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WOMEN IN BUSINESS

You and your peers who lead the most powerful
companies in the United States are missing a huge
opportunity. In fact, because you fundamentally
misunderstand how to manage and motivate one-
half of your human resources, you tap only a fraction
of their capacity. One reason you continue to ignore
these problems is that a conspiracy of silence pre-
cludes discussing the matter openly. You don't voice
your concerns for fear of litigation, and you are joined
in this conspiracy of silence by women who don't
want to be seen as different from men. You pretend
that everything is all right. But you cannot fix a proh-
lem that you tacitly avoid talking about.

Your company is not alone. Women encounter un-
pleasant, even harsh circumstances at most com-
panies in our nation, even if CEOs and managers
consider themselves enlightened, thoughtful, and
compassionate people. Actually, Topform is better
than many other companies. But the fact that you
are neither alone nor the worst offender should not
console you. You still need to change.

The solution is not merely instituting some "feel
good" policies. The solution is fundamental change.

A oonspiraoy ot silenoe
prevents disoussing
the matter openiy. You
cannot fix a problenn
you avoid taiking about.

It is a revolution in thought and action that will
have a terrific impact, an impact that can be mea-
sured in dollars and cents.

What, for example, might be the economic power
of this radical policy change? Imagine for a moment
that you were not considering human resources
policies but were instead attending a presentation
from your R&D shop about a spectacular new prod-
uct. This product, which has been under develop-
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ment for years, is now nearing completion. If its in-
troduction succeeds - and you believe that it will -
your revenues will skyrocket. Wouldn't you react
impatiently after that meeting ended, eager to get
cracking? Treating women as a business imperative
is the equivalent of a unique R&)D product for
which there is a huge demand. It promises to be the
most important "new product launch" you and
your company could implement. Making a radical
change and accepting the women's imperative is the
right thing to do; but, more important, it makes
good economic sense.

U.S. Companies: From Zero to Five

You asked me to evaluate Topform. As you know, I
travel all over the country, visiting and discussing
these issues with hundreds of top executives yearly.
These site visits and discussions have given me an
empirical basis for comparing your company with
many others.

From your vice president of human resources, I
learned that almost half of all Topform employees
are women. In fact, 40% of your exempt employees
and 7% of your vice presidents are female. These
percentages compare favorably with national aver-
ages. But simply counting women employees, vice
presidents, or board members is not an effective way
to appraise corporate performance. Both of us realize
that setting arbitrary numerical objectives can pro-
duce spurious accounting, which in turn produces
false reassurances, while chronic underlying prob-
lems go unaddressed. Attempting to measure com-
plicated personnel questions by using only the blunt
instrument of the adding machine is a mistake. As
subtle as these issues are, and as difficult as it may
be to translate them into cold mathematics, it helps
nonetheless to look at them critically. Consequent-
ly, I have developed a simple but effective rating
system that runs from zero to five to gauge how
motivated companies are to accept the women's
imperative as a business imperative.

At the low end. Zeros are companies that are dead
to the issue of developing women. They simply don't
care. These companies make no effort to recruit,
train, or promote women. Executives at Zero compa-
nies work with blinders on. They are even blasé
about the law. They get sued, repeatedly in some
cases, but apparently accept the costs of settling
those suits as just another annoying part of doing
husiness - their way.

Next are the companies that simply want to keep
ahead of the law. They are Ones. They track num-
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bers and fill out Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission forms, but they don't take any initia-
tive in leveling the playing field for women or ad-
dressing the needs of working parents, which are
still, unfortunately, the needs of working women.
According to one study, for instance, a third of U.S.
companies have done virtually nothing that is not
legally mandated to help their employees cope with
family problems. By my standards, those companies
are Ones.

TWos are companies that want to do what is fair
and right. The Twos have formulated two or three
specific policies for child care, part-time clerical
jobs, or unpaid maternity leave - but those who work
at the company still feel it is a man's world. Twos
give little thought to women's upward mobility or to
removing the obstacles to women's productivity.
Deep down, the men who run these companies be-
lieve that women should not be part of the real ac-
tion. They go through the motions of improving
women's situations, but they have not come to
terms with their deeply rooted preconceptions.

