transac-
tional leadership. On the other two aspects of transactional leadership (ac-
tive and passive management-by-exception), men exceeded women. And
men were also more likely than women to be laissez-faire leaders, who take
little responsibility for managing.s°
The startling conclusions from this project are the following: women,

more than men, have generally effective leadership styles, and men, more
than women, have styles that are only somewhat effective or that actually
hinder effectiveness. What accounts for the fact that women favor trans-

formational leadership and the reward aspect of transactional leadership?

The answer may be that these leader behaviors are effective and yet do not

seem particularly masculine.” In fact, at least one aspect of transforma-

tional leadership is culturally feminine—individualized consideration, which
is consistent with the cultural norm that women be caring, supportive,
and considerate. It is in this aspect of leadership style that women most
exceed men.

Being a caring and supportive leader brings advantages but can present
pitfalls. If helpful behaviors are expected of women leaders (see chapters 6
and 7), people may assume that helpful women are merely acting in a “nat-
ural,” maternal way. Moreover, such behavior is typically considered to be
less essential for promotion to the most senior levels of leadership than the
more charismatic behaviors such as inspiring others and articulating a
vision. Therefore, helpful, considerate behavior may make a manager lik-
able without doing much to foster promotion to top positions.2

A related pitfall is that sometimes a relational, considerate style is not in
the best interest of the organization. Consider this comment by a woman
business entrepreneur: “I go the second and third mile and men won’t do
that. Because I want someone to succeed so much, I often find myself
being too lenient. And I have found this to be a serious problem. I recently
let an employee go after 2 months. In the past I would have kept him at
least 6 months. I consider this a major milestone for me.”s?

There probably is another reason women have a favorable profile on
transformational and transactional leadership. These sex differences in
style may reflect the operation of a double standard in attaining leadership
roles. As chapter 7 establishes, women often have to be more qualified than
men to attain these roles at all, and if their performance falters they may
be jettisoned more quickly. When this happens, easier standards for men
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would result in a greater number of skilled women than men in leader
roles. This greater skill may show up in women specializing in more-
effective leader behaviors and avoiding less-effective ones.

The Importance of Culture

The effects of gender on leadership style may vary depending on the cul-
tural context. Ideally, there would be many cross-cultural studlfzs to explore
this issue, but such studies are rare.” There are also few stud1e.s ?hat have
taken subcultures into account by considering race and ethnicity alo(ilg
with gender. Therefore, it remains an open fquestlon whe.ther the gen cjlr
effects on leadership style that we have described are consistent across cul-
ubcultures.”
mr:\it::)isgh data are sparse, it is clear that women of color \;vho }:vz cz;i
reers in organizations that are dominated by white men can ace t. e ;';s_
challenges of racism and sexism. Some hav'e argued that th‘l)s1 ﬁ;uaucr):en g
ters especially creative and flexible leadership styles among d'ac .WO e .le
As we report in chapter 7, black women may tend to have 2 'on;mhkanl tt}}; :
of interaction, contributing to executive presence. However, 1t‘ is u ely u;\d
white male executives, who predominate in many orgamza.tlons, WO
react more favorably to dominant black women than Fo dominant women
of other races. On the contrary, as we also indicate in chapter 7, Fh;:;(fal is
some evidence that black women elicit even more resistance to.then* u-
ence than white women do. These issues deserve greatfelf attention. ;
Asian cultures can exert other pressures by emphasizing pefson‘:l mo n
esty, deference toward others, consensus building, imd collf:ctlve Zi:;?ty
making. In the words of one Asian American man, The A§1m pers -~
tends to be low-key, quiet. We'll talk when there is a requirement to : t:
White males will pound the table.” Self-promotion can also‘ ‘be uncofm ;rm
able for Asian Americans. As one white manager n(,),ted, Most 0 tl (:1 -
[Asian Americans] . . . do not know how to boast.” These cultura te
mands can make it more complex for Asian Ame.rican women and 1:;]1 ;
negotiate advancement in managerial hierarchies, perhaps especially
1s.”
the(;lt%izzl:;nal culture also affects leadership style. Altho‘ughs pfeospli?C
generally prefer leaders with transformational and conal??rauvef atlyl' r, .
would be a mistake to assume that such styles fit the t'radmo?s of o lgs
nizations. Some organizations continue to promote highly directive stznf; 1:
Consider, for example, the following statement from the Wall Street Journal.
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“Most of the time, hard-charging managers like to take command of a
meeting going badly. They redefine the agenda around what they believe
are the key issues. They argue their case so passionately that skeptics rally
to their side. And if necessary, they overpower opponents with logic, humor
or steely eyed toughness. Such techniques help leaders rocket up the orga-
nization.”*8 In fact, there is little direct evidence that democratic and trans-
formational management predominates in U.S. organizations, despite what
some organizational experts perceive as its ethical advantages and potential
to build employee loyalty and commitment.*®
Preferred leadership styles also change over time within cultures. In
fact, at least for political leadership, the preference for softer styles weak-
ened in the United States with the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.
Tough, masculine political leadership gained new currency when Ameri-
cans felt threatened by terrorism. The 2004 national presidential nominat-
ing conventions of both Democrats and Republicans featured militaristic,
macho posturing, as presidential candidates John Kerry and George W.
Bush both portrayed themselves as masculine and tough. As Frank Rich
wrote in the New York Times, “Both parties built their weeklong infotain-

ments on militarism and masculinity.”®® At the Republican convention, -

Arnold Schwarzenegger, governor of California, labeled the Democratic
opposition as girlie-men. Whether this masculinized posturing portends a
longer-term shift in favor of command-and-control political leadership is
an open question.

The events of 9/11 produced widespread fear and apprehension—emo-
tions that may foster attraction to leaders with authoritative styles and
visionary plans for solving collective problems.s! The idea that people’s
fears increase their preference for strong, heroic leadership received empir-
ical support in a study conducted by social psychologist Florette Cohen and
her colleagues. This experiment showed that inducing university students
to contemplate their own deaths increased their approval of a political
leader portrayed as bold and masterful and decreased their approval of a
leader portrayed as relationship oriented. Traumatic events may thus influ-
ence preferences for leadership styles.s

Will a threatened nation’s attraction to tough-seeming, masculine leaders
compromise women'’s chances for political leadership? As we indicated in
chapter 6, conflict-torn nations such as Liberia have sometimes turned to
women leaders, but nations confronting imminent threats may turn to male
leaders. Men have consistently been viewed as more competent than women

to deal with national security and military issues and Wit.h the Tivar on
terror. An associated preference for top-down, author.itauve variants of
leadership could disadvantage women, beca.use ostentatiously s?lf-assulred
Jeadership has been a male specialty. In fact, in the 2006 congressmn'al elec-
tion, U.S. voters elected a disproportionate number of Democrat1§4men
noted for “their carefully cultivated masculinity—the Macho dems. ' And
despite the overall surge of support for Demo-crats, f(?male Democraflc can-
didates fared poorly in general. Whether this election portends a longer-
term trend is unknown. Given the evidence we have presente‘d, it seems
unlikely that highly bold, heroic female leaders can emerge in the near
term and be as successful as men who have this style.

Reprise: Do Women and Men Differ in Leadership Style?

The demands of leadership roles promote similarity in male an.d female
leaders. Still, even among managers in the same role, some sex dmﬁ'erén.ces
have been detected. Women, more than men, have a democratic, pamcg)a-
tive, collaborative style. However, this tendency erode§ some.what when
women are in male-dominated roles. Because women in senior mlan;g.e-
ment are rare, particularly in large corporations, they' very often lea 1m
much the same way as their male counterparts do.% Itis when. leaflerl ro es
are more integrated that women are more likely to exceed men in jlsp ;\y:ng
democratic, participative styles as well as interpersonally on‘ente st)}r1 es. .
It is also true that female managers are slightly more likely to have ,
transformational style than male managers. This trend emerges i;r;oso
strongly in the attention and mentoring that women manage:l‘s prov devo
their subordinates. Also, women, more than men, use rewards to en o
age appropriate behaviors. In contrast, men, more than wom(:;, att:.ir(l: o
subordinates’ failures to meet standards and adopt more pro emzl1 -
haviors of avoiding solving problems until they become acute and being
absent or uninvolved at critical times.® .
When women display transformational leadership, . e
with participative, democratic behaviors. An exam_ple of t:;nfs_I ames Ezry
comes from Janet Holmes a Court, owner and chairman O eylf: -
Limited, the Australian company that she successfully led a.fter. er o
band’s death: “The company was quite hierarchical. 1 often think it was

a pyramid with Robert [her husband] at the top and lots of us paying hom-

age to him. I try to turn the pyramid upside down so that I'm at the bottom

it may be blended
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and bubbling away and encouraging people and energizing them so that
they are all empowered so that they can do what they need to do, now
that’s the dream.”?

The differences in leadership style that we have described are merely
average differences. Despite women’s tendency toward democratic leader-
ship, for example, some women are extremely autocratic, and some men
are extremely democratic. Also, average differences tend to be small and do
not necessarily appear in all types of leadership roles or in all nations.
Whether small differences are important is open to some debate. Effects
that seem quite small can have considerable practical importance.s® For
example, the relation between taking aspirin and preventing heart attacks is
statistically quite weak—in fact, weaker than most findings that we discuss
in this book—but it justifies the routine use of aspirin to treat heart dis-
ease.” Of course, because the outcomes of leadership styles are far more

diffuse than life or death, it is hard to say how important these differences -

are. Yet when subtle differences occur repeatedly over long periods, their
implications are magnified. If female leaders are, for example, slightly more
encouraging and rewarding to followers than male leaders are, people
notice this difference and come to expect women to act in this way.”

Research on leadership style surely provides no basis for denying women
leadership opportunities on the grounds that they favor inappropriate styles.
For many years, leadership researchers have urged managers to adopt
transformational and collaborative styles to manage the complexities of
contemporary organizations.” In fact, the cultural wave seems to be mov-
ing toward greater appreciation of leadership styles of this general type.
And, despite the post-9/11 pressures on American political leaders to dis-
play tough leadership, many men may be relinquishing autocratic and top-
down styles in other contexts.

This possibility is consistent with journalist Michael Sokolove’s insight-
ful description of the leadership style of Mike Krzyzewski, head coach of
the highly successful Duke University basketball team. As Sokolove put it,
“So what is the secret to Krzyzewski's success? For starters, he coaches the
way a woman would. Really.”72 Sokolove proceeded to describe Krzyzewski’s
mentoring, interpersonally sensitive, and highly effective coaching style.
Similarly, the 2007 Super Bowl matchup of the Chicago Bears and the Indi-
anapolis Colts brought attention to the “self-controlled, self-effacing” lead-
ership styles of Bears’ coach Lovie Smith and Colts’ coach Tony Dungy.
Such a coach supports his players and keeps “a step back from the personal

prominence he could command, the better to let others shine. ”And h.e
understands that you cannot scare anyone into being ex.cellent. 7 So .1f
male leaders are discovering the advantages of transforman?nal leadership
even as coaches of sports teams, men may indeed be cha.mgmg.

To better understand the implications of the leadersh{p style§ of: women
and men, we need to take into account the organizgnons within Whlt}(‘;h
leadership typically takes place. Could it be that twists and uilrnls in de
labyrinth are put there by organizations thernse.lves and have little to do
with how women lead? We answer this question in chapter 9.
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CHAPTER NINE

s,
o o

Do Organizations Compromise
Women's Leadership?

MOST LEADERS ARE MEN. Predictably, people think about leadership
mainly in masculine terms. These mental associations about leadership
not only shape stereotypes about leaders but also influence organizational
norms and practices. As managers follow precedents set by their col-
leagues, informal norms develop, consensus emerges about what is appro-
priate, and guidelines become hardened into bureaucratic rules. Over time,
organizational leadership inevitably has come to embody the preferences,
lifestyles, and responsibilities of the men who usually have held these lead-
ership roles.! In this chapter, we demonstrate that many of these organiza-
tional traditions disadvantage women.

Each organization has its own social structure—regular and predictable
patterns of behavior—and its own culture—shared beliefs, values, sym-
bols, and goals. Leadership is an important part of this social structure and
culture. Because of both structural and cultural barriers, women generally
have had less access than men to leadership roles in organizations. To attain
these roles, women negotiate labyrinthine arrangements that present vari-
ous kinds of obstructions, few of which were expressly designed to dis-
criminate against women although they have this effect.

To reveal this portion of the labyrinth, we analyze those aspects of orga-
nizational structure and culture that disadvantage women. We show that
considerable change would have to take place in organizations before
women would enjoy equal access to leadership. This conclusion holds even




though women have already gained much greater access than at any other
period in history.?

To gain some initial insight into organizational practices that disadvan-
tage women, consider the experiences of a woman attorney in a large law
firm that serves corporate clients. This organization’s work practices in-
cluded legal work interspersed with long lunches with other attorneys and
considerable chitchatting in one another’s offices. These side activities, to-
gether with heavy task demands, prevented the associate attorneys from
meeting the firm’s normative requirements for billable hours, the time spent
working on clients’ cases, during the conventional 9-to-5 schedule. There-
fore, most of the associate attorneys stayed very late at the office virtually
every evening and also worked most of the weekend.

As a mother, this woman found that the system interfered with her fam-
ily responsibilities. She instead focused on the legal work that had to be

accomplished. Long lunches were infrequent, and casual socializing was .-

kept short. Although her legal work received kudos all around and she
turned in an above-average number of billable hours, she was told that, to
achieve partner status, she should “get to know” more of the partners in
the firm. Getting to know them presumably involved not only working on
their cases but also devoting more time to the lunches and chitchatting that
give associate attorneys opportunities to assure partners that their career
goals are in harmony with the culture of the firm.

Almost all of the women associate attorneys who were or became
mothers, including this particular woman, exited the firm’s partner track.
Some dropped out to become full-time homemakers. Others moved to
part-time legal positions that provided considerably less income and virtu-
ally no possibility for advancement. The woman in our example, like many
other female associates, found a full-time attorney position in the public
sector. Even some of the firm’s women partners abandoned their positions
when they had a child. Although these exits might suggest that the women
merely preferred less demanding work or a homemaker role, the fact re-
mains that the firm’s own culture undermined its explicit policy of increas-
ing gender diversity.

Research on the careers of lawyers confirms these informal observa-
tions. A study of Chicago lawyers showed that women were no less likely
than men to begin their careers at large firms but more likely to leave these
firms for positions in the public sector or as counsels for corporations. Con-
sequently, women were much less likely than men to hold the leadership
positions in large law firms—the positions that are most highly paid and

that confer (arguably) the highest prestige. The problems for the women
were concentrated in work—family trade-offs. Among those relatively few
women who did become partner, 60 percent had no children, and the
minority who had children generally had delayed childbearing until after
they attained partner status.? N

It might seem that this outcome of fewer women attaining partner sta-
tus is entirely fair, because it rewards those who devot.e themselves most
fully to their law firms. However, any such conclusion is w.rong. Research
by sociologists Fiona Kay and John Hagan showed that higher standards
were applied to female than male candidates for partner: Women h;'ad t.o
demonstrate higher work commitment as well as especially enthusiastic
advocacy of firm culture—that is, “to embody standards that are an exag:
gerated form of a partnership ideal.”* Here is yet another demonstration of
the double standard discussed in chapter 7.

Women attorneys in law firms, like women in corpora.te :'md oth.e.r exec-
utive positions, face at least two types of problems in achlevmg.po.smons of
authority. One barrier is that extreme time demands can make it difficult to
combine employment obligations with a family life that .mvolves more t'han
minimal responsibility for children. The other barrier is tha.t, to convince
her colleagues that she is worthy of advancement, a woman is often held to
standards that are set higher for women than men.’

Organizational Barriers to Women's Advancement

When newcomers enter an established organization, its structure and. cul-
ture are already in place, invented in the past and modi.ﬁed during the l.1fe of
the organization. Organizational practices are held in Place by the.lr re-
peated implementation. Such practices evolve slovs.rly, ina dynafmlc‘ ex-
change with the beliefs of the individuals who inhabit t}.lese organizations.
Organizational practices and individuals’ beliefs continually shape one
another. However, because most employees begin near the bot.to.m of or-
ganizational hierarchies, it is much easier for them to accept existing prac-
tices than to lobby for change. :

To many people who inhabit organizations, workplace.s may not seefn
to be biased in favor of either sex. However, underlying this veneer.of .fa'lr-
ness there is often an implicit model of an ideal employee. Such an individ-
ual is continuously on call to work long hours and mal.ce .other personal
sacrifices for the good of the organization. Because this ideal presumes

minimal outside encumbrances, the person who best matches this model is




someone who has only limited family obligations. Men, even if married
with children, can fit this model if they delegate most domestic responsibil-
ities to their wives. Women typically fit the model less well because they
are less able to shift family obligations to their spouses (see chapter 4). Even
those women who have no children do not fit the ideal employee model if
they are seen as potential mothers.

Demands for Long Hours, Travel, and Relocation

Organizations have become greedy in claiming employees’ time in
higher-level managerial positions as well as in many professional positions.
Sociologist Lewis Coser wrote prophetically in the 1970s about the grow-
ing demands that organizations placed on managerial workers, requiring
“exclusive and undivided loyalty” in addition to long hours.” The situation
has only become more extreme in the intervering years. As one female
executive noted, “The big problem is that when you get to an executive
level, the company does own you. I don’t think that one of our senior offi-

cers takes a family vacation without its being interrupted with a call from

the president or an emergency.”

Whether workers’ hours in the United States have actually increased
over the years has been a matter of some debate among social scientists.
Starting this debate was economist Juliet Schor’s 1991 book The Overworked
American. Schor argued that Americans are working more than at any time
since World War II and are therefore harried and overworked. Other social
scientists disagreed, maintaining that work hours have not changed.® Subse-
quent research has resolved this disagreement by showing that the average
workweek has not changed in recent years in the United States, but varia-
tion around the average has increased. Some workers have gained shorter
workweeks, and others have gained longer ones. In general, the more edu-
cated men and women are, the longer their workweeks. Managerial, pro-
fessional, and technical workers have longer-than-average workweeks.!°

At the highest job levels, hours can become very long and therefore diffi-
cult to reconcile with family responsibilities. A study of women who had
quit their high-level managerial and professional jobs found that 86 percent
cited work-related factors as coercing their decision, especially norms dic-
tating extremely long hours. In the words of one study participant, a for-
mer marketing manager in a high-technology company, “The high-tech
workweek is really sixty hours, not forty. Nobody works 9 to 5 anymore.”!!

Sometimes the expectation for long hours is implicit and learned merely
by observing the habits of workplace colleagues. In other situations, the
pressures are explicit. As one employee in the federal workforce put the
matter, “In my division, [the boss] would come through and he would say,
I expect to see all your faces when I come here in the morning, and I expect
to see you here when I leave at night. And only the people who do that will
be promoted.””?

Higher-level executives are expected to be especially devoted and avail-
able to their organizations. They can be called on to work late into the
evening and on weekends. Cell phones and BlackBerry communication de-
vices have blurred the division between home and office, making many
executives accessible to their organizations on virtually a 24/7 basis. Execu-
tives are expected to remain continuously employed, not requesting leaves
for childbirth or childcare. They rarely take vacations.

Very long hours can be a prerequisite to achieving a higher managerial
position. Working nights and weekends can serve as an indicator of man-
agers’ commitment to the organization, even when such efforts are supef-
fluous.’* Hours spent working have become a prime indicator of one’s
worth to the organization. Such systems can ignore employees’ productiv-
ity and focus on the quantity of work hours rather than the quality of
work products.

True enough, high achievers work longer hours than those who achieve
less. Among highly educated, high-achieving women, more-successful
women spend more time on the job. Also, for executives in general, tho.se
who work longer hours, work more evenings, and report themselves will-
ing to work still more hours have higher salaries and win more promo-
tions.¥ As one female executive put the matter, “I had the opportunity to
close a business deal once, and I was the only woman at the table. It was a
table full of men, and they all said that they never see their kids. One man
said, ‘I see my kids two hours a week.” If women were running businesses
we wouldn’t have that kind of life. It's just not acceptable.”**

The demand for long hours affects women differently from men. Be-
cause of anticipated conflict of such work with childcare responsibilities,
women in high-status careers tend to forgo or delay childbearing.'* Men
with wives who accept most domestic responsibilities are far less conflicted.
Although work—family conflict should have eased for women because h1'15-
bands have increased their domestic work, this gain has been offset by in-

creasing time demands of most high-level careers as well as escalating
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pressures for intensive parenting (see chapter 4). Both changes make it diffi-
cult for women in demanding careers to manage a family life that includes
children. A former associate attorney at a corporate law firm explained,

In order to make partner, I'd say you'd need to bill about twenty-three hundred
hours at least some years. Assuming one took ten days off a year (including
holidays), you’d have to bill forty-six hours a week. That’s 9.2 hours a day if
you don’t work weekends. So, assuming you don’t even go to the bathroom,

you’d have to work from nine to just past six every day. Now, subtract time for
the bathroom, transitioning between projects, lunch, etc., and travel—to court,

or across the country for a deposition—because travel typically doesn’t count
as billable hours. So clearly the career choice does require relinquishing any
other interests, like family.'”

These norms about employment became entrenched when a far larger
proportion of women were full-time homemakers. Among the dual-earner
couples who now predominate, these norms create stresses for wives, who,
more often than husbands, transport children to and from childcare or
school, take children to doctors’ appointments, participate in teacher con-
ferences, stay home with sick children, and provide care for aging relatives.
Of course, extreme commitment to paid work can be feasible for female
employees who have few of these family responsibilities—mainly childless
women or older women whose children are no longer at home.

The long-hours lifestyle is possible for women with children at home if
they are willing and able to share childcare with husbands, other family
members, or paid workers. However, decision makers often merely assume
that mothers have domestic responsibilities that make it inappropriate to
promote them to demanding positions. As one participant in a study of the
federal workforce explained, “I mean, there were 2 or 3 names [of women] in
the hat and they said, T don’t want to talk about her because she has children
who are still home in these [evening] hours.” Now they don't pose that thing
about men on the list, many of whom also have children in that age group.™#

This system is certainly not free of costs for men. With very long hours,
men participate minimally in childrearing and may lack time to develop or
sustain a strong relationship with their wives or partners. Men with time-
intensive careers can be largely cut off from the relational aspects of family
that lend everyday life much of its emotional resonance. They also fail to
contribute much of the care that fosters their children’s development,

instead contributing indirectly by providing economic resources.

Requiring very long hours may benefit organizations by minimizing the
number of highly paid workers that they employ. When competitive pres-
sures force organizations to downsize, they generally demand more work
from their remaining employees. However, long hours can also reflect
managers’ lack of planning and discipline concerning what work really
needs to be done and how to allocate their staff to accomplish these tasks
efficiently. Merely requiring constant availability creates stressed employees
and can actually reduce organizational performance.” As management
scholar Lotte Bailyn wrote, “Problems are dealt with by people working
harder and longer, and the organization is in a continuous crisis mode.”2

Many elite workers, especially in management, face demands not only
to travel frequently but also to relocate. Even a high-performing manager
may have little possibility of advancement in his or her local office because
no higher-level positions exist or are unfilled. When positions open up in
other locations, fast-track employees may have to relocate or step off the
fast track. This system of requiring employees to “move to get ahead” char-
acterized the Sears organization, as revealed in the 1980s discrimination
case of EEOC v. Sears, Roebuck & Co. Some employees relocated three or
four times during a ten-year period, and such relocations resulted in pro-
motions and significant salary increases.*'

Men face less disruption in moving to a new location if their wives
are homemakers or have careers that are secondary to their husbands’ ca-
reers. Because most employed women have employed husbands who are
co-breadwinners or primary breadwinners, a move for the wife’s career could
unacceptably compromise the husband’s career or require that the couple
live apart. For employed mothers, the complexities of moving may also in-
volve terminating arrangements with trusted childcare providers. As a re-
sult, mothers can face great disruption when career advancement requires
a move to a new city. At Sears, for example, the “move to get ahead” system
tended to close women out of opportunities for promotion.* Demands for
relocation as well as long hours extend the labyrinth that women negotiate
as they attempt to rise in organizational hierarchies.

All in all, many executive positions have become hard on family life.??
The people at the tops of these organizations have themselves made these
life choices, and they expect aspiring executives to do so as well. The result
is a system that is roundly disliked, not only by women but also by many
men. As columnist and radio host Matt Miller noted in a New York Times op-
ed, “There is something telling (if not downright dysfunctional) when a
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society’s most talented people feel they have to sacrifice the meaningful
relationships every human craves as the price of exercising their talent.”2¢

Challenges of Building Social Capital

The earlier example of the lawyer who was expected to spend time chat-
ting and having long lunches may seem to lack bureaucratic rationality.
However, such activities can serve organizations by building social relation-
ships. The fact that managers and professionals spend considerable time in
informal interactions coheres with social scientists’ understanding of social
capital, the relationships between people and the feelings of mutual obliga-
tion and support that these relationships create.? These informal ties are as
essential to organizations as the human capital that allows competent work
in the narrower, technical sense. Relationships build knowledge, trust,
cooperation, and shared understanding. - . -

People bond through networks both within their organizations and
beyond them. Good relationships make it possible to call on others for sup-
port, ranging from getting advice and information to setting up deals and
transactions. Empirical evidence has shown that managers’ social capital,
especially their relationships with people in other organizations, fosters
their advancement.” Such relationships can yield valuable information,
access to help and resources, and career sponsorship.

