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factors in the changing of the workforce and the work ethic. The entrance of
women into the workforce has necessitated a fundamental reevaluation of our
ideas regarding sexual equality, sexual role modeling, the purpose and func-
tion of marriage, the responsibility of parenthood, and the logistics of child
rearing. In effect, a major revolution has been taking place in American soci-
ety, one that can affect virtually all of our domestic, social, and economic
arrangements.’

Recent research now indicates that the second major revolution that has
occurred in the labor market has been the rapid diversification of the work-
force. Demographers report that the homogeneous myth of America (White
Anglo-Saxon Protestant) is now in full retreat. America is not now, and never
really was, a monoculture. Assimilation, while once the goal, is now giving way
to the honest recognition that we are a plural, multicultural society made up
of differing ages, ethnicities, genders, physical abilities/ qualities, races, and
sexual/affectional orientations.

Time Magazine (Fall, 1993) in its Special Issue on diversity reported that
white males are a steadily declining part of the population and currently rep-
resent just 37 percent of the total. By the year 2050, Time claims that the pop-
ulation will undergo a fundamental reconfiguration. In 1990, census statistics
showed a population made up of: Anglos 76 percent, African Americans 12 per-
cent, Latinos 9 percent, Asians 3 percent. The projected figures for 2050: An-
glos 52 percent, African Americans 16 percent, Latinos 22 percent, Asians 10
percent. To help further dramatize the “changing face of America,” Time also
pointed out that presently 32 million people in the United States speak lan-
guages other than English at home and that more than 100 different languages
are spoken by students in the school systems of New York, Chicago, Los Ange-
les, and Fairfax County, Virginia.

These new statistics and changes in our national make-up make it obvious
that the workforce of the twenty-first century will be categorically different than
the workforce of the twentieth century. This will require us to develop new
rules, new laws, and new mores to accommodate our growing diversity. It will
require us, however, to do more than just simply recognize diversity, we must
also learn to live with, accept, and respect it.

The essays and cases in this section try to address some of the issues raised
by our two “Revolutions in the Workplace.” Felice Schwartz’s article, “Man-
agement Women and the New Facts of Life,” has provoked an extraordinary
debate, labeled by others as the “mommy track controversy.” According to
Schwartz, the purpose of the article was to urge employers to create policies
that help mothers balance career and family responsibilities and to eliminate
barriers to female productivity and advancement. According to her critics (Bar-
bara Ehrenreich and Deirdre English, “Blowing the Whistle on the ‘Mommy
Track’”; Carol Kleiman, “How to Get ’Em On Track”; and many others), the
two-track system is really a way of closing off the professional future of any
woman unwise enough to choose or be selected for the “career and family
track.” They claim that in advocating a two-track system, Schwartz is selling
women short and helping to perpetuate the age-old stereotypes of women as
“only or primarily,” no matter what their other obligations, wives, mothers, and
housekeepers.

“Women’s Work: Seeking Identity Through Occupation” is an analysis of
women’s overall attitudes toward work and the workplace’s attitude toward
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them. It specifically examines the notion of occupation as a source of identity
and the conflict between work and the family. The “Foreign Assignment” case
focuses on how women are perceived on the job by colleagues and customers.
“Gender Issues at Your House” by John Hasnas and the two notes on “Sexual Ha-
rassment” provide the reader with a working definition of sexual harassment,
recent court rulings, and a realistic workplace scenario of what can happen
when a sexual harassment charge is made.

The “Sexual Discrimination at Eastern Airlines” and “Oil Rig” cases ad-
dress the issue of diversity from two highly different perspectives. “Eastern Air-
lines” is a complicated case involving gender identity, sexual preference, gen-
der reassignment surgery, job performance, public perception, and an inflex-
ible (non-diverse) corporate culture. The “Oil Rig” case asks the question: In
a diverse workforce is it ever morally acceptable to treat employees of different
ethnic and national backgrounds differently? Finally, the reader is encouraged
to turn back to Section 4, Employee—Employer Relations, and reexamine the
“Weber v. Kaiser Aluminum” court decision (p. 144) in order to compare and
reflect on the allied issues of affirmative action and diversity.

Note

1. A. R. Gini, T. J. Sullivan, It Comes With the Territory (New York: Random House, 1989), pp.
xii, xiii.

* Essay -

Zwbwm,mgma Women and the New Facts of Life*
FELICE N. SCHWARTZ

The cost of employing women in management is greater than the cost of em-
ploying men. This is a jarring statement, partly because it is true, but mostly
because it is something people are reluctant to talk about. A new study by one
multinational corporation shows that the rate of turnover in management po-
sitions is 2% times higher among top-performing women than it is among
men. A large producer of consumer goods reports that one half of the women
who take maternity leave return to their jobs late or not at all. And we know
that women also have a greater tendency to plateau or to interrupt their ca-
reers in ways that limit their growth and development. But we have become so
sensitive to charges of sexism and so afraid of confrontation, even litigation,
that we rarely say what we know to be true. Unfortunately, our bottled-up aware-
ness leaks out in misleading metaphors (“glass ceiling” is one notable exam-
ple), veiled hostility, lowered expectations, distrust, and reluctant adherence
to Equal Employment Opportunity requirements.

*Reprinted by permission of Harvard Business Review. “Management Women and the New
Facts of Life” by Felice N. Schwartz, Harvard Business Review (Jan./Feb. 1989). Copyright © 1989
by the President and Fellows of Harvard College; all rights reserved.
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Career interruptions, plateauing, and turnover are expensive. The money
corporations invest in recruitment, training, and development is less likely to
produce top executives among women than among men, and the invaluable
company experience that developing executives acquire at every level as they
move up through management ranks is more often lost.

The studies just mentioned are only the first of many, I'm quite sure. De-
mographic realities are going to force corporations all across the country to
analyze the cost of employing women in managerial positions, and what they
will discover is that women cost more.