There are only a few employers who can legiti-
mately say, "We are doing well by women," even in a
limited sense, on family and work issues or leader-
ship development. Those companies that do I call
Threes. For example, newspaper giant Gannett,
where there is a passion to develop women, is a
Three. (In fact, the former publisher of Gannett's
successful USA Today, Cathleen Black, is a woman.)
The Federal National Mortgage Association, which
increased the number of women employees from
4% in 1981 to 26% in 1988, is another Three. IBM,
which built on Thomas Watson's respect for the in-
dividual, and Corning, which has a strategic plan for
change, are both Threes.

Fours are mythical companies where one day the
playing field will be leveled for everyone. No one is
there yet, but some companies such as Xerox are at
least trying to get there. Companies at the Four level
would be truly responsive to women. These would
be companies managed by men and women who

IThere simply are not enough
oapable men today
to fiii aii the manageriai jobs.

have examined their own preconceptions and shak-
en off those vestiges of old-fashioned, outdated
thinking that prevent progress.

Fives are off today's charts. The Five level is a place
where the playing field itself starts off flat for both
men and women. This exemplary vision includes an

ideal, egalitarian environment, where the whole
management structure is not a power-oriented hier-
archy of ascending status at all but a jungle gym
with lateral sidebars and many-leveled challenges,
with help and rewards available for employees at ev-
ery step. Becoming a Five will represent the ultimate
achievement, and it will yield the ultimate payoff.

Right now, most companies stand at levels One or
Two. Their executives ardently believe that they are
"OK on women," that the policies they've adopted
are appropriately enlightened. Of course, they don't
think they are on the cutting edge-but, then again,
they don't want to be ahead of the curve.

They are complacent - and they are in danger.
Your company, like many others, is stuck at Two.

Eight Costs of Where Women Are

Here is another way to view the problem. Imagine
that your corporate management group takes the
form of a pyramid. (Whether or not Topform's struc-
ture should be a pyramid or a different shape is an in-
teresting question by itself but not one we will dis-
cuss at the moment.) In 1960, virtually all of the
white-collar employees in your company-and in
the management ranks of almost all companies in
the United States-were men. Today more than a
third of your managers -370 out of 1,000 - are women.
That represents improvement.

This improvement was almost inevitable, of
course, given the changing demographics of the
country. There simply are not enough capable men
available today to fill all of the managerial jobs. Your
human resources director can tell you that the na-
tion's labor pool isn't growing fast enough to keep up
with management demand. Family size contracted
from an average of almost four children per family in
the 1950s to fewer than two children per family from
the mid-1970s to today. The new generation of col-
lege graduates-52% female-from which you re-
cruit your future managers is much smaller than
anticipated. This age group is actually only half
the expected size based on demographic predictions
that assumed the baby boom would continue.

Of course, the current downturn, as well as merg-
ers, restructurings, and job consolidations, has had a
crushing impact on the lives of those managers who
have lost their jobs. This pain and despair is experi-
enced by both men and women. We should ac-
knowledge and sympathize with those who are suf-
fering. However, this dismal period will end, and we
must regain our competitive position in the world
economy. To do so, we must mobilize our talent.
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WOMEN IN BUSINESS

Women are not part of the prohlem, they are part of
the solution.

There are already women executives today
throughout U.S. business. As a matter of fact, about
37% of your managers are women. That's progress,
of a sort. But consider where most of these women
are: in jobs at the bottom of your team's pyramid.

Yau are recruiting the
best wannen-and ietting
thenn languish.

Picture the company pyramid in your mind's eye
again. It is a geometric truth that if you divide any
pyramid into four slices of equal height, the top slice
will contain 1.5% of its volume, the next slice will
contain 11 %, the third slice will contain 29.5%, and
the bottom layer will contain 58 %.

Now note that out of 1,000 managers at Topform,
15 are in the pyramid's top slice, the corporate pin-
nacle where all of your other ambitious staffers set
their sights. In the second slice are 110 of your man-
agers, with 295 on the third level, and 580 on the hot-
tom. The pyramid's bottom slice contains the entry-
level management jobs where promising junior
people as well as competent but unexceptional older
managers are found.

When we analyze where Topform's women are, we
find that their distribution is typical of the pattern
for Two companies in the United States. Half of your
entry-level managers on the lowest level are women.
Fewer than one-quarter of the jobs in the next level
up are held by women. Of the managers on the sec-
ond tier, only 10% are women. And only 1 of your 15
highest ranking managers is a woman.

