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No women are on the fast track to the chxef executive’s jOb at any FORTUNE 500 corporatxon
- That’s incongruous, given the number of years women have been working in management. The

reasons are elusive and tough for manaoement to deal w1th

EN YEARS HAVE passed since U.S.
corporations began hiring more than
token numbars of women for jobs at

not as far as their male counterparts. Despite
impressive progress at the entry level and in
middle management, women are having
trouble breal\mg into senior management.
“There is an invisible ceiling for women at

that level,” says Janet Jones-Parker, execu- |

tive director of the Association of Executive
Search Consultants Inc. “After eight or ten
years, they hit a barrier.”
" The trouble begins at about the $75,000 to
$100,000 salary level, and seems to get
waorse the higher one looks. Only one compa-
ny on FORTUNE's list of the 500 largest U.S.
industrial corporations has a woman chief ex-
ecutive. That woman, Katharine Graham of
the Washington Post Co. (No. 342), readily
admits she got the job because her family
owns i controlling share of the corporation.

More surprising, given that women have
heen on the ladder for ten years, is that none
currently seems to have a shot at the top
rung..Executive recruiters, asked to identify
wonien whe might become presidents or
chigf executives of FORTUNE 500 companies,
draw a blank. Even companies that have
women in scnior management privately con-
cede that these women aren’t going to occu-
py the chairman’s office.

Women have only four of the 154 spots
thiz year at the Harvard Business School’s
—a presti-

RESEARCH ASSOCINTE David Wel'i Stevens .

the bottom rung of the management -
hadcr A decade into their careers, how far
up have these women climbed? The answer:

. tant. “

gious, 13 week conchvc to which companies
send ekecutives Lhey are grooming for the
corridors of power. The numbers aren't
much better at comparable programs at Stan-
ford and at Dartmouth's Tuck School. But
perhaps the most telling admission of trouble
comes from men at the top. “The women
aren’t making it,” confessed the chief execu-
tive of a FORTUNE 500 company to a consul-
Can you help us find out why?”

All explanations are controversial to one
faction or another in this highly charged de-

- bate. At one extreme, many women—and

some men—maintain that women are the
victims of blatant sexism. At the other ex-

. treme, many men—and a few woinen—be-

lieve women are unsuitable for the highest
managerial jobs: they lack the necessary as-
sertiveness, they don’t know how to get
along in this rarefied world, or they have chil-
dren and lose interest in—or time for—their
careers. Somewherte in between is a surpris-
ingly large group of men and women who sce
“discrimination” as the major problem, but
who often can't define precisely what they
mean by the term.

The discrimination they talk ahout is not

the simple-minded sexism of dirty jokes and’

references to “girls.” It is not born of hatred,
or indeed of any ill will that the bearer may
be conscious of. What they call discrimina-
tion consists simply of treating women dif-

ferently from men, The notion dumbfounds

some male managers. You mean to say; they

" ask, that managerial women don’t want to be
treated differently from men in any respect, -

and. that by acling otherwise—as [ was
raised to think only decent and gentleman-

" women in senior management,”
-Carol Brown, a consultant to several FOR- -

_feel comfortable,”

3 by Susan F raker

ly—I'm somehow prejudicing their chances
for success? Yes, the women respond.
“Men [ talk to would like to see more

TUNE 500 companies. “But they don’t recog-
nize the subtle barriers that stand in the’

- way.' Brown thinks the biggest hurdle,is.a,

Mmatter of (_OUhOI't not competence “At s€:
nior management levels, ccmpetcnce is as-
sumed,” she says. “What you're looking

for is someone who fits, someone who

gets along, someone you trust- Now that’s -
subtle stuff. How does a group of men feel
that a woman is going to fit? 1 think
it’s very hard.”