But here is another startling truth: The greater cost of employing women
is not a function of inescapable gender differences. Women are different from
men, but what increases their cost to the corporation is principally the clash of
their perceptions, attitudes, and behavior with those of men, which is to say,
with the policies and practices of male-led corporations.

Itis terribly important that employers draw the right conclusions from the
studies now being done. The studies will be useless—or worse, harmful—if all
they teach us is that women are expensive to employ. What we need to learn is
how to reduce that expense, how to stop throwing away the investments we
make in talented women, how to become more responsive to the needs of the
women that corporations must employ if they are to have the best and the
brightest of all those now entering the work force.

The gender differences relevant to business fall into two categories: those
related to maternity and those related to the differing traditions and expecta-
tions of the sexes. Maternity is biological rather than cultural. We can’t alter it,
but we can dramatically reduce its impact on the workplace and in many cases
eliminate its negative effect on employee development. We can accomplish this
by addressing the second set of differences, those between male and female so-
cialization. Today, these differences exaggerate the real costs of maternity and
can turn a relatively slight disruption in work schedule into a serious business
problem and a career derailment for individual women. If we are to overcome
the cost differential between male and female employees, we need to address
the issues that arise when female socialization meets the male corporate cul-
ture and masculine rules of career development—issues of behavior and style,
of expectation, of stereotypes and preconceptions, of sexual tension and ha-
rassment, of female mentoring, lateral mobility, relocation, compensation, and
early identification of top performers.

The one immutable, enduring difference between men and women is ma-
ternity. Maternity is not simply childbirth but a continuum that begins with an
awareness of the ticking of the biological clock, proceeds to the anticipation of
motherhood, includes pregnancy, childbirth, physical recuperation, psycho-
logical adjustment, and continues on to nursing, bonding, and child rearing.
Not all women choose to become mothers, of course, and among those who
do, the process varies from case to case depending on the health of the moth-
er and baby, the values of the parents, and the availability, cost, and quality of
child care.

In past centuries, the biological fact of maternity shaped the traditional
roles of the sexes. Women performed the home-centered functions that relat-
ed to the bearing and nurturing of children. Men did the work that required
great physical strength. Over time, however, family size contracted, the com-
munity assumed greater responsibility for the care and education of children,
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packaged foods and household technology reduced the work load in the
home, and technology eliminated much of the need for muscle power at the
workplace. Today, in the developed world, the only role still uniquely gender
related is childbearing. Yet men and women are still socialized to perform their
traditional roles.

Men and women may or may not have some innate psychological disposi-
tion toward these traditional roles—men to be aggressive, competitive, self-re-
liant, risk taking; women to be supportive, nurturing, intuitive, sensitive, com-
municative—but certainly both men and women are capable of the full range
of behavior. Indeed, the male and female roles have already begun to expand
and merge. In the decades ahead, as the socialization of boys and girls and the
experience and expectations of young men and women grow steadily more an-
drogynous, the differences in workplace behavior will continue to fade. At the
moment, however, we are still plagued by disparities in perception and behav-
ior that make the integration of men and women in the workplace unneces-
sarily difficult and expensive.

Let me illustrate with a few broadbrush generalizations. Of course, these
are only stereotypes, but I think they help to exemplify the kinds of precon-
ceptions that can muddy the corporate waters.

Men continue to perceive women as the rearers of their children, so they
find it understandable, indeed zppropriate, that women should renounce
their careers to raise families. Edmund Pratt, CEO of Pfizer, once asked me in
all sincerity, “Why would any woman choose to be a chief financial officer
rather than a full-time mother?” By condoning and taking pleasure in women’s
traditional behavior, men reinforce it. Not only do they see parenting as fun-
damentally female, they see a career as fundamentally male—either an un-
broken series of promotions and advancements toward CEOdom or stagnation
and disappointment. This attitude serves to legitimize a woman’s choice to ex-
tend maternity leave and even, for those who can afford it, to leave employ-
ment altogether for several years. By the same token, men who might want to
take a leave after the birth of a child know that management will see such be-
havior as a lack of career commitment, even when company policy permits
parental leave for men.

Women also bring counterproductive expectations and perceptions to the
workplace. Ironically, although the feminist movement was an expression of
women’s quest for freedom from their home-based lives, most women were re-
markably free already. They had many responsibilities, but they were au-
tonomous and could be entrepreneurial in how and when they carried them
out. And once their children grew up and left home, they were essentially free
to do what they wanted with their lives. Women’s traditional role also includ-
ed freedom from responsibility for the financial support of their families. Many
of us were socialized from girlhood to expect our husbands to take care of us,
while our brothers were socialized from an equally early age to complete their
educations, pursue careers, climb the ladder of success, and provide depend-
able financial support for their families. To the extent that this tradition of free-
dom lingers subliminally, women tend to bring to their employment a sense
that they can choose to change jobs or careers at will, take time off, or reduce
their hours.

Finally, women’s traditional role encouraged particular attention to the
quality and substance of what they did, specifically to the physical, psychologi-
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cal, and intellectual development of their children. This traditional focus may
explain women’s continuing tendency to search for more than monetary re-
ward—intrinsic significance, social importance, meaning—in what they do.
This too makes them more likely than men to leave the corporation in search
of other values.

The misleading metaphor of the glass ceiling suggests an invisible barrier
constructed by corporate leaders to impede the upward mobility of women be-
yond the middle levels. A more appropriate metaphor, I believe, is the kind of
cross-sectional diagram used in geology. The barriers to women’s leadership
occur when potentially counterproductive layers of influence on women—ma-
ternity, tradition, socialization—meet management strata pervaded by the
largely unconscious preconceptions, stereotypes, and expectations of men.
Such interfaces do not exist for men and tend to be impermeable for women.

