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FOREWORD

A recent review of the Senior Executive Service (SES) program in the Department of
the Army concluded that more attention is needed in preparing candidates at grades 13, 14,
and 15 for SES appointment. The review also concluded that the representation of women and
minorities is disproportionately small at higher management levels. To explore possible
reasons for this result, the Army has initiated a study of the "glass ceiling.” The glass ceiling
is an invisible barrier based on attitudinal and organizational bias that prevents minorities,
women, and persons with disabilities from advancing into mid- and senior-level management
positions,

The Deputy Assistant Secretary, Military Personnel Management and Equal
Opportunity Policy, requested that the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and
Social Sciences (ARI) conduct a literature review to identify potential causes of the glass
ceiling and promising empirical approaches for investigating it. The literature review will
serve as a framework for further investigations.

The U.S. Army Research Institute’s participation in this effort is part of an ongoing
research program designed to enhance the quality of Army personnel. The Civilian Leadership
Research Program was established to improve the leadership of Army civilians. This work is
an essential part of the mission of ARI’s Manpower and Personnel Research Division to
improve the leadership effectiveness of the Army’s workforce.

s

EDGAR M. JOHNSON
Director
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THE GLASS CEILING: POTENTIAL CAUSES AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

The Department of the Army wishes to initiate a glass ceiling study to identify barriers
to advancement for women, minorities, and the disabled in its civilian workforce. As a first
step in this study, the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
was tasked to survey the glass ceiling literature for the Deputy Assistant Secretary, Military
Personnel Management and Equal Opportunity Policy. This report is the product of that
literature review.

Procedure:

The literature review focused on three potential causes of the glass ceiling: systemic
barriers; stereotypes and biases; and individual factors and group differences. Systemic
barriers are widespread policies and practices, both formal and informal, that perpetuate
discriminatory treatment of women and minorities. Stereotypes and biases are thought to
underlie the belief that minorities and women are not suited for managerial jobs. Individual
factors and group differences refer to the extent to which individual deficiencies, common to
members of a subgroup, are largely responsible for the underrepresentation of women and
minorities in the management ranks.

Findings:

Systemic Barriers. Men tend to hold more powerful positions with higher levels of
responsibility and authority than women. Confinement to lower level, staff, or dead-end jobs
may promote management style and behavior that are viewed as ineffective, further reducing
possibilities for advancement. Compounding the historical trend is the apparent reluctance of
white male managers to give women and minorities highly visible, challenging assignments,
thus denying them the types of experiences that promote the development of managerial and
executive talent.
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There is some evidence that women and minorities are excluded from informal
networks that provide the information, feedback, and contacts necessary for career
advancement. Research also suggests that minorities and women have more difficulty finding a
mentor than do white males. Moreover, mixed-gender mentorships pose potential problems in
establishing a relationship that is supportive of a female manager’s development.

Attitudinal research indicates that distinct differences in perceptions exist among
gender and racial/ethnic groups regarding the extent to which systemic barriers exist. Women
and minorities identify attitudinal and cultural barriers to promotion, whereas white men are
more likely to feel that structure changes have eliminated those barriers. White males seem to
see fewer obstacles to opportunity sharing than do women and minorities. They are more
likely to think that a system in which employee treatment was based on merit has been
replaced with one in which women and minorities are favored because of affirmative action.

Stereotypes and Biases. A natural tendency to categorize and stereotype people who are
different exists. Beliefs about behavioral requirements for success in traditionally male-

dominated roles such as that of manager reflect the gender role stereotype of the male.
Stereotypically female behavior patterns are deemed inconsistent with the model of the
successful manager. The perceived lack of fit between the female’s category and her
managerial occupation may place a woman in a cruel bind. The prescriptive stereotype
dictating that a woman should be, for example, passive and sensitive conflicts with the model
of the successful manager, who should be competitive and independent.

When criteria are ambiguous and information about the individual is limited,
stereotypes can provide structure and meaning, thereby influencing performance evaluations.
Familiarity with the individual being evaluated, specific job-related performance criteria
developed to minimize subjectivity and bias, and training in evaluation procedures are among
the contextual factors that may override stereotypes.

Individual Factors and Group Differences. Several subgroup differences that potentially
contribute to the underrepresentation of women in higher management and executive levels
were researched. Disparities in the proportion of whites and minorities may be exacerbated
when hiring and promotion decisions are based on tests that measure cognitive abilities. The
use of supervisory and managerial selection tests that have little or no adverse impact should
minimize the influence of differences in performance on employment screens.

Experience, education, tenure, willingness to relocate, and commitment to the job are
all highly related to advancement. However, when these factors are held constant across males
and females, females still tend to lag behind males in organizational level and pay.

