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Women who break through glass

cetling hkely

By Clive Cookson in Euttr

Women who break through the
glass ceiling into senior manage-
ment often find themselves on
the edge of a glass cliff, psycholo-
gists said yesterday.

A study by Alex Haslam and
Michelle Ryan of Exeter Univer-
sity suggests that female execu-
tives are more likely than their
' male counterparts to find them-
selves in precarious jobs with a
high risk of failure.

FTSE 100 companies that put a
woman on their boards experi-
enced consistently worse share
price performance in the run-up
to the appointment than those
that appointed only men, Prof
Haslam told the British Associa-

tion science festival in Exeter.

He believes difficulties stimu-
late companies to appoint women
to jobs “where they risk falling
off the precipice”. By contrast,
when things are going well,
“there is no need to change the
usual practice of jobs for the
boys".

He said: “The appointment of a
woman director was not associ-
ated with a subsequent drop in
company performance. Indeed,
companies that appointed a
woman actually experienced a
marked increase in share price
after the appointment.”

Glass cliffs are also found in
politics where women are asked
to run in less-winnable seats or
given more risky cabinet posi-

tions. Similarly, women working
in the law are assigned to less
promising legal cases than are
men.

In addition to studying the
glass cliff in FTSE 100 companies,
the Exeter psychologists also
sought to recreate it experimen-
tally by asking students to
choose between men and women
in simulated corporate recruit-
ment exercises. They were con-
sistently much more likely to
select the female candidate for a
senior job when the company

me fall

and the male

nE b x“
when it was dmr; well

Despite doubts expressed about
the research by some scientists -
all male ~ Prof Haslam had no
doubt that the glass cliff was a

was dol

real phenomenon. “In all the
studies we have done, we have
found evidence for it," he said.
“As a scientist, I think it’s a phe-
nomenon that merits a lot more
investigation. It's the next wave
of subtle gender discrimination.”
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SMASHING
THROUGH
THE GLASS
CEILING

Top five companies with the
women oa the board
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Bottom five companies with
women on the board

By Ellzabeth Judge
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“So much for smashing the
glass ceiling and using their
unique skills to enhance the
performance of Britain’s biggest
companies. The triumphant
march of women into the
country’s boardrooms has
Instead wreaked havoc on
companies’ performance”

“Corporate Britain would be better
off without women on the board.”
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* We dubbed this (unseen) tendency to appoint women to
precarious leadership positions The Glass Cliff

QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.



The glass cliff

 Does it matter?

* To the extent that women are placed on glass cliffs
(a) they are more likely to be ‘in the spotlight’
(b) there is a differential likelihood that they will fail, and
(c) it is likely they will be blamed for negative outcomes that are
not their fault (“the romance of leadership”) (Meindl, 1993).

* Indeed this may help explain why women'’s tenure of senior
leadership positions is typically much shorter than men’s
e.g., US CEOs 8.2 vs 4.8 years (Blanton, 2005).

[l was] promoted to manager at a time when failure of the company was
inevitable. In my estimation | needed 6 months to put new practices in place
and put the company on an even keel — | was made redundant after three
and a half months.’
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The woman is
preferred when
the job is risky

higher rank

Ranking of
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Establishing cause

Demonstrated across a range of studies with:
* Lead lawyer for a risky and highly criticized case
« Financial director of a poorly performing company
» Political candidate for an unwinnable seat

‘The only time to run a woman, is when things look so bad that your only
option is to do something dramatic.’

(Burrell, 1993)

Demonstrated with multiple samples:
* Law, business, political science students
* Business leaders
UK, Iceland, NL, US (Bruckmidiller & Branscombe, in press, BJSP)
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Establishing process
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Introducing... the glass cliff

* How do people explain glass cliffs (and is there any evidence to Ma
support their explanations)? §
Ryan, Haslam & Postmes (2007) JCM

. . LIVE fﬂst, d
success in top roles is now N The flash car
the 'glass cliff' - being halidays and

promoted into risky, difficult ,rj clout of the r
jobs where the chances of

failure are higher.

* Do protests work?

_ What difference do they
Women are "smashing through

the glass ceiling" of the

country's top businesses, a report in the Times last November
said, MAGAZINE REGULARS
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Y Caption com

* Moat house
Perfect for weddings, pe

Mumbers of female directors on the boards of FTSE 100



‘Speaking as a research scientist, | am disgusted with the way in which you
have attempted to select a very limited group of participants and ask them

extremely leading questions. Your approach is entirely unscientific.’

Explanation Form taken % of women | % of men who
who generate generate thig
this explanation explanatior;

Sexism Women are singled out for inferior positions 20% 4%
Group dynamics/ Those in senior positions (men) prefer to hire 18% 0%
ingroup bias ingroup members (men) for ‘cushy’ jobs
Women are seen as more expendable than 17% 0%
men and make better potential scapegoats
Women leaders lack peer and institutional 9% 4%
support
Social-structural Women have fewer opportunities than men 31% 8%
factors and therefore accept riskier positions 2
Appointment of a woman is a powerful signal 14% 8%
of change
Implicit theories Women are more suited to dealing with a 17% 17%
e e crisis, more willing to take risks.
(task—ability fit) Men more suited to handling success.

Scientific error Women are not differentially placed in 3% 50% &
precarious leadership positions
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Link between performance
and reward is very strong
for male CEO

Where is the “romance”
for women leaders?
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Salary Bonus Other direct Incentive pay  Total pay
compensation




Link between performance
- and reward is very strong
~ Female % for male CEOs
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Where is the “romance”
for women leaders?
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Likelihood of Having a Mean Percentage of
Woman on Company Board Women on Company Board




Replicating
Ryan & Haslam
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» A body of ewdence suggests that life above the glass celllng IS quite
different for men and women (Ryan & Haslam, 2007, AMR).
* In particular, women are given
different opportunities (riskier, more precarious)
different rewards (fewer, less contingent on performance)
different reception (their arrival is greeted with skepticism, and seen as a
signal of decline).

| * These are likely to be a source of stress and disidentification.




Conclusions

‘Life at the top’ can be lonely and alienating for women.

Yet their presence is good, not bad, for objective performance.
We need to make conscious efforts to keep them on board — so
that organizations, and society, can benefit from their contribution.
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