One result of these gender differences has been to convince some execu-
tives that women are simply not suited to top management. Other executives
feel helpless. If they see even a few of their valued female employees fail to re-
turn to work from maternity leave on schedule or see one of their most promis-
ing women plateau in her career after the birth of a child, they begin to fear
there is nothing they can do to infuse women with new energy and enthusiasm
and persuade them to stay. At the same time, they know there is nothing they
can do to stem the tide of women into management ranks.

Another result is to place every working woman on a continuum that runs
from total dedication to career at one end to a balance between career and
family at the other. What women discover is that the male corporate culture
sees both extremes as unacceptable. Women who want the flexibility to balance
their families and their careers are not adequately committed to the organiza-
tion. Women who perform as aggressively and competitively as men are abra-
sive and unfeminine. But the fact is, business needs all the talented women it
can get. Moreover, as [ will explain, the women I call career-primary and those
I call career-and-family each have particular value to the corporation.

Women in the corporation are about to move from a buyer’s to a seller’s
market. The sudden, startling recognition that 80% of new entrants in the work
force over the next decade will be women, minorities, and immigrants has stim-
ulated a mushrooming incentive to “value diversity.”

Women are no longer simply an enticing pool of occasional creative tal-
ent, a thorn in the side of the EEO officer, or a source of frustration to corpo-
rate leaders truly puzzled by the slowness of their upward trickle into executive
positions. A real demographic change is taking place. The era of sudden pop-
ulation growth of the 1950s and 1960s is over. The birth rate has dropped about
40%, from a high of 25.3 live births per 1,000 population in 1957, at the peak
of the baby boom, to a stable low of a little more than 15 per 1,000 over the last
16 years, and there is no indication of a return to a higher rate. The tidal wave
of baby boomers that swelled the recruitment pool to overflowing seems to
have been a one-time phenomenon. For 20 years, employers had the pick of a
very large crop and were able to choose males almost exclusively for the exec-
utive track. But if future population remains fairly stable while the economy
continues to expand, and if the new information society simultaneously cre-
ates a greater need for creative, educated managers, then the gap between sup-
ply and demand will grow dramatically and, with it, the competiion for man-
agerial talent.
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The decrease in numbers has even greater implications if we look at the
traditional source of corporate recruitment for leadership positions—white
males from the top 10% of the country’s best universities. Over the past decade,
the increase in the number of women graduating from leading universities has
been much greater than the increase in the total number of graduates, and
these women are well represented in the top 10% of their classes.

The trend extends into business and professional programs as well. In the
old days, virtually all MBAs were male. I remember addressing a2 meeting at the
Harvard Business School as recently as the mid-1970s and looking out at a sea
of exclusively male faces. Today, about 25% of that audience would be women.
The pool of male MBAs from which corporations have traditionally drawn their
leaders has shrunk significantly.

Of course, this reduction does not have to mean a shortage of talent. The
top 10% is at least as smart as it always was—smarter, probably, since it’s now
drawn from a broader segment of the population. But it now consists increas-
ingly of women. Companies that are determined to recruit the same number
of men as before will have to dig much deeper into the male pool, while their
competitors will have the opportunity to pick the best people from both the
male and female graduates.

Under these circumstances, there is no question that the management
ranks of business will include increasing numbers of women. There remains,
however, the question of how these women will succeed—how long they will
stay, how high they will climb, how completely they will fulfill their promise and
potential, and what kind of return the corporation will realize on its investment
in their training and development.

There is ample business reason for finding ways to make sure that as many
of these women as possible will succeed. The first step in this process is to rec-
ognize that women are not all alike. Like men, they are individuals with dif-
fering talents, priorities, and motivations. For the sake of simplicity, let me fo-
cus on the two women I referred to earlier, on what I call the career-primary
woman and the career-and-family woman.

Like many men, some women put their careers first. They are ready to
make the same trade-offs traditionally made by the men who seek leadership
positions. They make a career decision to put in extra hours, to make sacrifices
in their personal lives, to make the most of every opportunity for professional
development. For women, of course, this decision also requires that they re-
main single or at least childless or, if they do have children, that they be satis-
fied to have others raise them. Some 90% of executive men but only 35% of
executive women have children by the age of 40. The automatic association of
all women with babies is clearly unjustified.

The secret to dealing with such women is to recognize them early, accept
them, and clear artificial barriers from their path to the top. After all, the best of
these women are among the best managerial talent you will ever see. And career-
primary women have another important value to the company that men and oth-
er women lack. They can act as role models and mentors to younger women who
put their careers first. Since upwardly mobile career-primary women still have
few role models to motivate and inspire them, a company with women in its top
echelon has a significant advantage in the competition for executive talent.

Men at the top of the organization—most of them over 55, with wives who
tend to be traditional—often find career women “masculine” and difficult to



166 ¢ Diversity in the Workplace

accept as colleagues. Such men miss the point, which is not that these women
are just like men but that they are just like the best men in the organization.
And there is such a shortage of the best people that gender cannot be allowed
to matter. It is clearly counterproductive to disparage in a woman with execu-
tive talent the very qualities that are most critical to the business and that might
carry a man to the CEO’s office.

Clearing a path to the top for career-primary women has four require-
ments:

1. Identify them early.

2. Give them the same opportunity you give to talented men to grow and develop and
contribute to company profitability. Give them client and customer responsibility.
Expect them to travel and relocate, to make the same commitment to the compa-
ny as men aspiring to leadership positions.

3. Accept them as valued members of your management team. Include them in every
kind of communication. Listen to them.

4. Recognize that the business environment is more difficult and stressful for them
than for their male peers. They are always a minority, often the only woman. The
male perception of talented, ambitious women is at best ambivalent, a mixture of
admiration, resentment, confusion, competitiveness, attraction, skepticism, anxi-
ety, pride, and animosity. Women can never feel secure about how they should
dress and act, whether they should speak out or grin and bear it when they en-
counter discrimination, stereotyping, sexual harassment, and paternalism. Social
interaction and travel with male colleagues and with male clients can be charged.
As they move up, the normal increase in pressure and responsibility is com-
pounded for women because they are women.