The e\pe.ncm_e of an executive at a ]arge 2

Northeastern bank illustrates how many

managerial women see the problem. Promot- * -

ed to senior vice president several years ago,
she was the first woman named to that posi-
tion. But she now bhelieves it will be many
years before the bank appoints a woman ex-
ecutive vice president. ““The men just don't
she says. “They make all
sorts of excuses—that I'm not a banker (she
worked as a-consultant originally], that I.
don’t know the culture. There’s a smoke
screen four miles thick. I attribute it to heing
a woman.” Similarly, 117 of 300 women ex-
ccutives polled recently by UCLA’s Gradu-
ate School of Management and Korn/Ferry
International, an executive search firm, felt
that being a woman was the greatest obsta-

cle to their success.

A common concern ameng women, partic-
ularly in law and investment b1nkmq. is that
the best nxslqnments g0 to men. Some de-

w—,,‘-m-o
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‘partments—like sales and trading or merg- .
ers and acquisitions—are considered . more’
. macho, hence more prestigious,” -says a -

woman at a New York investment bank. “It’s -
nothing explicit: But if women can't get the .

R TR e 1o PRSI, A
assignments that allow them to shine, how

s
’y -

e _ns

Wamen also worry that they don’t regggx e

STIEIT e P IR TR e et el
the same kind of TORStFIctive Triticism, that
£ RN & ATO padlt § NN sy e gtV T .
mep. do. While these women probably over-
estimate the amount of feedback their male

8

- . . t ’

colleagues receive, even some men acknowl-
edge widespread male reluctance to criticize
a woman. ‘There are vast numbers of men

‘who can't do it,” says Eugene Jennings, pro-

fessor of business administration at Michi-
gan State University and a consultant to a

. dozen large companies. A male banking exec- -
utive agrees: “A male boss will haul a guy-

aside and just kick ass if the subordinate per-
forms badly in front of a client. But I heard
about a woman here who gets nervous and

tends to giggle in front of customers. She’s

_unaware of it and her boss hasn’t told her.
"But behind her back he downgrades her for_,

not being smooth with customers.” .

Sometimes the message that has to be
conveyed to a wornan manager is much more
sensitive. An executive at a large company
says he once had to tell a woman that she
should either cross her legs or keep her
knees together when she sat. The encounter
was obviously painful to him. “She listened

. APRIL 16, 1984 FORTUNE 41
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to me and thanked me and expressed shock.!
at what she was doing,” he recalls, with'a

touch of agony in his voice. “My God, this is
something only your mother tells you. I'm a
fairly direct person and a great believer in
equal opportunity. But it was damn difficult
for me to say this to a woman whom I view to
be very proper in all other respects.”

~Research by Anne Harlan, a human re-
source manager at the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and Carol Weiss, a managing

associate of Charles Hamilton Associates, a

Boston consulting firm, suggests that the sit;

uation doesn’t_nccessarily improve as the .
" B vty .

A stk . Tl ereigtg ey omimy
aumber of ‘women. in an organizition in-

_cFé’zié:g‘rs":"THgir study, conductéd at the
Welesley College Center for Research on
Waqmen and completed in 1982, challenges
the theory advanced by some experts that
.when a corporaticn attained a “critical mass”
of executive women—defined as some-
where between 30% and 35%—job discrimi-
nation would vanish naturally as men and
wornen began to take each other for granted.

Harlan and Weiss ohserved the effects of
different numbers of women in an organiza-
iion during a three-year study of 100 men

-
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and women managers at two Northéastern.