In a demonstration of the importance of social capital, one study
yielded the following description of managers who advance rapidly in hier-
archies: fast-track managers “spent relatively more time and effort socializ-
ing, politicking, and interacting with outsiders than did their less successful
counterparts . . . [and] did not give much time or attention to the tradi-
tional management activities of planning, decision making, and controlling
or to the human resource management activities of motivating/ reinforc-
ing, staffing, training/ developing, and managing conflict.”?’ It thus appears
that social capital can be even more essential to managers’ advancement
than skillful performance of traditional managerial tasks.

Gender affects social capital: women usually have less of it. One inter-
pretation is that men excel at strategically building crucial professional rela-
tionships. In the words of one female banking executive, “Women talk
about competence all the time. They miss the dynamics of relationships.
Some men have more personality than brains, but those are usually the
ones who ‘get it.””?8 Despite this perception that women don’t “get it,”
women as well as men are generally aware of the importance of social cap-
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ital. For example, in a study of senior women in business and profes‘sions in
the Boston area, 78 percent viewed informal networking as "'hel?mg to a
great extent” in their development as leaders, and 70 percent cited informal
mentoring relationships.”’ '
The perception that women are not as effectively netwm:ked as men
s often accurate but mainly reflects causes other than women'’s }ack of un-
derstanding of how organizations really work. One difficulty is that net-
working exacerbates the long work hours that presenF obs.tac%es to women
(and men) with family responsibilities. Managers w1th. significant family
responsibilities may fully realize the value of networ.kmg but merely de-
cide not to “play the game.” Consider a mother who is a .manager or p1jo-
fessional. Rather than go out for drinks after work, she picks up her child
and often prepares a family dinner. She rarely joins a golf outing on the
nd.
We}e;\in during ordinary work hours, informal networking can be difficult
if women are a small minority. As business journalist and former CEO Mar—
garet Heffernan wrote, “It’s still hard to resist the feeling ’that at meetings,
at conferences, on golf courses, women are gatecrashers.”* When women
are a small minority, most networks, especially influential net\fvorks, are
composed entirely or almost entirely of men. In tht‘:se male-dominated net-
works, women usually have less legitimacy and influence and thus may
benefit less than men from participation. In such contexts, women can gain
from a strong and supportive mentoring relationship with a well-placed
individual who possesses greater legitimacy—typically a m@.31
Breaking into these male networks can be difficult, especxa]ly when men
center their networks on masculine activities. As one woman in corporate
finance remarked, “Sunday night was basketball night where everybody
in the department goes and plays basketball. I don’t play basket"ball ce
so there was a big social network there that revolved around'men s sports
and men’s activities, and to be on the outside of that rea]ly’ impacted my
ability to develop relationships with people.” At a motion picture p.roduc-
tion company, wheeling and dealing took place on a yearly raft trip—no
“girls” allowed. ,
glﬂf organizations that are more integrated by gender, women do not r;::(;
essarily have fewer relationships than men. However, networks are 0 -ih
largely segregated, with women joining with other women and men.wfl1 -
other men. All-women networks are limiting for women. Greater nfiu
ence would follow from participating in networks with the generally more
powerful group of men.




Women also can benefit from relationships with other women. They
may gain social support, role modeling, and information about overcom-
ing discriminatory obstacles. In the words of one female Fortune 500 man-
ager, “I found it useful [to network with other women)], because I learn a
lot of techniques for dealing with difficult situations . . . I'm the only
woman manager in my organization. Since I don’t see [other women]
daily, I have to take deliberate steps to stay in touch.”3*

Where there are few female executives, they often reach out beyond their
own unit or organization to form helpful relationships with like-minded
women. To some extent, relationships that bridge outward may compen-
sate for women’s difficulties in building social capital within their own
organizations.*

Women of color can face even greater challenges than white women in
gaining social capital, because both their gender and their race set them
apart from the typical white male power holders. These women’s strategies
for networking are twofold: while attempting to join influential, mainly
white male networks, they also network with others who share their race
and gender. These strategies thus resemble those used by white women,
except for the special effort to connect with women of their own race. This
approach makes sense in terms of finding role models and sharing advice
about advancing in the presence of barriers that can stem from both race
and gender.

Challenges of Fitting In with Organizational Culture

Related to the difficulties that women often experience in building social
capital at work are challenges in fitting in with organizational culture.?” In
the survey of the Boston women in executive and professional positions,
the barrier to advancement cited most frequently was “a male-dominated
work culture.” In the words of one of the participants in this study, “While
men create the culture, women adapt to it.”?

The culture of organizations involves shared, sometimes unspoken, val-
ues, meaning, and understanding. Culture is expressed through dress and
office arrangements as well as through the symbols that represent organi-
zations and the language that employees use to describe their work.* Many
organizations are imbued with masculine values, sometimes including dis-
plays of competitive masculinity, especially among executives. The fun and
games that lighten executives” work might involve, for example, late-night
racing of rental cars around hotel parking lots.* One egregious example of

especially negative aspects of masculine culture involved financial services
corporation Smith Barney:

Three women in the Garden City, N.Y., office of Smith Barney sued that firm
in 1996, in what became known as the “Boom-Boom Room” case. Their male
colleagues had set up a party room in the basement of what was otherwise a
business office, hanging a toilet seat from the ceiling and mixing Bloody Marys
and other drinks in a big plastic garbage bin. The men called it the Boom-Boom
Room, but the women called it an example of frat-house behaviot in a request

for class action status in federal court.*!

Enron, the failed energy company implicated in an extraordinary level
of corporate scandal, provides other examples of masculine .culture. :Ieff
Skilling, president and chief operating officer, was a key player in (?sta]?hsh-
ing an extremely competitive culture. He said that he liked to hire “guys
with spikes” who had a unique talent:

If an executive had a singular narrow talent—a spike—] Skilling] was thl
ing to bring him into Enron and lavish him with money, no matter what h'ts
other shortcomings. Egomaniacs, social misfits, backstabbers, devotees of strip
clubs . . . Jeff could care less whether people got along with each othter, ”’says
one of his early hires. “In many cases, he felt it was better if they didn’t get
along, since it created a level of tension that he believed was good ‘for helping
people come up with new ideas.” A former trading executive adds:. “Ieff always
believed pitting three people against each other would be the quickest way to
assure the best ideas bubbled to the top. He wanted them to fight.*

Skilling also organized Enron executives and important customers for
daredevil athletic exploits that included long road races with Jee;:ts :arlld dirt
bikes—for example, the Enron Baja Off-Road Rally.#® Such activities de-
fined the company’s hypermasculine culture. . B

Wal-Mart has provided additional examples of masculine m.anagex.*lal
culture. For example, an executive retreat took the form of a qu:.nl hunting
expedition at Sam Walton’s ranch in Texas. To make the masculine cultur;
message clear, one executive received feedback that she proba'bly‘woul
not advance in the company because she didn’t hunt or fish. Middle man-
agers’ meetings included visits to strip clubs and Hooters restaurants, and 2
sales conference attended by thousands of store managers featured a foot-
ball theme.* . .

Masculine culture can also be manifested in taking fast action and befng
outwardly decisive rather than consulting and working out issues behind
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the scenes. One female senior British police officer understood this issue and
learned to package her work in language that satisfied her male colleagues:

Men see a problem and tackle it straight on and sort out all the other bits after,
wheredas a woman’s approach is to look at all the issues . . . so you may end up
in the same timeframe but you will have gone about it differently. This may not
be as attractive to men because they feel nothing is happening and in this orga-
nization there is a requirement for action very early on; it can be difficult as
they feel nothing is going on, although things are of course happening. I know
that unless I constantly keep telling them that something is happening, bat-
tling on about it, they think nothing is happening.*

Consistent with men’s emphasis on action, masculine organizational
culture is often expressed in language replete with sports and military ter-
minology. Successful activity is termed a slam-dunk or home run or batting
a thousand, and good behavior involves being a team player. Militaristic lan-
guage includes phrases such as uphill battle, getting flak, and killing the
competition. Women can surely learn such vocabulary, facilitated by their in-
creasing participation in athletics, but this language no doubt has remained
more effortless for men. : o

If men are more enthusiastic about masculine culture than women are,
and there is evidence that this is the case, a masculine organizational cul-
ture can at least make many women uncomfortable and thus form part of
the labyrinth that women negotiate.*s Of course, sometimes women may
merely figure out aspects of a masculine culture and accommodate to it.
Dawn Steel, who became president of Columbia Pictures, exemplified this
approach: “By habit, these guys wandered in and out of each other’s
offices. By the time they got to the weekly production meeting, all the

really important decisions had already been made . . . I did not participate
in these ad hoc meetings because I was not part of this herd of roaming

men. The lesson here . . . Join the roamers.” And that’s exactly what Dawn
Steel did.*

Challenges of Obtaining Desirable Assignments

Female managers frequently report difficulty in obtaining appropriately
demanding assignments. Lack of access to such assignments, known as
developmental job experiences, can disqualify women for promotions.* Meet-
ing the challenges inherent in tough assignments and becoming recognized

for having overcome these challenges are prerequisites. t.o advanf:en?ent to
upper-level management, but social capital is a prerequisite for winning the
chance to take on such projects.” ‘

Demonstrating that women often lack opportunities for appropriately
demanding work, organizational psychologists Ka%'en .Ly.ness a.nd Donna
Thompson surveyed women and men who were in s@ar 1jmdlevel and
senior executive positions in a large multinational financial ser\'rlces corpora-
tion. They found that the women had fewer international as§1gnments and
were less likely than men to have roles that gave them authon.ty. over others.
In addition, the women encountered greater difficulty in obtammg demand-
ing and important assignments and opportunities to relocate to a new 1.o?a-
tion for a better position. They also performed fewer complex actlszmes
encompassing multiple functions, products, customers,, anc'i mark.ets..

More than one process may contribute to womens difficulties in ob-
taining challenging assignments. Under some circumstan'ces, women' :111)-
parently choose, or at least agree to perform, w9rk tl.lat is .not espe;n y
challenging, perhaps reacting to implicit expectations m their workplaces.
Also, bosses are apparently less likely to assign challengllng work to women,
perhaps because they hold sexist but chivalrous aulmfles that ”worfxcn
should receive less stressful forms of work and men the “tougher” assign-
ments.’! For example, one woman noted how a colleague of' hers;v::s
impeded from advancement by being denied travel opportunities: “She
should have been the director of the office in about 1985 but what hap-
pened was that they brought some man in from another place and put
him above her. They gave as a reason that she didn’t travel. They never let

52
her\;fr;:;er the causes of women'’s lesser access to challenging work‘, the
low-stakes assignments that they often receive do little to foster their ca-
reers. Working hard at routine assignments is not a route tq advance;mz;xﬁt.
Lois Frankel, president of Corporate Coaching International, ha s

to say:

People aren’t hired and promoted simply because they work hard. It happens
because the decision maker knows the character of the person and feels confi-
dent about his or her ability not only to do thejob butalsotodoitind Tway that
promotes collegial team relationships. By keeping her nose to the @n&tore,
the woman [featured in a vignette] was actually acting inaway detnmenfa to
getting what she most wanted—more interesting work and an opportunity to
show she was capable of doing more.>?
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Or, as a prominent female executive told one of us, “You don’t want to
be ‘Jane the Drudge,” sitting in your office and just working all the time.
You have to gain visibility and recognition for your work.”>

Women'’s difficulties in obtaining developmental job experiences are com-
pounded by their occupancy of managerial roles that serve staff functions,
such as human resources and public relations, rather than line functions,
which are more critical to the success of organizations. Women are usually
aware that their chances for advancement are limited by placement in staff
positions. For example, a large multinational study of executives from major
corporations found that women, more than men, complained about their
limited opportunities for line management.*> As stated by Ann Fudge, chair-
man and CEO of Young & Rubicam Brands, “A woman who really wants to
attain a high-level office in the corporate world must be strong and outspo-
ken enough to say she wants to run the business and be a bottom line em-
ployee. That means thinking more in terms of finance and less in terms of
the jobs women have historically migrated to, like support staff.”ss

Why are women more confined than men to staff management roles?
The most likely explanation is that women’s stereotypical abilities and inter-
ests match staff positions more than line positions. As chapter 6 shows,
women are thought to be well endowed with qualities such as social sensi-
tivity and interest in people, attributes that are seen as prerequisites to suc-
cess in staff managerial roles. Men, in turn, are thought to be well endowed
with qualities such as assertiveness and decisiveness, attributes that are seen
as prerequisites to success in line managerial roles. When organizations
develop stereotypical norms about which sex is optimal for various types of
management, men are more often channeled into line management, with
its better opportunities to ascend into senior leadership.””

Given these twists and turns in the corporate labyrinth, women, more
often than men, feel that they have to leave their organizations to have an
opportunity to advance.”® Changing jobs to advance may also reflect the
greater importance that women place on the intrinsic satisfaction provided
by their jobs (see chapter 4). So women may leave organizations not only
because they end up with unexciting work but also because they are less
satisfied than men would be with such assignments.

Companies can stem losses of women managers by giving them more-
demanding assignments. For example, journalist Claudia Deutsch reported
in the New York Times that Procter & Gamble had experienced an executive
attrition rate that was twice as high for women as men. Among high-
performing women who left, many disclosed feeling that they were not val-

ued by the company. Some of these women reported l?aving to rsxsove be-
tween companies to land jobs that provided challenging work. . Sub'se-
quently, Procter & Gamble made a greater eff01‘"t to attract women into ]m:al
management. This change improved the retention of women and increase
of women in senior management.
thel;:s?)liit): l;Jvomen’s difficulties in obtaining demanding assignments, th;e
is also evidence that some women are placed, more often. than .compara e
men, in highly risky positions. Organizational psychologists Mlc}'le]i(c;: Rirlan
and Alexander Haslam refer to this phenomenon as the glas‘s cliff.® They
showed that companies in the United Kingdom are more 1'1ke1y to plac.e
women in high-level executive positions whe; the companies are experi-
i ial downturns and declines in performance.
enc;né.fsi.n:z:rl;lple is the appointment of Anne Mulcahy as CEO 'of Xe.rox
when the company was on the brink of bankruptcy ajmd under mvestlga-
tion by the Securities and Exchange Commission for irregular alxccm.;ntmg
methods. In such especially precarious circumstances, executives face ;
fairly high likelihood of failing, although M@cahy proved to be oui;s(t:la‘?de
ingly successful. The reasons for this glass chff pheno.rnct:”nonlmayecutives
companies’ greater willingness to risk sacnficmg. t'he1r efma ehe)'; wves
and women’s greater willingness to take these positions, given their po
obtaining more-desirable positions. .
pr(;ilc)):i:zlflsz then, wfmen apparently have special access t0 managc?r;lal
tasks that are virtually impossible as well as to ta.sks that are especia );
easy. The glass cliff and the lack of developmental Job::xper’x,encc?s are Clis
from the same cloth: both deny women access to the “good .as31gnmer:ﬂ
that offer reasonable opportunities for showing oneself as a high-potenti

manager.'

Organizational Innovations t0 Foster Gender Equality

i : . How-
There are many ways to remove barriers to women s advancement

ever, attaining greater fairness is no simple matter. Whp ger hired :and S;?h
moted is a complex outcome of organizational pracuc‘es mtera}clung o
market forces. Nonetheless, specific policies and practices that have as -
criminatory impact on women, such as the requirement that manager
locate to advance, can be changed.®

A solution that is often proposed is for government . ent
and enforce antidiscrimination legislation and thereb?r require orge*rlnzal
tions to eliminate inequitable and discriminatory practices. However, leg

s to implement
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remedies can be elusive when gender inequality results from norms that
are embedded in organizational structure and culture. The courts often de-
cide that such practices do not violate antidiscrimination legislation despite
their adverse impact on women.*

Some of the most important organizational changes would confront the
ways that the differing life situations of women and men interface with
the characteristics of organizations. As chapter 4 details, women’s lifestyles
are in general different from men’s, especially in their greater domestic
responsibility.

Flexible Work

To address the disadvantage that women face from their larger share of
domestic work, various proposals have been made to design jobs differ-
ently. For instance, managers (and professionals) might have positions that
consume fewer hours per week, perhaps having a part-time schedule or
even sharing a job with another manager. Also, some managers might work
from home for at least a portion of the workweek. ’

The most famous proposal of this type appeared in Harvard Business -

Review in 1989 in an article written by Felice Schwartz. She was the founder
and first president of Catalyst. Schwartz argued that most women in man-
agement careers are not “career-primary women” but “career-and-family
women,” who want both good careers and a family life that involves sub-
stantial participation in childrearing. Schwartz proposed that corporations
provide flexible jobs for such women even though these jobs would have
lower pay and slower advancement. In her view, this strategy would allow
companies to retain valuable female executives who could at later points
give greater priority to their careers.5

Schwartz’s article ignited a firestorm of criticism. Although Schwartz
did not term her proposal a “mommy track,” it was so labeled by its critics,
thus trivializing the career path that she described. The main objection was
to Schwartz’s assumption that women and companies have the burden of
adjusting to the typically unequal division of labor between wives and hus-

bands. A New York Times editorial castigated Schwartz for accepting this sta-
tus quo:

And where . . . is that new world in which male and female were to work side
by side, not only on the job but in the home? It’s not here yet, nor will it ever be
while women are required to make a choice that is never asked of men—and

not until society acknowledges that men can be as ambivalent as women about
what they owe their jobs and what they owe their families. The challenge is to
give women, and men, maximum help and flexibility as they try to achieve
that equilibrium.®

Schwartz responded that young women are unrealistic in thinking that
they can have excellent career growth and yet take generous time off to care
for their children.® When big-time careers prove too inflexible, Schwartz
warned, women drop out. Indeed, women with professional degrees (law,
MBA, MD) or doctorates are approximately three times as likely as their
male counterparts to be out of the labor force ten years after receiving
these degrees, with family responsibilities being women’s usual reason
for their exit.” The dropout women, although a minority of the women
in these samples, evidently preferred a career break to pursuing their ca-
reers through a labyrinth of cross pressures from family and jobs. .

Despite the brouhaha that followed Schwartz’s proposal, react'lons to
suggestions for flexible work have become more positive. Proposals include

upgrading part-time work with greater responsibility and better .wag('as.
Full-time jobs could offer flexible hours. Allowing employees having sig-
nificant parental responsibility more time to prove themselves worthy of
promotion is another widely discussed option. Such parents (most often
mothers) may need extra time to build their credentials, in many cases only
an additional year or two. Their potential is thrown away if they are forced
off the promotion path by lockstep rules about when they must be eva‘lu-
ated for higher-level positions. It is also important to allow Mgh-peﬁor@g
women who step off the fast track an opportunity to return to responsible
positions after a period out of the workforce.® . -

Family-friendly practices can allow women to stay in their jobs during
the most demanding years of childrearing, build social capital, keep up-to-
date in their fields, and eventually compete for higher positions. A study
of seventy-two large US. firms thus showed that family-frier’ldly human
resource practices increased the proportion of women in se‘mor manage-

ment five years later, controlling for other organizational Vana'fales.”

Many organizations are incorporating such practices, which m'a}.' en-
compass flexitime, job sharing, telecommuting, elder cafre pr'ovmo'ns,
adoption benefits, and dependent childcare options, sometimes m'cludmg
employee-sponsored on-site childcare. Although some people claim that
such reforms are costly and inefficient, systematic analyses suggesf. th'at.ﬁrms
as well as employees can gain from such policies. The gains to individuals
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are obvious, and the gains to firms can include retaining and recruiting tal-
ented employees, increasing employee motivation, reducing turnover, and
gaining a favorable public image as a “good place to work.””?

Despite these advantages, dangers lurk in family-friendly benefits that
are taken only by women, as Schwartz’s critics correctly discerned. The ex-
ercise of options such as generous parental leave and part-time work slows
the careers of those women who take such benefits. More profoundly, hav-
ing many more women than men take such benefits can harm the careers
of women in general because of the expectation that they may well exer-
cise such options. A system of family friendliness directed only to women
can make it harder for women to gain access to essential managerial roles.”

More-profound changes would challenge the long-hours norm of many
higher managerial and professional jobs. Critics of these practices point out
that it is not necessarily true that the best employees are those who spend
the longest hours at work. Face time and constant availability are not the.
same thing as excellence of performance. Organizations can change the
emphasis on long hours by placing more value on the quality of work and

by planning for efficient use of employees’ time. Reasonable work hours
can improve employees’ morale and family life, reduce their stress, and

enhance their performance. Such reforms have the potential for increasing
organizations’ competitiveness.”?

- Other Progressive Innovations

There are many innovations, in addition to changing the long-hours
norm, that would facilitate women’s advancement in organizations. All of

these proposals involve making organizations fairer, so that they reward
individuals’ merit and accomplishment.

Reforming Performance Evaluations and Recruitment. To ensure fair-
ness, the evaluation of candidates for promotion should become less sub-
jective than it has traditionally been. Promotions should be based on
explicit, valid performance evaluations that limit the influence of decision
makers’ conscious and unconscious biases. In addition, recruitment from
outside of organizations should involve open processes such as advertising
and using employment agencies rather than informal social networks and
referrals. Recruitment from within organizations also should be transpar-
ent, with posting of open positions in appropriate venues. Research has

shown that these open personnel practices increase the numbers of women

in managerial roles.”

Without objective evaluations and open fecr'uiting, biases very likelly
contaminate personnel decisions. One such bla.s is the tendency 075 1lz‘eople
to like and associate with others who are simxla'r to themsek{es.h eople
feel more comfortable with those who share thefu‘ demographic ¢ : aria;ctfar-
istics, social background, personality, and aFtltudes. Bec.ausgr sim: ant’};
promotes liking, discrimination in organizations can derive .or?h m;:;
in-group preference to work with other men more than any antipathy they

working with women. N
maﬁ;ifp loyaltygcan cause people in authority pos‘ition.s tohﬁll pos;t;:irzz
with individuals who are similar to themselves, espec1all?r inc a:lacte s
such as gender, race, and religion. Also, other fac‘tors belr;;g equ S, hs;:gar "
sors give more-favorable evaluations to sub.or.dmates who a.r(.a miar o
themselves in gender and race.” Therefore, it is hardl.y‘surpnm;lsg uche
presence of larger proportions of men in higher p.o.smons leads to larg i
qumbers of men subsequently hired to fill such positions. Thesebpx;;cc;dsse ;
labeled homosocial reproduction by management schola.lr I%osa 7§ 0s
Kanter, perpetuate traditional elites at the tops of orgzu'nzauons. _—

In the absence of clear standards applied to all candlda.tes, people e
ing hiring or promotion decisions are free to 'rely on the'lr st'eresoltTynp;St or
personal preferences. To ensure fairer evaluations, orga;nmauj:r;l s
corporate oversight and accountability, but that often 'oesr} tf)p rc.)se_
the Wal-Mart sex discrimination case, for example, adv1se.rs ort e.p <
cution have ascribed an apparently discriminatory pattern in promo'tzlonhi1 ©
Jax human resources practices. Although Wal-Mfirt had .wntt;l %;111 :etion
for promotions, managers were allowed to exercise considerable disc
i i motion decisions. . . B
N t;:‘:f rz?nadysis of Wal-Mart’s personnel polici.es, ?oc101(3glstnxliht}a11;1t ;
Bielby wrote, “In contrast to the centralized coor.:dmatlon .an c9 o
characterizes the operations side of Wal-Mart’s operau(.)r.ls, its e
resources practices regarding equal employment oppo;t.un{,t:ss ;;e é)oor .
fuse to establish meaningful oversight and accounta.bxhty.f 11 e S
wide open to discrimination if managers have free rem.to ollow v:o e
hiring and promotion principles that they personally think arle aii)lpaut;l)1 j
These problems are exacerbated by the tendency 'for pecgole‘ e
to be especially likely to stereotype those who are subject tlg) : eir pro ri,a e
haps because their feeling of entitlement leads them to be inapprop
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confident of simple beliefs about others.” Further compounding this prob-
lem is people’s typical lack of awareness of the influence of stereotypes on
their judgments (see chapter 6).

For these reasons, it makes sense to hold managers accountable for bas-
ing their evaluations on valid evidence of abilities and accomplishments.”
To ensure fairness, monitoring of personnel decisions is generally neces-
sary. Therefore, many organizations have established structures that assign
responsibility for opening up positions to all groups; for example, they
create affirmative action plans, diversity committees, and staff positions
designed specifically to monitor diversity. Research shows that such organi-
zational structures can be effective in increasing the number of women in
management.&

Programs for ensuring equal access to hiring and promotion are far eas-
ier to implement at lower managerial levels, where selection is traditionally
based at least in part on objective qualifications that include educational
credentials, training, and experience. At the executive levels, selection is
based more on subjectively evaluated performances, including, for exam-
ple, presentations in front of committees and boards and impressions made
on others in negotiations and informal networking.3' Compounding the
difficulties of such selection for women are the norms encouraging modest
self-presentation on the part of women that we note in chapter 7.

Legitimizing Women’s Contributions as Leaders. By conveying respect
for and confidence in women as leaders, organizations can lessen the resis-
tance to female leadership that we document in chapter 7. An initial step is
to emphasize the promotion and development of female as well as male
employees and to make sure that women are included among those who
are given training opportunities. In fact, a general emphasis on develop-
ment of all employees can yield larger numbers of women in top manage-
ment positions.®2

Once a woman is chosen for a leadership position, it is important to con-
vey that she was selected on the basis of her demonstrated ability and not
on some other basis such as demands to fulfill diversity goals.®? Still, some
suspicion often remains that she does not really have what it takes for an
important leadership position. Underlying this suspicion is the role incon-

gruity that we explain in chapter 6—the ascription to women of qualities
that are different from those typical of leaders.