Stereotypical language and sexist day-to-day behavior do take their toll on
women’s career development. Few male executives realize how common it is
to call women by their first names while men in the same group are greeted
with surnames, how frequently female executives are assumed by men to be
secretaries, how often women are excluded from all-male social events where
business is being transacted. With notable exceptions, men are still generally
more comfortable with other men, and as a result women miss many of the ca-
reer and business opportunities that arise over lunch, on the golf course, or in
the locker room.

The majority of women, however, are whatI call career-and-family women,
women who want to pursue serious careers while participating actively in the
rearing of children. These women are a precious resource that has yet to be
mined. Many of them are talented and creative. Most of them are willing to
trade some career growth and compensation for freedom from the constant
pressure to work long hours and weekends.

Most companies today are ambivalent at best about the career-and-family
women in their management ranks. They would prefer that all employees were
willing to give their all to the company. They believe it is in their best interests
for all managers to compete for the top positions so the company will have the
largest possible pool from which to draw its leaders.

“If you have both talent and motivation,” many employers seem to say, “we
want to move you up. If you haven’t got that motivation, if you want less pres-
sure and greater flexibility, then you can leave and make room for a new gen-
eration.” These companies lose on two counts. First, they fail to amortize the
investment they made in the early training and experience of management
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women who find themselves committed to family as well as to career. Second,
they fail to recognize what these women could do for their middle manage-
ment. :

The ranks of middle managers are filled with people on their way up and
people who have stalled. Many of them have simply reached their limits,
achieved career growth commensurate with or exceeding their capabilities,
and they cause problems because their performance is mediocre but they still
want to move ahead. The career-and-family woman is willing to trade off the
pressures and demands that go with promotion for the freedom to spend more
time with her children. She’s very smart, she’s talented, she’s committed to her
career, and she’s satisfied to stay at the middle level, at least during the early
child-rearing years. Compare her with some of the people you have tnere now.

Consider a typical example, 2 woman who decides in college on a business
career and enters management at age 22. For nine years, the company invests in
her career as she gains experience and skills and steadily improves her parfor-
mance. But at 31, just as the investment begins to pay off in earnest, she decides
to have a baby. Can the company afford to let her go home, take another job, or
go into business for herself? The common perception now is yes, the corpora-
tion can afford to lose her unless, after six or eight weeks or even three months
of disability and maternity leave, she returns to work on a full-time schedule with
the same vigor, commitment, and ambition that she showed before.

But what if she doesn’t? What if she wants or needs to go on leave for six
months of a year or, heaven forbid, five years? In this worst-case scenario, she
works full-time from age 22 to 31 and from 36 to 65—a total of 38 years as op-
posed to the typical male’s 43 years. That’s not a huge difference. Moreover,
my typical example is willing to work part-time while her children are young,
if only her employer will give her the opportunity. There are two rewards for
companies responsive to this need: higher retention of their best people and
greatly improved performance and satisfaction in their middle management.

The high-performing career-and-family woman can be a major player in
your company. She can give you a significant business advantage as the com-
petition for able people escalates. Sometimes too, if you can hold on to her,
she will switch gears in mid-life and re-enter the competition for the top. The
price you must pay to retain these women is threefold: you must plan for and
manage maternity, you must provide the flexibility that will allow them to be
maximally productive, and you must take an active role in helping to make fam-
ily supports and high-quality, affordable child care available to all women.

The key to managing maternity is to recognize the value of high-perform-
ing women and the urgent need to retain them and keep them productive. The
first step must be a genuine partnership between the woman and her boss. I
know this partnership can seem difficult to forge. One of my own senior exec-
utives came to me recently to discuss plans for her maternity leave and subse-
quent return to work. She knew she wanted to come back. I wanted to make
certain that she would. Still, we had a somewhat awkward conversation, because
I knew that no woman can predict with certainty when she will be able to re-
turn to work or under what conditions. Physical problems can lengthen her
leave. So can a demanding infant, a difficult family or personal adjustment, or
problems with child care.

I'still don’t know when this valuable executive will be back on the job full-
time, and her absence creates some genuine problems for our organization.
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ButI do know that I can’t simply replace her years of experience with a new re-
cruit. Since our conversation, I also know that she wants to come back, and that
she will come back—part-time at first—unless I make it impossible for her by,
for example, setting an arbitrary date for her full-time return or resignation.
In turn, she knows that the organization wants and needs her and, more to the
point, that it will be responsive to her needs in terms of working hours and
child-care arrangements.

In having this kind of conversation it’s important to ask concrete questions
that will help to move the discussion from uncertainty and anxiety to some lev-
el of predictability. Questions can touch on everything from family income and
energy level to child care arrangements and career commitment. Of course
you want your star manager to return to work as soon as possible, but you want
her to return permanently and productively. Her downtime on the job is a
drain on her energies and a waste of your money.

For all the women who want to combine career and family—the women
who want to participate actively in the rearing of their children and who also
want to pursue their careers seriously—the key to retention is to provide the
flexibility and family supports they need in order to function effectively.

Time spent in the office increases productivity if it is time well spent, but
the fact that most women continue to take the primary responsibility for child
care is a cause of distraction, diversion, anxiety, and absenteeism—to say noth-
ing of the persistent guilt experienced by all working mothers. A great many
women, perhaps most of all women who have always performed at the highest
levels, are also frustrated by a sense that while their children are babies they
cannot function at their best either at home or at work.

In its simplest form, flexibility is the freedom to take time off—a couple of
hours, a day, a week—or to do some work at home and some at the office, an
arrangement that communication technology makes increasingly feasible. At
the complex end of the spectrum are alternative work schedules that permit
the woman to work less than full-time and her employer to reap the benefits of
her experience and, with careful planning, the top level of her abilities.