'rgtailjng'corporatioris. While their sample of -

were published, othér companies said ‘they -
had similar experiences. Harlan znd Weiss
e b et s MOEREN ke st . A

found that while overt re

sistance drops

R = s

“guicklyafter the first few women become

managers, it SE¢HHS {0 pick Up_again, as_the
ndfibEE 8¢ Womén reaches. 15%. In one com-
pany they studied, only 6% of the managers
were women, compared with 19% in the sec-
ond company. But more women in the sec-
ond company complained of discrimination,
ranging from sexual harassment to inade-
quate feedback. Could something other than .
discrimination—very different corporate cul-
tures, say—have accounted for the result?
Harlan and Weiss say no, that the two com-
panies were eminently comparabile. i
Consultants and-executives who think dis-
crimination is the problem tend to believe it
persists in part because the government has
relaxed its commitment to affirmative action,
which they define more narrowly than some’

“advocates do. “We're not talking about quo-

tas or preferential treatment,” says Marga- 4
ret Hennig who, along with Anre Jardim,
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. ampls -of Management. “That’s!istupid manage= .
companies was not large, after their results -“ment. We just' mean thechance to compete’ ¥,

A

equally.” Again, a semantic chasm separates ':

iSTPréjidices aren’t permitted to_operate.

- Méi think the term means reverse discrimi- ¥

nation; giting Women preferential treatment,
"Legislation such as the Equal Employment

Wonien ke Hennig and

Jardimthink Sf afirmativ&aetion 551 Vigor- .
“ous effort’grtlie part 6f tompanies to ensure .
-that. w_ouxemre“treatéd"é@ijﬁﬁjljﬂt_ﬁ7 Y

{

‘
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Opportunity Act of 1972 prohibits companies :~
~ from discriminating against women in hiring.

The laws worked well—indeed, almost too

well. After seven or eight years, says Jen- ™

nings of Michigan State, the pressure was off ..

and no one pushed hard to see that discrimi- ;-

nation was eliminated in Selecting people for

senior management. Jennings thinks® the.
problem began in the latter days of the Car- -
ter Administration, when the economy was i
lagging and companies worried more about ot
making money than about how their women ¢

managers were doing. The Réagan Adminis-
tration hasn’t made equal opportunity a pri-
ority either. IR R

v T . N
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What about the belief that women fall be-
hind not because of discrimination, but be-
cause they are cautious, unaggressive, and
differently motivated than men—or less mo-
tivated? Even some female executives be-.
lieve that women derail thexr careers by
choosing “staff jobs over high-risk, " high:

reward line }JOQILIOPS_.)OH(‘. \»oman, .'omxcrly e

with a large consumer goods company and
now president of a market research firm,
urges women to worry less about sexism and

more about whether the jobs they take are

the right route to the top. “I spent five years

thinking the only reason I didn’t become a

corporate oﬁicer at my former company was
because of my sex,” she says. “I finally had

to come to grips with the fact that I overem-

phasized being a woman and underempha-
sized what I did for a living. I was in a staff
function—the company didn’t live and die by
what I did.”

Aage differently. Research to sup-
port this belief is hard to come by, though.
. The women retail managers studied by Har-

" lan and ‘Weiss, while never quarterbacks or_

catchers, had no trouble playing on manage-

' ment teams. Nor did they perform less well

B

.company,

“on standardized tests measuring qualities

like assertiveness and leadership. “Women

_don’t.manage differently,” Harlan says flatly.

In a2 much larger study specifically ad-
dressing management styles, psychologists
Jay Hall and Susan.Donnell of Teleometrics
International Inc., a management training

They matched nearly 2,000 men and wom-

en managers according to age, rank in their
organization, kind of organization, and the *

number of people they supervised. The
psychologists ran tests to assess every-
thing from managerial philosophies to the
ability to get along with people, even quiz-
zing subordinates on their views of the
boss. Donnell and Hall concluded, “Males
and female managers do_ not differ_in the
way they ,manage | the orgamzauon s tcchm-
cal and human resources.” '

Data on how  women’s expectauons—-and

therefore arguably. - theu' d,performzmce— -

may dnﬂ'er from men’s are more, confusing.
Stszord Professor Myra Strober studied
150 men and 26 women who . graduated
from the Stanford Business School in 1974.
When she and a colleague, Francine Gordon,
polled the MBAs shortly before graduation,
they, discovered that the, svomen had much
lowu c\(pectanona for thexr peak ezu'nmgs

The top salary “the. women expected duung,

their -careers was only 60% of the men’s.

reached the same conclusion. '
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The chairman’s suppor? is cmc:al says Men:}z s equal-employmentc arLany Branch.