To allay these suspicions, executives can signal their confidence in
women'’s effectiveness as leaders. In an experiment testing this proposition,

participants received information that for the tasks their g.r(zllp lwaesﬁ :z:
signed, women often serve as leaders be?ause they are ;artlc azazn e
tive. In groups that received this information, female l.ea ers o.:;ar me the
disadvantage they otherwise suffered and becailr.ne.a's influenti ’ an e
tive as male leaders.® In organizations, too,.legltmn.m‘ng worr;:ar; ;il:n moz
is helpful because women can lack the built-in legitimacy tha

Oﬁzl(f:; t:tsh legitimizing women's contributions as good lea<‘1ertsi,0 cr)lrg:nn;-
zations can develop norms that diversity is good for the organiza ;nizai
indeed, as we show in chapter 11, gender dive.r51t'y can enhar;cle ?;ga o
tions’ effectiveness. If members of an orga.mzatlon accept nel:eln ZS hat
diversity fosters success, they become more likely to accept wo

sion makers.

Reducing Tokenism. In many settings, it.is a breakthrough t;) ;EE:;]:;
even one woman, and such first steps ?re nnpt(i):lt:.lt;nl;ljzvsz;;nd cause
token women receive extra scrutiny, it is es§en ' o
representation. Token women are often subjected to intense 1; : e

Katharine Graham, former CEO of the Washington ,
S:S:erzaﬁ: time I was the only woman in a room full of men, I Csllfe;::lg
lest I appear stupid or ignorant.”® In adctl‘ition, toker}’\is‘/om;l E‘inapet e
up in narrow stereotypical roles such as seductreis, mo ,tart 01,1t o
“Iron Maiden.” As one woman banker remarked, When‘you ;r ot
banking, you are a slut or a geisha. T.‘he pretty y01.1ng 1il'nniss b
the college campus. And you get all kinds of attention because Y
86 '
anili:ltlet.reatment of women limits their options and' t.nakes it dlfgictl:::;
them to rise to positions of responsibility. Having ancnt::ixll lr:SaSs; ot}uz o
i i itions—not just one or two women— es
Er:.(e\;‘llltll:r? s;)cfllzen are nth a small minority, t'heir identities as ;f:;le;
become less salient, and colleagues are more likely to react to
terms of their individual competencies.® ' e o

Some research suggests that on corporate boards of directors e o
more women constitute an effective critical mass that often enclllusi\nfcei bosr
performance.®® As stated by Albert J. Wilson, v,1ce Pres1der.1t, :;i:oﬁty o;
and corporate secretary of TIAA-CREF, “I don’t think having a e
a woman means anything if you have a bo?rd of 12to 15 pet(;};n andyor
only have one woman or one minority. But if ?fou 'have :Ogters dowx; o
if they are on the significant committees, and if this policy
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the executive branch of the company, then there is change. Then you can
start to equate diversity with performance, because these people are now

part of decision-making and part of carrying out policy.”

Changes in Organizational Norms of Good Leadership

As we argue throughout this book, a major component of the labyrinth
that women must negotiate to become leaders derives from the fact that
leadership has long been associated with men and masculine characteris-
tics. Therefore, women can be regarded with suspicion when they occupy
leadership roles. However, the qualities that constitute good leadership
have changed in ways that lessen this role incongruity for women.* Con-

sider the following confident assertion by journalist, author, and political
adviser David Gergen:

Women leaders, it turns out, seem perfectly tailored fof'this new style . ..
When we describe the new leadership, we employ terms like consensual, rela-
tional, web-based, caring, inclusive, open, transparent—all qualities that
we associate with the “feminine” style of leadership. One can argue whether
this feminine style is in women’s genes or is created by socialization. It doesn’t
matter much . . . The key point . . . is that women are knocking at the door of

leadership at the very moment when their talents are especially well matched
with the requirements of the day.%!

These changes in what is considered to be desirable leadership reflect
underlying socioeconomic changes. Primary influences in these changes
are accelerated technological growth, faster social change, and increased
complexity of organizations’ missions. Compounding these changes are
increasing workforce diversity, intense competitive pressures, and the fad-
ing of geopolitical boundaries. Executives, especially CEOs, must function
in a landscape of increasing complexity: on the pages of the Wall Street Jour-
nal, the job of CEO is described as increasingly demanding social and po-
litical skill: “[The CEO interacts with] a widening array of shareholder
advocates, hedge funds, private-equity deal makers, legislators, regulators,
attorneys general, nongovernmental organizations and countless others
who want a say in how public companies manage their affairs. Today’s
CEQ, in effect has to play the role of a politician, answering to varied con-
stituents.”?> Therefore, as one business journalist noted, “Boards are
increasingly looking for CEOs who can demonstrate superb people skills in
dealing with employees or other stakeholders while delivering consistent

results.”?? Executives in other domains—for example, presidents of univer-
sities—also must deal with multiple stakeholders. ' y

In such environments, autocratic managers, es‘peaa.lly bosses wclllio ) ovcs;
they are in charge by being overbearin.g and dommeer}rilg,t;re haz r;agf; :
in negotiating the complex relationships Fhat come with the mto eneratmn
agerial job. Because of this changed env1ronmegt, the curren tl'gerdaﬁon-
of managerial experts has increasingl‘y. emphas‘lzed d;:moc?ra can clation
ships, political skills, participatory decision making, de egatlorlli,n d
based leadership skills that are more androgynou§ than masculine.

New models of good leadership make sense, zgwen that many managers
no longer focus mainly on the traditional funct19ns c?f planmnr%,t::ia?zf
ing, directing, and controlling. Instead,‘ they pnmanlyfsuppom teams o
employees who execute tasks. Facilitating Fhe worl;. of a t:ladeahn ncs
solving many interpersonal as well as techmcal' prob e‘ms ;md t i vt
the details of performance reviews and sometimes with budge ary bu;
“Command and control” has little place in many f)f tthe I?osmons,_tor-
instead managers days are filled with communicating, listening, moni
ing, teaching, and encouraging. .
mg]:::adersh%p roles have taken on important elemfnts of t'laac(};::gis a;r:i
coaching. In the words of sociologist Mary Waters, “A strong lea erls 7
just someone who can name a goal or force a change, but some e
can bring out the best in people and find ways to encour?ge r:earg Skeﬂ.)au
It is in this environment that Mike Krzyzewskl,. Duke Umz:.rsxty a
coach, has become a leadership guru in the United States. e to leam

These changes have produced new pressures on male ei erimmalist
culturally feminine skills, or to “release your @er woman, kia;JA o
Michael Sokolove put the matter when discussing Krzyzews i A
message emerged in the Wall Street Journal’s 2005 poll of rezru;t;;z o
recipients. These recruiters reported that they enco(tfmtere g e
typical qualities in both male and female MBAs: “Men aredp e
forceful, if sometimes overly pushy leaders, as well as more a ep.th i
Women, recruiters agreed, tend to interact more ei.fectlzely wi

and colleagues and excel in strategy and communications. . the, -

These recruiters recommended that men and wczmen ta e on hgms ’
ties of the other sex: “Women are encouraged to ‘toot their ownf SSior;_
take more risks, develop a stronger handshake and dress rr}llore l;;lreo at;,l el
ally. As for men, recruiters strongly urged the‘rn to be more atlzm o
laborative, listen better to other points of view and stop taking crec
other people’s accomplishments.”*




So this stereotype-laden advice is not only for women to become more
like men but also for men to become more like women. In many contem-
porary organizational environments, the best managers manifest both tra-
ditionally masculine and traditionally feminine qualities.

Conclusion

Critical components of the labyrinth that women encounter in trying to
advance derive from organizational traditions and practices, which in turn
reflect the traditional family division of labor. The extremely long hours on
the job that are normative for many managers and professionals conflict
with women’s domestic responsibilities (and sometimes those of men).
Aside from these work-life issues, organizations often embody a many-
sided masculine culture that can hinder women from accumulating the
social capital they need to advance. In these settings, preferences of execu-
tives to work with people similar to themselves, along with beliefs that

executive positions require masculine qualities, compound women’s diffi-
culties in advancing. ’

Managerial roles are in flux because of broader changes in the economy

and society, so now is an excellent time to propose and try out innovations
that may make organizations more hospitable to female managers and exec-
utives. In addition, many men are becoming receptive to family-friendly
changes in workplaces, because they have accepted more domestic respon-
sibility than in the past. We have provided many suggestions for reforming
organizations so that they become as welcoming to women as to men.
Implementing such suggestions requires thoughtful analysis by the women
and men who hold positions in organizations. Moving forward with pro-
gressive proposals requires activism on the part of those who desire organi-

zations with greater gender integration and families with more equal male
and female roles.

CHAPTER TEN

How Do Some Women
Find Their Way Through
the Labyrinth?

TO BECOME LEADERS, women must navigate through the 1abyrint:,
overcoming barriers and dead ends along the way. Ideally, there wolu.hil e
no labyrinth, and women and men would have the same paths to leader-
ship. But currently, the male path is more direct, and the female one more
inthine. '
1abgl;tﬂy, women cannot resolve the problems presenjced by the 1abynnd;
on their own. In chapter 9 we analyze how organizations create some o
these barriers and explain how organizations can work tq break them dov}vln
and help women advance. In this chapter we provide adv.lce to women w. dz
want to chart a successful path through the labyrinth, given current cot1
tions. Our advice. is not a set of one-size-fits-all rules but rath‘er prov.l es
two general suggestions for coping at the workplace, along with callllml)lrllcs1
about when these suggestions would work less well: first, women s :h
demonstrate that they are both agentic and communal, and, second, e'y
should create social capital. Beyond the workplace, women who advax:;elﬂ in
their careers find ways to negotiate the detours that can follova from £: ; th}er
responsibilities. We address these concerns by providing evidence ?mﬂ
benefits of undertaking multiple roles—employment as well as family
resﬂﬁ::ii:iooks offer advice on how women can advance in then: cac;
reers, but that advice is often contradictory. Typically, authors recommen




one of two strategies: to act masculine or to act feminine. Both of these
one-sided approaches fail to account for the dilemmas posed by the double
bind that we describe in chapter 7.

Authors in the act-masculine camp urge women to be aggressive, confi-
dent, strong, bold, and fearless. Kate White’s advice in Why Good Girls Don’t
Get Ahead But Gutsy Girls Do: 9 Secrets Every Working Woman Must Know is to
reject feminine niceness and to attack the career world head on.! Her chap-
ter titles include “A gutsy girl breaks the rules” and “A gutsy girl doesn’t
worry whether people like her.” White cautions women not to take a
mothering approach to managing because it produces lazy employees who
lower their standards. In How Men Think: The Seven Essential Rules for Making
It in a Man’s World, Andrienne Mendell coaches women to be aggressive
and “always try to take control and be in control.”? Mendell advocates
learning masculine skills such as verbal combat. The overall message is that
women lead best by becoming male clones. , o o

A further search of bookstore shelves yields authors who are in the act-
feminine camp. In How To Succeed in Business Without a Penis: Secrets and
Strategies for the Working Woman, Karen Salmansohn argues that because
corporations are like families, women can “silently rule with their innate
mommy-nurturing skills.” Similarly, Ann Crittenden, in If You’ve Raised
Kids, You Can Manage Anything: Leadership Begins at Home, tells ambitious

women to embrace the communal skills of effective parents, noting that
the “enlightened parent model of leadership has become the most fashion-
able approach to management.”

The act-masculine advice speaks to managerial women who feel them-
selves in alien territory. Women may marvel at men’s brash self-confidence
and intense competitiveness. As a woman executive in the New York finan-
cial industry observed, “We’re all supposed to act like we know exactly what
will happen next and can predict it.”> Another woman in finance com-
mented, “In many public forums, men are trying to find a weakness, trying
to make you display a weakness. And that’s done not only to women, the
men do this to each other. This is the standard mode of operation.”s To
make inroads into such territory, women might try to blend in by emulat-
ing their male colleagues.

The contrasting act-feminine approach assumes that women don’t need
to emulate men because leadership roles change to accommodate women.
Any tendency of women to be nurturing or collaborative leaders would be
not only acceptable but also advantageous. By this logic, women embrac-
ing their feminine side are welcomed into the ranks of leaders. As Bella

Abzug, feminist activist and former congressional representative, wrote,
“In my heart, I believe women will change the nature of power rather than
power changing the nature of women.”” .

The authors in these act-feminine and act-masculine camps are correct
in that effective leadership poses particular challenges for women. How-
ever, their advice is invariably simplistic. Optimal ways of plotting a course
through the labyrinth are more subtle and multifaceted.

Leadership Behavior: Pitfalls and Opportunities

Women confront numerous obstacles in their path to leadership. What
behavioral strategies might they apply to ease their route through the
labyrinth?

First Principle: Blend Agency with Communion

To overcome resistance to their leadership under current conditions,
women must quell two types of doubts: suspicion that they are not su.fﬁ-
ciently agentic and that they are not sufficiently commljmal. People think
that leaders should be agentic, but they doubt women's agency because
they consider men to be inherently more agentic than. women. They susc-1
pect that women might be too soft, not tough enough in negotlat.lons, an
not decisive enough in crises. So women are pressured to e,stabhsh the.m-
selves as agentically competent. People also doubt women's comrn.umoTl
when they take charge without conveying obvious warmth a1j1d friendli-
ness. These suspicions can create resistance because people think that all

uld be nice.

WO'?:CI;CS}I:’)VO types of doubts about women leaders create the doul).lc? 1?md
that we discuss inchapter 7. Nice, friendly female leaders may be cr%nazed
for not being assertive and decisive enough unless they temper thel.r'c?m(;
munion with agency. But strong, decisive female leaders may be cntlazih
for not being warm and nice enough unless they temper their agency wi

communion. Also, some behaviors that clearly convey agency, such as r.self-
promotion or aggressiveness, are seen as incompatible wi'th communion.
Establishing both agency and communion can be cha]lengmg,. as film exec-
utive Dawn Steel explained: “It was a tough balancing act., being a Womafl
in that place, and gauging how to juggle my masculine side and my femi-
nine side. And it’s interesting to see where the lines had to be dr»awn. In
your dress, in your talk, in your body language, for starters.”




To surmount these dual demands of her leadership role and her gender,
a woman has to first establish an exceptional level of competence as a
leader because, as we show in chapter 7, this level of competence is needed
to convince others that she is equal to men. Women can demonstrate this
competence by, for example, mastering job-relevant knowledge and being
exceptionally well prepared for meetings and negotiations. It isn’t fair, but
women often need to be exceptionally good to be credited with the abilities
of less-competent men. Sheila Wellington, former president of Catalyst,
pointed to the importance of demonstrating competence to women'’s
career success: “The best isn't good enough. Successful women tell Cata-
lyst over and over, ‘Perform beyond expectations’ . . . Deliver more than
people expect. Impress them over and over again. This is how you build a
track record that will serve you well both with your immediate boss and
with the organization at large. This is how you counter the ‘competency
barrier’ that women tell us they face when working with men.” i
Establishing competence involves far more than gaining superior task
knowledge and working hard. Leaders’ competence derives from a con-
fluence of tasks involving monitoring, advising, encouraging, directing,

sanctioning, and solving both interpersonal and technical problems. Estab- - -

lishing a record of competence in such activities requires the cooperation
of followers.

Competence should also be established on reasonably difficult tasks. As
chapter 9 explains, advancement in organizations requires that women
stand out from the crowd by achieving success at challenging work. In addi-
tion, rising to the highest executive positions in business settings generally
requires obtaining line management roles involving responsibility for the
operations that produce profits and losses. But because women may not be
offered tough assignments or line management opportunities, they often
have to put themselves forward and actively seek experiences that can qual-
ify them for promotions. Yet putting oneself forward is complicated by the
widely shared cultural expectation that women ought to be unselfish and

deploy their knowledge and skills to benefit others within the organization.
So grabbing on to the best assignments can seem ungenerous and selfish
when a woman does it.

As a rule, a woman can finesse the double bind to some extent by com-
bining assertive task behavior with kindness, niceness, and helpfulness.
Communal actions are also desirable in men, and many of the best male
leaders are quite communal.!® Nevertheless, given the labyrinthine com-

plexities encountered by female leaders, they have more to gain from being

warm and nice. ' e
To integrate communion and agency, a woman can direct oth

also being verbally supportiveda;ld zpre::xgeg :;i\‘:at}l:on;r;v:;:aakllzn gzglgt:]z
o e hesgh i s e void seeming shy and tentative,
e 1?0kmg awayéﬁt?;fhh:rl:hwaliz tsoelaf-interested fnless they also ex-
s won:le;nA woman who communicates in a highly competent b‘ut
P wa?nfr éuells doubts simultaneously about her ability aI.ld her 111Tl
Zgzez and this approach can increase c?er Eﬂsencintxroxlet? mr:;esx;y
: i as hi a
Therefor:}" worz::n‘::;:ot‘: i??zclilz‘;vivarmt}% b;: pfesenting their. softe,r
t(')dfenl-"c‘lo(r) ex:cr)nple, children were visibly in attendance at.Hi]la:'ylr Cl;ntor;rs
zici-off event for her presidential campaign. Mc?st mergiiz o t;:n :rgi -
ceive Clinton as a strong leader, s0 for };lef,z achieving a
i iate goal.
agezc}trhagi ::V;:Eifi:;iiif?giacoimunal qualities tl}at serve 'wornen
]ls others and in many female-dominated occupations can mcre:;e
hes a'SfT e and contribute to their success as leaders.”? However, e
;he;r lIslhiuesrllfills that enhance family life do not transfer directly to c;r%an;-
eati(frrls. \};)Vorkplace colleagues are not sul.'rogate children. But d%zo se:n .
r whether in organizations or in families, encourage subordinate -
:\S;rard them for their positive contributions. l.\/Ia:i( :v;glizrsl tl}l:l;:: :;{epme
ence with such behaviors because in convention: Zmemoring e
ones who provide daily encouragement, support, an
Chﬂlili:)?;rprismgly, then, outstanding women leaders are of(t:fglore;:;itlrz;i
for their “good mother” behaviors, as was Anne }I\:Iulc::fs O ecutve
“Since May 2000 when Xerox ousted G. Richard T' ox:ah v prest
and named Ms. Mulcahy, then in her 24th year W1Fh (; c chifd m,intemive
dent, she has been like a mother glued to the bedmd; of ae B roon
re , often in the office as early as 6 a.m., rarely out before 7 p.m., .
:;nu’n to make phone calls from home ... What emerged. was a pm ra
an exegcutive who is equal parts hard-nosed ?hief' and s’er;sncllve; Sr;lio d;)es .
Incorporating explicitly communal behaw?rs mbone s eao :c Ograh S
mean being a pushover or atte:mpting Io :Setléll:cils i gfnetm hov;, s
z}s‘ ;}Etegt:ﬁe;:nﬁi?tge:ago‘;o’ because I didn’t want pegple to
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think I'm not nice. And that, to me, has been the greatest lesson of my life:
to recognize that I am solely responsible for it, and not trying to please
other people, and not living my life to please other people, but doing what
my heart says all the time.”"* Winfrey continues to convey warmth but has
learned to add assertiveness and decisiveness to her behavioral mix.
Acting aggressively presents risks for female leaders. As chapter 7 points
out, people often resist women'’s leadership more than men’s, especially
when women behave aggressively or autocratically. Men may get away
with this type of leadership, but women seldom do. Debra Brittain Daven-
port, CEO of a consulting firm, noted the consequences of an autocratic
style of leadership and the importance of developing a more nuanced style:

In my very first management position, I ruled with tight-fisted authority. I
was a true dictatorial maven and so proud to have my people scampering at
my slightest command. Little did I know that these bright talented and hard-
working people probably wished me dead (or at least comatose) . . . It was not”~
until later in my career that I acquired a modicum of leadership wisdom . . . I

wanted to have a company that valued people, nurtured them and fostered
their development as human beings.'s

Mary Minnick, president of marketing, strategy, and innovation at Coke,
also described her escape from her earlier reputation as a tough, abrasive
boss: “It’s not so much about softening as it is about being less intense and
more balanced in my sense of urgency.”V

Blending agency with warmth can counteract resistance to women’s
leadership. Many experienced female leaders recognize the value of this ap-
proach. For example, film executive Dawn Steel wrote, “Women have
begun to forge a style that combines the best of men and women—tough

and compassionate, aggressive and morally and emotionally responsible, de-
cisive and creative.”’* This blended style often involves aspects of transfor-
mational leadership, the amalgam of effective leadership behaviors that we
describe in chapter 8. One exemplar is Meg Whitman, the highly successful
CEO of eBay, who is known for listening to her company’s customers and
employees and thereby running a flexible and responsive organization.!
Similarly, Cynthia Carroll, CEO of Anglo Mining, received the accolade of
having an exceptional record of “improving operational performance and
transforming culture” and displaying the ability to be “a leader and a warm
and friendly person.”? New York City Planning Commissioner Amanda
Burden is another instance, given that her “soft-spoken demeanor is a ter-
rific foil for a will of steel.”2! Such women’s actions can reconfigure con-

s
PR,

entional ideas about leaders to a more inclusive model of ideal leadership,
Zhus fulfilling Bella Abzug’s wish that women change the nature of power.

Limits to the Effectiveness of the Blended Style in Ht:ghlgf Masculine S.et-
tings. Resistance to women's Jeadership is strongest in highly mas.cuhbne
doilélins and in leadership positions that have rarely been occul?1ed 1y
women. In such contexts, where perceptions of women can !ae p;rn(l?la'z
harsh, our first principle of blending agency c;mth comnfflrumortlra;ahstiorrl;nany

’ i llow few deviations from
tions. Some environments may a : ; pona ¥
i i have been few, if any, leaders Wi
asculine leadership because there
I;ted in other ways. Breakthrough women—the first female occ‘upants (‘::'
highly male-dominated roles—would rarely win approval for using a :; if
axil different leadership style. They would risk being condemned as we
i i ical of their male counterparts.
hyperagentic style is typical o ounts ' .
: 3Clllz)nsiger an article appearing in the Financial Times recoun@g a r;xe?nzlsgs
llor of Germany, and a prominent busin
between Angela Merkel, chance d a pr ent Dusiness
i i nfriendly to her initiatives a Ie
executive who had taken actions u ok
i diy was “stunned by the chance
into her term.? This man reportedly & neclor e
. i d, “So much passivity makes yo
f bombast,” and an informant noted, o : ' \
(c)ier whether she will be able to make decisions quickly vslr??n ;he %onzigg ﬁ: ;
” i cknowledged that Merkel “has bro ‘
tough.” Yet the article further a Ige e
dosi of discussion, discretion and collegiality to thz go;er:rrrrllzx;te. Lo
i hat appeared to be

sly, some observers did not welcome W : .
i);piz’al collaborative leadership style, given that th‘e expec'cat1c;>r1sto:harce1
chancejllor role were set by what the Financial Times labe¥e Z .

o . . . i

Schroeder’s testosterone-fuelled reign.” Consistent \.mth dth1s :It;:ir rzgm
laden example, being regarded as not tough enough isa 1e:ar p
danger for women in highly male-dominated 1eade}~sh1p roles. + haviorin

As this reaction to Merkel shows, people scrutinize womelll3 s :: Commﬁ_
very masculine environments, searching for agy Weakness.. gr‘:ael o

i i inari irable and effective may s1

1 behavior that is ordinarily desira ive e
?;r some observers. Therefore, as chapter 8 also mdlcates,. won(;elnalctia:r S;i .
reliance on a relatively democratic and interpersonally oriented le

imini i -dominated roles.

le diminishes in extremely male ' ' .
Sty(given the demands of masculine environments, em'otlonal dlsplayts ; .
suggest weakness, and women are advised to avoid crying when upsc;n.eers

: i eng
i lopment advice offered to women €
el D vbie oy i for extreme situations (i.e. break-
is point: “While crying is expected for ex !

Tnade tzsrrf o:rl a death in the family), it is considered taboo for professional
ing an arm,
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women in response to normal work situations. We have all seen men lose
their temper at work (remember that anger is an emotion)[;] however,
nothing reinforces the negative stereotype of women being ruled by emo-
tions rather than professionalism like a crying woman professional.”?*

The paradox for women in roles usually occupied by men is that they
may be condemned for crying or otherwise seeming not tough enough,
but also disliked for any toughness they do show. An equal opportunity
manager for the Goddard Space Flight Center described the disapproval
that female employees can face for the behavior that is required for success
in their jobs: “These women have had to be quite aggressive to get to where
they are in the technical field. Their behavior is no different from their male
peers, yet the prevailing attitude is that they shouldn’t behave this way.”?

Men, in particular, may be threatened by women who exhibit domi-
nance, lead in an autocratic manner, or show exceptional skill in masculine
domains. But communal behaviors aren’t the solution to the extent that
they compromise a woman’s authority in such environments. Faced with
such problems, women should recognize that not every good leader is uni-
versally liked. They should lead in an assertive, competent manner, accom-

panied by especially nice, friendly behavior only to the extent that it does
not undermine their authority. k

In male-dominated roles, encountering obviously sexist or harassing
behavior can pose additional difficulties for women. There is no simple
strategy for eliminating such behavior. Firmly explaining that such actions
are unacceptable is sometimes effective, especially if the offending party
has exhibited the behaviors unwittingly. Although, as we note in chapter 7,
formal complaints and other direct actions often have unfavorable out-
comes, such action can be successful under some circumstances—for ex-
ample, when the organizational climate does not tolerate harassment and
the harasser has relatively less status within the organization.?

Taking Credit for Accomplishments. One way to advance in the agentic
mode is to consistently tell others how competent you are. But many
women feel uncomfortable blowing their own horn. This discomfort is
not surprising because, as chapter 7 reports, women who engage in self-
promoting behavior risk being seen as lacking feminine niceness. People
penalize women for immodesty more than they penalize men, and women
respond by displaying modesty. Men can be less concerned about negative

reactions to their self-promotion because they are not under as much pres-
sure to be nice.