Part-time employment is the single greatest inducement to getting women
back on the job expeditiously and the provision women themselves most de-
sire. A part-time return to work enables them to maintain responsibility for crit-
ical aspects of their jobs, keeps them in touch with the changes constantly oc-
curring at the workplace and in the job itself, reduces stress and fatigue, often
eliminates the need for paid maternity leave by permitting a return to the of-
fice as soon as disability leave is over, and, not least, can greatly enhance com-
pany loyalty. The part-time solution works particularly well when a work load
can be reduced for one individual in a department or when a full-time job can
be broken down by skill levels and apportioned to two individuals at different
levels of skill and pay.

I believe, however, that shared employment is the most promising and will
be the most widespread form of flexible scheduling in the future. It is feasible
at every level of the corporation except at the pinnacle, for both the short and
the long term. It involves two people taking responsibility for one job.

Two red lights flash on as soon as most executives hear the words “job shar-
ing”: continuity and client-customer contact. The answer to the continuity
question is to place responsibility entirely on the two individuals sharing the
job to discuss everything that transpires—thoroughly, daily, and on their own
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time. The answer to the problem of client-customer contact is yes, job sharing
requires reeducation and a period of adjustment. But as both client and su-
pervisor will quickly come to appreciate, two contacts means that the customer
has continuous access to the company’s representative, without interruptions
for vacation, travel, or sick leave. The two people holding the job can simply
cover for each other, and the uninterrupted, full-time coverage they provide
together can be a stipulation of their arrangement.

Flexibility is costly in numerous ways. It requires more supervisory time to
coordinate and manage, more office space, and somewhat greater benefits
costs (though these can be contained with flexible benefits plans, prorated
benefits, and, in two-paycheck families, elimination of duplicate benefits). But
the advantages of reduced turnover and the greater productivity that results
from higher energy levels and greater focus can outweigh the costs.

A few hints:

Provide flexibility selectively. I'm not suggesting private arrangements subject to
the suspicion of favoritism but rather a policy that makes flexible work schedules
available only to high performers.

Make it clear that in most instances (but not all) the rates of advancement and pay
will be appropriately lower for those who take time off or who work part-time than
for those who work full-time. Most career-and-family women are entirely willing to
make that trade-off.

Discuss costs as well as benefits. Be willing to risk accusations of bias. Insist, for ex-
ample, that half time is half of whatever time it takes to do the job, not merely half
of 35 or 40 hours.

The woman who is eager to get home to her child has a powerful incen-
tive to use hertime effectively at the office and to carry with her reading and
other work that can be done at home. The talented professional who wants to
have it all can be a high performer by carefully ordering her priorities and by
focusing on objectives rather than on the legendary 15-hour day. By the time
professional women have their first babies—at an average age of 31—they have
already had nine years to work long hours at a desk, to travel, and to relocate.
In the case of high performers, the need for flexibility coincides with what has
gradually become the goal-oriented nature of responsibility.

Family supports—in addition to maternity leave and flexibility—include
the provision of parental leave for men, support for two-career and single-par-
ent families during relocation, and flexible benefits. But the primary ingredi-
ent is child care. The capacity of working mothers to function effectively and
without interruption depends on the availability of good, affordable child care.
Now that women make up almost half the work force and the growing per-
centage of managers, the decision to become involved in the personal lives of
employees is no longer a philosophical question but a practical one. To make
matters worse, the quality of child care has almost no relation to technology,
inventiveness, or profitability but is more or less a pure function of the quality
of child care personnel and the ratio of adults to children. These costs are ir-
reducible. Only by joining hands with government and the public sector can
corporations hope to create the vast quantity and variety of child care that their
employees need.

Until quite recently, the response of corporations to women has been
largely symbolic and cosmetic, motivated in large part by the will to avoid liti-
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gation and legal penalties. In some cases, companies were also moved by a gen-
uine sense of fairness and a vague discomfort and frustration at the absence of
women above the middle of the corporate pyramid. The actions they took were
mostly quick, easy, and highly visible—child care information services, a three-
month parental leave available to men as well as women, a woman appointed
to the board of directors.

‘When I first began to discuss these issues 26 years ago, I was sometimes able
to getan appointment with the assistant to the assistant in personnel, but it was
only a courtesy. Over the past decade, I have met with the CEOs of many large
corporations, and I've watched them become involved with ideas they had nev-
er previously thought much about. Until recently, however, the shelf life of that
enhanced awareness was always short. Given pressing, short-term concerns,
women were not a front-burner issue. In the past few months, I have seen yet
another change. Some CEOs and top management groups now take the ini-
tiative. They call and ask us to show them how to shift gears from a responsive
to a proactive approach to recruiting, developing, and retaining women.

I think this change is more probably a response to business needs—to con-
cern for the quality of future profits and managerial talent—than to uneasiness
about legal requirements, sympathy with the demands of women and minori-
ties, or the desire to do what is right and fair. The nature of such business mo-
tivation varies. Some companies want to move women to higher positions as
role models for those below them and as beacons for talented young recruits.
Some want to achieve a favorable image with employees, customers, clients,
and stockholders. These are all legitimate motives. But I think the companies
that stand to gain most are motivated as well by a desire to capture competitive
advantage in an era when talent and competence will be in increasingly short
supply. These companies are now ready to stop being defensive about their ex-
perience with women and to ask incisive questions without preconceptions.

Even so, incredibly, I don’t know of more than one or two companies that
have looked into their own records to study the absolutely critical issue of ma-
ternity leave—how many women took it, when and whether they returned, and
how this behavior correlated with their rank, tenure, age, and performance.
The unique drawback to the employment of women is the physical reality of
maternity and the particular socializing influence maternity has had. Yet to
make women equal to men in the workplace we have chosen on the whole not
to discuss this single most significant difference between them. Unless we do,
we cannot evaluate the cost of recruiting, developing, and raoving women up.