Women tend to be less willing to relocate than men, and reluctance to relocate is
perceived as demonstrating a lack of commitment. Attitudinal measures suggest, however,
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that women do not differ from men on job satisfaction, job commitment, and ambition.
Nevertheless, women may be deemed less committed than men, regardless of family
responsibilities, and this misperception may reduce opportunity for advancement.

Women seem to view pay differently than men. Although women and men value high
pay equally, the lower self-pay expectations of women at career entry and career peak are
related to greater child-care responsibilities. Different pay expectations may contribute to the
finding that with all else equal, women are still paid less than men. To the extent that women
communicate lower pay expectations to prospective employers, they may actually receive
lower pay than men for equivalent work.

Utilization of Findings:

The final section of the report presents two types of recommendations: one suggests
promising avenues for research for the Army’s investigation of the glass ceiling; the other lists
actions that organizations might take to reduce barriers to advancement for minorities and
women. This report has been provided to the Deputy Assistant Secretary, Military Personnel
Management and Equal Opportunity Policy, to assist in the planning of the follow-on study
effort. It should be useful in three ways. First, it will help to identify the most productive
approaches to follow in the empirical study. Second, it will provide a research-based context
to assist with the interpretation of the Army’s results. Finally, the report highlights promising
methods for overcoming or limiting barriers to advancement for women and minorities.
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THE GLASS CEILING: POTENTIAL CAUSES AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS
I. INTRODUCTION

There is now considerable evidence that barriers exist preventing women and
minorities from advancing in corporations. The "glass ceiling,” a term popularized in the
1980s by Ann Morrison and others at the Center for Creative Leadership, originally referred
to barriers to advancement for women. Since the term was established, its meaning has
evolved to include barriers to advancement for all underrepresented groups. It is considered
to be a "barrier so subtle that it is transparent, yet so strong that it prevents women and
minorities from moving up in the management hierarchy” (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990, p.
200).

The identification of barriers to advancement for women, minorities, and the disabled
in its civilian workforce is a continuing concern for the Department of the Army. To initiate a
comprehensive study on this topic, the Deputy Assistant Secretary, Military Personnel
Management and Equal Opportunity Policy, tasked the U.S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences to survey the glass ceiling literature. This report is the product
of that literature review.

The Problem

For almost 30 years, legislation has required that Federal agencies provide equal
employment opportunity. The Civil Rights Act (as amended by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972) requires agencies to develop and implement affirmative employment
programs to counter the historical underrepresentation of certain subgroups in the workforce.
The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission is charged with providing guidance to
agencies on developing affirmative employment programs and with approving plans for such
programs (General Accounting Office, 1991).

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 requires that Federal personnel management
practices supply a competent, honest, and productive workforce that reflects the nation’s
diverse population. This act also requires agencies to conduct affirmative recruitment
programs in occupations in which women and minorities are underrepresented. The Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) was given responsibility for assisting agencies in their
affirmative recruitment efforts and for overseeing the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment
Program (General Accounting Office, 1991).

The Civil Rights Act of 1991 constitutes the first large scale effort by the
government to examine the barriers faced by women and minorities. Title II of this Act,
named the Glass Ceiling Act, has two main purposes: to establish a Glass Ceiling
Commission that will terminate in 1995, and to establish an annual award for excellence in
promoting a more diverse skilled workforce at higher levels. The purposes of the Glass
Ceiling Commission are to focus greater attention on the importance of eliminating artificial
barriers to the advancement of women and minorities to management and decision-making
positions and to promote workforce diversity. The Commission, chaired by the Labor
Secretary, is required to examine employers’ practices and policies regarding opportunities for
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advancement for women and minorities and to recommend actions to correct deficiencies.
Although the Glass Ceiling Act does not itself generate change in legislation, it is part of the
1991 Civil Rights Act which does generate legislative change in regard to recent case law.'

Various studies have noted improvements in the employment of women and minorities
over the years. For example, the General Accounting Office (GAQO, 1991) reported that,
except for black and American Indian men, employment levels for minorities and women
were higher in 1990 than 1982. The employment level for black men dropped .5 percent and
that for American Indian men remained unchanged.

While women and minorities have begun to climb the corporate ladder, their
proportional presence in high level and high paying positions does not approach that of white
males. For example, the Department of Labor (1991) found that while 37 percent of
employees in the nine surveyed Federal contractors are female, only 17 percent of
management positions are held by women and only 6.6 percent of all executives are women.
The numbers show an even greater discrepancy for minorities. Fifteen and one-half percent
of all employees are minority group members, yet minorities hold only 6 percent of all
management positions and only 2.6 percent of all executive positions. The DOL results
showed that there is a point beyond which women and minorities simply have not advanced
(minorities plateau at an even lower level than women). Another study conducted with 400
Fortune 1000 companies found that less than 9 percent of all managers were minorities (cited
in Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990).