Even when women believe themselves equal to men 1n ability, they gzr;-
erally use fewer superlatives t0 describe themselves pubhc?y than drIr:ex:N itl;
Research shows that women are especially mode.st whe‘n mt;l:rac fn o
someone less accomplished than they are, to avoid makl‘ng t d;: pers ed
inadequate. Illustrating this behavior, a fc‘:n'.lafle managing rcsfcuzlrl o
jnvestment company explained how she initiated her classes 11(r11 e
portfolio theory for predominantly male stockbrokers. She wou.thsay, ou
know more about this than 1'll ever know, but }et me share with you
secrets of other successful brokers.”26 Now that’s modesty. Women ofien

In part, women's modesty reflects their lower confidence. orrflte ofien
underestimate how well they actually perform, and men r?ore 0 ecrll over.
estimate their performance.” Charlotte Ott(?, a sen1.01-* vice prej; e -
procter & Gamble, illustrated this tendency in describing }"ICI‘ u nounr :
doubts about her ability to land a job a&gr b&lsmess Cslcfl}(i:(lij ﬁIftI::I:: O;v;l ;yn
i er | was going to have any job ofiers, an of ¢
uvstgxezl;e;?aduated éomgbusmess schr(;(gif ;’;sThe only job offer I didn’t get

e [ tried for, at AT& 1. ‘ '
Wa::vi‘;: wfii:;:r?er; handle the dilemma inherent'in self-ijomot;onT—.lts-
advantages for advancement but incompatibility with tradltllfo?lma\la ;r:::dnlly
ity? One way to avert hostile reactions is to promote ‘onesealll 2 eny
and collaborative manner.?” For example, a woman might ¢ a oo
her excellent proposal by inviting others to react to her sugge;l;lonments 1;
her develop it further. Or in response to accolades for ac exlrle borat(,)rs
woman might be careful to acknowledge the help of her colla
i taking personal credit. ' .
Whgihaisroroutesgfrc’)r women to highlight their accomphshmlents V:;t:()\;tf
eliciting a backlash rely on supp;rtive dcollea%ue:.nljct); z:;::fh: ;r(g)ble rl:l o
professors at a major university devised a stratag O e
acues taking credit for their proposals at departmen ;

r\r;;llz: cl)tn Iiag;ened, ari)ther women would say, “John, I see that Zro; zf:f;
with Emily’s suggestion. Emily, can you tell us more abOTlt yt(; e Sﬁ.g N
This approach obviates the need for Emlly to draw a}tltennon

and thereby seem to be defensive, aggressive, Or selfish.

. 1-

Negotiating Effectively. Negotiating often ma.kes people am.noussa,1 ;Y
though effective negotiation is important in obtamm%ha good stars;i o

ch has shown that women
and other career advantages. Yet, resear : o
iati do. The effects on salaries are N0 .
fits from negotiating than men

I:;I)‘ example, in a survey of Ivy League MBA graduates, equal percentages
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of men and women reported negotiating for higher salary after receiving
an initial salary offer, but men obtained better offers.*!

Men’s greater success in negotiating their salaries partly reflects discrim-
ination on the part of those who set wages. Research indicates that people
view women who initiate salary negotiations as more demanding and less
nice than women who accept the salaries they are offered.’? But men’s suc-
cess also likely reflects women’s reluctance to promote themselves and
their underestimation of their value. And as we have noted, women are
penalized for self-promotion more than men are, and negotiation requires
some degree of self-promotion. So negotiation is another challenge typi-
cally encountered in the labyrinth.

In a demonstration of women’s reluctance to recognize and promote
their value, researcher Lisa Barron had MBA students simulate a job inter-
view and then asked them about the experience. She found striking differ-

ences between the men and the women: 85 percent of the men reported.-.

that they knew their worth in the negotiation, but 83 percent of the women
reported feeling unsure of their worth. Among the men, 70 percent felt
entitled to be paid above-average compensation, but among the women,
only 30 percent did. One of these men reported to Barron, “I honestly
think that my value is greater than the package . . . that was offered me out
there.”?* Most of the men also felt that they could use self-promotion to
justify a higher salary, but women were more reluctant to highlight their
accomplishments in this manner. In explaining this, one woman noted, “It’s
hard to talk about yourself and say great things about yourself . . . You tend
to just be humble and hope that people can see that you're a great per-
son.”?* As a result of these different levels of entitlement, the men re-
quested higher salaries and got them.

In general, studies show that women are more satisfied with lower levels
of reward than men are. Also, female and male managers in comparable
positions indicate equal satisfaction with the conditions of their jobs, even
when the men have higher salaries.?

Why are women satisfied with inferior salaries? It appears that women
base their judgments of fair compensation on people like themselves-—
namely, on other women, who in general are less well compensated
than men. Women therefore feel less entitled to high pay than men do. As
a result, women often fail to recognize that they are personally discrimi-
nated against when they receive lower pay and fewer other benefits than
comparable men.? Despite this failure to perceive personal discrimination,
women often recognize that women in general are discriminated against.

Comparison standards are at work again: when judging whether women
in general suffer discrimination, women compare women to men and sus-
pect discrimination.” .

To avoid the pitfalls of undervaluing themselves, women should obtain
as much information as possible about typical salaries and be.neﬁts and
compare themselves to similarly qualified men. If it is not possible to ob-
tain such information, women should just up their requests somewhat to
avoid undervaluing themselves. Also, in negotiating for salary or ran.k,
fernale managers should present a balanced picture of themsel.ves by dis-
playing both task competence and social skills, thereby quelling doubts
about their agency and communion. And women must alsFJ oYercome a‘ny
reluctance to initiate negotiations: those who negotiate obtain higher salaries
than those who do not.*®

Feeling Authentic in Leader Roles. In addition to othc‘tr challenfge.s pre-
sented by the labyrinth, women can feel out of place and inauthentic in tia-
ditionally masculine organizational settings. Female leafders may 'ﬁnd at
their leadership styles and values are not in harmony with masculine orga-
nizational cultures, as chapter 9 demonstrates. Such might be tl.le case, for
example, when women emphasize high ethical standards and fair anfi c.om-f
passionate treatment of others, values more generally charactensnc. o
women than men (see chapter 3). In the words of one female ma\‘nag.mg
director of a large bank, “I've gotten close to the top of the o‘rgamzauon,
and I'm not sure I like what I see. Nothing grossly illegal, Put ml.moral o
My boss . . . is one of five men at the top. They are a}ll 1)ncred1b.ly ar;bl-
tious. My boss would go to bat for me as long as he dl@ t put hl’mse at
risk. T have a hard time with that from a moral perspective. I don’t always
see them doing the right thing. They rationalize it.”* ' |

A female former vice president in a Fortune 500 comparny cited the orga-
nization’s extremely aggressive culture as a principal reason for ?eavig
the organization: “After you get to a certain level, i't’s not developmg fi
best strategic plan, it’s the sheer competitiveness of it—who can kill every

40
On;"i‘s: .do women executives who experience such sen.timen'ts achlzx::s a
feeling of authenticity in their jobs? Experts on leadership typically a;ds t‘:f
that authenticity follows from being open and transparent. In the‘ W{J : o
leadership scholars Bruce Avolio and his colleagues, authentic lea earls-
“know who they are, what they believe and value, and ... act Ppon tho;e ; ,
ues and beliefs while transparently interacting with others.”# Presumably,
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such leaders inspire trust in others and thereby boost their subordinates’
job attitudes and performance.

But this advice, however reasonable it may seem, is more useful for men
than women. A woman who transparently reveals her values places herself
at risk if those values are not shared by her male colleagues. In addition,
people may view a woman as having less legitimacy to represent an organi-
zation’s values.”? As a result, women who express and act on their values
may undermine their own influence and find themselves facing increased
resistance and rejection. On the other hand, women who lead by emulating
the behaviors and values of their male colleagues may feel personally inau-
thentic, as if they are putting on a mask and acting in an unnatural way. For
example, Jane Rosenthal, a producer and founder of a film production com-
pany, said, “Sometimes I feel I have to be tougher, to show authority . . .
I have a little girl's voice, so sometimes I will say certain things to get a
point across. I feel as if I were being difficult;at times. And then I find
myself saying, ‘But this isn’t me.””*

The pressure to accept values and exhibit behaviors that are not one’s
own can create discomfort that goes beyond the challenges of learning a
new role. Instead, genuine dilemmas can arise. Women (and men) in such
situations surely should attempt to create more acceptance of their behav-
ioral styles and values. The question is how to do this while still remaining
loyal to the organization and not surrendering career success.

In an insightful book that deals with these challenges, Debra Meyerson
introduced the concept of tempered radicals, defined as “people who want to
succeed in their organizations yet want to live by their values or identities,
even if they are somehow at odds with the dominant culture of their orga-
nizations.”* Tempered radicals often take seemingly small actions that
gain support when noticed by others. Individuals with the courage to take
such steps can foster progressive change in organizations.

Some of Meyerson’s tempered radicals resisted efforts to change their
leadership style to the more autocratic style that was normative in their
organizations. Even in the role of head surgeon, which is ordinarily
enacted autocratically, one of the women Meyerson featured proceeded
collaboratively in a manner that valued input from all members of the sur-
gical team. This woman provided an alternative model of excellent perfor-
mance and succeeded in changing some doctors’ and nurses’ ideas about
how surgical teams should be run.

Once more, men have a clearer, straighter path to leadership than women.
Men, more often than women, can succeed merely by “being themselves”

because they match other people’s concepts 9f what )leaders are l(iike.
Women face more complexity because they initially don’t seem as léa ;r-
like to others and may also have somewhat different values and .aan es
than most of their male colleagues. Coping with these complexme's tests
female leaders’ intelligence, interpersonal skills, and personal maturity.

Second Principle: Build Social Capital

As we show in chapter 9, those who create social. capitall through g9od
relationships with colleagues, both within a}nd outside their orgamzzz(c)ix;i
are more likely to rise to positions of authority. EmPlo.yees can ?masslation_
capital by interacting with colleagues and fastabhshmg pc‘)s¥t1ve refferin
ships with them. Parties in such relationships should ant11§c11pate Zv e f_
help and advice as much as they obtain such benefits. Workp s;:e a e
ment flows from supporting one’s colleagues and not merely from exp
i m.
mg]:i;lipixfgrzlriit;:rticipating in networks create. social capital. Netho;ks :::
provide emotional support, contacts with clients, leads about job p

, .
inside information, advice on work-related problems, and inform

P 5.4 One way that women in

i a wide range of job-related issue : .
trlrj.):ll::z;tinated ﬁeldsgcan reduce feelings of isolation is by nt;twork;neg-
with other women. Such networks can be useful, even though ;y s;) me
times risk eliciting the suspicion of male colleagues. In the }\:nzlr hsn;)‘:h ne
senior British police officer, “When three of us [W9men] 1:1 ot
gether last week, people were commenting about' it, you . ;)Zave har
goingon’ . .. Theboss of one of the women walked in and sai
interrupted something.
Ouizrltlzxtz:nei should also network with men, giwfen 'that t’he more-pogw;if;l
networks are usually dominated by men, as we indicate in chka;pt(:l ti.vaﬁng :
though women often have diﬁiculty1 jo;‘mn%7 t::s:n:efzrvlcze ;Xecutive e
is a useful strategy for women leaders. e ¢
ti:‘;l{e:l, “I rarely felt ifcyluded in networks. I usually had to t;rnnatelr::; :;:r;
contacts and did not experience others coming to me, eveg Otlgfhalmost "
very high position in my organization. really had to do it ?}f ;0 o
of the time.”# This woman’s assertive approach allowed her o
valuable relationships despite others’ reluctana.a to reach out. to hed. en
Leaders also often credit their advancemen.t in part to ila;nng t;e oo
tor.* Hospital executive Sandra Labas Fenwick acknow, ;bge e ih
tance of a mentor to her career: 1 looked at the personI'd be W
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and tried to determine whether he could help me grow, provide me with
new opportunities, open doors for me, and teach me as a mentor. He did. I
was promoted as the first woman administrator the hospital ever had. Find-
ing a good mentor to help you is as important as your title or salary.”*

Mentors can teach their protégés about their organizations or profes-
sions and help them to obtain good assignments. Mentors can also offer
encouragement, acceptance, and friendship. Protégés benefit from both
the coaching and the personal support that mentoring provides. Higher
compensation and speedier promotions can follow, along with greater job
satisfaction and career commitment. Black female managers, in particular,
report that having a mentor can lead to corporate success and that not hav-
ing a mentor is a major barrier to advancement.’!

Individuals who are new to an organization are well advised to seek out
mentors both informally and formally through established organizational
channels. Although women and men appear to be about equally likely to
have a mentor, men are more likely to have male mentors. In fact, protégés
with male mentors tend to receive more financial compensation, regardless
of their own gender. :

Relationships with more-powerful associates can be especially advanta-
geous, but it is wise to form positive relationships with coworkers of all
statuses. As Libby Sartain, senior vice president of human resources at
Yahoo! noted, “Forming good relationships above you, on the same level
with you, and below you is how people succeed in the workplace.”? It
would be a mistake to assume that certain people are not important
enough to warrant bothering with them. For example, one of us knows a
professor whose office is rarely cleaned and who must wait a long time to
have equipment repaired, all because he has been uncivil to the mainte-
nance staff at his institution. Coworkers at every level can have much to
offer, including inside information that is shared only in the context of pos-
itive, trusting relationships.

Balancing Employment and Family

Now we address a crucial matter: balancing employment and family re-
sponsibilities. We do not presume to provide basic principles for finding
this balance, because there is a wide range of satisfactory (and unsatisfac-
tory) resolutions. Women who marry, and especially those who become
mothers, should keep in mind that even though discrimination remains a

serious obstacle, a major portion of the labyrinth derives from their family
responsibilities. Although female leaders and managers may remain single
or childless or may delay childbearing until their careers are established,
most are or have been married and have one or more children. Domestic
responsibilities then present most of these women with challenges that
men do not face to the same degree.

Women who have delayed childbearing and have established managerial
careers generally have better-than-average earnings, and sometimes strato-
spheric ones. Women with excellent incomes have easier options for bal-
ancing career and family demands. Such women can delegate housework
and can rely on babysitters, nannies, and excellent childcare centers to re-
duce some of their childcare duties. Still, given contemporary expectations
for intensive parenting, even for these women caring for children usually
remains a major responsibility. As chapter 5 shows, men continue to devote
less time than women to childcare, even though men in general contribute
substantially more than they did in the past.

Challenges and Benefits of Having It All

“Having it all” is a divisive phrase, because no woman wants to admit
that she has accepted half a loaf or half alife. The phrase generally refers to
achieving a successful career and a successful family life that includes chil-
dren. Without a doubt, that life situation is appealing to many women.
More women would aspire to demanding careers if they did not believe
that this choice would unacceptably compromise their family lives. And
women with career aspirations would be greatly aided by husbands or part-
ners who accepted half of the domestic responsibilities.

Some talented women choose careers that they hope will allow some
flexibility to handle family obligations while staying employed. However, as
chapter 5 demonstrates, this flexibility may not be forthcoming, Fast-track
positions in management, law, and other professional fields require a large
time commitment. Often, highly educated and talented women who want
both career and family must choose between fast-track career paths that
provide limited time for family and less-prestigious careers that may a'dlow
part-time employment or breaks from employment—not an easy ch01c.e.

Many mothers, including some who have superb career credentials,
choose part-time employment, take lengthy leaves of absence, or even leave
employment entirely while raising children. However, as chapter 5 shows,
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women who take such actions do so very likely at the expense of their long-
term careers. Many women may not realize the magnitude of the costs they
may incur. And many women may not fully understand the advantages of
maintaining employment despite substantial family responsibility.

What are these advantages? Because people want a healthy and satisfying
life, we ask whether the combination of employment, marriage, and par-
enthood is the best way to achieve such a life. The answer isn’t obvious. In
fact, there are two very different ways that social scientists have theorized
about multiple roles. According to one view, having multiple life roles cre-
ates stress, strain, and overload because multiple demands quickly become
excessive. According to an alternative view, having multiple roles enhances
well-being and health because each additional role creates opportunities for
learning and mastery. Also, each new role generally affords some increase in
social support and builds social capital. In this view a life full of challenges
does not wear people down but instead strengthens them.** o

Women who consider having a family and a demanding career should be
skeptical about informal advice concerning the costs and benefits of multi-
ple roles. Such advice is common. For example, Patricia Woertz, CEO of
Archer Daniels Midland, disclosed that one of her first bosses assured her
that children would ruin her career: “Get yourself fixed,” he said, “and put
it on your expense report.” She went on to have three children and an extra-
ordinarily successful business career.’s

In fact, many studies have compared the health and well-being of people
who have more or fewer significant life roles. Although people can experi-
ence stress from multiple roles, it is clear that, for both sexes, a life involv-
ing both paid work and family responsibilities is associated overall with
better mental and physical health and superior feelings of well-being.

There are several reasons for these benefits. One reason is that satisfac-
tion from the work role and satisfaction from the family role add up to pro-
duce a larger total amount of satisfaction. In addition, problems in one role
can be buffered by successes in the other. Moreover, the skills and resources
acquired in one role can also enhance the other role. For example, time-
management skills acquired at a job or in the home can be used in the other
setting. As a result, both men and women who possess a variety of impor-
tant life roles are better off than people who reply on only one important
life role.** They may experience higher self-esteem, a more interesting life,
more shared experiences with their partners, and improved physical and
mental health.

But what about the more targeted question of whether women, espe-
cially those who have children, benefit specifically from paid employment?
Here, too, correlational studies show benefits. In general, across a substan-
tial number of studies, women’s employment is linked to less psychological
distress, fewer physical ailments, and lower mortality rates, whether or not
the women have children. These findings seem to refute the idea that hav-
ing multiple roles increases stress and to confirm the idea that roles expand
individuals’ capacities. However, because these data are correlational, it is
unclear whether multiple roles lead to these positive effects or whether
good mental and physical health increases the chances that people will
undertake multiple roles in the first place.”” Both possibilities are plausible.

To determine whether employment enhances health and well-being,
social scientists conduct longitudinal research by following people over
time. They see whether those who were employed at an earlier time subse-
quently have better or worse health than those who were not employed.
Studies of this sort yield less ambiguous results but are far more difficult to
conduct and consequently are relatively rare. Yet these studies also show
that women have better physical and mental health when they have jobs
than when they don’t. Studies showing adverse effects are rare. So the con-
sensus of research argues against the role stress hypothesis.’®

Having both a fulfilling career and a good family life can be gratifying, as
Cathleen Black, president of Hearst Magazines, attests: “T have fulfilled my
dreams and more. Who thought that a young girl from the South Side of
Chicago could . . . become president of a large division of a corporation? I
get up in the morning and get excited about what I'm going to do that day.
I have a wonderful marriage, two great kids, and a very interesting career. I
feel like I have it all.”*®

Well-being and health are influenced by all important life roles. Parent-
hood usually brings great satisfaction and pleasure, but at the same time it
can be a major source of stress. Mothers and fathers experience higher lev-
els of depression than those who do not have children, and long-term stay-
at-home mothers are generally less healthy than other women. Caring for
infants can be particularly stressful and even precipitate depression, espe-
cially for mothers who are solely responsible for their children’s care. And
parents report somewhat less marital satisfaction than nonparents.

The feelings of accomplishment and challenge provided by jobs can act

as a buffer to reduce the stresses that mothers can experience in their
parental role. In fact, success in any major life role, such as partner, paid




worker, or parent, can buffer difficulties in other life roles.®! As noted by
one female vice president of a Fortune 500 company, “It is really a positive
thing in my life to have an intellectually engaging and challenging job, to
have children and to have a strong partnership at home. Anything I can do
to keep one makes me better at the other two.”*

Research shows that, in general, children do equally well whether their
mothers have jobs or are homemakers. As we indicate in chapter 4, studies
have shown that employed mothers compensate for their time away from
their children by giving up leisure and personal time to nurture them. They
spend considerable time interacting with their children, although they typ-
ically do share childcare with other caretakers. What really matters to chil-
dren’s development is that they are cared for by skilled and nurturing
adults, whether that care comes from a mother, a father, another relative or
caretaker, or the staff of a high-quality childcare center.?

Clearly, on average multiple roles enhance mental and physical health.
Given the evidence of these benefits for both sexes, it is striking that jour-
nalists and popular writers confine their discussions of “having it all” to the
situations faced by women. People generally assume that it’s the responsi-
bility of women to resolve the dilemma of having it all. But without men’s
cooperation, this dilemma cannot be resolved.

Moving Toward Equality

Successful women leaders often acknowledge their spouses as helping
them advance. Sheila Wellington, past president of Catalyst, and her hus-
band, Harry, supported each other in their careers and reaped the benefits.
She noted, “I don’t see why anyone can’t do very well in lots of different
spheres . . . Harry and I would have been totally bored if either of us came
home to someone who just wanted to know about our day.”¢ Law partner
Martha Lindner remarked, “My husband was . . . very supportive through-
out law school and my career . . . together we took care of the children.”®*
And corporate executive Connie Matsui, executive vice president, corpo-
rate strategy and communications at Biogen Idec, said of her husband,
“We’ve been partners in everything, especially in raising our children.”¢
Spouses who share domestic work can be especially helpful to women
seeking leadership roles.

As we point out in chapter 4, more men than ever are involved in caring
for their children and more than ever would consider staying home full-
time. In fact, of the women on Fortune’s 2002 list of the most powerful

women in business, about one-third had husbands who were at home
either full-time or part-time.s’

As men commit themselves more fully to children and family, they have
the same conflicts as employed women and may even encounter more
intolerance for these commitments. According to Todd Greck, a radio ad-
vertising sales executive, few of the employed involved fathers he knew
were honest about their commitment to family while at their jobs. “If
someone wanted to go at 4 p.m. and meet clients for beers, it would be
OK,” he explains. Not so if they want to see their kid in a school play, he
says . .. “They would say they have an appointment and sneak out[;] other-
wise the perception would be that they are loafing.””*® Norms may change
as men devote more time to their children. In fact, among employed mar-
ried parents, men now express more concern about insufficient time with
their children than women do.%®

Both men and women can benefit from active involvement in family
roles as well as paid work roles. Paternal involvement in childcare not only
would reduce women'’s work load but also would enrich men’s lives. And a
greater sharing of employment and family responsibilities can also benefit
men by reducing their burden as breadwinners. Journalist Michael Elliot
acknowledged the costs of the traditional division of labor for men:

1 allowed work to take over my life, spending nights or weekends working on
books or TV films. I've spent nothing close to the time I wanted to with my two
daughters . . . It’s not just women who are disappointed that modern life has
not accommodated their various needs. So are the millions of baby-boomer
men who wanted their marriage to be a genuine partnership of equals . . . So
long as they [women] stay out of the marketplace, their husbands are trapped
in it—otherwise family incomes would fall.”®

Further benefits of couples’ shared family and employment responsibili-
ties include more similar life experiences and therefore greater mutual
understanding.”

There are other advantages of women’s continued employment. Divorce
rates remain high, and widowhood is also common. By maintaining their
careers at a high level, women protect themselves from the financial disas-
ter that can follow from divorce or widowhood as well as from a husband’s
or partner’s job loss or underemployment.”

The direction of social change is toward increased equality between men
and women in domestic responsibilities. Still, obstacles remain in the com-
petitive nature of the contemporary workplace, which in many professions
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makes advancement contingent on the person’s accepting extremely long
workplace hours. Also, given that men often earn more than women, when
couples decide that one parent should take major responsibility for child-
care, they typically select the mother, in part because of her lesser earning
power. However, as figure 10-1 shows, it has become far more common
than before for wives to have higher incomes than husbands: in about one-
fourth of families in which both spouses are employed, the wife now earns
more. This situation changes the calculus of career versus family toward
more equal contribution by mothers and fathers in both domains.

Conclusion

Women confront a labyrinth that poses many challenges to their leader-
ship. Clearly, women can’t tear down the labyrinth on their own. Employ-
ment discrimination, organizational policies that favor men, and inequities
in domestic responsibilities all contribute to women'’s lesser advancement.
So organizations, men, and society in general must do their part to enable
women and men to attain true equality and gain the same paths to leader-
ship. Our advice in this chapter, then, is not intended to burden women

FIGURE 10-1

Percentage of U.S. employed, married women who earn more than
their husbands, 1987-2004
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with further demands. Rather, we offer suggestions to empower women
who wish to navigate a path through the labyrinth that currently exists.

Some readers may object to some of our advice, because it implies that
women must accommodate themselves to existing cultural and organiza-
tional norms rather than the other way around. Our point is that women
should not wait to seek leadership until organizational and cultural
changes have created a level playing field. Women who initially break into
male-dominated roles face special challenges, but when they are successful,
they can foster progressive organizational change that creates greater fair-
ness for the women who follow in their footsteps.

A woman who heads a branch of a brokerage firm reflected on the
importance of such efforts: “Although I'd like it to be a perfect world where
gender had nothing to do with professionalism, I think we have to live and
work in a male-dominated society. Since I can’t change that, [ adapt . . . I
don’t want to go home every day thinking I've failed because I'm trying to
change something that is beyond my power to change . . . If only we each
do a little something in our own way, that can be more revolutionary than
if we try to change the world overnight.””?

In this chapter, we eschew specific “rules for success” because such rules
seldom reflect the complexity of women’s lives. It is more effective for
women to consider the general principles we have offered and to figure out
how to apply them in their own situations. These principles are to combine
exceptional competence with warmth and friendliness and to build social
capital on the job.