Four years later the ratio had fallen to 40%.
Did this mean that women were less ambi-
tious or were willing to take lower salaries to
get management jobs? Strober doesa’t think
s0. She says a major reason for the women'’s
lower salary expectations was that they took
jobs in industries that traditionally pay less;,
but which, the women thought, offered op-
“portunities for advancement. Almost 20% of
the women in her sample went into govern-
ment, compared with 3% of the men. On the
other hand, no women went into investment

“banking or real estate development, which’

each employed about 6% of the men. Strober
points out, however, that investment bank-
ing and big-time real estate were all but
closed to women in the early 1970s. “One
way people decxde what. their aaprranons
"33y’ ‘"o look around.and, see
ealistic. If you look ata field and
see no women adv;mcmg, you may, modxfy
your’ goals """
Some of what Mary Anne Qevanna,[ound

DA

.,m_,her..e.\ammauon of MBAS contradicts

Strober’ sconclusnons Devanna, research co- . -

ordmator - of the Columbia Business School’s
Center for Research in Career Developiient,

Tan A _Abproved For Release 2009/03/16 CIA RDP86M00886R002100150044 8 ;

matched 45 men and 45 women who graduat-
ed from the Columbia Business School from
1969 to 1972. Each paired man and woman
had similar backgrounds, credentials, and
marital status. The_starting salaries of the
women were 98% of the ¢ men’s. Usmg “data
collected in 1980, Devanna found a big differ-
ence in the salaries men and women ulumate~
ly achleved though. In manufacturmg, the
highest paying sector, women earned,
341,618 after ten years.vs..$59, 733 Ior the
men. Women in finance had salaries of
$42,867 vs. $46,786 for the men, The gap in
the service industries was smallesu $36,666
vs. $38,600. She then tested four hypotheses
in seeking to explain the salary differences:

. (1) that women are less successful because

they are motivated differently than men, (2)

- that motherhood causes women to divert at-

tention from their careers, (3) that women
seek jobs in.low-paying industries, and (4)
that womien seek types of johs—in human re-
sources, say-—that pay less.

Devanna found no major differences be-
tween the sexes in the importance they at-
tached to the psychic or monetary rewards

" of work. “The women did not expect to earn

APPIL i’* 1984 FORTUNE 43
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Karol Emmerlch became pregnant, Dayion Hudson worried she'd qzut s0 ntpromatedher

less than the men,” she says. Nor did she
find that motherhood led women to abandon
their carécrs. Although several women took
maternity leaves, all returned to work full
time within six months. Finally, Devanna
found no big differences in the MBAs’ choice
of industry or function, either when they
took their first jobs or ten years later.

Devanna concluded that (h%mmmatlon
" rnot 1ével of molivilion or choice of ]Ob ac-
couptcd for the pay differcnces. -Could the

?ﬁkm sunply have been pcrformancc——
thut the women didn’t manage as well as
men? Devanna claims that while she couldn’t
take this variable into account specifically,
she controlled for all the variables that
should have made (or a difference in perfor-
" mance—{rom family lnrl\grouncl to grades in
business school.