What is wrong with this picture? Over the last
decade, you have led an effort to recruit bright,
promising men and women to join Topform's man-
agement ranks, as most U.S. companies have done.
You have searched for talent in the best undergradu-
ate and business schools in the land, schools in
which there are more women in attendance every
year. You yourself have told me that the women at
Topform are as strong in basic leadership traits like
intelligence, energy, and analytical ability as the
men because your standards are exacting and you ex-
pect to hire only the best people. And yet women
languish after you hire them.

If women are as smart, capable, and eager to exer-
cise their skills as men are, all of which you say you
believe, then why are the highest two levels in your
company almost exclusively male domains? Ignore
the matter of what is right or wrong. What does

that segregation, intended or not, cost you? How are
you hurt?

1. You're not mobilizing your best people at the top.
Any successful husiness today is only as good as

its senior management team. Traditionally, the
most prestigious corporations (like yours) and the
top professional companies have confined their hir-
ing to the top 10% of potential management em-
ployees. In the past, that meant selective recruiting
of the highest ranked available men who could be
found at elite business schools. However, today
women have displaced men in these schools. Wom-
en now earn 55% of all undergraduate accounting
degrees and 35% of MBAs. So if you attempt to de-
pend solely on male graduates from the top 10% of
the best schools in the country, you will drastically
reduce the pool from which you draw.

2. You're not maintaining quality at every level.
Today the marketplace offers little leeway for

managerial error. The nation's leadership needs are
growing rapidly both in quantity and in quality - and
doing so faster than the work force itself is growing.
Competition has become global and more intense.
Intemational corporations vie with one another in
every sizable industry and in every market that of-
fers promise. Products grow more sophisticated each
day. Technology grows more complex. Managers
have to he very, very good.

Now that a significant number of women are in
management, you can concentrate on enhancing the
quality of your people at every level by identifying
and promoting the best women instead of benignly
ignoring them after you hire them. In fact, one of the
United States's greatest assets in international com-
petition is its pool of qualified female managers.
Recognition of the contribution that U.S. women
can make to business success, whatever this coun-
try's current shortcomings, gives the United States a
terrific advantage in competing against some of its
toughest competitors like Japan. In that nation,
women have barely gained token entrée into lower
management circles. Japanese salarymen already
seem to be working at peak capacity, which leaves
little room for ratcheting up the intensity they al-
ready bring to their jobs.

Thank goodness women are available for consider-
ation as part of the talent pool in the United States.
But unless you actively draw from the entire uni-
verse of people with high potential, including wom-
en candidates, you will hurt your company and your-
self. If you fail to draw, train, and advance women
candidates, you will neither hone this national ad-
vantage, nor will you compete successfully in the
United States or beyond.
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3. You're treating a big portion oí your employees
as dead weight.

There is a psychological lag between Topform's de-
cision to employ women and your will to use them.
You accept women as workers, but in your mind,
they really have not entered the mainstream of busi-
ness. Not only are most of the women in your man-
agerial ranks situated at the bottom of the pyramid
but they have also been shunted off to the sides. In
your mind, women are ancillary. Is it possible that
you still think as bosses did 30 years ago? Do you se-
cretly think that men belong in business, while
women create problems? Are you hiring, training,
and advancing women only to ensure mere adequa-
cy'} Does adequate female managerial representation
mean doing just enough to quell women's restless-
ness, avoid the wrath and litigation of women em-
ployees, satisfy the corporate conscience, and devel-
op a few high performers for show? Do you pay lip
service to equality between the sexes while uncon-
sciously sabotaging that equality?

If nearly half of your managers are women who are
discounted in this way, then you're dragging a very
heavy anchor.

4. You're putting a lid on the contribution individ-
ual women can make.

You stifle people when you make them report to
less talented bosses. Many female managers, who oc-
cupy the sides and bottom of the organizational
chart, are working for men who are less talented
than they are. Thus their talent and vision are con-
strained by the limitations of the underqualified
men to whom they report.