The second Department of Labor (1992) report on the Glass Ceiling Initiative
indicated that while progress is being made, many barriers to top positions still exist. The
study found that while women and minorities are hired at entry levels, hiring practices do not
extend to the recruitment of a diverse pool of applicants at higher levels. In addition, the
report revealed a lack of commitment to diversity among top managers despite mention of
increased interest in diversity. That is, the willingness to take action to ensure that diversity
exists at all levels of the corporate world was not generally apparent. Thus, success stories of
qualified minorities and women advancing into higher level management positions were the
exception rather than the rule.

The GAO actually found that getting to the top might be easier for women and
minorities in the Federal government than it is in the private sector. As of September 30,
1990, women and minorities made up 17.2 percent of the Federal Senior Executive Service
workforce, but occupied only 9.2 percent of the executive level positions in the 94 Fortune
1000 companies surveyed by the Department of Labor in the 1991 glass ceiling report (GAO,
1991). However, in this same study, the GAO examined the distribution of women and
minorities across 261 key jobs in 25 agencies. Key jobs are jobs that can lead to middle and
upper management positions. The study found that not only were white women and
minorities more likely to be employed in jobs that were not "key," but also that they were
often underrepresented in key jobs in relation to their representation in the civilian labor force

! The interested reader will find in the appendix a more detailed description of major civil
rights legislation and case law since passage of the first Civil Rights Act of 1964.
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for the same occupations. In addition, women and minorities who held key jobs were much
more likely to be found in the lower grades than in grades 12 through 15.

A lurge-scale survey conducted by the U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB)
in 19922 found that barriers to top-level Federal government jobs exist for women, even
when they are equivalent to men in education, experience, job performance, and job
commitment. Nearly 50 percent of white-collar Federal executive branch jobs are held by
women, yet only 25 percent of supervisors and only 11 percent of executives are female.
Minority women and women with children were found to be promoted at an even lower rate
than their white and childless female counterparts.

The MSPB developed a mathematical forecasting model to estimate the rate at which
the composition of the Federal workforce can be expected to change over the next 25 years.
Their model included the effects of average hiring, separation, retirement, transfer, and
promotion rates among occupational categories over two 3-year periods: fiscal years 1978-
1980 and 1988-1990. It assumed that 1988-90 rates would hold for the next 25 years. They
found that women were entering Professional and Administrative occupations (the occupations
that feed upper management levels) at a much greater rate in the late 1980’s than in the
previous time period, and that the average rate of employees leaving Government grew over
the decade. As a result, the opportunity for women to move into and up through the pipeline
is significantly greater now than it was in 1978-80. The model showed that the percentage of
women in Professional and Administrative positions will grow from about 34 percent in 1990
to 42 percent by the year 2017. The percentage of women in the senior executive service will
grow from 11 percent to about 30 percent.

One reason for the slow movement of women into higher levels is that as the
management pyramid narrows, promotion rates for both men and women drop. The MSPB
found that on average, about 1 in 8 GS 12 employees is promoted each year, and 1 in 100 GS
15 employees. Gender differences in promotion rates also exacerbate this situation for
women. The MSPB found that men are promoted at a rate nearly 33 percent greater than
women at the GS 9 level, and 44 percent greater than women at the GS 11 level. These two
levels are the gateway into management. When experience and education are controlled,
promotion rates for men still exceed those for women. Thus, while promotion rates into the
higher levels are low for all, women are at a greater disadvantage than men.

Lower advancement rates for women and minorities have a substantial economic
impact on these subgroups. For example, research shows that women still earn significantly
less than men. In 1987, the ratio of female to male earnings was found to be .71 (Blau &
Beller, 1988). A recent study conducted with 20 Fortune 500 companies found that women
executives had substantially lower salary progression rates than their male counterparts, even
when geographic mobility, education level, family power, and standard industry pay were
controlled (Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1992).

? The 1992 study focused on barriers to advancement for women. Merit Systems Protection
Board is currently conducting a similar investigation into barriers to advancement for minority
employees in the Federal civil service.




In sum, despite three decades of legislation intended to correct underrepresentation,
and despite evidence that progress, albeit slow, is being made to improve workforce diversity.
evidence abounds that real barriers to the advancement of women and minorities continue to
exist. In the remainder of this report, we examine reasons that the glass ceiling persists, and
recommend ways both to detect its existence and to combat it.