Now that interest is replacing indifference, there are four steps every com-
pany can take to examine its own experience with women:

1. Gather quantitative data on the company’s experience with managementlevel
women regarding turnover rates, occurrence of and return from maternity leave,
and organizational level attained in relation to tenure and performance.

2. Correlate this data with factors such as age, marital status, and presence and age of
children, and attempt to identify and analyze why women respond the way they do.

3. Gather qualitative data on the experience of women in your company and on how
women are perceived by both sexes.

4. Conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the return on your investment in high-perform-
ing women. Factor in the cost to the company of women’s negative reactions to
negative experience, as well as the probable cost of corrective measures and poli-
cies. If women’s value to your company is greater than the cost to recruit, train,
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and develop them—and of course I believe it will be—then you will want to do
everything you can to retain them.

We have come a tremendous distance since the days when the prevailing
male wisdom saw women as lacking the kind of intelligence that would allow
them to succeed in business. For decades, even women themselves have har-
bored an unspoken belief that they couldn’t make it because they couldn’t be
just like men, and nothing else would do. But now that women have shown
themselves the equal of men in every area of organizational activity, now that
they have demonstrated that they can be stars in every field of endeavor, now
we can all venture to examine the fact that women and men are different.

On balance, employing women is more costly than employing men.
Women can acknowledge this fact today because they know that their value to
employers exceeds the additional cost and because they know that changing
attitudes can reduce the additional cost dramatically. Women in management
are no longer an idiosyncrasy of the arts and education. They have always
matched men in natural ability. Within a very few years, they will equal men in
numbers as well in every area of economic activity.

The demographic motivation to recruit and develop women is compelling.
But an older question remains: Is society better for the change? Women’s exit
from the home and entry into the work force has certainly created problems—
an urgent need for good, affordable child care; troubling questions about the
kind of parenting children need; the costs and difficulties of diversity in the
workplace; the stress and fatigue of combining work and family responsibili-
ties. Wouldn’t we all be happier if we could turn back the clock to an age when
men were in the workplace and women in the home, when male and female
roles were clearly differentiated and complementary?

Nostalgia, anxiety, and discouragement will urge many to say yes, but my
answer is emphatically no. Two fundamental benefits that were unattainable in
the past are now within our reach. For the individual, freedom of choice—in
this case the freedom to choose career, family, or a combination of the two. For
the corporation, access to the most gifted individuals in the country. These
benefits are neither self-indulgent nor insubstantial. Freedom of choice and
self-realization are too deeply American to be cast aside for some wistful vision
of the past. And access to our most talented human resources is not a luxury
in this age of explosive international competition but rather the barest mini-
mum that prudence and national self-preservation require.

Questions for discussion

1. Is Schwartz suggesting that women or companies choose to enter the mommy track?
Does it make a difference?

2. If Schwartz is wrong, what sort of ethical and legal alternatives do women have with
regard to their careers?

3. While women must bear children, don’t men have ethical obligations with regard to
the rearing of children?



172 e Diversity in the Workplace

e Essay -
Blowing the Whistle on the “Mommy Track”*

BarBARA EHRENREICH °* DEIRDRE ENGLISH

When a feminist has something bad to say about women, the media listen.
Three years ago it was Sylvia Hewlett, announcing in her book A Lesser Life that
feminism had sold women out by neglecting to win child-care and maternity
leaves. This year it’s Felice Schwartz, the New York-based consultant who ar-
gues that women—or at least the mothers among us—have become a corpo-
rate liability. They cost too much to employ, she argues, and the solution is to
put them on a special lower-paid, low-pressure career track—the now-notori-
ous “mommy track.”

The “mommy track” story rated prominent coverage in the New York Times
and USA Today, a cover story in Business Week, and airtime on dozens of talk
shows. Schwartz, after all, seemed perfectly legitimate. She is the president of
Catalyst, an organization that has been advising corporations on women’s ca-
reers since 1962. She had published her controversial claims in no less a spot
than the Harvard Business Review (“Management Women and the New Facts of
Life,” January-February 1989). And her intentions, as she putitin a later op-
ed piece, seemed thoroughly benign: “to urge employers to create policies that
help mothers balance career and family responsibilities.”

Moreover, Schwartz’s argument seemed to confirm what everybody al-
ready knew. Women haven’t been climbing up the corporate ladder as fast as
might once have been expected, and women with children are still, on aver-
age, groping around the bottom rungs. Only about 40 percent of top female
executives have children, compared to 95 percent of their male peers. There
have been dozens of articles about female dropouts: women who slink off the
fast track, at age 30-something, to bear a strategically timed baby or two. In fact,
the “mommy track”™—meaning a lower-pressure, flexible, or part-time ap-
proach to work—was neither a term Schwartz used nor her invention. It was al-
ready, in an anecdotal sort of way, a well-worn issue.

Most of the controversy focused on Schwartz’s wildly anachronistic “solu-
tion.” Corporate employers, she advised, should distinguish between two cate-
gories of women: “career-primary” women, who won’t interrupt their careers
for children and hence belong on the fast track with the men, and “career-and-
family” women, who should be shunted directly to the mommy track. Schwartz
had no answers for the obvious questions: how is the employer supposed to sort
the potential “breeders” from the strivers? Would such distinction even be le-
gal? What about fathers? But in a sense, the damage had already been done. A
respected feminist, writing in a respected journal, had made a case that most
women can’t pull their weight in the corporate world, and should be paid ac-
cordingly.

*Reprinted by permission of Ms. Magazine © 1989.
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Few people, though, actually read Schwartz’s article. The first surprise is
that it contains no evidence to support her principal claim, that “the cost of em-
ploying women in management is greater than the cost of employing men.”
Schwartz offers no data, no documentation at all—except for two unpublished
studies by two anonymous corporations. Do these studies really support her
claim? Were they methodologically sound? Do they even exist? There is no way
to know.