A person who works for someone less competent
is stunted and thwarted by that relationship. The ca-
pable but underappreciated subordinate soon real-
izes that recognition for effort is not commensurate
with output and that the rewards of her work are not
sufficient. It is enervating to work for a boss whom
one does not respect. The results are predictable: the
more talented subordinate throttles down, begins to
cut back, produces less, or leaves altogether.

Inequity and injustice of this kind have real fiscal
costs. The company suffers from decreased produc-
tivity and inefficiency. These problems are com-
pounded when they are systemic; for instance, when
it is clear to all of the women managers in an orga-
nization that women are victimized by consistent-
ly insensitive treatment and by relegation to second-
class managerial citizenship. Add to this already
punishing environment the effects of inadvertent
sexist behavior. To be sure, not all sexist behavior is
overt, such as a pinch at the watercooler, an off-color
joke that is intended to throw the woman who hears
it off-guard, or much worse, pernicious sexual ha-

rassment. Some of it is tacit, unspoken, and attitudi-
nal. Most of it is unconscious. Regardless, for iTiany
women, working means encountering a series of
hurdles and tests. The problem is exacerbated at the
upper levels of the company hierarchy, where nega-
tive experiences become more intense because
women are fewer and more isolated.

With each step backward, women are further de-
bilitated, and attrition among your highest poten-
tial women increases. This may, in fact, explain the
relative overrepresentation of talented women en-
trepreneurs. Some of the best women set out to
work for themselves in a supportive environment of
their own creation where talent can be recognized
and rewarded.

5. You're undervaluing promising people who
wish to take a role in family caregiving.

Very simply, if you see commitment to your com-
pany as the inverse of employees' commitment to
their families, you're creating a false and damaging
dichotomy for judging employee potential. Worse,
this division of commitments perpetuates the preju-
dice that it is not possible to combine career and fam-
ily. As a consequence, business loses good people
who would bring the same high standards to their
work that they bring to their families-if given the
choice not to make a choice between work and home.

It is almost second nature to think of child and el-
der care as "women's work, " domestic issues, mat-
ters that have nothing to do with the rough-and-
tumble business world. Revenues, margins, rates of
return, market share-these are supposed to be the
primary concerns of business. Making things and
selling things are business concerns. But rearing
children is a women's issue. Because women haven't
been assimilated fully into business, child care isn't
considered a business issue, nor is flexibility
thought to be an important company priority.

No one can deny that since women have entered
the nation's work force in vast numbers, there is no
longer a solid family-support structure at home. On-

IWhat you think of as
"women's issues" are reaily
business issues.

ly 16% of full-time workers go home to a nonwork-
ing spouse, according to the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics. In two-career couples, neither parent can expect
that the other will automatically tend to the needs
of their children. Since high-quality, affordable day
care is rare, many working parents are permanently
anxious about their children. And as the population
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I THE. C O K S U L T A N T ]

"/ interpret your dream to mean you should reorganize
your department and raise performance expectations for

long-run productivity improvements. "

ages, these working parents are often responsihle for
their own elderly parents too.

But the clock will not go backward. If all of the
United States's working women were to return home
to cook and clean tomorrow, businesses would dis-
integrate. U.S. business depends on women. Compa-
nies may not use them as well as they should, but
they depend on women employees no less.

The result? When companies don't offer child care
and flexibility in scheduling work as matters of
course, these companies suffer along with their de-
prived workers. And those individuals who drop out
may be some of the most responsible employees, those
in the company who could bring the same uncompro-
mising standards to their performance in the work-
place that they do to the rearing of their children.

6. You're wasting recruiting and training money.
On average, college-educated women postpone

the birth of their first child until they are 31 years
old. If a woman joins your company after her college
graduation, Topform makes a decade-long commit-
ment to her training and development. If she leaves
you when her child is born-because your culture re-
tards her career growth, or because parental-leave
provisions and family support are inadequate-you
fail to amortize that ten-year investment. It is worse
for you, of course, if she leaves Topform to work for a
competitor and puts her experience to work against

you. Ironically, wherever she goes, the unhappy cycle
continues because chances are good you'll replace
her with another woman who may not work out at
all and will in any case need training and develop-
ment for years before she (or a male counterpart, for
that matter) can perform on par with the original
woman you lost. Then, when the replacement has
a baby-which is also probable-the whole cycle
begins again.