Breakthrough women in masculine settings should carefully monitor
whether communal behavior undermines or enhances their effectiveness.
They can also forge connections with others in multiple networks and seek
the guidance and support of male and female mentors. Women can remind
themselves of their worth, assertively seek demanding assignments, expect
more rewards for their work, and learn to negotiate well. In addition, they
can rely on husbands and partners to share childcare and other domestic
work, and those with enough income can pay for help with household
chores and childcare. Women should remember too that staying in a career
and negotiating its labyrinth generally benefit long-run health and happi-
ness more than dropping out, as shown by the extensive research on the
positive effects of multiple roles.

As we consistently argue, leadership roles are changing toward the
model of a good coach or good teacher, and this model is more congenial to
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women than earlier models. This type of leadership allows women to com-
bine competence and warmth and to be, as one woman publisher de-
scribed it, “smart, driven, aggressive, strong, and tough, but also fair and
openhearted.”7* This cultural shift eases women’s paths to leadership. And
simultaneously women have already changed substantially in personality,
abilities, education, career ambition, labor force participation, and job pref-
erences. These changes reflect women’s accommodation to their new roles
and opportunities.

Women will continue to change. And the actions of women leaders will
in turn change organizations and the culture, helping to remove barriers
that obstruct women’s path through the labyrinth.

CHAPTER ELEVEN

How Good Are Women
Leaders and What Does
Their Future Hold?

THE GLASS CEILING has been cracked and shattered so many times
and in so many contexts that it no longer makes sense to use this metaphor
to portray the barriers that women encounter in the workplace. Women
no longer face monolithic roadblocks that obstruct all access to high-level
positions. Yet impediments still exist, producing the sometimes confusing
and often indirect paths that women travel. Astute pathfinders maneuver
through this labyrinth.

One indicator of these changes is the serious attention that Hillary Clin-
ton is receiving as a candidate for president, the most powerful position in
the United States. This emergence of a viable female presidential candidate
was impossible until very recently. Only a few years ago, highly qualified fe-
male candidates such as Elizabeth Dole emerged and were quickly rejected.
However, the glass ceiling in political leadership has not been replaced by a
thoroughfare. Consider Bob Herbert’s words in a New York Times editorial:
“When the crunch comes, the toughest issue for Clinton may be the one
that so far as been talked about least. If she runs, she’ll be handicapped by
her gender. Anyone who thinks it won’t be difficult for 2 woman to get
elected president of the United States should go home, take a nap, wake up
refreshed and think again.”? Another article in the New York Times, appear-
ing under the discouraging headline “How suite it isn’t: A dearth of female
bosses,” carried a similar message for corporate leadership. ’




These negative statements show that women have a long way to go
before achieving equality with men in access to power and authority. Those
who see the glass as half full ask, How have so many women gained access
to leadership? And those who see it as half empty ask, What is holding
women back? We have answered both questions in this book. In this chap-
ter, we summarize our answers and then discuss how women’s rise can in-
crease the effectiveness of leadership and the success of organizations. We
also evaluate the implications of the slowing pace of change evident on
some indicators of women’s access to leadership.

The questions we have addressed are thoroughly contemporary. Until
recently, the question of why women are rare in higher-level leadership posi-
tions would not have been asked, let alone been taken seriously. Men'’s social
dominance outside the domestic sphere was so complete that it seemed an
indication of the natural order or, as some people put it, a consequence of

“biological necessity.” Aside from historical rarities such as a few queens,

women had no access to national leadership or to other positions of signifi-
cant authority. The concrete wall prevailed for centuries, to be replaced in
the 1970s and 1980s by a transitional glass ceiling that allowed women entry
into lower-level leadership roles but blocked their ascent to higher levels.

It was only very late in the twentieth century that more than a few
women began to gain access to positions of substantial authority, a shift so
recent that many inequalities remain. Women still have much less power
than men in the public sphere. As a corollary of this inequality, women retain
more domestic responsibility than men. Changing this situation to reach
gender equality is no simple matter. It is true that a dramatic worldwide shift
toward gender equality has accompanied societal modernization, with its
transition from agrarian to industrial to postindustrial economies.? Com-
plete equality, however, eludes even the most progressive of these societies.

In the United States, only a small percentage of corporate and political
leaders are women. Although many other nations have a much greater pro-
portion of women in political offices, including in their national parlia-
ments, women’s small representation in the ranks of corporate executives
is a global phenomenon. However, exclusive focus on corporate statistics
diverts attention from women’s enormous progress in a wide range of
other leadership roles. In fact, 23 percent of the chief executives of U.S.
organizations are women, as are the majority of managers in domains such
as human resources and education.

Is the pace of change fast or slow? The answer depends on where you
look. In a widely read book published in 1998, psychologist Virginia Valian

labeled this advancement as decidedly slow.* We hesitate to label women’s
advancement as slow—or fast, for that matter. In daily life, it is impossible
to miss the substantial increase in women’s access to an ever-widening
range of leadership positions. Still, the rate of women’s advancement varies
in different sectors of society. It is this unevenness that makes some changes
seem rapid and momentous, and others snail-like and small.

The Causes of Women'’s Partial Ascent to Leadership

In trying to explain the situation of women as leaders, most people point to
only one piece of the causal picture. The media and public often embrace
only certain explanations, temporarily lending them popular appeal. Social
scientists focus on the causes studied within their own disciplines. Psychol-
ogists emphasize personality traits and stereotypes, political scientists focus
on political attitudes and officeholding, sociologists study the family divi-
sion of labor and occupational segregation, management and organiza-
tional scientists examine the norms and practices of organizations, and
economists study human capital and labor markets. But focusing on a sin-
gle type of explanation, however appealing, is limiting. All types of expla-
nations should be considered.

But not all explanations are valid. In fact, we rejected one explanation for
gender inequality in leadership that, if valid, would trump all others. This
idea, advanced by some evolutionary psychologists, is that evolution has
endowed men—and not women—with a natural ability and desire to lead.
Assumptions about evolved dispositions may provide a plausible explana-
tion for one sex difference: the greater physical aggressiveness of men,
especially of young men toward other young men. But instead of enhanc-
ing men’s suitability for leadership in the modern era, physical violence dis-
qualifies them—except in gangs, criminal groups, some types of athletic
teams, and some military settings.

Some psychological dispositions do predict leadership. People with cer-
tain types of personalities and abilities have a greater chance of becoming
leaders and functioning effectively in leader roles. What types? Sociable,
assertive individuals who are open to new ideas and who are conscientious,
honest, and trustworthy tend to become effective leaders. And general intel-
ligence enhances leadership, just as it enhances job performance in general.

Neither the contribution of general intelligence nor of this set of per-
sonality traits, however, gives men the edge over women as leaders. A
mix of traits—some culturally feminine, others masculine, and still others




androgynous—contributes to leadership. In addition, sex differences in this
profile’s culturally masculine traits such as assertiveness have been shrink-
ing over time. This change has occurred because masculine qualities have
increased in women, and not because they have decreased in men. If
women’s opportunities may have been limited in the past by a lack of cer-
tain masculine traits, this situation has changed.

Another fundamental argument about women’s lesser power and au-
thority is that their greater family responsibilities limit their careers. De-
spite a marked weakening of the traditional family division of labor, having
children reduces labor force participation for women and increases it for
men. Women’s less-consistent labor force participation and fewer hours
of employment contribute to their lower wages and lesser workplace au-
thority. So there is validity to the argument that on average men have more
on-the-job experience, which increases their chances for promotion to
higher ranks.

Although in general men have more job expéﬁencé than women, dis-

crimination also takes its toll on women’s opportunities. When we gave
human capital variables, including job experience, a chance to trump dis-
crimination, they didn’t. Because such factors account only partially for
gender gaps in earnings and promotions, women’s lesser job experience
does not fully explain the greater number of male leaders. The unexplained
gender gap that remains provides evidence that discrimination contributes
to women’s exclusion from leadership.

This claim that workplace discrimination is alive and well also emerges
from experiments that compare the evaluations of identical job applica-
tions from women and men. These experiments demonstrate gender bias:
men receive more-favorable evaluations than equivalent women in all but
markedly feminine contexts, such as clerical work. The conclusion that
prejudice and discrimination hamper women’s access to leadership roles
thus rests on the corroborating evidence from experiments and correla-
tional studies.

Prejudice and discrimination are a consequence of the ways people
observe and interpret everyday social interaction. Social psychologists have
shown that gender stereotypes come to mind automatically when people
encounter cues related to gender. These associations form a constant back-
drop, coloring the judgments made about people in organizations and
other contexts. Because leadership predominantly evokes masculine associ-
ations, it conflicts with associations about women.

This conflict leaves women vulnerable to prejudice. Sometimes women
are considered unqualified because they are perceived to lack the stereo-
typical attributes of good leaders, and other times women are criticized
because they display those very attributes. Women leaders who embrace
traditional femininity can thus be rejected for seeming to be insufficiently
masculine (not tough, decisive, or competent enough) and too feminine
(weak, uncertain, or ineffectual). Women leaders who embrace the agentic
demands of leadership can be rejected for seeming to be too masculine
(dominant, highly competent, or self-promoting) and insufficiently femi-
nine (not warm, selfless, or supportive enough). This is the double bind
that we have emphasized. A woman who does not carefully walk the line
between these conflicting expectations can find herself labeled a bitch or a
bimbo, as Carly Fiorina put the matter.®

Resisting the authority of women can involve negative evaluations of
women'’s qualifications and performance, rejection of their efforts to take
charge, and sometimes outright sexual harassment. Given some resistance
to women’s leadership, it would be astonishing if their leadership styles
were exactly the same as men’s. Women do lead differently from men, but
these differences are more subtle than is often claimed. Close study of lead-
ership by women shows that the labyrinth they negotiated has not chan-
neled them into inferior leadership styles. Instead, the leadership styles that
women manifest slightly more than men are generally effective in contem-
porary organizations. Ironically, the penalties that women incur when ex-
hibiting a dominating, command-and-control style apparently have led
them to adopt leadership styles that work well in a wide range of contem-
porary settings.

Organizational processes also slow women'’s progress toward workplace
equality. Stereotypes and beliefs held by individuals within organizations
give rise to organizational norms that take on a life of their own and can be
difficult to change. Even when individuals question practices that are un-
friendly to women and families, those practices can still prevail. Some of
this unfriendliness reflects the unequal family division of labor that enables
many fathers to work very long hours and yet maintain their (admittedly
limited) family lives. These work patterns are difficult or even impossible
for mothers who have the bulk of the family responsibilities.

In organizations, limited access to male networks and other sources of
social capital can also hold women back. In addition, women often confront
an inhospitable masculine organizational culture and male executives who




prefer to work with other men rather than with someone less similar
to themselves. Although these features of organizations do not change eas-
ily, we have described many sensible innovations that can foster progres-
sive change.

Our analysis speaks to the twenty-first-century woman charting her way
through the labyrinth. To advance herself and foster progressive organiza-
tional change under the conditions that now prevail, this woman should
consider two general principles that can guide workplace behavior: blend-
ing agency with communion and building social capital.

Women who blend agency with communion address both sides of the
double bind by demonstrating that they are sufficiently directive and
assertive to be good leaders but that this agency does not undermine the
warmth that women are expected to display Women who achieve this
amalgam of assertiveness and sociability should find it easier to maneuver
skillfully in organizations—in other words, to follow our second principle
of building social capital, despite its challenges for women. People like
working with friendly, assertive leaders and appreciate their goal-directed
energy. Women leaders who have such qualities usually have the best
chance of being welcomed in networks and included in relationships that
foster workplace advancement. However, the advice to incorporate a good
measure of warmth and friendliness in one’s behavior has limits in ex-
tremely masculine environments, where this approach can sometimes un-
dermine women’s authority. Therefore, women need to proceed with eyes
wide open, noticing the effects of their behaviors on workplace colleagues.

Women should also think carefully about the work-life front. Research
has shown that women experience long-term advantages in life satisfaction
and well-being from retaining a career, despite parenting responsibilities.
As journalist Carol Hymowitz wrote, “Reach for the top—and don’t elimi-
nate choices too soon or worry about the myth of balance.”¢ Attaining the
advantages of a successful career and a successful family life requires nego-
tiation of the demanding “rush hour of life,” when the pressures of career
growth and children’s needs coincide.” For many women, this period of life
is the main detour in the labyrinth.

The Consequences of Women Attaining
More Equal Access to Leadership Roles

Does it really matter whether women have equal access to leadership in
society? Legal and moral arguments, of course, favor equal opportunity.

Exclusion on the basis of demographic characteristics such as sex and race
violates American values and receives very little support in U.S. public opin-
ion and no explicit support in the law. But is there any gain beyond fairness?

There are obvious gains. Having a larger candidate pool increases orga-
nizations’ opportunity to obtain excellent leadership. Hiring and promoting
the most qualified individuals increase chances for success. But what if
women really don’t have the “right stuff” to lead? As we have shown, there
is no defensible argument that men are naturally, inherently, or actually bet-
ter suited to leadership than women are. Furthermore, at least in the United
States, blatant sex discrimination increases the likelihood of legal penalties
and expensive litigation. Organizations also lose because the image that all-
white, all-male leadership groups present to the public is no longer favor-
able. Therefore, some corporate stakeholders, including large institutional
investors, have pressured for diversification of boards of directors.® And
selection for Fortune’s list of “best companies to work for” entails scrutiny of
companies’ fairness in hiring and promotion and its diversity practices.’

Another reason that organizations may benefit from women leaders is
that their leadership styles appear to be somewhat more attuned to most
contemporary conditions. Although this consideration could give an ad-
vantage to women, leadership style is only part of the story of effective-
ness. Women’s favorable ways of leading can be undermined by prejudice
and resistance and by a hostile organizational cuiture.

These complexities are reflected in the mix of opinions that journalists
offer concerning women leaders. Sometimes they heap praise on women:
“After years of analyzing what makes leaders most effective and figuring
out who's got the Right Stuff, management gurus know how to boost the
odds of getting a great executive: Hire a female.”’® On the other hand,
sometimes they belittle women’s accomplishments, as did editorial writer
Maureen Dowd in commenting on Katie Couric’s ascension as the first
female anchor of a network evening news program: “The sad truth is,
women only get to the top of places like the network evening news and
Hollywood after those places are devalued.”"!

Given these considerations, the bottom-line question remains: are women
leaders as effective as men leaders? The answer is not a simple yes or no.

One type of answer emerges from research that compares male and
female leaders on how well they have actually performed as leaders. Such
studies exist in abundance and have been combined in a meta-analysis that
integrated ninety-six of them.!? These studies examined managers in orga-
nizations and, in a few instances, leaders of small laboratory groups. The




male and female leaders who were compared held the same or generally
comparable roles. Researchers typically determined leaders’ effectiveness by
having people rate how well the leaders performed. These evaluations are
not necessarily unbiased and may well be contaminated by prejudice against
women leaders, especially in male-dominated settings. But because leaders
cannot be effective unless others accept their leadership, these evaluations,
however biased, serve as a relevant measure of how well a person leads."?

Given the importance of the fit between expectations about men and
women and the requirements of leadership roles (see chapter 6), the success
of male and female leaders should depend on context. In male-dominated
settings, ideas about leadership and women diverge most sharply, causing
more people to doubt women'’s qualifications for leadership and to resist
the authority of women who do hold leadership positions.'

As anticipated, the meta-analysis of leaders’ effectiveness reveals that
men surpass women in male-dominated leadership roles or culturally mas-
culine settings. However, women surpass men in settings that are less male
dominated or less culturally masculine. Consistent with these findings,
women are judged substantially less effective than men in the military, one
of the most traditionally masculine environments. However, women are
somewhat more effective than men in educational, governmental, and
social service organizations, which have higher concentrations of women.

Also according to the meta-analysis, female managers fare particularly
well in effectiveness, relative to male managers, in middle-level leadership
positions. Middle management generally requires complex interpersonal
skills, a domain in which women typically excel.'” In general, women ex-
ceed men in leadership roles that people perceive as attractive to women
and as rewarding such stereotypically female characteristics as cooperative-
ness and the ability to get along well with others. Men exceed women in
roles that people perceive as attractive to men and as rewarding such
stereotypically male characteristics as directiveness and the ability to con-
trol others. Overall, leaders’ effectiveness appears to track gender stereo-
typing quite closely.!¢

It is not surprising that female leaders encounter more difficulties in
masculine settings, given the organizational impediments that we detail in
chapter 9. The unwelcoming practices of long hours and masculine cul-
tures are typically more intense in such settings. And women employed in
highly masculine domains often contend with traditional suspicions that
they lack the toughness, competitiveness, and competence needed to suc-

ceed. In such settings, it is challenging for women to build needed relation-
ships and to gain acceptance in influential networks.

Given these difficulties, advancing up a highly male-dominated hierar-
chy requires an especially strong, skillful, and persistent woman who can
avoid the wavering of confidence that colleagues’ doubts can instill. Such a
woman is likely to be truly excellent but also truly vulnerable. Her gender,
highly salient to others, can be quickly blamed for any failings.'” But excep-
tional women do succeed. It is unfair that these women must be excep-
tional, but such is the burden of the trailblazers of social change. Their
achievements break down barriers and erode prejudices for the women
who come after them.

So far, our discussion of effectiveness has relied mainly on people’s sub-
jective evaluations of individual leaders. But effectiveness should also be
evaluated by how well a leader’s team or organization performs. Although it
can be difficult to assess performance, businesses can be evaluated by the
standard of their financial success—their bottom line. As corporate execu-
tive Joanne Griffin stated, “We need to demonstrate to businesses that it is in
their interest, in a dollars and cents way, to treat women fairly. Unfair gaps
and unnecessary barriers are awful in their own right, but once businesses
realize it’s to their benefit to be fair, change will occur very quickly.”!®

Abstract arguments about the economic advantages of nondiscrimina-
tion have occasionally been put to the test by relating companies’ financial
success to the gender diversity of their executives and boards of directors.
One such effort, appearing repeatedly in USA Today, compared the yearly
stock performance of the Fortune 500 companies led by women CEOs with
the performance of those led by men. This approach, which has revealed
good years and bad years for the companies led by women, is hardly a reli-
able guide, given that so few large corporations are led by women.*

A better test—one that relates gender diversity of top management
groups to financial performance—was conducted by Catalyst on the For-
tune 500. This study found that, for the period 1996-2000, the companies
with the highest representation of women (the top 25 percent on represen-
tation) fared substantially better than the companies with the lowest repre-
sentation (the bottom 25 percent).?°

A more sophisticated study related the percentage of women in top
management teams of companies in the Fortune 1000 to the companies’
financial performance for the period 1998-2000, taking into account factors
such as company size and industry performance. This study found that




companies with a larger proportion of women in their top management
groups had better financial performance.?! Similar research on large US.
companies in the 1990s revealed that superior financial performance was
associated with higher percentages of women on boards of directors.?

Another investigation showed that firms’ stock prices dropped with the
announcement of the appointment of a female CEO, a result not observed
with the announcement of male CEOs.? This reaction, suggesting share-
holder prejudice, was weaker if the female CEO was a firm insider. The rar-
ity of female CEOs in large corporations apparently produces uncertainty
in investors’ minds. However, in the long run it is firm performance that de-
termines share value.

In summary, studies on corporate executives and boards of directors in
U.S. firms find that the inclusion of women is associated with stronger
financial performance. Despite the considerable ambiguity of such correla-
tional findings, these studies demonstrate that women’s participation as
business leaders can coincide with economic gains for business. For many
people, this good performance of organizations that integrate women into
their leadership groups provides a more compelling argument for nondis-
crimination than the legal argument that discrimination violates laws or
the moral argument that it is inconsistent with American values. As Karin
Curtin, executive vice president of Bank of America, stated, “There is real
debate between those who think we should be more diverse because it is
the right thing to do and those who think we should be more diverse
because it actually enhances shareholder value. Unless we get the second
point across, and people believe it, we’re only going to have tokenism.”2

Why might female executives and board members benefit organiza-
tions’ bottom lines? In addition to the advantages of a larger candidate
pool, a more favorable public image, and desirable leadership styles, gender
diversity provides a wider range of perspectives and points of view on
many issues, including product selection, advertising, public relations, and
labor relations. Also, organizations that serve women as clients, customers,
and employees can have better relationships with these groups when
women are among those who hold leadership positions. Robert Campbell,
CEO of Sun Oil, put the matter this way in a letter to the editor of the Wall
Street Journal: “Often, what a woman or minority person can bring to the
board is some perspective a company has not had before—adding some
modern-day reality to the deliberation process. These perspectives are of
great value, and often missing from an all-white, male gathering. They can
also be an inspiration to the company’s diverse workforce.”?
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Another reason why women’s perspective can be especially valuable is
that, as the less traditional occupants of executive roles, they may be more
receptive to innovation and change, as some empirical evidence suggests.2s
Other evidence suggests that women executives may be less likely to cross
over into fraudulent and illegal business dealings (see chapter 3). All in all,
equal opportunity can allow organizations not only to be fair to women
but also to become more successful.

Despite the advantages that may come to organizations from equal
opportunity, increasing women’s representation in leadership roles can be
stressful for some people, at least in the short run, especially for men. Some
men feel threatened by the entry of women. They may be uncomfortable
with female colleagues or may fear that the presence of women will drag
down their own wages. Some men may find it difficult to identify with a
female boss and may not display as much cooperation and loyalty to her as
to a male boss.?”

So the positive effects of gender diversity are not the whole story. In fact,
research on diversity in teams and organizations has sometimes yielded neg-
ative effects. For example, a study of symphony orchestras in the United
States, the United Kingdom, and Germany in the early 1990s observed in-
creased organizational problems and reduced player motivation and satis-
faction after blind auditions enabled more women to join the orchestras. In
general, these negative effects were larger among men than women, and
these declines flattened or reversed when the proportion of women ap-
proached 50 percent.?

Although there is evidence that salaries are not depressed by the entry
of women into occupations once closed to them, gender diversity brings
challenges, especially when men feel threatened by the entry of women.”
Successful gender integration, like successful racial integration, requires
patience and good planning to avoid and mitigate the resistance, miscom-
munication, and frictions that can occur. Managing diversity to reap its
potential advantages is one of the most important challenges faced by
modern organizations.?®

Societal Pressures Favoring Gender Equality

In contemporary highly industrialized societies, discrimination is irra-
tional—a distortion of democratic values and free markets.?! It is not in the
interest of organizations to maintain gender inequality for its own sake. To
maximize efficiency and profitability, employees must be chosen based on




their abilities and retained based on their performance. Discrimination
distorts labor markets and undermines organizational performance, be-
cause it allows employees to be hired and promoted on bases other than
job-relevant skills. Therefore, the removal of discriminatory barriers en-
hances competitiveness. A

These arguments about competitiveness do not imply that modern eco-
nomic institutions are motivated per se to advance women.? Instead, at
least in the United States, strong support exists for equal opportunity and
rewarding individuals based on the merit of their performance. The cul-
tural support that exists for equal opportunity and meritocracy should ben-
efit women especially, given their increasing educational advantage over
men. However, the unspoken model of what a manager should be like
often assumes few, if any, constraints from child-rearing responsibilities.

This model of employees totally devoted to their organizations does

not resemble the real-world experiences of most women, who often meet

demanding family obligations in addition to career obligations. Increas-
ingly, however, as men accept more responsibility for childrearing and
other domestic work, the model of the totally devoted employee also fits
them less well. Time constraints faced by fast-track men married to fast-
track women can prompt both groups to resist careers that severely curtail
their participation in family life. It will take activism by men as well as
women to induce organizations to revise practices that compromise family
life and thwart gender equality.

The state also has no interest in maintaining gender inequality for its
own sake. Women vote and support political candidates, just as men do.
Significantly, the disparity in the voter turnout of women and men has be-
come steadily larger in the United States, with 60 percent of women vot-
ing in the 2004 presidential election, compared with 56 percent of men.
Because women are slightly more than half of the population, the numer-
ical predominance of female voters has become stunning: 67.3 million
women voted in the 2004 presidential election, and only 58.5 million
men.* Given this substantial difference, politicians increasingly pursue the
support of women.

In yielding more to women, if only for reasons of political expediency,
politicians must take into account differences in the attitudes of men and
women on social and political issues. Although women hold a wide range
of attitudes, on average their attitudes differ from those of men. Women
more often favor policies that advance women’s social position and that

prescribe increased resources and rights for women, children, and disad-
vantaged groups.>

The presence of more women in political offices advances policies that
reflect women’s values and attitudes. Compared with male legislators,
female legislators vote more often for policies such as family leave, birth
control education, and improved public education. Women in state legisla-
tures and local councils advocate, with some success, on behalf of women,
children, and families. As the political power of women gradually in-
creases, both as voters and political officeholders, policies unfriendly to
women and families should recede.”

Despite the potential for women’s family responsibilities to foster pro-
gressive social policies, overall the family remains a conservative influence
because it typically maintains a somewhat traditional division of labor.
According to sociologist Robert Max Jackson, the engines of gender equal-
ity lie outside the family, in the economy and polity, which inherently favor
nondiscrimination and thereby indirectly affect the division of labor in the
family.*¢ We agree that family roles change in response to external shifts in
the status of women and men. For example, women’s increasing access to
well-paid, high-status employment has implications for couples’ decisions
about how their paid work should accommodate childcare. It is now not so
unusual that a wife has a larger income than her husband, as chapter 10
shows, and this situation can induce greater role equality within the family.