Objectives and Limitations of the Study

The objectives of this study are threefold. First, the literature survey is intended to
identify the most productive approaches to follow in an empirical study of the glass ceiling in
the Department of the Army. Second, the report is also intended to provide a research-based
context within which to interpret findings of Army’s study. Finally, this report highlights
promising methods for overcoming or limiting barriers to advancement for women and
minorities. Given these objectives, we focused our literature search on empirical studies and
sound theoretical articles that investigate explanatory variables and thereby suggest fruitful
avenues of research.

As has typically been the case in investigations of the glass ceiling, our treatment of
the topic focuses on barriers to advancement within the ranks of management. While
obstacles to employment and advancement in non-management jobs clearly affect the
composition of the pool of supervisory candidates, the scope of this study did not permit
consideration of non-management employment and advancement barriers.

Glass ceiling literature was accumulating long before the phenomenon was given a
name. Studies of variables that contribute to or explain slow advancement rates for women
and minorities have been conducted in the fields of economics, labor law, psychology, history,
sociology, and political science, to name but a few. Much of the literature on the topic of the
glass ceiling centers on the problems of women, perhaps because the phenomenon was first
described and labelled in a study of executive women (Morrison, White, & Velsor, 1987).
Much of the literature that includes minorities focuses on blacks. This literature review does
not represent a comprehensive survey of all that exists on the topic. Rather, because of
resource and time limitations, the authors attempted to cover the main findings of relevance to
the objectives of the study.

Our report includes an occasional article that examines the situation of Hispanics, and
even fewer articles that look at Asian Americans and Native Americans/Alaskan Natives.
While we recognize that some of the problems faced by each subgroup are unique, the scope
of this study did not permit us to examine unique situations in any detail. Our report
therefore mixes literature on gender-specific issues with literature on racial/ethnic issues.

We originally intended to examine barriers to advancement faced by the disabled.
Unfortunately, the paucity of literature on this group rendered this objective impossible to
meet. It is likely that some of the forces faced by women and minorities are also faced by
the disabled, such as the phenomenon of tokenism described in Section III; however, we did
not attempt to make such generalizations. As a result, the report focuses on women and
minorities.




—

Finally, since this project began, the status of gays and lesbians in the military has
received a great deal of attention. The attention given to sexual orientation most likely will
influence the treatment of gays and lesbians in the civilian work force. However, these issues
are outside the scope of this study and are not examined here.

Organization of the Report

The next three sections of the report are organized around potential causes of glass
ceiling: Systemic barriers; stereotypes and biases; and individual factors and group
differences. The categorization of causes was taken from a recent literature review by
Morrison and Von Glinow (1990). Section II reviews the literature on structural or systemic
barriers to advancement. This section presents evidence that widespread policies and practices
perpetuate discriminatory treatment of women and minorities.

Section III reviews research that attributes differential treatment of subgroups to stereotypes
and biases. In this section, perceptions of individuals, rather than characteristics of the
organizational system and the way it operates, are the focus.

Section IV reviews literature that examines whether differences among subgroups underlie
slower advancement rates for women and minorities as compared to men. This research
typically investigates the extent to which deficiencies are largely responsible for the
underrepresentation of women and minorities in the management ranks. The three areas are
treated separately for convenience, not because they are unrelated. The variables, findings,
and theories treated in each of these sections interact repeatedly.

Finally, Section V, "Conclusions and Recommendations,” summarizes the findings
reported. This section also presents two sets of recommendations: one suggests promising
avenues for research for organizational investigations of the glass ceiling; the other lists
actions that organizations might take to reduce barriers to advancement.




. SYSTEMIC BARRIERS

Introduction

The limited advancement ratgs of women and minorities can be attributed, in part, to
structural or systemic barriers (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990, p. 201). Systemic barriers
include widespread policies and practices of the organization or larger social system that often
exclude certain classes of individuals from opportunities to share in organizational power,
positions of authority, and decision making. Kanter (1979) states that it is the position, not
the person, that usually determines whether a manager has productive power. Kanter (1977)
defines power as "the ability to do, in the classic physical usage of power as energy, and thus
it means having access to whatever is needed for the doing. The powerful are the ones who
have access to tools for action” (p. 166). Power is said to be a function of having open
channels to supplies, support, and information. Thus, productive power has to do with
connections with other parts of the system. Connections, Kanter states, are derived from two
sources: (1) job activities (discretion, recognition, and relevance); and (2) political alliances
(contact with sponsors, peer networks, and subordinates).

We initially address Kanter’s first source of power with a discussion of traditional
differences that exist in the position power of jobs typically occupied by men and women.
The next section presents research that suggests behavioral and attitudinal implications of
power differences in organizations. The remainder of this section addresses Kanter’s second
source of power: political connections. A discussion of access to information, feedback, and
key contacts through membership in networks is followed by an overview of the 