Few media reports of the “mommy track” article bothered to mention the
peculiar nature of Schwartz’s “evidence.” We, however, were moved to call the
Harvard Business Review and inquire whether the article was representative of
its normal editorial standard. Timothy Blodgett, the executive editor, defend-
ed the article as “an expression of opinion and judgment.” When we suggest-
ed that such potentially damaging “opinions” might need a bit of bolstering,
he responded by defending Schwartz: “She speaks with a tone of authority.
That comes through.”

(The conversation went downhill from there, with Blodgett stating sarcas-
tically, “I'm sure your article in Ms. will be very objective.” Couldn’t fall much
lower than the Harvard Business Review, we assured him.)

Are managerial women more costly to employ than men? As far as we
could determine—with the help of the Business and Professional Women’s
Foundation and Women’s Equity Action League—there isno published data on
this point. A 1987 government study did show female managerial employees
spending less time with each employer than males (5 years compared to 6.8
years), but there is no way of knowing what causes this turnover or what costs
it incurs. And despite pregnancy, and despite women’s generally greater re-
sponsibility for child-raising, they use up on the average only 5.1 sick days per
year, compared to 4.9 for men.

The second surprise, given Schwartz’s feminist credentials, is that the arti-
cle is riddled with ancient sexist assumptions—for example, about the possi-
bility of a more androgynous approach to child-raising and work. She starts with
the unobjectionable statement that “maternity is biological rather than cul-
tural.” The same thing, after all, could be said of paternity. But a moment lat-
er, we find her defining maternity as “...a continuum that begins with
an awareness of the ticking of the biological clock, proceeds to the anticipa-
tion of motherhood, includes pregnancy, childbirth, physical recuperation,
psychological adjustment, and continues on to nursing, bonding, and child-
rearing.”

Now, pregnancy, childbirth, and nursing do qualify as biological process-
es. But slipping childrearing into the list, as if changing diapers and picking
up socks were hormonally programmed activities, is an old masculinist trick.
Child-raising is a social undertaking, which may involve nannies, aunts, grand-
parents, day-care workers, or, of course, fathers.

Equally strange for a “feminist” article is Schwartz’s implicit assumption
that employment, in the case of married women, is strictly optional, or at least
that mothers don’t need to be top-flight earners. The “career-and-family
woman,” she tells us, is “willing” and “satisfied” to forgo promotions and “stay
at the middle level.” What about the single mother, or the wife of a low-paid
male? But Schwartz’s out-of-date—and class-bound—assumption that every
woman is supported by a male breadwinner fits in with her apparent nostalgia
for the era of the feminine mystique. “Ironically,” she writes, “although the fem-
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inist movement was an expression of women’s quest for freedom from their
home-based lives, most women were remarkably free already [emphasis added].”

But perhaps the oddest thing about the “mommy track” article—even as
an “expression of opinion and judgment”™—is that it is full of what we might
charitably call ambivalence or, more bluntly, self-contradictions. Take the mat-
ter of the “glass ceiling,” which symbolized all the barriers, both subtle and
overt, that corporate women keep banging their heads against. At the outset,
Schwartz dismisses the glass ceiling as a “misleading metaphor.” Sexism, in
short, is not the problem.

Nevertheless, within a few pages, she is describing the glass ceiling (not by
that phrase, of course) like a veteran. “Male corporate culture,” she tells us,
sees both the career-primary and the career-and-family woman as “unaccept-
able.” The woman with family responsibilities is likely to be seen as lacking com-
mitment to the organization, while the woman who is fully committed to the
organization is likely to be seen as “abrasive and unfeminine.” She goes on to
cite the corporate male’s “confusion, competitiveness,” and his “stereotypical
language and sexist . . . behavior,” concluding that “with notable exceptions,
men are still more comfortable with other men.”

And we’re supposed to blame women for their lack of progress in the cor-
porate world?

Even on her premier point, that women are more costly to employ,
Schwartz loops around and rebuts herself. Near the end of her article, she
urges corporations to conduct their own studies of the costs of employing
women—the two anonymous studies were apparently not definitive after all—
and asserts confidently (“of course I believe”) that the benefits will end up out-
weighing the costs. In a more recent New York Times article, she puts it even
more baldly: “The costs of employing women pale beside the payoffs.”

Could it be that both Felice Schwartz and the editors of the Harvard Busi-
ness Review are ignorant of that most basic financial management concept, the
cost-benefit analysis? If the “payoffs” outweigh the costs of employing women—
runny noses and maternity leaves included—then the net cost may indeed be
lower than the cost of employing men.

In sum, the notorious “mommy track” article is a tortured muddle of fem-
Inist perceptions and sexist assumptions, good intentions and dangerous sug-
gestions—unsupported by any acceptable evidence at all. It should never have
been taken seriously, not by the media and not by the nation’s most prestigious
academic business publication. The fact that it was suggests that something se-
rious is afoot: a backlash against America’s high-status, better paid women, and
potentially against all women workers.

We should have seen it coming. For the past 15 years upwardly mobile,
managerial women have done everything possible to fit into an often hostile
corporate world. They dressed up as nonthreatening corporate clones. They
putin 70-hour workweeks; and of course, they postponed childbearing. Thanks
in part to their commitment to the work world, the birthrate dropped by 16
percent since 1970. But now many of these women are ready to start families.
This should hardly be surprising; after all, 90 percent of American women do
become mothers. .

But while corporate women were busily making adjustments and conces-
sions, the larger corporate world was not. The “fast track,” with its macho ca-
maraderie and toxic work load, remains the only track to success. As a result,
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success is indeed usually incompatible with motherhood—as well as with any
engaged and active form of fatherhood. The corporate culture strongly dis-
courages men from taking parental leave even if offered. And how many fami-
lies can afford to have both earners on the mommy track?