In  Lheir dise U\Sl()ll\ W uh m.al(‘ l‘ucuu,ves

res mrchcrs like l)cv'mfn hcm a rccurrcn‘
T RSNSRARRATS, L RIS

A A NPT R v v b
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theme—a conviction that women don't take

their careers us;enoualy “Even’ though most
female nf%a“‘gcer?were regarded as extreme-
ly competent, the men thought they would
eveniually leave—either to have children or
because the tensions of work became too
much. Both are legitimate concerns. A wom-
an on the fast track is under intense pres-
sure. Many corporate types believe that she
gets much more scrutiny than a ‘man and
must work harder to succeed. The pressures
increase geometrically if she h1s \m.lll chil-
dren at home. .
Perhaps as a result, thousands of women
have careers rather than husbands and chil-
dren. In the UCLA-Korn/Ferry study of ex-
cumveﬁnen 52% _had..never: married,

o MU T AAT A
were divorced, or wem mcloucd  and 61%

hadno dn[d"r'C LA smulanstudy of male exec-

L B, N

ULVes, aum_ 401979 found.that only. 5% of
thc men had never m'xrr'ed or were divorced

SRR AP 2 A
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and even fewer—3%—had no children.

" Statistics on how many women bear chil-
dren and then leave the corporation are in-
complete. Catalyst, a nonprofit organization
that encourages the participation of women

‘im business, studied 815 two-career {amilies
-1 1980. It found that 37% of the new moth-

ers in the study returned to work within two
months; 68% were back after 4'%4 months;

* 87% in eight months. To a company, of

course, an eight-month absence is a long
time. Moreover, the 10% or so who never
come back—most males are convinced the

~ figure is higher—represent a substantial cap-

ital investment lost. It would be naive to
think that companies don't crank this into

_their calculation of how much the women

who remain are worth. :
" Motherhood clearly slows the progress of

. women who decide to take long maternity
- leaves or who choose to work part time. Bu,
. even those committed to worl\mg full time on

et Teturn Believe, they.afesoinetimes held
bagk—-—purpo;elvw_or madvertently “Men

make foo many 1ssumptxons that women -

.with children aren’t free to take on time-con-

" suming tasks,” says Gene Kofke, director of
_human resources at AT&T. Karen Gon-

~galves, 34, quit her job as a consultant when
- she was denied challenging assignments af-

ter the birth of her daughter. “I was told

_clearly that I couldn’t expect to move ahead
-as. fast as I had been,” she says. Later, when

Gongalves began working at the Lonsultmg
firm of Arthur D. Little Inc. in Cambridge,
Massachusetts, - she intentionally avoided
discussions of family and children: “I didn't
keep a picture of my daughter in the office,
and I would travel anywhere, no matter how
hard it was for me.”

OMETIMES PREGNANCY is more
o, Of an issue for the men who witness
“%it than for the women who go
through it. Karol Emmerich, 35, now

treasurer of Dayton Hudson Corp., was the -

first high-level woman at the department-
store company to become pregnant. “The
men didn't really know what to do,” she re-

calls. “They were worried when [ wanted to -

take three months off. But they wanted to
encourage me to come back. So they-promot-
ed me to treasurer when I was seven months
pregnant. Management got a lot of good
feedback.” Emmerich's experience would

“please Simmons Dean Anne Jardim, who

werries that most organizations aren’t doing

‘enough to keep women who want to have

children. “It's mind-boggling,” she argucs.
‘Frthcr some of thL bnqhtest women in thlS

~ Approved For Release 2009/03/16 : CIA- RDP86M00886R002100150044-8
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When they did %tudles of MBAs, Mym Strober ofSlanfo*d (Teft)
and Mary Anne Devanna of Columbia (right) found that, despite similar
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several years on the job. I)evmma Sound no d; Jercms in expeclations
between the men and women she studied. Strober discovered thal the wom-
en she polled expected their peak salaries to be only 40% of the men's.

starting salaries, worien's pay came to only about 80% of men's aﬂer

country aren’t going to reproduce or the
companies are going to write off women in

whom they have a tremendous investment.” -

To the corporation it may seem wasteful
to train a woman and then be unable to pro-
mote her because she won’t move to take

he new job. The Catalyst stud udy found that

40% of the men surveyed had moved for
Jlerr ;obs s, onI)L 21% of the wonien,
argument Can be made thaLzmlmmobrle ex-
"cutwe iSWorth less to the- corporaUOn-——'md
iience may be pmd less.