7. You're failing to create beacons for the best
women entering the workplace.

You know that women constitute an increasing
proportion of a shrinking work force, and you believe
that Topform needs all the help it can get. But do you
view hiring women as a last resort? If so, that is
shortsighted.

Companies that do not take pains to develop and
retain able women will continue to feel the absence
of women at higher levels in the future, when all tal-
ent will be scarcer. The smartest women graduating
from the best schools will scout out their employ-
ment prospects, searching for the right beacons.
They will conclude, reasonahly enough, that compa-
nies that advance few women to the upper tiers are
less attractive than those that have already demon-
strated they value women. Companies that fail to
develop women for leadership positions now will be
forced to settle later for women who are not as quali-
fied. Nonetheless, half of your management pyramid
will be women in the future. If you attract only those
woman who are second tier, you will lose a competi-
tive advantage.

8. You could be capitalizing on a tremendous
opportunity.

Women can lead your company to new profitability.
When you expand the pool from which you draw

your top management, you will see greater talent at
every level of the enterprise. In an information econ-
omy, an economy of ideas, an economy of knowl-
edge, nothing is more important than the thinking
skills of your people and their capacity to make
smart, timely decisions. Better decisions lead to en-
hanced productivity, improved pricing and packag-
ing, and more ingenious innovations. You need to at-
tract-and win-the commitment of managers with
those skills. The best way to win their commitment
to Topform is to demonstrate your commitment to
them. You can earn the loyalty of the women in your
organization at a time when loyalty is a vanishing
U.S. corporate virtue. By providing flexibility, you
will retain good women through the childbearing
years just as they become most useful to the compa-
ny. And a solid cadre of women at the senior levels
will serve as role models and mentors to junior
women as they rise.
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This new approach will appeal to your stockhold-
ers, more than half of whom are women, both for
economic reasons and reasons of principle. Your
public image will improve, which is not an insignifi-
cant issue. Today companies compete through their
values as well as their products. Customers want to
know what a company stands for. When a company
can demonstrate that it has moved aggressively in
the way in which it recruits, trains, promotes, re-
wards, and values women, it will not only attract the
brightest women, it will speak directly to the mil-
lions of women and men who care deeply about this
issue. A company's reputation for good human val-
ues is as valuable an asset as capital equipment.
When your customers, clients, and employees real-
ize that you value women as a central resource
rather than inadvertently perpetuating a system that
defeats them, a new, positive cycle will be born to
replace the old, unhappy, expensive one.

Women are not going to go home again. The clock
ticks forward, not back. So you can either force
women and men who wish to participate in family
life to make some very unpleasant choices, or you
and your company can change. You can insist that
women play by men's rules, and as a result, they will
fail. Similarly, you can insist that men follow in
their father's footsteps and focus their energies on
careers, limiting severely their participation in their
children's lives. You can require women and men to
give up the dream of having children. Or you can
urge those who have children to turn them over to
full-time surrogate care. And some of your employ-
ees will leave Topform to work elsewhere or to start
businesses of their own that give them more flexibil-
ity and career satisfaction.

Or you can do everything possible to support fami-
lies while clearing away the barriers to women's-
and men's-progress.

Four Actions for Change

The biggest obstacle to corporate change is the re-
luctance of leaders to see the need for it. When you
accept the notion that women should be full partici-
pants in the management of your company, when
you are ready to consider changing, you'll find that
implementing a solution is neither difficult nor ex-
pensive. The restraints that now hold women back
can be loosened easily, and these problems will be
swiftly remedied.

There are four actions you should take to ensure
that the women you employ will function as effec-
tively as the men. The first is to acknowledge the

fundamental difference between women and men,
the biological fact of maternity. The second is to pro-
vide flexihility for women and men who want it.
Third is to provide women who already have basic
leadership traits with the special additional manage-
ment skills and tools that are vital to excellent per-
formance. The last action you can take is to improve

Some 85% of women inave
bobies. That's a toot tiiat
oompanies don't hondie weii.

the corporate environment by removing barriers that
exist for women but not for men.

Acknowledge maternity. End the conspiracy of si-
lence in which leaders as well as workers pretend
that they think the biological differences between
the sexes do not exist. Of all women, 85 % have ba-
bies. Giving birth is a uniquely female experience.
These are facts. But they are facts that companies
don't handle well.