Family roles have yielded considerably to equality pressures. Still, this
shift is only partial. The contemporary family, with its greater domestic
responsibilities for women, continues to present obstacles to women'’s lead-
ership. However, as changes in the economy continue to erode traditional
family roles, a new equilibrium may gradually emerge in postindustrial
societies in which men and women are very similar to one another in their
devotion to family and career.?” ‘

Dynamics of the Psychology of Prejudice

In explaining the gender gap in leadership, we have placed some emphasis
on the gender stereotypes that portray men as more leaderlike than women.
This psychology, in and of itself, slows the advancement of women. Psy-
chologists have long regarded these shared beliefs as restraints that hold
women back through stereotypical thinking that is deeply embedded in cul-
tures and therefore difficult to eradicate. However, stereotypes and atﬁmdes




adjust to the realities of social change. In recent decades, attitudes toward
women leaders have become markedly more favorable in economically
advanced societies such as the United States, Canada, and the nations of
Western Europe.

Accompanying these attitudinal shifts are changes in the commonsense
psychology of sex differences. As research by social psychologist Amanda
Diekman and her colleagues has shown, people know that the gender sys-
tem has changed. They believe that today’s women are different from
women of the past and that women of the future will be different from
women of the present. People view women as acquiring a greater measure
of masculine personality traits, masculine cognitive skills, and even mascu-
line physical strength as they increasingly occupy roles outside the home.
In other words, it is the common perception that women have become and
will continue to become more assertive, ambitious, and confident as well

as more rational, mathematical, and analytical and physically strong and

robust. For the most part, people do not think that women have lost cul-
turally feminine qualities such as warmth and sensitivity, and they gen-
erally find it acceptable that women have added relatively masculine
qualities.*” In contrast to this perception of change in women, people re-
gard men as changing very little.

What produces these ideas that women are changing? The answer is
simple: the changes are based on our observations of women and men,
especially women’s increasing presence and success in a wide range of paid
employment, including jobs with high status and wages. We assume that
people usually have the characteristics needed to perform their roles. We
are correct, because most people in fact deliver what is demanded by their
roles. Therefore, the ideas that have produced prejudice against female
leaders—beliefs that women don’t resemble leaders—are slowly being up-
dated as we observe more women in leadership roles as well as the increas-
ing similarity of men’s and women’s family roles.

The Male Perspective

The ambivalence that some men express about women’s rise into positions
of authority emerges repeatedly in this book. Men, more than women,
ascribe the rarity of women in high places to women’s lack of human capi-
tal, and not to discrimination. Men, more than women, believe that a good
leader possesses mainly masculine attributes. Men also resist women’s
authority more than women do and are more likely to implement a double

standard that penalizes women. Some men display overt hostility to
women through sexual harassment.

Men’s misgivings about women'’s rise also emerges in the lJaments of
male social critics. For example, Benjamin DeMott in Killer Woman Blues:
Why Americans Can’t Think Straight About Gender &~ Power complains about
“women-becoming-men” and assimilating a masculine “kickbutt culture.”*
Political scientist Harvey Mansfield writes nostalgically about manliness,
which he defines as “the confidence of manly men and their ability to com-
mand.”* Anthropologist Lionel Tiger, in The Decline of Males, instead views
men as objects of pity, increasingly made weak and irrelevant by the rise of
women.“ Law professor Kinsley Browne, in Biology at Work: Rethinking Sex-
ual Equality, shows head-in-the-sand obliviousness to women’s rise as he
assures his readers that women will never gain substantial power because
male dominance is built in through evolution.*

Despite such signs of many men’s reluctance to accept gender equality,
men are not immune to the contemporary economic and political forces
propelling women'’s advancement. In industrialized societies, men have in
general increased their acceptance of gender equality, even though they
typically show less acceptance than women.* The exclusion of talented,
ambitious women from leadership positions no longer has widespread
approval even among men. Encouraging employed wives to quit their jobs
to stay home as child caretakers has become Iess straightforward. And
many men have daughters with talent and ambition who win their fathers’
support in furthering their career aspirations. Given such changes, men
today are less inclined than men of their fathers’ generation to support dis-
criminatory practices.

Of course, men’s collective self-interest encourages them to thwart gen-
der equality even while social and economic pressures encourage them to
accept it. Few elite positions exist, and the advancement of women means
that fewer still are available for men. Therefore, women are to some extent
men’s competitors for limited power and rewards. Also, some men un-
doubtedly take comfort in thinking of themselves as superior to women
and as rightly deserving higher status.

Belief in male superiority is difficult to maintain when women are com-
petently functioning as university presidents, secretaries of state, sym-
phony conductors, and chief executive officers. As more women assume
positions of authority, men can no longer regard such women as mere
exceptions. Still, at least for some men, women’s rise seems to diminish
men. Nevertheless, given that men could have mobilized themselves into a




social movement dedicated to blocking women’s rise, their reactions to
gender-equality pressures have been more supportive than might have
been anticipated.” The usual alliance of men and women in families makes
it difficult for men to regard women mainly as competitors. Instead, in
daily life men and women are partners in their efforts to attain shared goals.

The Future

It is unlikely that the future will bring continuous, even progress toward
gender equality, with women steadily rising into leadership positions in a
more or less linear progression. Yet it is a common perception that women
will steadily gain greater access to leadership, including to elite positions
of power. Polls have shown that most Americans expect a women to be
elected president or vice president within their lifetimes.* Also, university

students queried about the future power of men and women indicate that

women’s power will increase; they are less certain about any changes in
men’s power.¥ These students extend women'’s gains in power and author-
ity into the future, as if our society is on an expressway to gender equality.

What'’s the flaw in this image of a continuous march toward equality?
Social change does not proceed easily or without struggle and conflict.
As women gain greater equality, a portion of people react against these
changes, thereby producing some backlash. They long for traditional roles
and distrust change in anything as fundamental as the relations between
women and men.

In fact, signs of a pause in changes toward gender equality have ap-
peared on many fronts. Readers who have looked carefully at some of the
data we have presented no doubt have noticed, for example, that some
trends moved up sharply in the 1970s and 1980s but slowed and flattened
out in the past few years. This pause in change is evident in women’s shift
toward male rates of labor force participation and male wages, and in the
percentage of managers who are women (chapters 2 and 5). The pause also
is evident in some attitudinal data—for example, in approval of male and
female bosses and of the notion that men are better suited than women for
politics (chapter 6).

This pause has not gone unnoticed. Recent reports in the media have been
trumpeting women'’s supposed retreat from the workplace, claiming that
female advancement has stalled because women are choosing not to pursue
high-level careers.*® Social scientists have taken up this debate and point
to the various forces of resistance to gender equality. Some, such as social

psychologist Cecilia Ridgeway, point to changing gender beliefs as activating
“people’s deep seated interests in maintaining clear cultural understandings
of gender difference.”® Others emphasize the continuing organization of
family life by gender, coupled with employer policies that favor those who
are not hampered by primary responsibility for childrearing.

Despite some resistance to further change, these forces of cultural iner-
tia and the traditional family division of labor have failed to stop the enor-
mous changes in women’s status that have occurred in the past century. It is
unclear why such forces would now gain new strength and erode the
dynamic of change. Nevertheless, on some fronts change is proceeding
more slowly than it did from the 1970s through the first half of the 1990s.

What accounts for this slowing of change? Perhaps men need time to
adjust more fully to changes in women’s roles. Women may be merely
catching their breath before pressing for more change, or women may be
starting to retreat somewhat. However, we believe that retreat is unlikely.
The forces that have maintained gender inequality will continue to be sub-
verted by women’s resistance to their subordination and by the inspiration
that flows from media images of competent female leaders. Change should
also continue to be fueled by women’s increasing educational qualifica-
tions, by low birthrates, and by organizations’ and communities’ needs for
quality leadership.*

In the twentieth century, feminist activism fueled change toward gender
equality. This activism arose when women came to view themselves as col-
lectively subjected to illegitimate and unfair treatment. Recent polls show
less conviction about the presence of discrimination, and feminism does
not have the cultural relevance it once had.*! This lessening of activism on
behalf of women puts pressure on individual women to find their own way
without the ideological guidance that feminism provided to an earlier gen-
eration of ambitious women.

Contemporary women still face many challenges, especially in relation
to male-dominated leadership roles. They must be brave, resourceful, cre-
ative, and smart to be successful, because they can face the most elaborate
of labyrinths on their path to leadership. The women who find their way
are the pathbreakers of social change, and they usually have figured out
how to negotiate the labyrinth more or less on their own. We have written
this book to ease the task of such women. Their successes, in turn, will help
chart paths for those women who come after them.




NOTES

Chapter 1

. Price, 1997.
. “Coeds,” 2007.
. Clymer, 2001, p. Al6.
. Milwid, 1990, p. 13.
. Ibid,, p. 15.
Bowman, Worthy, and Greyser, 1965, p. 14.
. Hymowitz and Schellhardt, 1986, p. 1.
. Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995a, 1995b.
. See F. N. Schwartz and Zimmerman, 1992, p. 17.
. Berkeley, 1989, p. 1.
. E N. Schwartz and Zimmerman, 1992, described the removal of wedding rings by female MBAs.
. Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995a, p. 33.
. Hymowitz, 2004. The quote appeared on p. R1.

14. Klenke, 1997, used the term leadership and information labyrinth in discussing the challenges that
women leaders face, especially in the field of information technology.

15. For the Boston study, see Manuel, Shefte, and Swiss, 1999, p. 22. For the survey of global execu-
tives, see Galinsky et al., 2003. For Fiorina’s statement, see Markoff, 1999, p. C1.

16. J. Black, 2003. Petersen, Saporta, and Seidel, 2000, provided some evidence of lack of discrimina-
tion against women in high-tech organizations.

17. For evidence of increasing approval of gender equality, see C. Brooks and Bolzendahl, 2004; Ingle-
hart and Norris, 2003; Twenge, 1997a.

18. Whitman, 1999, p. 272.

19. For definitions of leader and leadership, see Chemers, 1997; Heifetz, 1994; Hogan and Kaiser,
2005; Hunt, 2004; Northouse, 2004; Rost, 1991; Yukl, 2006.

20. For a distinction between leadership and management, see, for example, Bennis, 1989, and Zalez-
nik, 1977.

21. On meta-analysis, see Lipsey and Wilson, 2001; B. T. Johnson and Eagly, 2000.

22. MacCoun, 1998, provided an interesting discussion of bias in research.

—_

-
W N

Chapter 2

1. This phrase was associated with Clinton from his first presidential campaign onward. For exam-
ple, in one of the debates, Clinton said, “I think [ owe the American people a White House staff, a Cabinet
and appointments that look like America but that meet high standards of excellence.” See Third Clinton-
Bush-Perot Presidential Debate, 1992.

2. M. Hill, 2003, pp. 100-101.

3. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007c, table 11.

4. U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2006.




5. For U.S. data, see U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007c, table 2; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007, tables
11, 575, and 578. Women’s rate of full-time and part-time employment is 81 percent of men’s rate in the
United States, compared with 87 percent in Sweden, 83 percent in Canada, 79 percent in France, 79 per-
cent in the United Kingdom, 76 percent in Germany. 68 percent in Argentina, 65 percent in Japan, and
61 percent in Italy {United Nations Development Programme. 2006. table 27

6. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statstics. 2006d, table 20. The age distribution of part-ume emplovees dif-
fers between men and women, with midlife women (ages 35-54) and older men (55 and older) especially
well represented (Hirsch, 2004).

7. US. National Center for Education Statistics, 2005, table 246. For analysis of these data, see Peter
and Horn, 2005.

8. U.S. National Center for Education Statistics, 2005, tables 246, 265, 268, and 271. In general, the
greater number of degrees among women than men is intact within all racial and ethnic groups, although
this difference is larger among African Americans. For example, for bachelor’s degrees classified by race
and ethnicity, see ibid., table 261.

9. In the United States, 29 percent of men and 27 percent of women possess at least a bachelor’s
degree. U.S. Census Bureau, 2007, table 215.

10. United Nations Development Programme, 2006, table 26. For discussion of this increase in the
education of women relative to men, see Goldin, Katz, and Kuziemko, 2006.

11. Wootton, 1997.

12. The 18 percent statistic is for a similar, but not identical, grouping of managerial occupations (U.S.
Census Bureau, 1973, table 372). Before 2003, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics defined the management
category as “executive, administrative, and managerial,” and-data from this category are not strictly com-

parable to the current data. However, the Bureau projected occupational data in the new classifications

back to 1983, and we report these data for “management, business, and financial operations” occupations
in figure 2-3. For clarification, see U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007a; Bowler et al., 2003.

13. United Nations Development Programme, 2006, table 25.

14. For percentages of employed women and men who are managers, see U.S, Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, 2007¢, table 10. The two types of supervisors are the seventh and fourteenth most common occu-

* pations for women in terms of total employment (see U.S. Department of Labor, Women’s Bureau, 2006).
The six most common occupations among women, beginning with the largest, are (a) secretaries and
administrative assistants, (b) cashiers, (c) registered nurses, (d) elementary and middle school teachers,
(e) retail salespersons, and (f) nursing, psychiatric, and home health aides. For variation in the United
States by race and ethnicity as well as by region, see Caiazza, Shaw, and Werschkul, 2004; U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2006d, tables 10, 11, 12; 2007c, tables 10 and 11.

15. These statistics on corporate officers in the Fortune 500 are from the 2005 Catalyst census; see
Catalyst, 2006c.

16. Helfat, Harris, and Wolfson, 2006. This study was based only on the executives that companies
listed in their official reports and filings. In contrast, Catalyst submits its preliminary counts to the com-
panies, which are allowed to add the names of female corporate executives who do not appear in their
official lists. This method may somewhat inflate the numbers of female executives reported by Catalyst.
See also Cappelli and Hamori, 2005, for data on the Fortune 100.

17. Committee of 200, 2002, p. 17. The executive is Connie K. Duckworth, partner in 8Wings
Enterprises.

18. For statistics on line and staff positions, see Catalyst, 2006¢; Helfat, Harris, and Wolfson, 2006. For
comparison of women and men in comparable positions, see Lyness and Thompson, 1997, and R. A.
Smith, 2002, for overall review.

19. Catalyst, 2006c. As this book goes to press, ten women hold CEO positions in Fortune 500 compa-
nies. For 1970s CEOs, see Mineham, 2005. Marion Sandler was co-CEO with her husband, Herbert Sandler.

20. The Catalyst statistics are from a 2005 census; see Catalyst, 2006b. For other statistics on boards of

directors, see Bilimoria, 2000; Singh, Vinnicombe, and Terjesen, 2007.

21. International comparisons are not precise because of differing definitions of what constitutes an
executive position. See R. J. Burke and Mattis, 2000; Davidson and Burke, 2004; Wirth, 2001, 2004.

22. For Canadian data, see Catalyst, 2002, 2005a. For European Union data, see European Commis-
sion, 2006. Norway's statistics are changing rapidly because its government has mandated that 40 percent
of the seats on corporate boards must be held by women; Sweden has instituted a 25 percent quota
(Singh, Vinnicombe, and Terjesen, 2007).

23. The 2006 Global 500, 2006.

202 v N‘(;TVF< e

24. See analysis and review by J. S. Goodman, Fields, and Blum, 2003, and R. A. Smith, 2002.

25. Center for Women’s Business Research, 2007. Women of color owned approximately 2.4 million
privately held firms, employing nearly 1.6 million people and generating nearly $230 billion in sales. Klein,
2006, reported on the size of women-owned firms. .

26. For educational administration, see U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007c, table 11. For presidents
of colleges and universities. see King and Gomez, 2007. For presidential salaries, see Chronicle of Higher
Education, 2006.

27. For Senior Executive Service, see U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2005, p. 72. For law firms
and judgeships, see American Bar Association Commission on Women in the Profession, 2006. For the
military, see U.S. Department of Defense, 2005.

28. Council on Foundations, 2006.

29. Hass, 2005, section 2, p. 1.

30. Gehrke, 2006; Wakin, 2005, p. 10. Wakin noted in addition that several women now hold .the once
entirely male-dominated role of concertmaster in U.S. symphony orchestras. For the effects of blind audi-
tions, see Goldin and Rouse, 2000.

31. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007c, table 11.

32. “The best and worst managers of the year,” 2005.

33. Colvin, 2004.

34. Driscoll and Goldberg, 1993, p. 96.

35. See D. P Moore and Buttner, 1997, p. 23, for information on top reasons for starting new firms and
p- 42 for the quote about discrimination. o .

36. See, for example, claims by political scientist Andrew Hacker in interview by Vogl, 2003.

37. U.S. National Center for Education Statistics, 2005, table 277.

38. Zweigenhaft and Domhoff, 1998, reviewed earlier predictions about women e)fecutives and
CEOs. Helfat, Harris, and Wolfson, 2006, provided quantitative forecasts for women CEOs in the Fortune
1000.

39. Mero and Sellers, 2003, p. 82. Also in Fortune see Yang, 2005b, for discussion of women’s reasons
for dropping out and in many cases subsequently returning to a top job.

40. For the New York Times article, see Belkin, 2003; the quote appeared on the cover page. .Fox; Fast
Company, see Tischler, 2004. For Time, see Wallis, 2004. See chapter 4 for discu.ssion.of the contm.m.ty oi
women's labor force participation. See also Dunn-Jensen and Stroh, 2007, for discussion of the validity o
media claims about women in the workforce.

41. In the Wall Street Journal, see Hymowitz, 2004, p. R1; 2006a, p. R1. N

42. Tn Fortune, see Yang, 2005a; “Fortune 50 most powerful women in business,” 2006.

43. Center for American Women and Politics, 2007a. Of the women serving in Congress, .24 percent
are women of color, all in the House of Representatives (Center for Ametican Women and Politics, 2007b).

44. Inter-Parliamentary Union, 2007. In this organization’s first report, published in 1997, the world
average representation of women in parliaments was 12 percent. . 4

45. For a listing of quota systems by nation, see International Institute for Democracy and Elector:
Assistance and Stockholm University, 2007. For general discussion, see Dahlerup, 2006.

46. E. Goodman, 2004, p. A11. o

47. Adler, 2007; quéraﬁe, 2007. The nations with female presidents are Ireland, Latvia, Finland, the
Philippines, Liberia, Chile, and Switzerland; the nations with female prime ministers are Germany,fNevi'
Zealand, Bangladesh, Jamaica, and Mozambique. It is notable that women have served as he.acls of gov

ernment in some countries in which the overall status of women is generally low; but. not in ?ountnes
(such as the United States) where gender equality is greater. Particularly in Asia and Latin Amsnca, these.
women’s family ties have provided a route to political power, with many women lf,aders serving as sym
bolic representatives of husbands or fathers who previously held office. See Jalalzai, 2004, for discussion.
8. Center for American Women and Politics, 2006. ‘ .

:9. See Center for American Women and Politics, 2007a. Among women holding statewide elective
executive offices, only 5 percent are women of color; among women in state legislatures, 20 percent are
women of color (Center for American Women and Politics, 2007b).

. G. Collins, 1998, p. 54.

:(1) Ic:l the 1992 electiﬂns, the number of female senators increased from two to six, and the represen-
tatives from twenty-nine to forty-eight. For discussion, see Delli Carpini and Fuchs, 1993. . -

52. Bagly and Karau, 1991. This meta-analysis, like others, represented the effect ?f interest in eatl.‘e
study in terms of an effect size. This effect size is a difference score (known as d), which represents ‘




difference in the amount of leadership shown by the men and the women in the groups examined in each
study. The difference is divided by the standard deviation to produce a “standardized” difference, which
provides a common metric for examining the values across studies. (Because different studies have differ-
ent types of measures—e.g., a 1 to 5 scale, a 1 to 100 scale—their data cannot be meaningfully compared
without establishing a common standard.) Effect sizes of 0.00 reflect exactly no difference. Differences in
one direction receive a positive sign, and differences in the other direction receive a negative sign. These
effect sizes are averaged across the available studies to determine how large the difference is in the male or
the female direction. In Eagly and Karau’s meta-analysis, the mean effect size, or d, representing greater
male than female leadership, was 0.32 for overall leadership and 0.41 for strictly task-oriented leadership.
The mean effect size for social leadership was smaller, with an effect size of -0.18 showing greater leader-
ship by women than men (although only a small number of studies had assessed social leadership). For
descriptions of meta-analysis, see B. T. Johnson and Eagly, 2000; Lipsey and Wilson, 2001.

53. See Eagly and Karau, 1991.

54. See Beckham and Aronson, 1978, for the earlier study, and Foley and Pigott, 1997, for the more
recent study. See also D. J. Devine et al., 2000.

55. See Weinberger, 2006, for analysis of these data. Sample sizes ranged from 3,500-4,000 for each of
the eight groups of white students, and from 350-390 for each group of black students. For information
on these nationally representative surveys of high school sentiors, go to http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/Survey
Groups.asp?Group=1. The relevant surveys include ELS, NELS, HSB, and NLS-72.

56. Evidence for the greater overall career success of men than women as well as a decline in this gen-
der gap emerged in a meta-analysis of 140 research articles carried out by Ng et al., 2005. For discussion of
the implications of social class and racial or ethnic differences within gender groups, see Caiazza, Shaw;.
and Werschkul, 2004; L. McCall, 2001.

Chapter 3
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address the evolutionary origins of behavior. For overviews of evolutionary psychology, see D. M. Buss,
2005; D. M. Buss and Kenrick, 1998; Geary, 1998; Laland and Brown, 2002; and Low, 2000. For considera-
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2. Browne, 2002, p. 117. Kingsley Browne, a law professor at Wayne State University, although not an
evolutionary psychologist by disciplinary specialization, has adopted this theory. His work provides the
most detailed analysis of the implications of evolutionary psychology for leadership and management.
On the book jacket of Browne’s 2002 book, the following endorsement by noted evolutionary psycholo-
gist David Buss appears: “An absolutely first-rate, even-handed, and scientifically sound book that takes a
clear-headed look at the evolution of sex differences and how they play out in the modern workplace.”

3. Browne, 1999, p. 57.

4. Although these ideas derive from Charles Darwin’s analyses of sexual selection in nonhuman
species, he expressed skepticism about the applicability of this aspect of evolutionary theory to modern
human societies. See Darwin, 1871, especially p. 178. Trivers, 1972, first proposed this elaboration of Dar-
win'’s theory. In general, the inheritance of relevant genes is assumed to transmit behavioral traits such as
dominance and competitiveness between generations. Genes are regarded as providing psychological pre-
dispositions that are then played out in response to environmental conditions. See, for example, Dawkins,

1989. For an alternative view emphasizing pair-bonding instead of competition between men, see Hazan
and Diamond, 2000.

5. A. Campbcll, 1999, 2004.
6. D. M. Buss and Kenrick, 1998, p. 983.
7. Fukuyama, 1998, p. 27.
8. For other critical discussion, see Buller, 2005; Laland and Brown, 2002; Richerson and Boyd, 2005;
H. Rose and Rose, 2000.
9. See review of anthropological research by W. Wood and Eagly, 2002.
10. For example, D. M. Buss, 1995, and Browne, 1999, 2002.
11. Boehm, 1999; Hayden et al., 1986; Knauft, 1991; Salzman, 1999; Sanday, 1981. For a review of an-
thropological discussions on patriarchy and social hierarchy, see W. Wood and Eagly, 2002.

12. Lepowsky, 1993, p. viii. This source provides a detailed ethnographic study of the Vanatinai.
13. D. M. Buss and Kenrick, 1998; Geary, 1998.

14. See, for example, Ember, 1978; Kaplan et al., 2000. W. Wood and Eagly, 2002, reviewed relevant
evidence. See Wrangham et al., 1999, for a related argument.

15. Another basis of evolutionary psychologists’ claim of universal male dominance is that men
evolved to experience sexual jealousy and to control women’s sexuality. See Smuts, 1995; M. Wilson and
Daly, 1992. For a critique of this claim, see Harris, 2003; W. Wood and Eagly, 2002.

16. W. Wood and Eagly, 2002; see also Eagly and Wood, 1999; Eagly, Wood, and Johannesen-Schmidt,
2004,

17. See Inglehart and Norris, 2003, for discussion of societal modernization and its implications for
the status of women.

18. See Eagly, 1987; Bagly, Wood, and Diekman, 2000; Eagly, Wood, and Johannesen-Schmidt, 2004.

19. Evidence of biological mediation, where it exists, can be ambiguous because biological processes
themselves reflect interactions between genetic endowments and the environment. In relation to tes-
tosterone, see Archer, 2004, 2006b; D. Cohen et al., 1996. For evidence of a possible mechanism, some
psychologists argue that prenatal hormones that vary between the sexes affect children’s subsequent be-
havior. Girls exposed prenatally to high levels of male hormones have a more active style of play than
other girls and also may be more aggressive. However, given the lack of evidence of effects on adult per-
sonality, the relevance of such findings to leadership is, at best, unclear. For review and discussion, see
Hines, 2004.

20. Meta-analyses of aggression research include Archer, 2004; Bettencourt and Miller, 1996; Bagly
and Steffen, 1986; Hyde, 1984. See Daly and Wilson, 1988, on homicide and violent crime. A. Campbell,
2004, has analyzed female aggressiveness toward other females.

21. Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2004, table 42. In some contexts, women are as physically aggres-
sive as men. As Archer, 2000, 2002, has shown, women are slightly more aggressive than men in hetero-
sexual partner relationships if all aggressive acts are taken into account. However, men inflict greater
injury. See also M. P. Johnson and Ferraro, 2000. As Archer, 2006a, has also shown, these trends a.re resgon«
sive to the status of women, with lesser female victimization and greater male victimization in nations
having greater gender equality. . L

22. Psychologists refer to this type of aggression as indirect, relational, or social. For u?dn'ect ag-
gression, see Bjorkquist, 1994; for relational aggression, see Crick and Grotpeter, 1995, and Crick, Casas,
and Nelson, 2002; for social aggression, see Underwood, 2003. See also a review by Archer and Coyne,
2005. See A. Campbell, 2005, for discussion of these sex differences from an evolutionary psychology
perspective. )

23. See Archer, 2004, and Archer and Coyne, 2005, for meta-analytic evidence and discussion.

24. For discussion of workplace aggression and related dysfunctional behaviors, see Griffen and
Lopez, 2005; Hepworth and Towler, 2004; Neuman and Baron, 1998. See Baron, Neuman, and Geddes,

1999, and Rutter and Hine, 2005, for reports of sex differences.

25. Feingold, 1994; see also Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae, 2001.

26. See Carli, 2001a, on assertiveness, and D. M. Buss, 1981, on dominance.

27. See meta-analysis by Eagly et al., 1994, for motivation to manage, and Sidanius and Pratto, 1999,
for social dominance. )

28. The studies involve mainly student participants. These sex differences are somewhat greater in
team competitions and fage-to-face interaction. See Walters, Stuhlmacher, and Meyer, 1998. The mean
effect size in d, or standardized difference terms, was 0.07 overall, 0.16 in explicit or face-to-face bargain-
ing, and 0.03 in matrix games such as the prisoner’s dilemma, which involve little or no direct contact with
the other player. In another meta-analysis, Carli and Fung, 1997, produced an‘o.vera]l nearly zero effect

size of 0.005, an extremely small effect, in the direction of greater male competition. o

29. See Gneezy and Rustichini, 2004. Also, in an earlier study (Gneezy, Niederle, a:nd Ru.snchml, 2003)
inyolving computer maze problems presented to university students, competitive incentives produced

increased performance only among men. Of course, computer games are also more engaging to men
than women. Later research by Niederle and Vesterlund, 2005, demonstrated greater ma.le competitive-
ness in a laboratory experiment involving mental arithmetic. However, quantitative skills are another
domain in which males are more confident than females.

30. Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2004, table 33. See also Lynch, 2002. .

31. For discussion of these cultural trends, see DeMott, 2000. Trends over time in psychological re-
search on aggressiveness have been disputed. See Hyde, 1984; Knight, Fabes, and Higgins, 1996.

32. See meta-analysis by Twenge, 1997b.

33, Twenge, 2001.




34, Bass, 1990; Van Vugt, 2006. See also Lord, De Vader, and Alliger, 1986, for the meta-analytic find-
ing that dominance correlated 0.10 with leader emergence.

35. Dorning, 2005, section 1, p. 24. For experimental evidence of the negative effects of dominance on
perceptions of competence and leadership, see Driskell and Salas, 2005. See also McCauley, 2004, for gen-
eral discussion of this point.

36. For analysis of the managerial qualities recommended in trade books, see Fondas, 1997. For rec-
ommendations of feminine qualities, see for example, Crittenden, 2004; Grzelakowski, 2005.

37. Kuhn and Weinberger, 2005. This study included data only about males.

38. Arvey etal., 2006. This study on the determinants of occupying leadership roles compared identi-
cal male twins to fraternal male twins to estimate the genetic contribution to leadership.

39. Weinberger, 2006. For discussion of the reasons that some degree of genetic determination of
traits does not necessarily explain group differences, including sex differences, see Richerson and Boyd,
2005.

40. See reviews by McCauley, 2004; Zaccaro, 2007; Zaccaro, Kemp, and Bader, 2004. The question of
why most leaders are male is addressed more directly by research on leaders’ emergence than on their
effectiveness. If women have fewer of the personality traits that underlie emergence, these differences
would contribute to the deficit of female leaders. In contrast, the application of the same criteria to select
men and women for leadership roles would favor similarity in the personalities of female and male lead-
ers (see Fagenson, 1990; Melamed and Bozionelos, 1992).

41. Judge, Colbert, and Ilies, 2004. Specifically, the correlations of intelligence with measures of the
extent to which people act as leaders ranged between 0.15 and 0.25. See also earlier meta-analysis by Lord,
De Vader, and Alliger, 1986. For a broader meta-analysis relating intelligence to occupational attainment.
and job performance, see Schmidt and Hunter, 2004. For discussion of the subtleties of the relations be-
tween intellectual abilities and effective leadership, see Sternberg, 2007. )

42, Judge et al., 2002. For general discussion of the Big Five personality traits, see McCrae and Costa,
2003. .

43, We report these relationships in regression coefficients, which control each variable for the effects
of the other four. Statistical controls of this kind are often used when variables overlap, such as would
occur if extroverts are also less neurotic. The controls allow researchers to establish how much each vari-
able is related to leadership, independent of the other variables. For the uncorrected statistics (correla-
tions), see Judge et al., 2002. Also, Bono and Judge, 2004, meta-analyzed the relations between the Big Five
personality traits and a type of prototypically good leadership known as transformational leadership (see
chapter 8). These relationships were similar but somewhat smaller than those for overall leadership that
we display in figure 3-1. In addition, a meta-analysis on career success by Ng et al. (2005) found similar, but
weaker, relationships between the Big Five personality traits and success, with extraversion emerging as
the most consistent predictor of success.

44, On the need for power, see McClelland, 1985; McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982; Spangler and House,
1991. For political skill, see Semadar, Robins, and Ferris, 2006. For emotional intelligence, see Mayer,
Salovey, and Caruso, 2004; Van Rooy and Viswesvaran, 2004. For critiques of emotional intelligence, see
Antonakis, 2004; Zeidner, Matthews, and Roberts, 2004. For empathy, see Kellett, Humphrey, and Sleeth,
2002,

45. McCauley, 2004, argued that in addition to the relationship-building qualities that produce success
in lower levels of organizational hierarchies, at the executive level leaders need skill in strategic decision
making. See also Van Velsor and Leslie, 1995.

46. “It wasn’t so easy for Roosevelt, either,” 2005, p. 36.

47. Sullivan, 2005, p. T03.

48. For a discussion of the presence of some introverts among successful CEOs, see D. Jones, 2006a.

49. The idea that entrepreneurs have a higher propensity to take risks than other managers is in dis-
pute; see Miner-and Raju, 2004.

50. Ciulla, 2004. Lipman-Blumen, 2005, analyzed the moral deficiencies of “toxic” leaders. See Dirks
and Ferrin, 2002, for relations between trust in leadership and individual and organizational outcomes,
and Simons, 2002, for relations between managerial integrity and organizational outcomes. Turner et al.,
2002, found that managers with more mature moral reasoning were more likely to have a transforma-
tional leadership style (see chapter 8).

51. This discussion raises the question of whether the marked increase in females” athletic participa-
tion in the United States has enhanced their potential for leadership. The answer to this question is not
clear (Bwing et al., 2002), although athletics surely provides one domain in which leadership skills may be

acquired. Findings showing that female athletes are more assertive, achievernent oriented, dominant, self-
sufficient, independent, aggressive, and intelligent than other females may reflect the qualities needed to
participate in athletics in the first place rather than the effects of athletic experience (J. M. Williams, 1980).
Surveys showing that a high percentage of women executives retrospectively report having played team
sports (for example, Oppenheimer Funds and Mass Mutual Financial Group, 2002) are of uncertain mean-
ing without base rates of athletic participation for women in general and comparison groups of women
who excel in other types of careers.

52. For sex differences and similarities in intelligence and cognitive abilities more generally, see
Halpern, 2000, 2001. Some specific cognitive abilities are higher in one sex; for example, some types of
spatial ability are greater in males. For personality, see Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae, 2001, and Fein-
gold, 1994. We report Costa and colleagues’ personality data for U.S. adults; their report for college-age
and adult samples in twenty-five other cultures shows similar findings.

53. Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae, 2001, table 2. The meaning of each of the components, or
facets, is apparent from its name, with the possible exception of activity (an extraversion facet), which
refers to the tendency to lead a fast-paced life rather than a more leisurely and relaxed one. Also, with re-
spect to social skills more generally, particularly the ability to communicate nonverbally, women have the
advantage. See Knapp and Hall, 2002; Hall, 2006; McClure, 2000; Riggio, 1986.

54. Feingold, 1994; see also Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae, 2001.

55. For comparisons of women and men on emotional intelligence, see Brackett et al., 2006;
Guastello and Guastello, 2003; Mandell and Pherwani, 2003; Petrides and Furnham, 2000; Schutte et al.,
1998; Van Rooy, Alonso, and Viswesvaran, 2005. Although the skills that make up empathy appear to be
complex, women are superior to men at least with respect to sensitivity to nonverbal cues. See Hall, 2006,
for review.

56. See Winter, 1988; R. L. Jacobs and McClelland, 1994. See also Gardner and Gabriel, 2004, for
related research on different types of self-construals in men and women. S. H. Schwartz and Rubel, 2005,
demonstrated greater emphasis by men than women on power as a personal value (d = -0.31 inan inter-
national adult sample).

57. See meta-analysis by Byrnes, Miller, and Schafer, 1999. Experimental economists continue to
investigate risk-taking in women and men in relation to financial decision making and experimental
games. See Cadsby and Maynes, 2005; Schubert et al., 1999.

58. Vinnicombe and Bank, 2003, p. 78. .

59. For women’s greater moral traditionalism and social compassion expressed in attitudes on soqal
and political issues, see Eagly et al., 2004. For religiosity, see J. Kelley and DeGraaf, 1997; Walter and Davx?,
1998. Feingold's meta-analysis of sex differences in personality traits (1994) demonstratc?d women’s
greater nurturant concern with others. See Jaffee and Hyde, 2000, for a meta-analysis of studies of mor.ell
reasoning showing a sex difference in care orientation favoring females (d = —0.28). Also, a smaller sex dif-
ference in justice orientation, which expresses concern with equity and fairness, favored men (4 = 0.19).
For women’s greater endorsement of benevolent values (d = 0.25 in international adult sample), see S. H.
Schwartz and Rubel, 2005. For evidence of a compassion theme in the values of young women, see Beu-
tel and Marini, 1995.

60. On questionable business tactics, see meta-analysis by Franke, Crown, and Spak'e, 1‘997; see also
Borkowski and Ugras, 1998, and Roxas and Stoneback, 2004, for similar findings. For ethicality of nfegon-
ation behaviors, see Volkéma, 2004, for a nine-country analysis. For tolerance of dishonest or illegal
behavior, see Swamy et al., 2001. There is some disagreement about whether this attitu. inal r:liﬁ'eren'cc
between women and men is responsible for the lower level of government corruption in nations with
larger proportions of women in parliaments and senior government bureaucratic positions. See Dollar,
Fisman, and Gatti, 2001; Sung, 2003.

61. Ones and Viswesvaran, 1998; d = 0.16 in these data. See this article for a review of resea;ch show-
ing that these tests have satisfactory predictive validity in relation to a range of criteria. See also Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt, 1993. )

62. On criminal behavior, see Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2004, table 42; U.S. Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2005. On resistance to temptation, see meta-analysis by Silverman, 2003b. Perhaps re'lated. to
this greater ability of girls and women to resist temptation is their greater ability () to 'delay g.ranﬁcatfon
(see meta-analysis by Silverman, 20032), and (b) to exert effortful control by controlling their behavnof,
focusing their attention, and persisting at tasks (see meta-analysis by Else-Quest et al., 2006). However, it

is not clear that males cheat more than females: Silverman, 2003b, found no sex difference, although
Whitley, Nelson, and Jones, 1999, claimed greater cheating by males.




63. Time magazine featured noted female whistle-blowers as its “Persons of the Year” of 2002. See
Morse and Bower, 2002.

64. Milwid, 1990, p. 157.

65. See Zahra, Priem, and Rasheed, 2005, for analysis of fraud by top management.

66. Burns, 2006, p. 29.

67. MacDonald and Schoenberger, 2006. Also see Rynecki, 2003, for discussion of Krawcheck.

68. Browne, 2002, p. 38.

69. Colvin, 2006.

70. Gergen, 2005, p. Xix.

71. See Sargent, 1981, for an early statement that effective leaders draw from stereotypically mascu-
line and feminine behavioral repertoires.

72. Brescoll and LaFrance, 2004.

Chapter 4

1. DiLeonardo, 1992.

2. The 2005 sample included a relatively small number of married teenagers, and the other samples
included only married adults. In addition, race affects the domestic division of labor among married and
unmarried individuals. Women’s hours per week of housework exceeded men’s hours by 6.7 among
whites, 4.8 among blacks, and 11.2 among Hispanics (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006b, table 3). See
also J. P. Robinson and Godbey, 1997. For further discussion of the time diary data, see Bianchi, 2000. For
related survey results see J. T. Bond et al., 2002. For comparisons of the drop in housework among em-
ployed women and women without jobs, see Bianchi et al., 2000. For discussion of possible factors con-
tributing to the decline in housework, see Artis and Pavalko, 2003; Cowan, 1983; J. P. Robinson and Milkie,
1998; Strasser, 1982,

of age.

4. See S. Gupta, 1999; J. P. Robinson and Godbey, 1997; and South and Spitze, 1994, for the relation of
marital status and housework. See Bittman et al., 2003, for evidence that in the United States and Australia
women’s income has relatively little effect on men’s housework. Some research shows fairly constant
amounts of housework by men, regardless of the earnings of their wives or female partners (Bittman
etal., 2003), whereas other research shows that men do less housework when their female partners either
earn a great deal or very little of the family income (Greenstein, 2000).

5. Martinez et al., 2006.

6. Singleton and Maher, 2004, p. 238.

7. Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006. See also J. T. Bond et al., 2002, for survey data showing in-
creases in men’s childcare. See Families and Work Institute, 2005, for comparisons of generations. Partic-
ipants who were born between 1945 and 1964 were classified as Baby Boomers, those born between 1965
and 1979 as Generation X, and those born between 1980 and 1984 as Generation Y. The increase in child-
care among more recent generations was found regardless of the age of the children. See U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2005a, table 8-A, for comparisons of married men’s and women’s childcare. See G. Moore,
2004, for research on childcare by executives and government leaders.

8. In a large international survey of executives, 75 percent of the men had spouses without jobs and
74 percent of the women had spouses employed full-time. The women were three times as likely as the
men to have delayed having children, and 90 percent of the men had children compared with 65 percent
of the women (Galinsky et al., 2003). See M. W. Walsh, 2001, for discussion of executive women with stay-
at-home husbands.

9. In a nationally representative U.S. sample, the percentages of men and women, respectively, who
endorsed equal responsibility for various parental tasks were 70 percent and 71 percent for childcare,
97 percent and 93 percent for discipline, 95 percent and 97 percent for play, and 61 percent and 66 percent
for financial support (Milkie et al., 2002). For effects of education on attitudes, see Martinez et al., 2006.
This study also found more-traditional views among Hispanic than non-Hispanic whites and blacks.
Changes in attitudes about women’s and mothers’ employment were found in polls taken between 1988
and 2002; see Davis, Smith, and Marsden, 2005.

10. For evidence of satisfaction with the division of doméstic labor, see Wilkie, Ferree, and Ratcliff,

1998. See also B. A. Shelton and John, 1996, for evidence that men’s attitudes have a greater influence than

women’s attitudes on the division of domestic work. &

3. US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005a, table 8-A. Results are for adults between 25-and 54 years

11. Hochschild, 1997, p. 38.

12. For changes in time devoted to childcare, see Families and Work Institute, 2005; Sandberg and
Hofferth, 2001; Sayer, Cohen, and Casper, 2004. Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006, reported about pri-
mary childcare, where the child was the focus of parental activity. See also Bryant and Zick, 1996a, and
J. T. Bond et al., 2002.

13. Bianchi, 2000.

14. Personal communication to Linda Carli, January 2006.

15. See Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006, for a discussion of increasing pressures on parents to
spend more time with their children. Some commentators have argued that the media and other influ-
ences have fueled the beliefs that women are not fulfilled unless they have children, that women are bet-
ter primary caretakers of children than men, and that good mothers fully devote themselves to their
children. See Douglas and Michaels, 2004; Pear, 2006; ‘Warner, 2005.

16. Cowan, 1976.

17. Brazelton, 1988; Spock, 1946. See Hays, 1996, for discussion. Concerns about child safety and
potential victimization have also increased mothers’ time with their children (Jenkins, 1998; Warr and
Ellison, 2000).

18. See Arendell, 2000; Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006; Hays, 1996, for attitudes about mother-
ing. However, anthropological evidence indicates that other forms of parenting, including “multiple
mothering” or “multiple parenting,” occur in non-Western cultures (Ambert, 1994; W. Wood and Eagly,
2002). See Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006, for evidence that mothers feel they spend too little time
with their children and for a comparison of time spent with children by employed mothers in 2000 and
mothers without jobs in 1975.

19. Hays, 1996, p. 116.

20. Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, 1997. See also Hays, 1996.

21. Spragins, 2001, section 3, p. 10.

22. Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006. )

23. See Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006, for the representative national time diary study. Com-
parisons of mothers who were employed with those who were not employed controlled for a number of
family characteristics, such as the age of the mothers and children, and refer to primary childcare. The
reduction in time devoted to childcare by employed mothers occurs mainly for older children. See Zick
and Bryant, 1996a, for similar findings from survey data, and Bryant and Zick, 1996b, for the effects of chil-
dren’s age on childcare.

24. See Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006. These results were based on time diaries from a national
sample of Americans in 1998-1999 and 2000, with hours extrapolated from single-day reports. However,
these researchers, using a nonrepresentative sample of married, dual-career parents’ time diaries taken
over a full week, obtained slightly fewer total work hours among mothers than fathers. Additional analy-
ses are needed to resolve ambiguities about the division of labor among dual-career couples.

25. See Bryant and Zick, 1996b, for combining household activities with interactions with children;
Huston and Aronson, 2005, for mothers’ loss of leisure and social time; and Mattingly and Bianchi, 2003,
for effects of marital status on leisure. See also Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie, 2006, for evidence that mar-
ried mothers’ leisure time has shown some decline since 1965, whereas married fathers’ leisure time has
remained about the same. ]

26. Married men averaged 35.3 hours of leisure per week compared with 31.2 for married women in
a nationally representative time diary study (US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006b, table 3). See also B.ltt-
man and Wajcman, 2000, and Mattingly and Bianchi, 2003, for reports of comparable results fc.-r w'hxte,
black, and Hispanic participants. Men more often have pure leisure, whereas women combine their lfnsure
with unpaid work—for example, watching TV while also folding Jaundry. When fathers spend their free
time with their children, they more often do so in the company of other adults, who presumab}}t share
responsibility for watching the children, but women spend more of their leisure time alone with children.
So women’s leisure more often includes unpaid work or sole responsibility for the care of children. .

27. For feelings of being time-crunched in representative surveys of Americans, see Bianchi, Robin-
son, and Milkie, 2006; J. P. Robinson and Godbey, 1997. For effects of job hours on time pressure, see
Maume and Houston, 2001; Phipps, Burton, and Osberg, 2001.

28. See J. A. Jacobs and Gerson, 2004, table 1.2, for data on hours on the job. The data on weekend
job-related work are based on Presser’s analysis of the 1997 Current Population Survey (cited in J. A.
Jacobs and Gerson, 2004). See J. T. Bond et al., 2002, for phone calls and other intrusions outside usual em-
ployment hours.




29. Kay and Hagan, 1999, p. 546.

30. Angrist and Evans, 1998; Corrigall and Konrad, 2006; Kaufman and Uhlenberg, 2000. In nonin-
dustrialized countries, children are often cared for by someone other than their mother, and mothers,
regardless of employment status, spend considerably less time in childcare than women in industrialized
countries (see Bianchi, 2000).

31. Corrigall and Konrad, 2006.

32. Sayer, Cohen, and Casper, 2004. Single mothers more often work part-time than single fathers or
work fewer hours when they work full-time.

33. Hewlett and Luce, 2005.

34. Mallabar, 2006.

35. For the study comparing male and female salaries cumulatively over fifteen years (between 1983
and 1998), see S. J. Rose and Hartmann, 2004. For effects of time off on experience, seniority, and pay,
see Jacobsen and Levin, 1995, and also Budig and England, 2001; Waldfogel, 1997, 1998. Career breaks for
childcare produce a greater drop in annual income after women return to work than breaks for other rea-
sons (Arun, Arun, and Borooah, 2004). Even highly qualified women experience a lowering of income
when returning to work (Hewlett and Luce, 2005). For data on the persistence of losses over time, see
D. J. Anderson, Binder, and Krause, 2003; Jacobsen and Levin, 1995; Spivey, 2005.

36. Hewlett and Luce, 2005.

37. U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2003. See also Budig and England, 2001, and England,
2006. But see also the report in Lundberg and Rose, 2000, of a nationally representative study of married
dual-career couples, showing that continuous employment removed the motherhood penalty. For com-
parisons of women with differing levels of education, see D. J. Anderson, Binder, and Krause, 2003.

38. See Klerman and Leibowitz, 1999. Only 8 percent of women employed part-time prior to giving
birth returned to their old jobs, compared with 61 percent of women employed full-time.

39. Based on a meta-analysis of forty-two organizational studies, men quit very slightly more than
women (d = .06; Griffeth, Hom, and Gaertner, 2000). Unlike an earlier study by Cotton and Tuttle, 1986,
which did not distinguish between quitting and being fired or laid off, this meta-analysis focused solely on
quitting. Also, a study of 25,000 managers revealed that men quit more than women (Lyness and Judiesch,
2001). In addition, studies probably overestimate women’s quitting because quitting is higher among
those with a poor salary, low status, or little opportunity for advancement, conditions more common
among women (Gronau, 1988; Sicherman, 1996). See Almer, Hopper, and Kaplan, 1998, for a study show-
ing that managers expected female job applicants to quit more often than male job applicants. For evi-
dence that women quit for family reasons more than men, see Keith and McWilliams, 1997, 1999; Lyness
and Judiesch, 2001.

40. In a study of leaves taken by managers, 10 percent of the women took leaves compared with less
than 1 percent of the men (Judiesch and Lyness, 1999). For experimental research showing less-favorable
reactions to men than women for taking family leaves, see Allen and Russell, 1999; Butler and Skattebo,
2004; and J. H. Wayne, 2003. For example, Butler and Skattebo found that employees rated a male super-
visor (but not a female supervisor) less favorably for missing work to care for a sick child. Men may have
less latitude to adjust employment demands to family demands.

41. See Barmby, Ercolani, and Treble, 2002, for cross-national comparisons. Absences were higher in
single than married men, and in married than single women. Overall, women were absent more than
men, but this difference in absenteeism was eliminated when age and marital status were controlled.
For effects of children on sick days for men and women, see Boise and Neal, 1996; S. Bridges and Mum-
ford, 2001; and Vistnes, 1997. Studies that partition sick days into those taken for workers’ own sicknesses
and for other reasons show that the greater use of sick days by women is not for their own sicknesses; see
Mastekaasa, 2000; S. Bridges and Mumford, 2001.

42. Personal communication to Linda Carli, December 2005.

43. In a nationally representative 1995 poll, 44 percent of women versus 38 percent of men reported
that they would be more satisfied with jobs providing flexible hours (Roper Starch Worldwide, 1995,
p- 37). See Corrigall and Konrad, 2006, for the effect of parental status on the desire for flexibility. See Glass
and Camarigg, 1992, and Glass, 1990, for lack of flexibility in female-dominated jobs, and U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2005b, table 2, for flexibility in managerial, professional, and office and administrative
support occupations. However, the proportions of women and men who do job-related work at home are
approximately equal (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007, table 592). See Shapiro, Ingols, and Blake-Beard, 2007, for
a survey of upper-level female managers showing that women in such positions can use flexible job
options to remain fully employed. Over all occupations, slightly more white women have flexible occupa-

tions than Asian, Hispanic, or black women, with 27.8 percent, 22.4 percent, 21.2 percent, and 20.9 per-
cent, respectively (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005b, table 1).

44. In 2005, men and women sixteen years old and older had similar rates of part-year employment
when employed full-time (15 percent for men and 18 percent for women) or part-time (52 percent for men
and 48 percent for women) (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007b, table 1). In 2006, 25 percent of em-
ployed women usually worked part-time compared with 11 percent of employed men; the percentages
of women and men who worked part-time were, respectively, 27 percent and 11 percent among whites,
17 percent and 11 percent among blacks, 21 percent and 9 percent among Asians, and 22 percent and 8 per-
cent among Hispanics (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007c, table 8). For evidence of greater part-time
employment in mothers and married women, see Corrigall and Konrad, 2006. In general, the more female-
dominated an occupation is, the larger its proportion of part-time workers and the smaller its proportion
of overtime workers (Jacobsen, 1998, table 6.11). Nevertheless, women in male-dominated professions
more often work part-time than men do (Boulis, 2004; Lundgren etal., 2001; Noonan and Corcoran, 2004).

45. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006c, table 5.

46. For the effects of part-time employment, see, for example, Prowse, 2005, for advancement, and
Hirsch, 2004, and Manning and Petrongolo, 2006, for pay. Compared with prior nonemployment, prior
part-time employment is associated with increased income but only if this employment status is volun-
tary (Green and Ferber, 2005).

47. Lifetime Women’s Pulse Poll, 2006. In this nationally representative poll of women, 53 percent
considered discrimination to be a serious or very serious problem, and 68 percent considered lack of flex-
ibility to be a more serious problem than discrimination.

48. Kellerman, 2003, p. 5. Kellerman’s argument is related to the idea that people who take on diffi-
cult responsibilities are rewarded with promotions as well as higher wages. See Kilbourne et al., 1994, for
discussion of the theory of compensating differentials in relation to wage gaps.