Where women frequently do 8o 1s out ut of

Lht. ‘Comipany~and “into” biisiness for them-

b # A

selves” “When the zchieVerents you want
dlel'lt forthcommg, it makes going out on
vour own easier,” says a woman who has set _
up her own consultancy. “l was told I
wouldn't make it into senior management at
my bank. Maybe I just didn’t have it. But the
bank never found any woman who did. They
were operating under a consent decree and
they brought in a lot of women at the vice

president level. Every single one of them -

left.” Karen Gongalves left Arthur D. Little
<0 do part-time teaching and consulting when
she was pregnant with her second child. “I
didn’t think I would get the professional sat-
isfaction I wanted at ADL,” she says.

From 1977 to 1980, according to the Small
Business Administration, the number of
businesses owned by women increased 33%,
compared with an 11% increase for men—
though admittedly the women's increase
. started from a much smaller base. While it’s

P et

] not clear from the numbers that women are
entering the entrepreneurial ranks in greater
numbers than they are joining corporations,
some experts think so. “It’s ironic,” says
Strober of Stanford. “The - problem~of "the
19705 was bringing wo ) the corpora-.
tion=-The problem of of _tlge 1980s_is_keeping
them there.”™
~-—-—A -few+companies, corwmced that women
face special problems and that it’s ia the cor-
poration’s interest to help overcome them,
are working hard at solutions. At Penn Mutu-
al Life Insurance Co. in Phnade‘.p Za whe e
nearly haif the m: managers are womien, exeeu-
tives Cotidiutted dseries of otf-srte seminars
of gender iSsues and sex—role stereotvpes
' Déyton Hﬁgeﬁrowdes support (moral and
“financial) for a program whereby women in

o cnrn B

. the company trade information on issues like

personal ﬁnancral planmng and child care.

_e:gggrt;say,“are lOLd “clear,
continuing statements of sup-
- nad — port ffom Sénior maragement.
Women have~¢omé 7 16ng Wiy at "Merck,
“says B. Lawrence Branch, the company’s di-
rector of equal employment atfairs, because
Chairman John J. Horan insisted that their
progress be watched. Merck has a. pro;,rdm
that 1d<_nt1ﬁcs 10%.0f.its.women and.10%-
TRIROHtIeS a5 mostpromremq " The compa-
IR TS T T STERNHARL
ny prepares a wntten agenda of what it will
take for them to move to the next level.
Progress upward may mean changing jobs or

Approved For Release 2009/03/16 CIA RDP86M00886R002100150044 8

3 HAT WO’VILN NEED most, the

switching functions, so Merck circulates
their credentials throughout the company.
“We have a txmetable rmd d we track thes
women cqrefullx, ‘says Branch. Since 197
almost 40% of the net growth in Merck’
.nanagerial staff has been women.

Sensmvc to charges of reverse discrimidh-
txon anch explams that-Merck’ has
ycars n&,lcd out..the-bestnemplm cesato
mdke sure they getopportiities to advance.

\W men, he notca,,.were.consrstemly under-
re esented .in, that group. In his view the
trackml, program simiply allows women to
get into the competition with fast-track men.
Others might not be so charitable. Any com-
pany that undertakes to do something cn be-
half of its managerial women leaves itself
open to the charge that it teo is discriminat-
ing—treating women and men differently.

“What everyone may be able to agree on is
that opening corporations to competition in
the executive ranks is clearly good for per-
formance and profits. But how can a compa-
ny do this? It can try to find productive part-
time work for all employees who want to

‘work part time—even managers. It can
structure promotions so that fewer careers
are derailed by an absence of a few months
or the unwillingness to relocate. It can make
sure that the right information, particularly

.on job openings, reaches everyone. Perhaps
most importantly, it can reward its managers
for developing talent of all sorts and sexes,
penalize them if they don't, and vigilantly su-
pervise the process. £}
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