We should distinguish pregnancy, childbirth, and
disability from parenting. Maternity, when defined
as childbearing, is predictable and finite. It is good
practical policy to acknowledge this natural process
and to help womeri as they move through it. You can
manage maternity so that it takes a small fraction of
current costs in productivity and attrition.

There's no denying the physical and emotional
impact of pregnancy. Yet most women find pregnan-
cy an experience of heightened energy and happy
anticipation. Within the last few decades, the average
woman has changed her pattern from one of leaving
work at the end of the first trimester to working
right up until the month, if not the week or day, of
delivery. What discourages pregnant women are the
attitudes of other people in the workplace. The su-
pervisor and colleagues of the mother-to-be tend to
discount her and see her condition as something
negative rather than the plus it is. At best today, a
pregnant woman's condition is ignored. At worst,
she is forced to hide her pregnancy as long as possi-
ble and to avoid natural coping responses such as
walking around at intervals during long meetings,
elevating her feet when seated, or wearing comfort-
able clothes.

You should formulate clear, comprehensive dis-
ability and maternity-leave policies - as differentiat-
ed from a parental-leave policy - that will enable you
to retain your best women. Do not require an un-
equivocal statement of intentions from the mother-
to-be before the baby is born. Wise, self-interested
companies will allow women to return to work
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when they are ready, when child-care arrangements
are in place, and permit those women to have flexi-
ble schedules that will help them be productive. It is
my belief that most women will opt to return early
on part-time schedules. Thus paid maternity leave is
not an issue - and a modest fraction of the expense of
that forgone paid leave could be used to subsidize the
part-time return of low-income women.

Finally, work coverage when the woman is on
leave must be jointly planned by both the employee
and her manager. Encourage frank talk. When you
help women employees with maternity rather than
punish them, you'll inspire their confidence and be
rewarded with candor that permits you to plan ac-
cordingly. The fact that women have babies doesn't
alter their commitment to a job or the quality of
their work-except when maternity goes unac-
knowledged, unplanned for, and unmanaged.

Provide flexibility. Begin by accepting that parent-
hood is linked to business and that intact families
include two parents. Note that there is no evidence
that men are less nurturing than women. Just a few
years ago, talk of "co-parenting" would have taxed
the patience of male senior managers, so advocates
of shared parental responsibility had to tackle ma-
ternity first. Now we can talk openly.

A small percentage of men and women are singu-
larly career-focused, while a small numher are en-
tirely family-focused. But the vast majority of men

Learn inow to measure
produotivity instead
of oounting hours spent
in the offioe.

and women want to combine family and career, and
they want to switch their main focus of attention
from time to time throughout their lives. Here is the
main point: these men and women require flexibili-
ty in order to be productive at work and to be active,
responsible parents.

Now that women are in the work force, children
have a business impact. Today you must accept par-
enthood as a part of doing business. You can reduce
its cost by consciously disregarding the traditional
roles of men and women. The result will be that you,
the employer, will get the best, most committed
workers and that children will get the best, most
committed parents. Moreover, the net return to the
employer when husbands and wives share parenting
will be greater. When women are forced to be prima-
ry caregivers, their productivity and their careers be-
come stunted because they cannot come to work

early or stay late. However, when parenting is
shared, either parent can be home with the children
and both parents are free to make a serious, sus-
tained commitment to their employers, their ca-
reers, and their children.

Permit parents to cut back to half-time (at prorat-
ed pay) and then reenter the competition for senior
management jobs, partnerships, or tenure if they
choose. Let new fathers take paternity leaves in se-
quence with their wives. Encourage and legitimize
the growing desire of men to take an active role in
parenting. Since some women choose to spend five
or six years with young children, don't shoot your-
self in the foot by denying them reentry and the
chance to move up when they return. It is crusty
tradition that makes us think that the thirties are
the prime career years. When these women return
refreshed, guilt-free, and ready to go at full throttle,
they can produce for 25 or 30 more strong years.

Let parents (and other executives) work at home.
New technology-personal computers, fax ma-
chines, modems, and so on-makes working at
home practical. Take advantage of the freedom this
technology affords. And, finally, learn how to mea-
sure real productivity instead of counting hours
spent in the office.