Today there’s an additional factor on the scene—the corporate women
who have made it. Many of them are reliable advocates for the supports that
working parents need. But you don’t have to hang out with the skirted-suit
crowd for long to discover that others of them are impatient with, and some-
times even actively resentful of, younger women who are trying to combine ca-
reer and family. Recall that 60 percent of top female executives are themselves
childless. Others are of the “if I did it, so can you” school of thought. Felice
Schwartz may herself belong in this unsisterly category. In a telling anecdote
in her original article, she describes her own problems with an executive em-
ployee seeking maternity leave, and the “somewhat awkward conversations”
that ensued.

Sooner or later, corporations will have to yield to the pressure for paid
parental leave, flextime, and child care, if only because they’ve become de-
pendent on female talent. The danger is that employers—no doubt quoting
Felice Schwartz for legitimation—will insist that the price for such options be
reduced pay and withheld promotions, i.e., consignment to the mommy track.
Such a policy would place a penalty on parenthood, and the ultimate victims—
especially if the policy trickles down to the already low-paid female majority—
will of course be children.

Bumping women—or just fertile women, or married women, or whomev-
er—off the fast track may sound smart to cost-conscious CEOs, but eventually
it is the corporate culture itself that needs to slow down to a human pace. No
one, male or female, works at peak productivity for 70 hours a week, year after
year, without sabbaticals or leaves. Think of it this way. If the price of success
were exposure to a toxic chemical, would we argue that only women should be
protected? Work loads that are incompatible with family life are themselves a
kind of toxin—to men as well as women, and ultimately to businesses as well as
families.

Dsmmmonm for discussion

See questions: “How to Get "’Em on Track.”
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How to Get "Em on Track*

CarorL KLEIMAN

It’s hard to take seriously Felice Schwartz’s proposition in the Harvard Business
Review that some women are career-minded, some are family-minded, and the
two should be identified and separated, as the wheat from the chaff, by em-
ployers at the onset of women’s professional lives.

But, suppose for one minimum-$4.65-an-hour moment that there really
are such differences among the paid labor market’s 53 million women (a fig-
ure that’s going to climb onward and upward in the next decade; despite Cat-
alyst’s dire prediction of an erosion in women’s commitment to the workplace,
women continue to swell managerial ranks—which will, in fact, be swell for
business). Good executives, even the few women among them, know that iden-
tifying work characteristics is a management job. So the smart ones probably
are busily working on how to figure out which women are destined to be chief
honchos and which—in their eyes—couch potatoes.

It’s obvious that the best way to approach the problem is by giving a series
of entry-level tests to all women applicants, from clerks to MBAs. It’s too late
to do anything about the Superwomen—the millions of working mothers who
are at this very moment rushing frantically from home to work to family, try-
ing to be all things to all people except themselves; they’re much too busy to
be tested anyway.

From now on, though, a blood test should be given the minute a woman
walks into the personnel office. The blood analysis should be used to eliminate
women with a high hormone count: clearly, when hormones rage, women will
want to have sex, fulfill their biological destinies, and stay at home with them
after they’re born. No one would want to hire anyone so decadent, anyway.

Women with high levels of testosterone, the male hormone, should be giv-
en A-pluses for strong career tracks. Obviously, they will eschew feminine ways;
even if they do have babies, they will leave them alone at home and continue
a vigorous climb up the corporate ladder—just like men.

Of course, the fact that women have very little testosterone in their blood
should not hinder such a serious researcher as Schwartz in identifying her vic-
ums.

Brain tests are another source of information. The usual examination of
which side dominates, the right or left, and whether or not you can do math
doesn’t add up here. The criterion should be weight. Women whose brains are
extremely heavy probably have heads filled with grand ideas of being treated
equally, getting promotions they deserve, and never being sexually harassed. A
few may even envision a workplace that accommodates the real responsibilities
of working women, rather than disregarding almost half the labor force. These
women should be dropped now to save a lot of trouble later, whether they ever
have a family or not. Instead, lighter-brained women should be given every af-

“How to Get ’Em on Track” by Carol Kleiman, originally published in Ms. July/August 1989
is reprinted by permission of the author. Copyright © 1989 by Carol Kleiman.
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firmative action opportunity: they’re less likely to complain about the burden
of having too much to do.

But workplace tests are not enough. Women should do self-examination
on a monthly basis, preferably in the shower. They should check for any signs
of biological destiny erupting on their bodies—scar tissue from worrying about
quality care for their families; dark shadows under their eyes from staying late
at work to finish the annual report. Women who find such symptoms should
be honorable enough to turn themselves in to their supervisors as counter-
productive to the male corporate culture. They should, as decent human be-
ings, eliminate themselves from the workplace. These are likely candidates for
disappearance behind 1950s’ pictureframe windows to bolster the diminish-
ing numbers of traditional U.S. nuclear families—now at an all-time low of on-
ly 9 percent.

Probably no one will institute these serious tests; instead, management will
Jjust let women plod along, with yearnings for both family and career dogging
them every step of the way. But the “mommy” joke ultimately is on manage-
ment, which, in the next decade, will be pursuing women vigorously whether
or not they pass the critical devotion-to-duty test. Demographics show that
women will make up 51 percent of new entrants to the labor force, and 65 per-
cent of employees filling new jobs, by the year 2000; employers will be com-
peting for their services—by offering, among other things, child care, flexible
hours, and paid maternity leave.

The genie is out of the bottle: women are going to work, blood-screening
notwithstanding. Perhaps Catalyst’s Schwartz could devote future efforts to as-
certaining which male executives are good bets for top management spots in a
more family-oriented workplace—and to eliminating early on those who are not.

By blood-testing their estrogen levels, of course.

Questions for discussion

L. If women were more costly to employ than men, would that be sufficient to Jjustify
disparate treatment?

2. Is family life a significant public good that ought to be upheld by any corporation?

3. Do employers have a duty to provide employees with time to spend caring for their
offspring?