49, Political scientist Warren Farrell (2005) claimed that women’s greater desire for “fulfilling” as op-
posed to well-paying careers contributes to the gender wage gap. He cited as evidence a study of full-time
employed college graduates from the United Kingdom showing that men preferred financial rewards
more than women and that women preferred intrinsic job rewards more than men (Chevalier, 2004).
Desiring financial rewards was associated with higher income in men and women, and desiring intrinsic
rewards was associated with lower salaries in men. But women'’s desire for intrinsic rewards was unrelated
to their income. Therefore, men'’s desire for financial rewards, and not women’s desire for fulfilling jobs,
most accounted for the income gap.

50. The meta-analysis by Konrad et al., 2000, was based on US. data from 1970 through the 1990s.
Overall, males expressed a greater desire for leisure, as did male high school and college students. Only
five studies examined the preference for leisure among adult men and women in the same occupation,
and these had inconsistent results. For additional findings on a desire for leisure, see also a representative
US. poll, which asked how important it is to have “enough free time to do the things you want to do.” The
percentages of women and men, respectively, who indicated that it was very important were 57 percent
and 65 percent for whites, and 64 percent and 68 percent for blacks (Washington Post, Kaiser Family Foun-
dation, and Harvard University, 2006).

51. By the 1990s, among adults in similar occupations, women expressed a greater preference for
job security, prestige, responsibility, challenge, accomplishment, and recognition, and women and girls
expressed greater prefererice for task enjoyment and the use of their education and skills. See Greene
and DeBacker, 2004, for related findings. See also The American freshman: Forty-year trends, 2007, for
university students’ career preferences, and Marini et al., 1996, for a representative U.S. sample of high
school seniors between 1976 and 1991. In addition, see Lippa, 1998a, for evidence that women prefer
people-oriented occupations and that men prefer thing-oriented occupations, and see Eddleston, Ve'iga,
and Powell, 2006, for evidence that among managers men desire status and women desire good relation-
ships. These sex-typed occupational preferences reflect many influences, including the expectations of
parents and teachers, which in turn affect children’s ideas about their competencies (Correll, 2001, 2004;
Eccles, 2001). '

52. For evidence of men’s and women’s ambition, see Catalyst 2004c. See also Merrill-Sands, Kickul,
and Ingols, 2005; Cassirer and Reskin, 2000. However, in a study of global executives by Galinsky et al:,
2003, men more than women aspired to roles as CEOs or managing partners. Because the men in this
sample had somewhat higher-status jobs and higher salaries, men and women in comparable situat.it.:ms
might not differ. For research on university students, see Killeen, Lopez-Zafra, and Eagly, 2006, and Lips,
2000, 2001.




53. A large study of the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Australia, Sweden, Norway, and
Japan did not show a relation between workplace authority and marital or parental status, except to some
degree in Canada (Wright, Baxter, and Birkelund, 1995). See Families and Work Institute, 2005, and Corri-
gall and Konrad, 2006, for evidence that women’s family responsibilities do not reduce their desire for
advancement. See also Elliott and Smith, 2004; R. A. Smith, 2002.

54. See Aven, Parker, McEvoy, 1993, for the meta-analysis on organizational commitment. See D. D.
Bielby and Bielby, 1984; W. T. Bielby and Bielby, 1989; Eddleston, Veiga, and Powell, 2006; Families and
Work Institute, 2005; and Thoits, 1992, for the relative importance of family and employee roles. See Famn-
ilies and Work Institute, 2005, for evidence that recent generations of men and women are more family
centered and less career oriented.

55. For evidence of somewhat more career-focused men than women, see W. T. Bielby and Bielby,
1989, and Families and Work Institute, 2005. The more similar men and women are in their family respon-
sibilities and employee status, the more similar they are in career and family commitment (W. T. Bielby
and Bielby, 1989). See D. W. Moore, 2005, for evidence of men’s willingness to remain at home. See U. §.
Census Bureau, 2007, table 586, for numbers of couples with stay-at-home-husbands and working wives.
In the Lifetime Women’s Pulse Poll, 2006, the percentage of women reporting that they would not work
if they didn’t have to for financial reasons was 54 percent for Baby Boomers, 47 percent for Generation X,
and 42 percent for Generation Y.

56. Becker, 1985, p. §35.

57. In the meta-analysis on job preferences, among adults in similar occupations, women showed a
very slightly higher preference for challenge (4 = —0.09; Konrad et al., 2000). D. D. Bielby and Bielby, 1988,
assessed job effort in a nationally representative survey of employed adults, statistically equating men and
women on family responsibilities, job conditions, experience and education. For work breaks, see Glass,
1990.

58. Based on representative U.S. survey data, 33 percent of men and 40 percent of women would prefer
to be employed fewer hours (Reynolds, 2003). See Milkie et al., 2004, for opinions about time with children.

59. Personal communication to Linda Carli, January 2006.

60. In the Lifetime Women’s Pulse Poll, 2006, 71 percent of the women agreed with a statement that
business success would come at the expense of personal life.

Chapter 5

1. For discussion of different types of discrimination, see Elliott and Smith, 2004; Jacobsen, 1998.

2. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006a, tables 1 and 5.

3. At least a portion of the growth in women’s earnings beginning in the 1980s appears to reflect
their increased education and work experience. The decline in men’s wages reflects the pressures of eco-
nomic restructuring and globalization. For discussion, see O’Neill and Polachek, 1993; M. Morris and
Western, 1999; Weinberger and Kuhn, 2006.

4. For example, Blau and Kahn, 2007, p. 7, described the decrease in the gender wage gap as “dra-
matic,” “significant,” and “remarkable.” See also Blau and Kahn, 2006a, 2006b. Also, the gender wage gap
has shrunk over time particularly for entry-level positions (see Weinberger and Kuhn, 2006). For discus-
sion of longer-term historical trends, see Goldin, 2006, and for predictions about the future, see Blau and
Kahn, 2007.

5. See Jacobsen, 1998, pp. 292-297, for an explanation of this method, which was introduced by
Blinder, 1973, and Oaxaca, 1973.

6. US. Government Accountability Office, 2003. The data in this GAO study are from the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics. These percentages, of course, differ from those that we cited for 2005 be-
cause they are from an earlier time period.

7. B. A. Jacobs’s, 2002, analyses of the National Educational Longitudinal Study also showed that
women have benefited more than men from increased education. The GAO study found that parenthood
was associated with higher wages for men and lower wages for women, controlling for all other variables.
This finding is consistent with the motherhood penalty that we discussed in Chapter 4. For other evidence
of the wage gap, see, for example, Bayard et al., 2003; Blau and Kahn, 20062, 2006b, 2007.

8. For evidence of a decrease over time when earlier and later studies are compared, see meta-analyses
by Jarrell and Stanley, 2004; Solberg, 1999; Stanley and Jarrell, 1998. For evidence of little or no decrease, see
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2003, and Weichselbaumer and Winter-Ebmer, 2005, in an interna-
tional data set. See also Nelson and Bridges, 1999, especially pp. 85-87, for relevant methodological issues.

9. US. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006a, table 2. In Why Men Earn More, Farrell, 2005, presented a list
of thirty-nine occupations in which women earn at least 5 percent more than men. Most of these occupa-
tions are absent from the standard tables of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics because the occupations
have fewer than fifty thousand men or women. Huffman, 2004, showed that the wage gap is larger for
higher-status occupations. However, wage differences between women and men are generally smaller the
more narrowly the occupational category is defined. For example, within the same firm, these gaps are
small. See Blau and Kahn, 2007.

10. US. Census Bureau, 2007, table 602. See also Boraas and Rodgers, 2003, and O’Neill, 2003, for dis-
cussion. On average, women are employed in occupations that are 68 percent female, and men in occupa-
tions that are 70 percent male. Although occupational sex segregation in the United States is considerable,
it has declined over time (Tomaskovic-Devey et al., 2006) and is less pronounced than in most industrial-
ized countries (W. P Bridges, 2003).

11. See, for example, England, 1992, and Kilbourne et al., 1994, for analysis of negative eﬁ"ects.on
wages of being in an occupation that has a higher proportion of women or that requires m?rturing skﬂ]s
See Nelson and Bridges, 1999, for analysis of organizational practices that foster wage inequity and review
of debates about whether between-job wage disparities are discriminatory.

12. Nelson and Bridges, 1999. Consequently, in the United States, there has been lit:'tlc progress
toward comparable worth equity, whereby wages reflect the demands of jobs based on the skill level, edu-
cation, and responsibility that they require. .

13. See, for example, Mitra, 2003. For review, see R. A. Smith, 2002. Research also e.stabhshes that
female managers tend to be concentrated in sex-segregated jobs having higher proportions of female
bosses and subordinates.

14. L. E. Cohen, Broschak, and Haveman, 1998; J. A. Jacobs, 1992; L. Kramer and Lambert, 2001. See
review by R. A. Smith, 2002.

15. For the study examining sex and race effects, see Maume, 2004. The data are from the Panel Stuc'iy
of Income Dynamics. For additional studies on managers, see Cox and Harquail, 1991; Schneer and Reit-
man, 1994; Stroh, Brett, and Reilly, 1992. For studies on lawyers, see Hull and Nelson, 2000; Kay and
Hagan, 1998; Spurr, 1990; R. G. Wood, Corcoran, and Courant, 1993. .

16. An occasional small-scale study has substantiated the presence of greater bias at higher levels.
See Lyness and Judiesch, 1999, for example, for such an organizational study. In contrast, .Baxter and
Wright's large-scale study (2000) found no evidence that the gap in promotions increased at hsghtar levels
in the United States, but weak evidence for such an effect in Australia and Sweden. See also Elliott and
Smith, 2004; Meyersson Milgrom and Petersen, 2006; “Tharenou, 1999; Wright, Baxter, and Birkelund,

1995. )

17. The disappearance of women from higher levels would have to be even more extreme than this
type of model allows to show that anti-female selection is more stringent at higher levels..See Mart.ell,
Lane, and Emrich, 1996, for simulations of the effects of various types and amounts of anti-female bias.

18. C. Williams, 1992, 1995. See Yoder, 2002, for a review of tokenism findings. .

19. For example, Hultin, 2003; Ott, 1989; Maume, 1999a, for white men; Yoder and Sinnett, 1985.

20. Studies have produced mixed findings on this issue. See, for example, Budig, 2002; G. B. Goldberg
et al,, 2004; Maume, 1999, 1999b. Although men’s promotion advantage appears to be quite general, the
processes by which women are deselected may differ depending on the context (see chapter 9-).

21. Nelson and Bridges, 1999, described four major court cases (two public sector, two private sector)
involving discrimination charges against organizations.

22. Featherstone, 2004; Wal-Mart Class Web site, 2004.

23. Betty Dukes et al. v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 2003b, p. 46.

24, Betty Dukes etal. v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 2003c, pp. 3-4.

25. Powell and Butterfield, 1994. )

26. For the study on promotions in the federal workforce, see Naff, 1994. See also .Lewxs, 1991.3, fora
study of wage disparities in the federal workforce. For evidence of smaller wage gaps in the public than
the private sector, see D. Robinson, 1998. See also R. A. Smith, 2002, for general review.

27. For example, Brett and Stroh, 1997; Dreher and Cox, 2000; Judge et al., 1995; Lam and Dreher,
2004; Stroh, Brett, and Reilly, 1992. )

28. See Chevalier, 2004. In this study of university graduates in the United Kingdom, expectau?ns of
taking career breaks for family reasons, which were greater among women, accounted for a portion of

the gender wage gap.

29. P. Goldberg, 1968.




30. At least in early Goldberg experiments, there was a small defect that compromised the equiva-
lence of the male and female candidates, as shown by Kasof, 1993: researchers had inadvertently chosen
slightly more positive names for the men than the women portrayed in these experiments.

31. Rosen and Jerdee, 1974.

32. Davison and Burke, 2000. The effects sizes were d = 0.34 for the masculine jobs, 4 = —0.26 for the
feminine jobs, and d = 0.24 for the gender-neutral jobs (Davison, 2005, personal communication). We
thank Heather Davison for providing this analysis on the gender-neutral jobs. For earlier meta-analyses of
this research, see Olian, Schwab, and Haberfeld, 1988; Swim et al., 1989; Tosi and Einbender, 1985.

33. This estimate of success rates is based on the binomial effect size display (or BESD); see R. Rosen-
thal and Rubin, 1982.

34, Firth, 1982; McIntyre, Moberg, and Posner, 1980.

35. Levinson, 1982.

36. Some field experiments, known as audit studies or paired testing studies, involve comparing the
experiences of pairs of actual job applicants who are matched on characteristics other than those that are
expected to lead to discrimination (see Darity and Mason, 1998; Fix and Turner, 1998; Heckman, 1998).
Most studies have compared minority and majority men. Economist David Neumark, 1996, applied this
method to study sex discrimination in restaurant server jobs and found discrimination against women,
but only in high-priced restaurants.

37. For the studies that initiated this tradition, see Rosen and Jerdee’s experiment (1973) involving
vignettes describing managerial behavior, and D. M. Lee and Alvares’s experiment (1977) involving con-
federates who role-played leaders.

38. Bagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky, 1992. The overall bias against women corresponded to d = 0.05;
male-dominated leadership roles yielded d = 0.09. See also Swim et al., 1989.

39. Swim and Sanna, 1996. Findings for feminine tasks were weaker except for tendencies to ascribe
men’s failures to their lack of ability and women’s failures to the difficulty of the task. Because most of
these experiments pertained to laboratory or academic tasks, there is reason for caution in extrapolating
these findings to the workplace.

40. See Olian, Schwab, and Haberfeld, 1988, however, for meta-analytic evidence that student re-
search participants yield similar data to employee research participants.

41. J. M. Jones, 2005a. Political ideclogy has strong effects on these beliefs, with liberal respondents,
especially liberal women, perceiving more sex discrimination than conservative respondents. For similar
results in a poll of female respondents, see Lifetime Women's Pulse Poll, 2006. A Gallup poll also reported
that 22 percent of women and 9 percent of men indicated that they had been victims of workplace dis-
crimination (D. C. Wilson, 2006). Although attributing one’s personal lack of success to discrimination
can have self-protective effects (Crocker and Major, 1989), belief in pervasive discrimination against women
on the whole appears to decrease women’s well-being (e.g., Schmitt, Branscombe, and Postmes, 2003).

Chapter 6

1. Dobryznyski, 2006, p. A16.

2. For discussion of descriptive and prescriptive stereotypes about men and women, see Burgess and
Borgida, 1999; S. T. Fiske and Stevens, 1993; Heilman, 2001. Eagly and Karau, 2002, stated similar ideas in
terms of role expectations.

3. Darley and Gross, 1983. For discussion of assimilation to stereotypes, see Dunning and Sherman,
1997; S. T. Fiske, 1998; von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa, and Vargas, 1995.

4. For discussion of how gender and other stereotypes vary in the presence of additional informa-
tion, see Kunda and Thagard, 1996, and Kunda and Spencer, 2003.

5. Social psychologists have examined the extent to which people correct for the effects of their
stereotypical expectancies. See Blair and Banaji, 1996; P. G. Devine et al., 1991; Kunda and Sinclair, 1999;
Plant and Devine, 1998. See Kunda and Spencer, 2003, for an integrative review.

6. On categorization by sex and other attributes, see A. P. Fiske, Haslam, and Fiske, 1991; Stangor et
al., 1992; A. van Knippenberg, van Twuyver, and Pepels, 1994.

7. Blair and Banaji, 1996; see also Banaji, Hardin, and Rothman, 1993; Banaji and Hardin, 1996. See
Fazio and Olson, 2003, for general discussion of this “priming” method.

8. See Lemm, Dabady, and Banaji, 2005.
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9. For additional evidence of automaticity, see, for example, Ito and Urland, 2003. For an overview of
research on automaticity and unconscious processes, including their importance in gender stereotyping,
see Banaji, Lemm, and Carpenter, 2001. Gladwell provided a popular treatment in Blink: The Power of
Thinking Without Thinking, 2005.

10. See, for example, J. E. Williams and Best, 1990. For poll data, see Newport, 2001. Many re-
searchers have used the statistical procedure of factor analysis to show that the communal and agentic
dimensions account for the majority of the meaning in gender stereotypes. Yet gender stereotypes con-
tain other information—for example, about cognitive and physical characteristics. And, as Prentice and
Miller, 2006, showed, any observed difference between a man and a woman is likely to be incorporated
into beliefs about men and women in general. See Deaux and Kite, 1993, for review of research on gender
stereotypes.

11. Hall and Carter (1999b) showed that behaviors are judged appropriate for one sex to the extent
that they are believed to be performed more by that sex. For research on beliefs that men and women hold
about their ideal selves, see W. Wood et al., 1997.

12. Prentice and Carranza, 2002.

13. Diekman and Eagly, 2000, and Spence, Helmreich, and Holahan, 1979, examined negative traits
ascribed to each sex.

14. For this social role theory of the origins of gender stereotypes, see Eagly, 1987; Eagly, Wood, and
Diekman, 2000. For relevant studies, see Eagly and Steffen, 1984; Koenig and Eagly, 2007.

15. Psychologists refer to this process of inferring traits from behaviors as correspondent inference. See
Gilbert, 1998; Ross, Amabile, and Steinmetz, 1977; Schaller and O’Brien, 1992. See Gawronski, 2003, for
research on the specific psychological processes underlying correspondent inference. Uleman, Newman,
and Moskowitz, 1996, reviewed evidence that people spontaneously infer traits from observations of
behavior.

16. Although these processes create inaccuracy in people’s ideas about groups, there can be some
truth to stereotypes, because, to fulfill their family and employment roles, most people acquire role-
related skills. Women no doubt learn domestic skills, and men learn skills that are useful in the occupa-
tions they pursue. For evidence of the overall accuracy of gender stereotypes, see Hall and Carter, 1999a;
Swim, 1994. For discussion of the accuracy of cultural stereotypes in general, see Y. Lee, Jussim, and
McCauley, 1995; C. S. Ryan, 2002.

17. Cejka and Eagly, 1999; Glick, 1991.

18. For evidence that status differences between the sexes contribute to gender stereotyping, see Con-
way, Pizzamiglio, and Mount, 1996; Eagly, 1983; Eagly and Wood, 1982; Koenig and Eagly, 2007.

19. Heffernan, 2004, p. 37.

20. See Ridgeway and Bourg, 2004, and Ridgeway, 2006b, for theory about how inequality in everyday
interaction creates widely shared beliefs about men and women. See also Berger and Fisek, 2006; Ridge-
way, 2001.

21. Dasgupta and Asgari, 2004.

22. For this “women are wonderful” effect, see Bagly and Mladinic, 1994; Hosoda and Stone, 2000.
On implicit measures that assess associations that come more automatically to mind, it is women who are
particularly more favorable to women than men. See Rudman and Goodwin, 2004.

23. Jackman, 1994,

24. See Spencer et al., 1998, for an example of how negative states exacerbate stereotyping. See Sida-
nius and Pratto, 1999, for discussion of how stereotypical beliefs maintain the status quo of relationships
between groups in society.

25. For research describing leader stereotypes and their effects on information processing, see Phillips
and Lord, 1982; Kenney, Schwartz-Kenney, and Blascovich, 1996.

26. Gutek and Morasch, 1982, introduced the term sex-role spillover to capture the idea that expecta-
tions based on gender are important in the workplace. See also Ridgeway, 1997, 2001.

27. Heilman et al., 1989; Heilman, Block, and Martel, 1995.

28. For evidence that attractive women are perceived as more feminine, see Lippa, 1998b. For the
workplace implications of physical appearance, see Cash, Gillen, and Burns, 1977; Heilman and Saru-
watari, 1979; Sczesny and Kiihnen, 2004.

29. Rich, 2001, p. 23.

30. See Miner, 1993. For other classic descriptions of managerial roles, see Mintzberg, 1979; Tornow
and Pinto, 1976.




31. Such studies involve asking people to list traits or qualities of leaders and subsequently having
other people rate how characteristic the most commonly named traits are of leaders. Statistical proce-
dures involving factor analysis then reduce the traits to a smaller number by grouping the traits that have
a similar meaning. See Epitropaki and Martin, 2004; Offermann, Kennedy, and Wirtz, 1994.

32. Atwater et al., 2004.

33. For review of this research, see Schein, 2001.

34. Sczesny, 2003a. X

35. For replications, see Schein, 2001. Other investigators established the masculinity of leadership
roles by having respondents indicate what qualities typify a “good manager.” See Powell, Butterfield, and
Parent, 2002.

36. Rosenwasser and Dean, 1989.

37, Weir, 1998, p. 222.

38. Ibid., p. 393.

39. Young, 1990, p. 304.

40. Carras, 1979, p. 48.

41. Warren, 2004, p. 16.

42. Silvestri, 2003, p. 95. This quote is from an interview study of thirty senior policewomen in
Britain, whose ranks extended from inspector to chief officer.

43. See Phillips and Lord, 1982; Kenney, Schwartz-Kenney, and Blascovich, 1996. For evidence that
stereotypes obstruct perceivers” correspondent inferences of traits inconsistent with these stereotypes,
see Wigboldus, Dijksterhuis, and van Knippenberg, 2003. For the experiment on the difficulties of per-
ceiving (i.e., encoding) female leaders’ agentic behaviors as agentic, see Scott and Brown, 2006.

44. Personal communication to Alice Eagly from Harvard staffperson; April 1999.

45. Davies, Spencer, and Steele, 2005. In an additional study, assuring participants that women per-
form as well as men as leaders mitigated this effect on the female students.

46. Stereotype threat can undermine performance by invoking gender or racial stereotypes. For
example, stereotype threat can lower women'’s performance in mathematics when women are reminded
of men’s superior math ability or are made aware of gender stereotypes. For a review, see Steele, Spencer,
and-Aronson, 2002. There is evidence that stereotype threat often interferes with performance by reduc-
ing working memory capacity, as shown by Schmader and Johns, 2005.

47. See Duehr and Bono, 2006, for evidence of change among male managers. Schein, 2001, found
more change the United States and Canada than in other nations. However, researchers have detected
change in Germany, Australia, and India (Koch, Luft, and Kruse, 2005; Sczesny, 2003a, 2003b; Sczesny et
al., 2004). Although gender stereotypes have considerable cross-cultural generality (J. E. Williams and
Best, 1990), the cultural shaping of the interface between gender and leadership warrants more attention
(Dorfman and House, 2004; Emrich, Denmark, and Den Hartog, 2004).

48. Hoyt and Blascovich, in press.

49. Lord et al., 2001. See also Lord and Maher, 1993. For discussion of how manager roles differ de-
pending on their areas of responsibility within organizations, see Gomez-Mejia, McCann, and Page, 1985;
Fondas, 1992; Pavett and Lau, 1983.

50. Martell et al., 1998,

51. See Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993, on political leaders. Studies of how managers at various levels
perceive their work include Gomez-Mejia, McCann, and Page, 1985; Paolillo, 1981; Pavett and Lau, 1983.
See also Lord and Maher, 1993; Hunt, Boal, and Sorenson, 1990.
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54. Sciolino, 2006b.

55. Toner, 2007.

56. Bagly and Karau, 2002, presented this role incongruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders.
See also two related theories: Heilman’s “lack of fit” theory (1983) and Burgess and Borgida’s theory of
workplace discrimination (1999). For discussion of this role incongruity approach to understanding prej-
udice in general, see Eagly and Diekman, 2005.

57. A limited amount of research has used implicit measures of attitudes based on speed of asso-
ciation between male and female leader concepts and positive and negative words. See Rudman and Kil-
ianski, 2000.

58. J. Carroll, 2006. The “no preference” response must be volunteered by the respondent. Male and
fernale respondents differed somewhat, especially in terms of men’s more sharply increasing tendency to

volunteer that they have no preference for one sex over the other, although women showed a clear
increase in this response in 2002.

59. When people indicate whether they would prefer a male or a female boss, they may usually think
about organizations in which male bosses have more-powerful positions than female bosses. Therefore,
images of male and female bosses differ by more than just sex (Liden, 1985). See also Bowman, Worthy,
and Greyser, 1965, and Sutton and Moore, 1985, for surveys of executives’ attitudes toward women in
management.

60. For willingness to vote for a female candidate, see D. W. Moore, 2003; CBS News/New York Times,
2006. Other polls have yielded similar results. For readiness for a female president, see CBS News/New
York Times, 2006. Warner, 2007, provided discussion of these somewhat disparate poll results.

61. See C. Brooks and Bolzendahl, 2004, for an analysis of the causes and patterning of these attitudi-
nal changes. See also Inglehart and Norris, 2003.

62. “George and Laura Bush: The People interview,” 2006, p. 2.

63. On relations between race or ethnicity and gender, see Ferdman, 1999. For consideration of sex-
ual orientation, see Ragins, Cornwell, and Miller, 2003.

64. For the relation of attitudes to behavior, see Ajzen and Fishbein, 2005.
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managers. See also C. S. Rosenthal’s study (1998) of committee chairs in state legislatures.

50. Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, and van Engen, 2003, argued that these results are not due to artifacts
such as a bias concerning which studies get published or a tendency of female and male managers to oc-
cupy different roles. Researchers have also found women higher than men on charismatic leadership,
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minders of one’s mortality and of 9/11 increased support for President Bush.
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Chapter 9

1. Although this analysis often refers to organizational norms and practices, related processes can
occur in smaller units such as groups or teams and in larger units such as governments and nations.
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as leaders, see Ely, Scully, and Foldy, 2003; Powell and Graves, 2003, 2006; Ragins and Sundstrom, 1989;
Reskin and McBrier, 2000. .
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