Provide training. Helping women maximize their
potential helps not only them but also your compa-
ny. You recruit only the best managerial candidates,
good men and women, from a pool that is both di-
minishing in total number and increasingly female
(51% of all master's degrees, for instance, now go to
women). But don't stop at simply avoiding discrimi-
nation in hiring. Recognize that women face a
tougher challenge than men do after they join your
male-oriented company.

Women are newcomers to the male world of busi-
ness. Their socialization does not prepare them for
this new world. Some men view them as temporary,
uninvited guests whom they treat insensitively and
accept grudgingly, if at all. Often women are penal-
ized for lacking aggressive instincts, but, contradic-
torily, they are scorned for being too aggressive. So
you must help your promising women with train-
ing and education that includes behavioral advice.
Permit them to display the qualities that are tradi-
tionally inculcated in men: competitiveness, aggres-
siveness, risk-taking, and long-term, dependable
commitment to a career.

Fortunately for women, the work world has be-
come increasingly information-oriented, which
means that supposedly innate feminine skills in
communication and sensitivity are at a premium.
But if you need managers to act authoritatively, give
women permission to be as tough and aggressive as
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you need them to be; you'll find they respond ac-
cordingly. Watch women managers grow after they
become comfortable in the workplace.

Improve the environment. Removing the barriers
that obstruct women entails first accepting the
premise that women belong in the work force - and
then eliminating the corrosive atmosphere that per-
vades most companies. The glass ceiling is not a
physical harrier erected by nefarious CEOs. Rather, it
is an attitudinal hurdle consisting of largely uncon-
scious stereotypes and preconceptions. So make
men aware of negative behavior. Sensitize your male
managers to the new demographic realities and the
practical reasons for proper conduct hetween the
sexes at work. Eradicate sexual harassment.

Next, coach women as you do men, and accept in
women the behavior that usually characterizes suc-
cessful men. Assign them to line jobs that will tax
and teach them. At the same time, don't feel be-
trayed when women plateau or drop out; instead,
ask yourself whether conditions in your company
forced them out. And don't worry about raising
women's expectations too much by announcing
your intention to change. If you don't raise expecta-
tions, women will despair that the status quo will
never change.

My hope is that Topform and all U.S. companies
will work to integrate the lives of their employees,
permitting work and family to fit smoothly together
instead of conflicting with one another. When work
supplies energy to the home, and home revitalizes
life on the job, each half joins to make a vihrant
whole. If, on the other hand, the status quo does not
change, bitterness and frustration will grow.

Can we achieve this ideal? We have come so far
since the revolution began 30 years ago, when wom-
en hegan pouring into the work force. Further move-
ment, accelerated movement, is not only logical but
also eminently practical.

But it is not inevitable. If the status quo goes un-
challenged, many more women will leave corpora-

tions and professions to hecome entrepreneurs. Men
who remain at these corporations will be forced to
work harder. They will suffer from fatigue, frustra-
tion, diminished productivity, and further estrange-
ment from their families. The women who continue
working and remain primarily responsible for home
management and child care won't be able to com-
pete for leadership positions.

Most likely, if unchallenged, the pace of change
will be just fast enough to perpetuate the conspiracy
of silence. In that case, we'll remain where we are
now, where it is not working. Everybody knows it,
but nobody is talking about it.

I believe the process of change must begin with
CEOs who now cling to an image of the past that
tells them women should be home rearing children.
They think women's careers burn out prematurely
because work is not really as important to them as it
is to men. They believe there always will be enough
high-performing males to replenish their ranks.

But CEOs will change because business is quin-
tessentially realistic. Senior executives will see the
many changes in the workplace that have already
succeeded and the many changes that are still neces-
sary. And they will cast aside their stereotypes and
preconceptions.

The logjam impeding women's forward move-
ment will be broken by a top-level acknowledgment
that the status quo is unacceptable. As this move-
ment accelerates, we should see more women and
men break with traditional sex roles. We should see
more self-determinate women. Men will grow more
comfortable inside the home, and this too will have
positive ramifications. Couples may be able to build
partnerships that preclude feelings of exploitation
and anger. Families will grow stronger.

But the hest news I can offer is this prediction:
your company will gain tremendous financial bene-
fits when you accept your responsibility to women
and working parents. ^
Reprint 92207
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